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Abstract

JOB STRESS PERCEPTION:

MEASURING INDIVIDUAL PROPENSITY

by

Linda M. lorizzo

Adviser: Professor Joel Lefkowitz

A great dcal of ofganizational research has been conducted on the topic of
stress. However, much of that research has confused the definition of stress with
its antecedents and consequences. By referencing the authors that directly
explore the definition of stress, one concludes that stress is embedded in a
process of antecedents — stress — consequences, and that stress is the perception
of a personally relevant situation as ambiguous. The notion of stress as a
perception is explored in this research. A new — perceptual — measure of stress

(The Propensity to Perceive Stress [PPS]) is developed and tested. The model of



antecedents — stress — consequences is also explored.

Three hundred eighty-nine applicants for New York City civil service jobs
served as the subjects in this study. A naturally anxiety producing test situation
was used as the test anxiety measure. Subjects were asked to complete a
questionnaire measuring life satisfaction, job alienation — involvement, stress
symptoms, negative and positive affectivity, and perceptual stress. Correlational,
factor and path analyses were performed.

Results of the factor analysis seem to suggest that the proposed new stress
measure appears to be measuring stress. The reliability and validity of this new
measure are good. The concept of stress as a process composed of antecedents
— stress — consequences was also supported. Results indicated that negative
affectivity and stress were separate concepts. The predicted relationships between

PPS and its antecedents and consequences were supported.
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INTRODUCTION

In the past decade, a plethora of literature has been published on the topic
of job stress in the form of books, articles, tapes, videos, etc. This interest stems
mainly from evidence of a link between stress and its various negative
consequences: increased blood pressure, heart rate, cholesterol level, absenteeism,
turnover, and anxiety, and decreased job performance and satisfaction
(Ivancevich, Matteson, and Preston, 1982; Jamal, 1984). While a mass of
literature exists, surprisingly little is known regarding this construct. The question
remains: What is job stress? Many authors have ventured an answer to this
question (cf. Schuler, 1980), however, little agreement exists: is stress a situational
reaction to particular environmental circumstances or is it a stable personality
characteristic? Is it a behavioral, cognitive, or physiological phenomenon? Is it
episodic or chronic? Is stress merely another term for anxiety? All of the
preceding alternatives have been included among definitions of stress. Perhaps
job stress is a combination of all of the above (and perhaps not). No
organizational literature exists that has served to integrate the facets of this
construct to achieve greater understanding or to further our knowledge.

We do know that job stress has costly adverse consequences. Itis a
cost medically and financially as well as psychologically, and it is a cost

behaviorally in terms of lowered production, and increased absence and turnover.



For so vital a topic, it is unfortunate that, in the area of organizational
psychology, we know little more today than was known when the topic was first
introduced in 100 A.D.

Interest in stress by the general populace as well as by professionals
in many fields, has fostered the emergence of this topic in the field of industrial-
organizational psychology. Unfortunately, we are as negligent as others in that we
have not used the evidence and resources of other subfields of psychology to aid
our understanding of this topic. Lack of integrated conceptualization is
exemplified in the measurement research. If stress can be conceptualized as
having physiological, behavioral and perceptual components, one might conclude
that all of these components should be taken into consideration when we measure
stress thus forming a multidimensional view of the construct. However, while
many theorists and researchers agree that individual differences (mainly
perceptual) exist with regard to stressful reactions, none have included this
perceptual component in their unidimensional physiological or behavioral
measures (cf. Quick & Quick, 1983) neither has anyone adequately measured this
concept of stress as a perception alone.

Based on a review of much of the organizational literature, it can be
concluded that stress is a process comprised of three phases: antecedent causes,
stress, and consequent reactions. The antecedent causes are generally known as
stressors. The reactions may be grouped into physiological, psychological and
behavioral components. Stress itself may be conceptualized as separate and

distinct from both antecedents and consequent reactions. This process is affected
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by individual differences in personality and cognitions. The stress concept and its
definition will be explored here to gain greater insight and understanding of the
entire process. Because stress is such a vast topic, this review will be limited to
research related to job stress. Many, if not all, of the reviewed articles were

obtained from organizational journals.



CHAPTER 1

Stress: An Historical Precis

Stress: a Physiological Perspective

Selye (1956) dates awareness of stress as far back as 100 A.D. He indicated that
stress was thought of as a force or push on the body which could act as a curative
for diseases. Stress was related to the notion of homeostasis, e.g. force and
resistance. Later, in the 17th Century, Hooke defined stress as "the ratio of
internal force...to the area over which the force acted" (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984
p-2). Walter Cannon in 1932 likened stress to a disturbance of homeostasis
(ibid). In 1936, Hans Selye developed the first "theory" of stress which he called
the General Adaptation Syndrome. This syndrome is composed of three
(physiological) phases: (1) the alarm reaction, (2) the stage of resistance, and (3)
the stage of exhaustion. The alarm reaction can be defined as "a generalized call
to arms of the defensive forces in the organism" (Selye, 1956, p. 31). Selye
believed that stress was a purely physiological reaction. That is, the cells of the
adrenal cortex secrete granules into the blood stream thereby depleting the gland
at the same time the individual becomes alarmed by a situation. Selye realized
that no human could remain in the alarm state without serious damage to the
depleted adrenal gland. He reasoned, therefore, that there must be some counter

action such as a physiological resistance to this alarm. At this second stage of



resistance, the individual struggles toward equilibrium and begins adapting to
(coping with) the situation. Physiologically, the adrenal cortex accumulates a
reserve of granules to balance the depletion. Eventually, after prolonged
exposure to this noxious stimulus and consequent resistance, the body becomes
exhausted. This is the third phase of the syndrome. Selye indicated that only
severe stress leads to the third stage.

Hans Selye’s research on stress has had a vast impact on advancing
this notion and encouraged subsequent investigation by other researchers.
Lazarus and Folkman (1984) indicate "Selye’s work and its spinoffs have played a
dominant role in the recent expansion of interest in stress" (p. 52). It should be
noted that Selye’s ideas regarding stress established that stress can result in
adverse physiological consequences.

Wolff (1953) emphasized the "dynamic state" of stress. He defined
stress as a fight to restore equilibrium. That is, in the biological sense, our bodies
constantly struggle to maintain an equilibrium. This state of equilibrium is
facilitated by adaptation. (Adaptation may be thought of as the physiological
equivalent of psychological coping).

During the Korean War, many new studies were directed at the
effects of stress on adrenal-cortical hormones and skilled performance.
Researchers were searching for methods of selecting less stress-vulnerable combat

personnel and ways to improve their functioning while under stress.



During the Vietnam War focus shifted to the examination of the
physiological effects of stress in the form of bombings, manipulation of military
prisoners and concentration camps (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).

Currently the field of psychosomatic medicine in which strong
support is given to the general consensus that social and psychological factors,
such as stress, are important in health and illness, is being given a great deal of
attention.

"Psychophysiology and medicine...have moved away from the view that
disease is strictly a product of environmental agents such as bacteria,
viruses, and damaging accidents and toward acceptance of the idea that
vulnerability to disease or ’host resistance’ is also important" (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984, p.8).
Specifically, research on the effects of stress on the bodily tissues has changed
many researcher’s opinions regarding psychosomatic medicine (Mason, 1971).
Lazarus and Folkman (1984 p.8) indicate "Current psychosomatic thought
is...heavily imbedded in stress theory and research". This psychosomatic approach
represents the merging of two disciplines (psychodynamic and physiological)
forming a more interdisciplinary approach to the study of stress (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1986).

The future of physiology and stress research is in an extension of
psychosomatic medicine: the inmune response (ibid). That is, are individuals
under a great deal of stress more likely to suffer from illnesses such as cancer,

AIDS, etc?



Stress: a Psychological Perspective

When considering psychological aspects of stress, two concepts are often

mentioned: alienation and anxiety.

Alienation

Concomitant with developments in the physical sciences, sociologists
and psychologists were investigating the effects of stress. Durkheim (1893) wrote
about "alienation"-- a condition of anomie due to lack of norms which prescribe
behavior. Such a condition is related to our current concept of stress. Seeman
(1959, 1971) described alienation as powerlessness, normlessness,
meaninglessness, isolation and self-estrangement. Lazarus and Folkman (1984)
point out that Seeman’s conceptualization clearly places "alienation under the
general rubric of stress" (p. 4). More recently, alienation has been investigated as
it relates to work (Lefkowitz, Somers & Weinberg, 1986).

Sociologists have investigated stress as it relates to riots, panics, and
natural disaster (Baker & Chapman, 1968); examination stress (Mechanic, 1978);
and working under water (Helmreich, 1968). It should be noted that sociologists
use the term strain when referring to stress in their research. This is an example

of confusion in use of the term.



Anxiety

Stress played a major role in the study of individual psychology.
However, in this area stress was known as anxiety. The word stress did not
appear in the index of Psychological Abstracts until 1944. However, in retrospect,
the psychoanalytic notion of "anxiety" seems analogous to our current notions
regarding stress.

Freud (1924) used the term "anxiety" to describe an unpleasant
emotional state or condition. He posited that anxiety represents "all that is
covered by the word nervousness" (cf. Spielberger, 1973, p. 114). According to
Freud, anxiety results in physiological symptoms such as nausea, heart palpations,
sweating, etc.

"Anxiety was distinguishable from other unpleasant states, such as anger or
depression by its unique combination of phenomenological and
physiological qualities, which gave it a special character of unpleasure”
(Spielberger, 1973, p. 116).

Originally, Freud believed that anxiety resulted from repressed
sexual tensions. Later he revised his conceptualization and defined anxiety as a
signal to indicate the presence of danger thereby triggering defense mechanisms
(i.e. coping). He believed that there were two types of anxiety: objective and
neurotic. Objective anxiety is a real fear of external danger. Neurotic anxiety "is
the end product of a complex process in which internal [se@al] impulses evoke an

anxiety reaction that signals the danger of further punishment if the [sexual]



impulses are expressed” (Spielberger, 1973, p. 117). Freud never discussed a
distinction between anxiety and stress.

Mowrer (1939) applied Freud’s notion about anxiety to learning
theory. He reasoned that anxiety and fear were synonymous and that both were
conditionable.

In 1950, Hoch and Zubin stated:

"Although anxiety is the most pervasive psychological phenomenon of our
time and the chief symptom in the neurosis and in functional psychoses,
there has been little or no agreement on its definition, and very little, if
any progress in its measurement" (p. 5).

The current status of an anxiety definition has not changed much
since 1950. Additionally, most researchers are noticeably silent in offering a
distinction between stress and anxiety when studying either concept. In many
cases anxiety and stress are considered synonymous. However, it is important to
distinguish between these two concepts in order to gain greater insight into the
definition of stress. Spielberger (1973) implies that anxiety is a consequence of
stress:

"It is widely accepted that most people respond to stressful situations with
increased anxiety and that anxiety reactions are characterized by feelings of
apprehension, tension, and activation of the autonomic nervous system" (p.
129). |

Phillips and Endler (1982) support Spielberger’s distinction:
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"Stress refers to the individual’s subjective appraisal (or perception) of the
situation as physically or psychologically dangerous...[anxiety] now defines
the emotional reaction and response pattern which results from the
person’s appraisal of the situation as threatening" (p.304).
This distinction is adopted and will be elaborated upon in the current research.
Stress entails a perceptual-evaluative process while anxiety is the emotional

reaction to stress.

Recent Developments in Stress Research

Recent interest in stress suggests that there may be individual perceptual
differences in reactions to stressful situations. "People could differ in their
optimal level of arousal, or in the ways they [cognitively] appraised the encounter
or coped with its demands" (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p. 7). Lazarus and
Erikson (1952) found differences in performance under stress conditions. This
and other studies made it clear that performance in stressful situations was not
easily predicted. This realization of the importance of personal factors caused
many researchers to examine the possible effects of mediating or moderating

variables.

Models of Stress
French and Caplan (1972) developed a relatively simple mode] of

stress. Occupational stressors such as role conflict and role ambiguity cause
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physiological strains such as tension, dissatisfaction, smoking, low self-esteem, etc.
These, in turn, lead to such health consequences as coronary heart disease.
Additionally, they add that the stressor-strain relationship is moderated by

personality attributes in the form of abilities, needs, etc. (see figure 1 below).

Drawbacks of the French & Caplan model:

1-Psychological and physiological strains described here are what are
commonly known as reactions to stressful situations.

2-Coronary heart disease is the only result of the "strains". This is clearly a
limitation. Psychological and behavioral results should be added.

3-Why is coronary heart disease separated from strains? Are they not both
consequences of stress? Perhaps they are separated because coronary
heart disease is a longer-term effect (more distal) than the strains. This

should be clarified.
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Kahn, Wolfe, Snoek and Rosenthal (1964) developed a model of
organizational stress embedded in role theory (see figure 2, below). The role
conceptions and behavior of the "focal person" are determined by "role senders".
These "role senders" are influenced by organizational, interpersonal and

personality factors.

Drawbacks of this Model:

1-This is more a model of role issues (discussed in detail in chapter 3)
rather than a model of stress.

2-It is not clear where stress is in this model. The authors’ definition
needs to be clearly explained.

3-This is not general enough to be applied to many situations.

12
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FIGURE 2

The Rahn, et.al, 1964 Model of Stress

Dijkhuizen (1974) integrated the above two models to form yet a
third model in which objective situational stressors lead to subjective stressors
which in turn lead to psychological strains. (see figure 3, below) These
relationships are mediated by personality characteristics.

Drawbacks of this Model:

1-In this model strains are really consequences of stress.

2-Why are objective and subjective stresses sepafated in this Model if they
are both affected by the same personality variables and result in the same

consequences?

3-Again, how is stress defined in this model?
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Drawbacks of all the Models

DiJkhuizen, 19?74 Model of Stress

1-None of the three models distinguishes between stress and stressors.

2- Each of these models offer the conceptualization of stress as a process

but none adequately defines stress or distinguishes between stress and

stressors.

3- All of the models need simplification to achieve greater clarity and ease

of application.
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4-Rather than helping to clarify the definition of stress, these models make

the situation more confused by not clearly defining stress.

In this chapter, a brief history of stress was offered: The most
recent trend in this literature is awareness of and focus on individual differences
in reactions to stressful situations. This is true for both the physiological stress
literature, which is now moving toward individual immune responses, and in the
psychological literature, which is now focusing on the cognitive appraisal of stress.

It can also be concluded from this chapter that some confusion
exists regarding the distinction between anxiety and stress, and more generally

regarding the definition of stress.
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CHAPTER 2
DEFINING STRESS

Defining stress is not an easy task
"...[I]t has been stated that essentially stress is too all encompassing a
phenomenon, too large to investigate. Compounding and perpetuating this
view of stress is the fact that stress remains a term without
conceptualization and without definitional and operational agreement
..Indeed, several authors suggest that the stress concept should be
relegated to a secondary position behind a more general framework of
stress research” (Schuler, 1980, p. 187). "In many ways, assessing stress is
tantamount to measuring the fotality of life--the moment-to-moment flow
of awareness in a highly complex and constantly changing social and
physical milieu" (Monroe & Peterman, 1988 p. 32).

The present author selected a sample of 12 recent studies related to
organizational stress and examined their theoretical and operational definitions.
All studies were conducted in the last decade and an attempt was made to sample
a variety of relevant organizational journals.

Parasuraman and Alutto (1981) studied sources of stress in the
work environment. They offer no conceptual definition of stress. The
operational definition of stress was a self-report survey tapping the stressors of

interunit conflict, technical problems, efficiency problems, role frustration, staff
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shortages, and too many meetings. The authors are not measuring stress, rather,
they are measuring negative stressors.

Ivancevich, Matteson and Preston (1982) investigated the
relationship between type A, organizational stress and well being. Their
conceptual definition of stress is "negative environmental factors or stressors (e.g.
work overload, role conflict) associated with a particular job" (p.374). The
operational definition of stress was a self-report questionnaire tapping work
overload, lack of career progression, family situation, supervisor relations, and
role conflict. While the conceptual and operational definitions of stress match,
the authors are measuring stressors not stress.

Abush and Burkhead (1984) examined job stress in midlife working
women. They do not offer a conceptual definition of stress. Stress was
operationally defined using the Job Tension Index (a self-report questionnaire).
The authors indicate this scale is associated with measures of job dissatisfaction,
role conflict, ambiguity and neurotic symptoms. They do not indicate what this
scale measures. Not enough information is given to form conclusions regarding
what these authors are indeed measuring.

Berkowitz and Perkins (1984) examined stress among farm women.
The authors do not offer a conceptual definition of stress. Their operational
definition of stress was a self-report scale measuring "psychological and
physiological symptoms associated with the stress response" (p. 163) The authors

are actually measuring consequences of stress rather than stress itself.
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Jayaratne and Chess (1984) examined the effects of emotional
support on job stress. No conceptual definition of stress is offered. The
operational definition of stress was self-report measures of amount of experienced
role ambiguity and conflict. The authors are measuring stressors rather than
stress.

Martin (1984) investigated the effect of job stress, which he first
defined as the inability to leave, on health problems. He later describes the
inability to leave as a source of job stress and defines job stress as "results from a
variety of extreme or noxious conditions created within or associated with one’s
job environment" (p. 170) This appears to be a definition of a consequence of
exposure to stressors. Job stress was operationally defined as role overload, role
ambiguity, employee participation, equity, group support and inability to leave.
"An employee’s inability to leave was defined as a situation in which the employee
had little behavioral discretion or choice about leaving his or her job" (p.974).
Martin’s theoretical definition describes a consequence of stress (i.e. results from)
whereas his operational definition involves stressors. Additionally, these stressors
are clearly negative.

Rhodewalt, Hays, Chermers & Wysocki (1984) examined the
relationship between Type A, stress and illness. Their conceptual definition of
stress is "the perception of that event as undesirable or less than totally
controllable" (p. 150). The operational definition of stress was a self-report rating
of the amount of stress experienced regarding the supervisor, coworkers,

subordinates and tasks. The operational definition is a measure of the amount
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stressors NOT the perception of an event as undesirable or uncontrollable. The
operational and conceptual definitions do not coincide. Additionally, stress is
conceptualized and operationalized as exclusively negative.

Chmers, Hays, Rhodewalt & Wysocki (1985) examined the
relationship between person-environment fit and stress. Their theoretical
definition of stress is "stress arises from a poor match between characteristics of
the individual employee and the job situation " (p. 628). This definition does not
consider personality, stressors /antecedents or consequences of stress. Their
operational definition of stress was a self-report questionnaire-type "measure(s)
designed to assess a variety of personality and situational factors thought to be
related to job stress" (p.630). The operational definition does not appear to
match the theoretical definition. The operational definition includes personality
and antecedent variables which the theoretical definition does not. The authors
do not include positive stressors.

Hendrix, Ovalle and Troxler (1985) examined the behavioral and
psychological consequences of stress. They propose a model of stress which fits
the general antecedent-stress-consequent reaction notion. They include
personality or individual difference variables as an antecedent. They do not give
a conceptual definition of stress. The operational definition of job stress was "a
scale reflecting the extent that individuals felt their jobs overall to be stressful and
the degree the jobs produced stress by thwarting personal growth" (p. 194). The
authors do not describe the items in this scale clearly or carefully enough for the

reader to really understand what is being proposed.
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Marino and White (1985) examined the relationship between
mechanistic structural organizational characteristics (such as hierarchy of
authority, job codification and lack of participation in decision making) and job
stress. The authors’ conceptual definition of stress is "stress is expected when
beliefs about the location of control and perceived freedom to take action are
incongruent" (p. 782). Essentially this means that situations over which we have
control are experienced as less stressful than those over which we do not have
control. Operationally, stress was defined via two self-report scales: "the first
scale measures stress induced by the volume of work assigned and the second
scale assesses pressure attributable to imposed time and resource limitations"
(p.783). Both operational and conceptualization definitions imply that stress is a
negative consequence due to lack of control.

Howard, Cunningham and Rechnitzer (1986) examined the role of
hardiness as a moderator of job stress and coronary risk. The authors do not
offer a conceptual definition of stress. The operational definition of stress was a
self-report measure of the amount of fole ambiguity. Role ambiguity is a

negative stressor NOT stress.

-
* -

Watson (1988) examined the relationship between affectivity
(negative and positive) and stress. He does not give a conceptual definition of
stress. His operational definition is responses to the question: "How much stress
(e.g. because of hassles, demands) were you under today?" While Watson
suggests this is a measure of perceived stress, it can be argued that he is

measuring very little with one item and if he is measuring something it is how
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many hassles/ demands did you experience today? This is a measure of stressors

not perceived stress.

Each of the 12 studies described above has major flaws regarding

the definition of stress. These 12 are a microcosm of the existing literature.

Many more studies could be described and the same flaws would be obvious. The

following three issues are clear from this review.

1-

There is ambiguity in the definition of stress- Many authors
conceptualize one concept and operationally measure another.
Many authors claim to be measuring stress but are actually
measuring stressors or consequences of stress.

Each fails to acknowledge the possibility of positive stress. All the
studies above consider stress to be negative. Greater understanding
of this topic will be achieved by incorporating positive and negative
stressors.

None of the studies include a process orientation- Only a few
authors have suggested a distinction between antecedent / stress /
consequences. And those that have seem to lose this distinction

when measuring stress.

The purpose of the current research is to forge a workable

conceptual definition of stress which embraces these points and to complement

this definition with an adequate operational measure.
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At least one author (Jamal, 1984) presents empirical evidence
related to the importance of a constant definition of stress.
"The nature of the relationship between job stress and performance tends
to be a negative linear one, provided stress is operationalized in terms of
perceptions of stressors such as role conflict, overload, and resource
inadequacy. On the other hand, if stress is measured directly [i.e. not in
terms of stressors] or by other methods, then the nature of the relationship
between stress and performance is far from conclusive" (p.15).

This finding does not lend confidence to our measures of stress or to our security

in making conclusions.

Schuler (1980) also attempted to develop a definition of stress based
on a brief review of the literature. He indicates that in the past, stress has been
defined as a response (Selye, 1956); a lack of fit between individual and
environment (French, Rogers & Cobb, 1974); any threat (Caplan, et.al., 1975); a
change (Beehr & Newman, 1978); any negative environmental factor (Cooper &
Marshall, 1976); a feeling of discomfort (Parker & DeCotis, 1976); and as
perceived external factors (Gavin & Axelrod, 1976). Schuler (1980) points out
that these definitions suggest that stress is only negative. However, the inverted
U hypothesis suggests that too little stress may be as bad as too much. Schuler
therefore, defines stress independent of the negative environment. The
environment he suggests "can influence stress by being perceived by the individual
as opportunities, constraints and/or demands" (p.189). His definition of stress is:

"Stress is a dynamic condition in which an individual is:
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confronted with an opportunity for being/having/doing what (s)he
desires and/or;

confronted with a constraint on being/having/doing what (s)he
desires and/or;

confronted with a demand on being/having/doing what (s)he desires
and for which the resolution of is perceived to have uncertainty but
which will lead (upon resolution) to important outcomes” (p.189).

Schuler defines opporfunity, constraint and demand as follows.

"An opportunity is a dynamic condition in which an individual may be able

to be, have or do what (s)he desires, i.e., a situation of potential gain. A

constraint on the other hand, is a dynamic condition in which an individual

may be prevented from being, having, or doing what (s)he desires, in

essence a potential status quo situation [i.e. no change/improvement when

change/improvement is desired]. A demand is a dynamic condition in

which what an individual desires to be, have, or desires may be diminished

or removed, a potential situation of loss" (p.190).

Schuler indicates that desires vary from individual to individual and

reflect needs and values.

The following points can be concluded from Schuler’s definition:
Stress is a perceptual-cognitive variable-i.e. stress is the perception
and appraisal that the resolutions or implications of a personally
relevant (important) situation (involving demand, constraint or

opportunity) are ambiguous.
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2- Stressors in the form of such demands, constraints and/or
opportunities are separate and distinct from "stress". These
stressors are inputs from the environment which impinge on the

individual and have the potential to produce stress.

Now also consider Phillips and Endler’s (1982) distinction between
stress and anxiety (discussed previously). These authors indicate that stress is a
subjective appraisal of a situation whereas anxiety is the emotional reaction to this
perception (see Phillips & Endler for a full discussion). Anxiety then is the
feeling component to this reaction analogous to an emotional appraisal of the
situation. As Freud suggested, anxiety is all that is covered by the term
nervousness. Stress is the perceptual component to this reaction analogous to a

cognitive appraisal of the situation. Consider figure 4 below:
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The notion of stress as a perception has been noted previously.

McGrath (1976) defined stress as necessitating a set of preconditions:

1- the employee perceives a stressor;
2- the stressor is perceived to be out of balance with one’s ability;
3- failure to resolve this stressor is perceived to lead to differential

rewards or sanctions.
McGrath (1976) describes stress in the framework of a

negative/noxious environmental stressor. In this way, he fails to recognize that

25
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stress can be positive, and thereby, falls short of a complete view of the construct.

Shirom (1982) like many other authors, reveals the same omission
as McGrath (1976) by defining stress only in noxious terms. These are but a
sample of how stress has been iﬁcompletely defined in the past. It appears that
even when care is taken to carefully define stress as distinct from environmental

antecedents, the theoretical literature errs in treating stress only as negative.

Based on this brief sample of organizational stress literature, it
appears that Schuler’s (1980) definition of stress is the most comprehensive and
therefore, will be adopted here and expanded upon. Schuler did not discuss or
delineate the difference between stress and anxiety. Most researchers agree that
stress is a perceptual-cognitive variable. It is offered here that the emotional
partner to stress is anxiety. This conclusion is based on literature which describes
anxiety as "a feeling", "nervousness", etc.

Therefore, stress is defined as an individual’s perceptual-cognitive
appraisal of the results of a personally significant situation, created by a stressor,
as ambiguous (i.e. having uncertain outcomes). (The definition of stressor is
analogous to the definition of reinforcer in behavioral psychology. A reinforcer is
defined based on its consequence of increasing behavior. A stressor is defined
based upon whether or not it causes stress.) This perception is coupled with an

emotional reaction (or consequence) to that stressor-i.e. anxiety. Moreover, the

definition implicitly includes both "positive” and "negative" stressors. A positive
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stressor is perceived as rewarding whereas a negative stressor is perceived as
noxious. Perceptual/cognitive appraisal is clearly an important component of the
definition which the proposed research will examine in greater detail. It is
proposed that individuals differ in their dispositional likelihood to perceive stress
and hence to experience stress. This concept and the aforementioned definition
of stress will be tested in an applied setting.

This definition of stress was chosen for use in the present research
because it appears to be the most complete definition offered in the
organizational literature. This is not to say that one could not find a situation in
which stress is not related to ambiguity. This definition is not necessarily

exclusive — there may be exceptions to this definition.

In this chapter, the drawbacks and problems incurred in defining
organizational stress have been described. A new conceptualization of
organizational stress has been offered here in order to clarify past inconsistencies
and confusion.

Drawing from the consistencies which do exist in the literature, it
can be concluded that viewing stress as a process is conceptually appealing. It
must be made clear that "stress" is not equal to "stressor" or "consequences of
stress". The definition elaborated here will be adopted and tested. A new
measure of a predisposition to perceive stress will be investigated.

The next step in accomplishing this goal is to identify the

antecedents, consequences and personality factors that relate to stress. When
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reviewing the literature on antecedents, consequences and moderators of the
stress process it is important to keep in mind that stress has been measured
inconsistently as if it were an antecedent or consequence in these studies.

Therefore, there is little confidence in the interpretation of these results.
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CHAPTER 3

Antecedent Factors / Stressors

It must be kept in mind, in the following review of the literature in
this chapter, that each author’s measure of stress is at variance with other authors
and all are incongruent with the conceptual definition elaborated upon in Chapter

2.

One of the major areas of interest in the study of stress is its source.
Many different antecedent factors have been studied. Since the present study is
focused on organizational stress, we will examine antecedents that influence

organizational stress only [however varied are its definitions].

Quick & Quick (1984) have conceptualized the different sources of
organizational stress as falling into four categories:
1- Task demands- these are inherent in performing the job tasks, e.g.
excessively routine jobs, lack of job security, work overload, etc.
2- Role demands- these are inherent in the role of the worker in the
work environment, e.g. role conflict and role ambiguity.
(These two concepts have been so extensively examined as they relate to
stress that they are often (incorrectly) considered synonymous with stress).
3- Physical demands- these are demands in the physical environment

such as, extremes of temperature, noise, etc.
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4- Interpersonal demands- these are for example, abrasive

personalities, group pressure, etc.

Role Demands

The stressors most often linked to job stress are role ambiguity and
role conflict. According to Jackson & Schuler (1985) "almost two hundred studies
have been done using measures of role ambiguity and role conflict" (p.17). Quick
& Quick (1984) define role conflict as

"occur[ing] for an individual when a person in his work environment
communicates a certain expectation about how he should behave and this
expectation makes it difficult'or impossible to fulfill another behavioral
expectation or set of expectations. Therefore, stress is caused by the
inability or difficulty in meeting the various expectations of his behavior"
(p-29). "Role ambiguity results whenever there is inadequate information
about what role behavior is expected, unclear or confusing information
about expected role behaviors, unclear or confusing information about
what behaviors will enable the incumbent to fulfill the role expectations, or
uncertainty about the consequences of certain role behaviors" (ibid, p. 30).
The notion that individuals may systematically vary in the extent to which they
perceive these aforementioned role issues has not been investigated.
The concepts of role ambiguity and role conflict have become so

pertinent to the study of organizational life that they are often investigated



31

independently of stress and are more often than not considered to be stress.
Jackson and Schuler (1985) conducted a meta analysis of the research on these
constructs and formed the following conclusions regarding the relationship
between role issues and job characteristics:

1- There is no simple relationship between the role

variables and skill or task variety.

2- Autonomy is negatively associated with role ambiguity and is not
associated with role conflict.

3- Feedback is negatively associated with ambiguity as is conflict. This
makes intuitive sense--i.e. the more feedback the less ambiguity in
the situation.

4- Task identity is also negatively associated with role ambiguity and
conflict.

Taken together, the above four conclusions would appear to be in
agreement with Hackman and Oldham’s (1976) original notion of a job’s
"motivating potential’. That is, conflict and ambiguity are negative role issues
antecedent to stress and therefore, unlikely to be positively motivating (i.e.
leading to effective job performance).

Several individual difference variables have been linked to role
issues:

1- Locus of control (External) is positively linked to these role issues.
However, as Jackson & Schuler suggest there is little theoretical

justification to hypothesize a relationship between these concepts.
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Nonetheless, this apparent lack of theoretical justification has not
hindered research, and as such is a reflection of the general quality
of stress research.

Self-esteem Self-esteem, like locus of control, is empirically linked
to role issues (weakly) yet, again these findings have not been

supported theoretically.

Many other personality variables have been associated with

role issues: e.g. need for achievement (Miles, 1976), intelligence (Bagizzi, 1978),

and type A behavior (Caplan & Jones, 1975). However, few conclusions can be

drawn due to inadequate, little research, and/or conflicting results.

There are several affective and behavioral reactions associated with

role issues (Quick & Quick, 1983):

1-

Job satisfaction is generally negatively associated with both role

ambiguity and conflict. It is not surprising (and it is in agreement
with the person-environment fit model) that the more ambiguous
and/or conflicting a particular behavioral expectation is, the less
satisfied one feels with one’s job (Quick & Quick, 1983).

Commitment and Involvement, like satisfaction, are negatively

correlated with ambiguity and conflict. Again, these relationships

appear to make intuitive sense (Quick & Quick, 1983).
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3- Turnover is positively correlated with both role strains (Quick &
Quick, 1983).

4- Absence is only weakly correlated with role ambiguity and conflict.
Jackson & Schuler (1985) suggest "it is too soon to draw
conclusions" (p. 42). (Quick & Quick, 1983).

5- Performance’s correlation with role ambiguity and conflict is weakly
negative. As with absence, only tentative conclusions can be drawn

(Quick & Quick, 1983).

In conclusion, research in the area of role stains can be summarized
as follows:

1- Much of the research is not guided by explicit, generally agreed
upon theory; |

2- Firm conclusions are difficult to draw because for many of the
variables there are wide variations in the studies’ findings.

3- Conclusions are based upon various measures of all of these
constructs some of which have questionable psychometric properties
(Quick & Quick, 1985).

4- The basic (incorrect) implicit [and sometimes explicit] assumption in

this literature is that role issues are stress.

This research seems to merely correlate antecedents [referred to

inappropriately or confusingly as "strains"] with outcomes, "skipping" any direct
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assessment of stress [or by assuming the antecedents are the stress]. Perhaps this
is why the relationships are weak. Therefore, all of the literature described here
should be interpreted with caution.

The above conclusions, we will see, hold true for much of the

research in the area of organizational stress.

Task Demands

Job Characteristics and Stress

On a global level, the National Institute for Occupational Safety and
Health (NIOSH) has studied occupational categories of jobs and classified them
as more or less stressful based on the incidence of stress-related illness. Jobs on
the high stress list include: office managers, administrators, first-line supervisors
and secretaries. Jobs on the low stress list include: personnel employees,
craftsmen, and university professors. French, Caplan and Harrison (1982) also
found differences in the type of stress experienced in job categories. According to
their findings, administrators are subject to stress due to the quantity of work
whereas scientists and engineers face challenging and demanding tasks which lead
to stress. These findings should be interpreted with some degree of caution.
Specifically, an individual with a high tolerance for a stressful job may fit quite

nicely into a high stress occupation and might indeed be "stressed" by a low stress
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occupation which has fewer demands. This notion of individual differences in
reactions to stress and stressful situations is intuitively appealing but has yet to be
sufficiently researched or assessed.

Some of the characteristics correlated with job stress are lack of
decision latitude (Karasek, 1979), routine jobs (Walker & Guest, 1952), lack of
autonomy, feedback, significance and friendship opportunities (Abush &
Burkhead, 1984), critical job events (Eden, 1982), and complexity,
interdependence, and closeness of supervision (Parasuramon & Alutio, 1981), to
name a few. In all these studies job stress was measured as if it were a
consequence or antecedent.

Karasek (1979) found that jobs demanding in time requirements are
less likely to be interpreted as stressful if the incumbent has decision-making
freedom. The author is actually measuring a consequence of stress NOT stress
itself. Abush & Burkhead (1984) found "significant relationships between job
tension and the following variables...autonomy, feedback, significance and
friendship opportunities” (p.36). These variables were measured using the Job
Characteristics Inventory (Sims, et.al., 1976). They found that when these
variables were combined with a measure of type A personality they accounted for
21% of the variance in job tension, and that type A accounted for 8% of that
variance alone. Therefore, one must not discount the role of individual
differences in reactions to stress. The sample was 161 female wori(ers employed

by a social service agency in Florida.
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Eden (1982) defines a critical job event (CJE) as "a time-bounded
peak of performance demand made on the individual as an integral part of his
job" (p.312). He found CJE to be related to various physiological measures of
stress. Eden is actually measuring a consequence os stress NOT stress itself. His
sample was 43 nursing students, all women.

All of these studies define stress [incorrectly] as either a
consequence or antecedent. Therefore, we do not have confidence in the

conclusions made.

Physical Demands

Let us now consider physical stressors in the workplace. Selye
(1976) gave a great deal of attention to physical stressors. He believed that all of
the following contribute to stress: temperature variations, ultraviolet rays,
airblasts, etc. Other environmental concerns are cleanliness, odor, space, lighting,
noise, privacy, etc. (Genderson, 1978). Noise is one environmental condition
long investigated and linked to stress (Ivancevich & Matteson, 1980; Selye, 1976).
(It is beyond the scope of this paper to discuss the noise literature in detail.) It
should be noted that in this literature stressors are considered and treated as if

they were "stress" itself.
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Interpersonal Demands

Selye (1974) indicated that learning to live with other people is one
of the most stressful aspects of life. Evans (1969) indicated that both too much
of too little social density contribute to stress (as an outcome variable). Levenson
(1978) points to dealing with an abrasive personality as an interpersonal stressor.
Lewin, Lippitt and White (1939) indicate that interpersonal leadership style
contributes to job tension for subordinates. These studies use consequences of
stress as if they were equal to stress. |

"Greater understanding of the effects of stress is achieved when

researchers not only recognize the separate effects of positive versus

negative stress, but also consider the employee in a holistic
perspective by taking into account the combined effects of job stress
and personal life stress on employee well-being" (Bhagat, McQuaid,

Lindholm and Segovisi, 1985, p.202).

The authors first distinguish between positive stress, in which an individual is
confronted with an opportunity for doing what is desired, and negative stress, in
which an individual is confronted with an excessive and undesirable constraint or
demand. They found that "total negative life stress has a more important effect
on organization outcomes than either job stress or personal life stress alone" (p.
202). (That is, the combination of either positive or negative job and life stress
had more effect on organizational outcomes than either alone.) The

organizational outcomes studied were satisfaction with work, commitment, job
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strains, alienation, turnover intentions and absenteeism. This study is important
because the authors take a more holistic view of the employee than ever before
considered. Further, their results indicate that life events should be considered as
influential in causing job stress. Their measures of negative life stress were three
measures of distress and negative affect. These authors claim that they are
measuring stress. However, their conceptualization, as described, relates to
consequences to stress and not stress itself.

Maslach & Jackson found that married employees or those
with children were less likely to experience job burnout (related to stress).
Therefore, here again we see that non-organizational factors affect job stress.
Similar results were evidenced by Gore and Mangione (1983). In this study,
stress is treated as if it were an outcome / result of a situation. The authors are

really measuring the consequences of stress.

Life Events

Individuals studying life events generally support the notion that
"adverse life experiences cause psychological distress" (Monroe & Peterman, 1988,
p. 31) Here stress is again treated as a consequence. "Virtually any adverse
adaptive outcome has been hypothetically linked to life stress" (ibid, p.33).
Interest in life events has been affected by Holmes and Rahe’s (1967) Life Events
Scale also called Schedule of Recent Events (SRE). However, there are several

methodological problems associated with this scale in particular and other similar
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scales. (These drawbacks are discussed in chapter 5.) There is no doubt that
negative and positive life events affect organizational stress and should be

included when studying this topic.

In conclusion, we can see that various aspects of organizational
stress have been studied. However, much of the research suffers from some
methodological (or conceptual) flaws such as inconsistencies regarding the
measurement of stress. Some attempts at a comprehensive view have been made
(e.g. Baghat, et.al., 1985). However, additional research employing a unifying and
consistent definition of stress is badly needed. The notion of stress as a
perception embedded in a process of antecedent - stress - consequence is a

fruitful area for further investigation.
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CHAPTER 4

Consequences of Stress

Again, when examining the literature reviewed in this chapter, one
must keep in mind that the authors use varying definitions of stress.
"On the national level, the cost associated with stress has been
estimated to be approximately $75 to $95 billion annually. The U.S.
Public Health Service highlighted the extent of this health problem
for organizations when it estimated that the approximately 390,000
new cases of occupational diseases appear annually. In addition, as
many as 100,000 deaths occur annually as a direct or indirect result
of occupational disease" [such as stress, but defined as analogous to
stressors| (Hendrix, Ovalle & Troxler, 1985, p. 188).
It is commonly agreed upon that organizational stress results in physiological,
behavioral and psychological consequences (Ivancevich & Matteson, 1980;

Schuler, 1980).

Physiological Reactions to Stress
One cannot study stress without accepting that it results in
physiological reactions. For example, suppose one is being followed in a dark

alley late at night. Part of the reaction to this stressful situation will be



41

physiological-- i.e. the normal fight-or-flight response to an emergency or stressor.
Physiologically, the sympathetic nervous system is activated by the release of
adrenaline and noradrenaline into the blood stream. This action has an effect on
the reticular formation in the brain causing an awake, alert state. This state is, of
course, a survival response. The eye pupil size increases, palpitations occur, the
bronchi are relaxed causing hyperventilation, there is decreased blood flow and
digestive activity in the stomach causing queasiness, glucose is released into the
bloodstream causing a hypoglycemic reaction, sweating is increased, blood vessels
are constricted causing high blood pressure and hypertension. Any of these
reactions over a sustained period of time serve to debilitate the body and can
result in long term damage (Quick & Quick, 1984). Specifically, Holmes and
Rahe (1967) found that overly negative or positive events are related to illness in
individuals. Several studies have found that stress (measured as analogous to
stressors) is positively related to cholesterol level (e.g. Freedman, Rosseman &
Carrol, 1957). Russek and Zohman (1958) found that prolonged stress (measured
as analogous to stressors) can precipitate a heart attack in a coronary prone
individual and can worsen rheumatoid or osteoarthritis. Wolff and Wolff (1943)
discovered that prolonged conflict can increase harmful gastric secretions linked
to ulcers. Selye (1976) linked stress (measured as analogous to stressors) to
ulcerative colitis, a condition in which part of the large intestine bleeds.
Headaches are linked to stress (Quick & Quick, 1984). The above is a sample of
the plethora of physical symptoms thought to be caused by stress. However, these

researchers are actually measuring reactions to stress NOT stress itself.
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Behavioral Consequences of Stress

The societal cost of stress has been discussed previously. Let us
now examine organizational costs in terms of negative employee behaviors. The
behavioral consequences of stress can be divided into two areas: work and non-

work consequences.

Non-work behavioral consequences of stress

1- Cigarette smoking- Several researchers have found a link between
stress and smoking (e.g. Conway, et. al., 1981; Lindenthal, et. al,,
1972; Hiller, 1981; Russek, 1965). It appears that, among smokers,
the more one perceives a situation as stressful, the more likely
he/she is to smoke. When one considers that both stress and
smoking are linked to heart attacks and strokes, the impact of the
two in combination should not be ignored. It should be noted that
in a "vicious cycle" these consequences in turn (eventually) may
constitute stressors themselves.

2- Alcohol abuse- Like smoking, alcohol consumption has been found
to be positively related to stress (Cosper, 1979). Several researchers
have suggested that type of occupation may be the most influential
factor determining alcohol problems (e.g. Plant, 1979). It has been
suggested that the same type of individual who seeks a stressful

occupation is also likely to be alcohol prone (Quick & Quick, 1984).
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3- Accidents- Herschfeld and Behan (1963; 1966) found stress to be a
significant contributor to industrial accidents. Waarshar (1979)
wrote "A person under stress is an accident about to happen" (p.

193).

Work consequences

There has been a superabundance of research on the work
consequences of stress. Since the current research is focused on job stress, we
will examine these consequences in some depth.

Bhagat et.al. (1985) found that negative job stress (conceived of as
analogous to stressors) has a detrimental effect on job satisfaction and
commitment and is likely to heighten feelings of alienation. They are among the
few researchers who have separated the effects of positive and negative stress.

The study of the relationship between stress and performance on
the job can be traced as far back as 1908, to the Yerkes-Dodson model. This
model suggests that performance will be low if stress is either too low or too high.
This was one of the first conceptualizations to portray job stress as an activator.
In other words, a moderate amount of any kind of stress seems to move an
individual to action. This notion has received considerable support in the
organizational literature (Ivancevich & Matteson, 1989; McLean, 1979; Meglino,
1977; Moss, 1981). They also suggest that this relationship may be person-specific

i.e. a different level of arousal is optimal for different people.
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An alternate model of the job stress-performance hypothesis is that
the two variables are positively correlated. At low levels of stress, the individual
does not face a challenge and therefore, performance is likely to be low. At
moderate levels of stress, the individual is moderately aroused and therefore, will
exhibit moderate performance levels. At high levels of stress, the individual is
highly aroused and performance will vary accordingly. There has been less

support for this model that than the Yerkes-Dodson model (Jamal, 1984).

Stress has been consistently linked to various forms of
organizational participation such as absenteeism, lateness and turnover. Van Sell
et.al. (1978) indicated that the higher the stress, (in this case- role issues) the
higher absenteeism and turnover. Marvis and Macy (1982) suggest a positive
relationship between stress and the consequential absence and tardiness.

In general, we can conclude that stress has mostly negative effects
on job behaviors. Performance, the most widely investigated behavior, does not
appear to have a simple or clear cut relationship with stress. Furthermore,

research into the mediating effect of individual differences would prove inciteful.

Psychological Consequences of Stress
Freud (1959) used the term anxiety to describe the cause of many of
his patients’ psychological problems. His notion of anxiety is analogous to the

current concept of stress. Pykel (1976) indicates that stressful events such as job
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promotion or termination have been positively associated with varying degrees of
depression and have lead to suicide. Marital discord has been positively
associated with job stress. This suggests a "spillover" effect of job stress. That is,
job stress affects or spills over to the familial life thereby causing additional stress.
At least one researcher (Handy, 1978) however, suggests that the impact of
organizational stress on the familial relationship(s) may vary as a function of the
type of relationship. That is, supportive relationships may be more immune to
the spillover effects of job stress, or as this author suggests, some individuals may
be more or less resistant to spillover.

Sleep disturbances or insomnia may be positively associated with
stress (Quick & Quick, 1984). "Occupational stress can lead to chronic and
sometimes debilitating sleep disturbances" (ibid, p.54).

Burnout can be characterized as a psychological reaction to stress in
the form of exhaustion. Burnout is associated with a decline in work
performance, physical exhaustion, headaches, gastrointestinal problems, weight
loss, insomnia, mood swings, irritability, suspiciousness and a sense of helplessness
(Moss, 1981). Moss (1981) also indicates that burnout may occur more often in

individuals with a strong work commitment and high expectations.

It is clear from the previous discussion that stress can result in
physiological, behavioral and psychological consequences. It is also clear that

these effects are debilitating. Research has not yielded firm conclusions regarding



the relationship between stress and its consequences. This is mainly due to the

inconsistency in the measurement of stress.

46
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CHAPTER 5

Individual Differences in the

Reaction to Stressful Conditions

Again, the literature reviewed in this chapter should be interpreted

with the understanding that the authors measure stress inconsistently.

The notion of individual differences in reaction to stress can be
traced as far back as the Yerkes-Dodson model which suggests that an optimal
level of arousal exists for individuals in which particular levels of stress are

facilitating.

Type A Personality

Perhaps the most widely studied individual difference variable in the
stress literature is Type A behavior pattern. It should be noted however, that
Type A is more often a topic in physiological psychology rather than
organizational psychology. Type A pattern may be described as "Competitiveness,
a constant struggle against time, an achievement-orientation, and an intense sense
of urgency" (Ivancevich, Matteson & Preston, 1982, p. 376). Laboratory studies
have resulted in support of a positive link between Type A behavior pattern and a

self-report measure of (perceived) stress (Dembroski, MacDougall, Herd &
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Shields, 1983). Logically one can intuit that a competitive, achievement-oriented,
sometimes hostile individual will be more susceptible to stressful conditions than a
more relaxed individual. Rhodewalt, Hays, Chmers & Wysocki (1984) indeed
found that sources of work stress interacted with Type A behavior pattern in
predicting psychological and physical health. They also found that
“those events that were perceived as undesirable and only moderately
controllable were related to psychological and physical distress in type
As...[this] suggests that it is the type As’ perception and, perhaps, manner
of responding to certain events rather thén their simply experiencing those
events that contributes to the increased cardiovascular wear and tear" (ibid,
p. 156).
These perceptual mediators of stress have not been studied. The authors call for
the precise measurement of mediating psychological mechanisms of stress.
Ivancevich, Matteson & Preston (1982) also found that "Type A
characteristics were more adversely affected [than non Type A] by quantitative
work load" [their measure of ’stress’] (p.382). They write
"Attempts to identify employees with a Type A predisposition would
appear to be a fruitful area for additional and more rigorous...research.
Certainly, more validation work in measuring this pattern of behavior is
warranted" (ibid, p. 388).
Abush & Burkhead (1984) found that Type A personality

significantly contributed to job tension. "Of all of the predictor variables under
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investigation in this study, Type A contributed the most singularly to job tension"
(ibid, p.40).

So far, we have seen that a personality syndrome, Type A, may
predispose an individual to stress sensitivity. We have also discovered that
additional research is needed in this area to (1) further substantiate the relevance
of this complex personality construct to the concept of stress, (2) more adequately
measure this complex construct and (3) examine the effect of "cognitive

perception".

Hardiness

In 1979, Kobasa first introduced the concept of "hardiness"—
characterized by a sense of control over external events, a feeling of involvement,
commitment and purpose, and adaptability to changes in the environment. She
discovered that individuals possessing this hardiness factor were less likely to be -
ill, even if they were in highly stressful situations. In a related study, Kobasa,
Maddi & Kahn (1982) suggest that hardiness can be grouped with other
"resistance resources" such as social support. They suggest that "personality
dispositions can also influence coping processes and that this may be the
mechanism whereby personality exercises a buffering effect on stressful events"
(ibid, p. 169). They found that hardiness "has its greatest health-preserving effect

when stressful life events mount” (p. 175).
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In a related study, Howard, Cunningham & Rechnitzer (1986) found
that hardiness buffered the relationships between Type A behavior pattern and
illness reactions to stressful conditions. These findings would seem to indicate
that hardiness might counteract the deleterious effects of Type A. However, this
is but one study and additional research is needed in order to form firm

conclusions.

Social Support

Several studies have focused on the moderating effects of social
support on the stressor-reaction relationship. In general, the results indicate a
negative relationship between support and stress. Fisher (1985) conducted a
longitudinal study to assess the effects of social support on stress and found social
support to have "important main effects in reducing the level of unmet

expectations, stress and facilitating positive adjustment outcomes" (p. 39).

Negative Affectivity
In 1984, Watson and Clark used the term "negative affectivity" to
define a generalized mood dimension related to negativity. They wrote that
"A number of apparently diverse personality scales-- variously called trait
anxiety, neuroticism, ego strength, general maladjustment, repression-
sensitization and social desirability...are shown to be in fact measures of

the same stable pervasive trait [negative affectivity]' (p.465).
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They indicate that although individuals possessing this trait "react more strongly
to stressful situations, in the absence of stress....they tend to be no more anxious
than those low in negative affectivity" (p. 466).

They further indicate that individuals high in negative affectivity are more likely
to experience distress than individuals low in the construct.

Watson & Clark (1984, 1988) do not discuss when Negative or
Positive Affectivity (NA/PA) emerges in an individual. It is not clear whether or
not this is a variable learned at an early age or later in adulthood. This is worthy
of some investigation. If NA/PA are similar to other dispositional attributes, then
perhaps they are learned at an early age.

Watson (1988) developed a 25-item true-false self-report measure of
Negative and Positive Affectivity. This measure yields two separate independent
measures: Negative affectivity (NA) and Positive affectivity (PA). No data is
available regarding this measure. Watson developed this measure based on his
knowledge of the constructs. Theoretically, one could use any personality or
affectivity measure to tap these constructs (e.g. neuroticism). Watson’s scale was
chosen in the current research because it was developed specifically to measure
NA and PA.

Brief, Burke, George, Robinson & Webster (1988) examined the
relationship between negative affectivity and measures of stress and strain
(measured as if it were a consequence). They conclude

"that our stress and strain measures all were correlated significantly with

negative affectivity. These correlations are consistent with the suggestions
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by others that negative affectivity may not just be a psychometric nuisance
in job stress research but, rather, a theoretical variable with which to be
reckoned" (p. 197).
It should be noted that all measures in this study were self-report, obtained at the
same time. The authors do not comment on common method variance and how
this might have affected their findings.
Few researchers have given attention to the role of perception in stressful
reactions. Dispositional variables may indeed affect the antecedent-stress-reaction
relationship. This effect may be unconscious. The difference between disposition

and perception is exemplified in the study of anxiety.

Anxiety
Spielberger (1966) identified two types of anxiety:

"Anxiety is perhaps most commonly used in an empirical sense to denote a
complex reaction or (emotional) response-- a transitory state or condition
of the organism that varies in intensity and fluctuates over time. But the
term anxiety is also used to refer to a personality trait-- to individual
differences in the extent to which people are characterized by anxiety states
and by prominent defenses against such states" (p. 12).

Thus Spielberger (1966) differentiated two different types of anxiety: state anxiety

(A-state) and trait anxiety (A-trait) respectively.
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He later wrote:

"An anxiety state is at the core of the anxiety process, which may also
involve (a) cognitive appraisal of a stressful situation as personally
threatening, (b) psychological defenses that are activated in an effort to
reduce or alleviate intense and.unpleasant anxiety states, and (c) behaviors
that are motivated by intense levels of A-state" (ibid, p. 138).

From Spielberger’s work we can conceptualize stress/ anxiety
according to the model in chapter 1.

The component of cognitive appraisal or perception may affect the
severity of a stress reaction. This is an area worthy of study. This author could
find only one study that investigated the effect(s) of perception on anxiety
reaction(s). We have much to learn regarding stress from the literature on
anxiety. It is time these two areas were integrated. -

Phillips and Endler (1982) suggest

"Data on subjects’ perceptions of situations will provide valuable
information regarding the degree to which cognitive appraisals mediate
between situations and behavior" (p. 305).
They found that cognitive appraisal of a situation as anxiety-provoking did affect
anxiety. The authors recommend additional research. Their measure of state
anxiety was a one-item self-report measure of reaction to the situation. Research
in this area would benefit from investigation of the effects of perception and/or
personality on many aspects of stress such as behavior and physiology. It would

be interesting to know if perception influences coping. Additionally, another
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research question might be the relative contribution of personality on the
perception of stress reactions.

In this chapter, we have seen that personality variables such as Type
A behavior and A-trait affect stress reactions. We have also discussed

preliminary research suggesting that perception also affects stress reactions.

Test Anxiety
(The following discussion of test anxiety is limited to the employment situation.)
The study of test anxiety began in 1952 at Yale University. Here
Sarason and Mandler (1952) developed a Test Anxiety Questionnaire designed to
categorize students into high- or low-test-anxious individuals. They later
discovered that the low anxious group performed better on IQ test than the high-
anxious group (Sarason, Mandler, and Craighill, 1952).
Since 1952, an enormous amount of literature has examined test
anxiety. However, like stress, this is a difficult construct to define.
"Test anxiety has proven difficult for behavioral scientists to define
adequately. The difficulty of defining test anxiety arises, in part, because
test anxiety has many facets, and no theory has yet been formulated that
describes it adequately. A second major source of difficulty arises out of
the nature of behavioral science, which is literally a science of behavior
and not a science of mind. In contrast, anxiety is an emotion—a

phenomenon both of behavior and of mind, and removing the behavioral
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manifestations of anxiety does not necessarily remove the anxiety one has
in one’s mind" (Sieber, 1980, p.15).

Researchers agree that test anxiety is a special type of general
anxiety which occurs around testing situations (Sarason, 1980). Sarason and
Mandler (1952) suggest that test anxiety is manifested by "feelings of inadequacy,
helplessness, heightened somatic reactions, anticipations of punishment or loss of
status or esteem, and implicit attempts to leave the testing situation” (p. 166).

Based on the distinction between stress and general anxiety
elaborated herein, one can conclude that test anxiety is the emotional reaction to
a stressful testing situation. This definition is consistent with Mandler &
Sarason’s (1952) definition. Test anxiety is discussed in the current context
because the behavioral operationalization of stressors in this study is an
employment test. Therefore the anxiety reaction experienced by participants is a

test anxiety reaction.

The following diagram should serve to clarify:

STRESSOR --------------- > STRESS --------eeeeneo- > TEST ANXIETY

Employment test perceive results as feel anxious

ambiguous and results are

important
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In 1988, Hembree conducted a meta analysis of the results of

562 test anxiety studies. The following three conclusions are made:

1- "Test anxiety and performance are significantly [negatively]
related...Conditions that seem to enhance the performance of high
test anxious students include low stress instructions, provisions for
memory support, minimal distraction and background music" p. 73.

2- "Test anxiety can be effectively reduced by a variety of behavioral
and cognitive-behavioral treatments delivered in a broad assortment
of conditions" p.73.

3- "Improved test performance and Grade Point Average (GPA)

consistently accompany test anxiety reduction” p.73.

It is clear from this meta analysis that test anxiety is a concept to be
reckoned with in testing situations. In the current study, with its focus on stress
rather than on anxiety, consideration of test anxiety is less important.
Nevertheless, it is important to keep the distinction between these two concepts in
mind. Stress is a perceptual predisposition whereas test anxiety is an emotional

reaction by someone predisposed to experience tests as particularly stressful.

Propensity to Perceive Stress
As previously discussed, many authors conceive of stress as a

perceptual variable. However, stress has never been both defined and directly
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measured as a perceptual variable. Many authors will define stress
physiologically, for example, and then measure it via self-report reactions to
stressors. Further, no organizational researcher has investigated whether
individuals vary in how stress is perceived.

If it is agreed that conceiving of organizational stress as a stable
dispositional perceptual variable is useful, then it is important to measure this
perception and to examine individual differences in this perception. An individual
may perceive a potential stressor, but if that stressor is not relevant/important,
and it is not involved in an uncertain outcome, then it may never be perceived as
stressful and therefore will not lead to stress. Alternately, some individuals may
be predisposed to perceive stressors which lead to stress, more often than others.
If so, then are these individuals more prone to physical, psychological and/or
behavioral ailments? Are they more resistant to stress reduction strategies?
Perhaps we need to work on changing perceptions rather than relaxation. The
investigation of individual differences in the propensity to perceive stress is
important in advancing our progress in stress research and in helping individuals

overcome the adverse effects of stress.

In the current study, subjects will be asked to rate their stress level

reaction to a series of 30 ambiguous situations.



CHAPTER 6

Measures of Stress

As may be seen from the discussion in previous chapters, many
" researchers have studied stress. These authors have used a wide variety of
measurement devices to assess stress. While many of these devices are ad hoc,
based on the author’s need, several standard measures are used often. This
chapter will explore these measurement devices.

The various measures of stress can be grouped into psychological,
behavioral, physiological instruments and measures purporting to assess

dispositional attributes.

Ad Hoc Measures

Since so many established measures of stress exist, most researchers
choose to employ an established measure when studying stress. Often it is
difficult to determine from the published research reports if the measure used is
established due to scanty descriptions of scales. Some physiological measures
might be interpreted as ad hoc e.g. serum cholesterol (Ivancevich & Matteson,
1982). Of the twelve studies described on pages 16-21 none employed an ad hoc
measure. All selected a measure that had been used previously although not

well-known. It should be noted that while most researchers opt for “established"
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measures, the instruments chosen often do not tap stress. Rather, they tap role

ambiguity, etc. (See pages 16-21 for a more detailed description).

Psychological Measures
All of the psychological measures of stress define stress as either a
psychological stressor or as a physiological reaction to a stressor. No measure,

however, implies that stress is a stable perceptual predisposition.

The Stress Diagnostic Survey (SDS)

This provides a very comprehensive measure of stress. Developed by
Ivancevich and Matteson in 1980, the Stress Diagnostic Survey is designed to help
employees identify areas of organizational stress. The authors also developed a
non-work version to identify personal stressors. The work version contains 80
statements to which the respondent indicates the frequency of occurrence (never,
sometimes or always). (For example: My job duties and work objectives are
unclear to me.) Respondents are asked merely if these conditions exist with the
assumption that they are stressful. No attempt is made to determine if they are
indeed stressful to the individual. Responses are totaled to yield scores for 15
stressor categories. These are then plotted to yield a profile which can be used to
easily see the areas in a person’s life that are causing stress.

This measure yields 15 "categories" of "stress"-- i.e. stress dimensions
such as role ambiguity and conflict. Ivancevich & Matteson (1980) indicated that

the 15 categories of "stress" were determined by a factor analysis with data from
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2000 executives, nursing personnel, students and medical technicians. Coefficient
alphas for the 15 categories range from .58 to .87. Additional validity evidence is
not offered. The non-work version of the SDS is "not as well developed
psychometrically” (Quick & Quick, 1984, p.115). That is, while it may aid in
pinpointing the source of stress (e.g. marital stress), it does little to pinpoint the
cause. This is probably due to the global nature of the statements.

Ivancevich & Matteson (1980) point out that "while there are no
norms for this [work version] form, the ideal situation would be for all fifteen of
the categories to be in the low stress region" (p. 119). Quick & Quick (1984) add
that the SDS is most well suited to managerial employees in large organizations.

While the SDS appears to be an adequate measure of stress, the
authors are really assessing the number of stressors which exist in a particular
situation. They need to go one step further and determine if these stressors are

indeed being perceived as stress.

The Life Events Scale (LES)

The LES is used to study long-term effects of stress. This scale was
first developed by Hawkins, et.al. in 1957.
Respondents are asked to check any event that has occurred in the
past year. The measure taps personal, family, financial, social and work stress.
Quick & Quick (1984) point out
"The LES may be a useful tool to assess the general level of stress among

a group of individuals and to predict the likelihood of future illness. It
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does not, however, provide specific diagnostic information to guide
organizational or individual interventions" (p.123).
There are several drawbacks to using the LES.

1- "A number of life events include items that really signify stressful
processes...or chronic role strains...rather than discrete event
occurrences. Combination of these type of items with more discrete
events renders interpretation of scores and obtained correlations
problematic" (Cohen, 1988, p. 12).

2- Life events are hypothesized to be related to psychological
functioning. However, such experiences symptomatic of
maladjustment (e.g. neurotic or psychotic symptoms such as eating
disorders). are excluded from this measure thereby making the
relationship suspect. That is, experiences delineated by this
measure are "normal” everyday life occurrences.

3- There is no differentiation between event occurrence and the
individual’s evaluation of that event. This would seem to indicate
that either mere occurrence or evaluation of a stressor is being
measured.

4- Desirable and undesirable events should be scored separately

because differences exist in how these events relate to functioning.

If the above problems can be dealt with, the LES can provide

excellent data regarding stress.
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The Hassles and Uplifts Scale

This scale is similar to the LES in that it also is used to assess the
general level of stress while providing little in the way of diagnostic information.
This scale was developed in 1981 by Kanner et.al. Respondents are presented
with 117 items that are identified as possible irritants and 136 items that are
identified as sources of good feelings. Each item is rated on a three point
severity or frequency scale, respectively. The test-retest reliabilities for this
measure average around .65. In a ten month study, Kanner et.al. (1981) found
the Hassles and Uplifts scale was a better predictor of psychological symptoms
than the LES. The Hassles and Uplifts Scale is actually measuring stressors

described as "irritants" rather than stress.

Physiological Measures

One of the major critisms of psychological measures of stress is that
they are subjective. Therefore, many researchers believe that more objective
measures should be used (Quick & Quick, 1983). Probably the most objective
measurés available are physiological assessments. There are literally dozens of
physiological measures available to measures stress. The following is just a
summary: pulse, blood pressure, body weight, respiratory rate, galvanic skin
response, electroencephalogram, hormone levels, cholesterol level, blood flow, étc.
All of these measures may be inconvenient to measure and some may be

uncomfortable for the respondent. They also tend to be very expensive.
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Therefore, many researchers avoid using physiological measures. Physiological
measures of stress do not involve a perceptual evaluation at all. Rather,
physiological measures of "stress" are really measures of covert behavioral

consequences of stress.

Behavioral Measures
Behavioral measures of stress vary from one item scales to more
complex measures. Some researchers will use archival or self-report measures of

lateness and/or absence. Others use more complex self-report measures.

The Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic [anguidness (PILL)

This measure taps the frequency of occurrence of a large number of
common physical symptoms and sensations (e.g. asthma, chills, indigestion, etc.).
Respondents are asked to rate 54 items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
Have never or almost never experienced the symptom- to -More than once every
week. Scores of 3 or above are averaged to form a score.

The internal consistency reliability of the PILL averages around .90.
The test-retest reliability averages around .80. These statistics are averaged over
samples ranging in size from 124 to 286 subjects. The composition of the samples
is not offered (Pennebaker, 1982).

One of the advantages .of the PILL is that it allows the researcher
to see which specific symptoms are experienced. When linked to perceptual stress

data, the PILL can be used to gain a more multi-faceted view of the stress
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concept (Pennebaker, 1982). It should be noted that the PILL is actually a
measure of consequences of stress rather than stress itself, which the author
acknowledges in his recommendation to link this data with the perceptual

assessment of stressors. The PILL will be used in the current research.

Measures Purporting To Assess Dispositional Attributes
Several dispositional attribute measures have been used as measures
of stress (e.g. Type A, coping, workaholic, and locus of control.) The most widely

measured variable is Type A.

Type A

There are several measures of Type A behavior pattern. However,
the Jenkins Activity Survey (JAS) has been researched and used most frequently.
Sample items include: Frequently hurries speaker to the point; Tends to get
irritated easily. Research has indicated that the JAS is a strong predictor of

coronary artery disease (Quick & Quick, 1983).

All of the aforementioned se]f-reporf psychological measures of
stress purport to be direct measures of stress. However, based on the definition
of stress expounded here, stress is a perceptual variable. Therefore, these often-
used assessment tools are not measures of stress. Or are they? By definition a

self-report measure taps a perception. Therefore, those measures which tap
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stressors may be in part unintentionally obtaining a measure of stress. This is
not clear. No measure taps the propensity or likelihood that a person will
perceive stress in an ambiguous situation. A measure of stress will be developed
that purports to tap the likelihood of perceiving stress in an ambiguous situation.
Further, this is a perception since we are using a self-report format. Such a
measure is important because the results have implications for physical illness and
treatment of stress. Individuals who tend to see stress in most situations are
likely to have more physiological, psychological and behavioral symptoms. This

concept will be explored.

It is clear from the literature presented here that stress is an
important topic about which we know very little. Lack of knowledge in this area
is mainly due to inconsistencies in measurement. The first step in drawing
conclusions about a topic is definition of that topic. If we are unsure or
inconsistent in the definition of a concept, then how can we make conclusions
regarding the relationship of this construct with other variables? We need
consistency in the measurement of stress. The definition offered here is
developed from the limited amount of literature which gives attention to the
definition of this concept. Once a definition is agreed upon, only then can we

begin to investigate the correlates of stress.
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CHAPTER 7

METHOD

Problem Statement

A great deal of organizational research has been conducted in
relation to stress. However, the majority of these studies are problematic. Stress
can be conceptualized as being a process composed of antecedents - stress -
consequences. Much, if not all, of the literature (especially the empirical
research) in this area tends to confuse the notion of stress with its antecedents
and/or consequent reactions. Most researchers have actually measured a stressor
or a consequence of perceiving a stressor but have interpreted their findings as if
they were measuring stress itself (see chapter 2).

After reviewing much of the organizational research, it is proposed
here that stress is the perception of a personally relevant situation as ambiguous
and furthermore that stress is a stable dispositional variable causally prior to its
consequent reactions. It is proposed that in any given situation one individual
may perceive stress while another does not.

A new measure of stress was developed to test this concept of stress
as a perception. A path analysis was employed to test the notion that stress is
causally prior to its consequent reactions (see chapter 2).

Subjects were asked to respond to a series of scenarios depicting

what may be interpreted as stressful situations. Their responses to this measure
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were correlated with measures considered to be related to stress as explicated in
the literature review.

This correlation served to test the proposition that this new measure
does indeed reflect stress and that stress is a process linked to antecedents and
consequences.

A correlational design was employed. Factor analysis and path

analysis were used.

Hypotheses

H1- The Propensity to Perceive Stress (ranging from high to low) is
negatively correlated with life satisfaction. Individuals high in the propensity to
perceive stress are less likely to be satisfied with their lives than individuals low in
their propensity to perceive stress. This hypothesis is based on the literature
which links stress with satisfaction (see chapter 3). Inagmuch as stress is
considered a dispositional variable and satisfaction is often considered an
attitude, it is therefore suggested that stress is causally prior to life satisfaction.

Life satisfaction, it is often agreed, may vary depending on the situation.

H2- The Propensity to Perceive Stress is positively correlated with job
alienation (or negatively correlated with involvement). Individuals high in the
propensity to perceive stress are more likely to be alienated on their job than

those low in their propensity to perceive stress (see chapter 2). Inasmuch as
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Alienation is an attitude and the Propensity to Perceive Stress is a stable
disposition, the Propensity to Perceive Stress is therefore hypothesized to be

causally prior to Alienation.

H3- The Propensity to Perceive Stress is positively correlated with
reported stress behavioral consequences as measured by the Pennebaker
Inventory of Limbic Languidness (PILL). Individuals high in the propensity to
perceive stress are more likely to report having experienced stress related
behaviors measured by the PILL than those low in their propensity to perceive
stress (see chapters 4 & 5).

Since behaviors occur after a disposition, the Propensity to Perceive Stress is

hypothesized to be causally prior to the PILL.

H4- The Propensity to Perceive Stress is positively correlated with test
anxiety behaviors observed in a potentially anxiety producing pre-employment test
situation. These behaviors can be described as "typically nervous behaviors" such
as chair swapping, cracking knuckles, stretching, complaining, etc. Individuals
high in the propensity to perceive stress are more likely to exhibit "nervous type"
behaviors in a potentially anxiety producing condition than those low in their
propensity to perceive stress (see chapter 4). As described in Chapter 3, the

Propensity to Perceive Stress is hypothesized to be causally prior to test anxiety.
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H5- The Propensity to Perceive Stress is positively correlated with
negative affectivity. Individuals high in the propensity to perceive stress are more
likely to be high in negative affectivity than those low in their propensity to
perceive stress. This is based on the consistent link between Negative Affectivity
and stress in the literature. Some researchers go so far as to suggest tﬁat negative
affectivity and stress are the same variable.

The causal priority of these two variables is in question and can be argued in

many directions. Several alternate paths will be tested.

H6- The Propensity to Perceive Stress is negatively correlated with
positive affectivity. Individuals high in the propensity to perceive stress are less
likely to have a positive dispositional affect than those low in their propensity to

perceive stress (see chapter 5).

H7- The Propensity to Perceive Stress is positively correlated with self-
reported test anxiety. Individuals high in the Propensity to Perceive Stress are
more likely to report feelings of test anxiety than those low in their Propensity to
Perceive Stress. This hypothesis is based on the literature which links stress with
anxiety. As described in Chapter 3, the Propensity to Perceive Stress is causally

prior to test anxiety.

H8- The Propensity to Perceive Stress is positively correlated with anxiety

errors in typing. These anxiety errors are an additional measure of test anxiety.
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H9- A path analysis was used to test the causality of the models 1-4
below. It was predicted that Negative affectivity is causally prior to the
Propensity to Perceive Stress and that The Propensity to Perceive Stress is
causally prior to Life satisfaction, Alienation-Involvement, the Pennebaker
Inventory of Limbic Languidness, observed anxiety behaviors, self-reported test

anxiety and anxiety errors.

Several alternative path models were tested:

a- Alienation and the PILL as causally prior to Life Satisfaction. Since
life satisfaction may be interpreted as the result of many life
situations, it is hypothesized here that alienation and stress
behaviors as measured by the PILL may be causally prior to life
satisfaction. It should be noted that there is no direct empirical
support for this hypothesis.

b- The paths from Positive and Negative affectivity to PPS was tested
as bidirectional. This model serves to test the hypothesis that
negative and positive affectivity and the propensity to perceive stress
mutually affect each other.

c- The paths from negative and positive affectivity to the propensity to
perceive stress was eliminated.

d- Paths directly from negative and positive affectivity to the outcome

variables were also tested. Since little research exists regarding the
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relationship between affectivity and the outcome variables, this
alternate model was tested.
Both b and ¢ above reflect alternate theories regarding the relationship between
negative and positive affectivity and the Propensity to Perceive Stress. The
causality of the relationship between these variables is tested by b above. The
relevance of negative and positive affectivity is tested by ¢ above.
These alternate paths constituted four different tested path models. |
A pictorial representation of the first path model is presented below in

figure 5:

NEGATI VE POSITIVE
AFFECTIVITY AFFECTIVITY
o THE /']:nn: SATISFACTION

PROPENSI TY
/////J1 JOB ALIENATION
T0
PENNEB“K 5
rercEive RS o
STRESS . [oBSERVED
hd BEHAV1ORS
ANXIETY
ANXIETY
FIGURE 5 o

Proposed path model of the Propensity to
Perceive Stress, its antecedents and consequences.
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Procedures

Instrument Development

Prior to the administration of the surveys involved in this study, a
measure of the Propensity to Perceive Stress had to be developed. This measure

was developed in the following way:

1- Scenarios were developed of ambiguously stressful situations. This
was accomplished by interviewing a convenience sample of 30
friends, co-workers and relatives regarding situations of stress in
their lives. An attempt was made to include both work and non-
work situations and positive and negative situations.

2- The results of these interviews yielded 30 short scenarios.

3- These scenarios were pilot tested on another convenience sample of
11 co-workers. Subjects were asked to rate their perceived stress
level for each scenario on a scale of 1-5 (very low to very high).
Item analyses were not performed due to the small sample size.

4- Four scenarios were replaced due to lack of variance in responses
and because new scenarios which reflect daily hassles were needed.
A hassle can be defined as an annoying concern. It is distinct from
a major life event such as a family death, marriage, etc in that a

hassle is more an annoyance than a life disruption. The stress



literature points to daily hassle stressors

stressors.

(See Table 1 below)
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TABLE 1

Comparison of four items in the first and second version of
the Propensity to Perceive Stress scale.

I LD ITEM

At 35, you, your spouse and family are getting along
well. You have moved to a new job and your boss
really seems to like you. He is demanding that you
work overtime on a regular basis and this eats into
your weekends.

old Range

as well as major life event

NEW ITEM

When you awoke, it seemed like a good morning.
Then you discovered you left your brand new
$200.00 pair of glasses on the train and you need
them for an early morning meeting.

You have been in a love relationship for two years.
You and your mate get along very well. You have
decided to get married. You have saved for a year
and the wedding is tomorrow afternoon. You are
thinking about tomorrow hoping everything goes
well.

You had bad dreams all night and awoke tired and
crabby. Then when you got to work you realized
you left your keys at home.

You have been working in the same job for 4 years.
You are happy with this job. Unfortunately, due to
budget cuts, you are laid off. You have a family to
support and you are concerned about finding
another job. Your spouse and two children love
you and support whatever you do.

You had a pretty good day at work. However, it
was a very rainy day and when you got home you
discovered you left the windows open and your
apartment was flooded.

You have been working for the same agency for 5
years. You-enjoy your work very much. It allows
you freedom and offers challenges. One of your
clients claims you made a huge error in his
calculations. He is threatening to sue your
company.

You need new clothes badly. So today you went
shopping. Unfortunately you discover that you
gained weight and that you no longer fit into your
usual size.

Finding a relevant sample

The author was working as an examiner for the City of New York,

Department of Personnel. All New York City civil service employees must be
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tested by the Department of Personnel prior to being hired by any city agency.
Several job titles required that a typing test be included in the battery of tests
given to potential clerical employees. It was consistently observed that candidates
appeared to be under considerable anxiety when taking the typing test. Inasmuch
as test anxiety was evident in this natural setting, this group of potential clerical
employees were selected as subjects for this study. With the permission of the
Department of Personnel, surveys were administered to every candidate taking a

typing test from March 1990 to May 1990 (see below).

Pretesting the Situation

Job applicants in the testing situation were observed by the author
(for several years prior to developing and administering the current survey) for
"nervous behaviors". It was observed that candidates often asked to change their
chair three or more times because it was uncomfortable; exhibited cold hands;
asked the same question over and over; complained about the temperature of the
room; asked for a typing stand; dropped things; had trouble turning the typewriter
on; verbally indicated anxiety; etc. All these behaviors were considered anxiety-
related (see appendix 4). Anxiety errors in typing were also recorded. That is,
subjects, when under test anxiety, tend to make anxiety errors such large spacing
errors by holding the return key too long. Both anxiety behaviors and errors were

recorded.
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The Pre-Employment Testing Situation

Subjects arrived to take the typing test and were told to sit anywhere they
like in a classroom of 24 seats. The examiner then read instructions
regarding the filling out of forms with their social security number and
name. All subjects were then fingerprinted for positive identification. (All
candidates taking a New York City civil service employment test are
fingerprinted and investigated). Subjects were told to make themselves
comfortable. Once they were ready to begin they were given a five (5)
minute practice test which was much like the actual test. After completion
of the practice test, subjects were given the actual test.

All nervous/anxiety behaviors were observed and recorded throughout the
testing period. The examiner observed candidates by circulating about the
room. There were approximately 10-15 candidates per session and 4
sessions daily.

Once testing was complete, all subjects were given a questionnaire to
complete regarding their experience of anxiety/nervousness before and
during their test situation (see appendix 2). Thus all test anxiety measures
were taken at the test site at a time which was close to the anxiety
provoking situation.

Subjects were then asked to take, complete and return, via business reply

mail, an at-home questionnaire two days after the test. It was important
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that subjects have time to relax and not be influenced by test anxiety when
completing this second questionnaire. It was felt that two days after the
test was sufficient time for the subject to recover from the test anxiety.
This second questionnaire contained measures of life satisfaction,
alienation-involvement, the propensity to perceive stress, negative
affectivity, positive affectivity, the Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic

Languidness and demographic questions. (see appendix 3).

Subjects
Three hundred eighty-seven of the 1000 subjects who received
questionnaires returned them and constituted the sample. All individuals who
appeared for a typing test were given a survey. It is not possible to determine
how representative the 387 subjects were of the 1000 total group since no data

exist for this larger sample.

Variables/Measures

1-The Propensity to Perceive Stress (PPS) was the experimental measure
developed in this study (see appendix 1). The reliability and validity of this scale
was assessed in this current study. This measure was developed to reflect real
life; scenarios were obtained from interviews. Many items included a combination
of positive and negative aspects in order to reflect real life. Additionally, a
sample of work and leisure stress situations was included. Average individual

responses represent scoring for this measure.
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2-The Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness (PILL) taps the
frequency of occurrence of a large number of physical symptoms. This measure
has been discussed in Chapter 6. The PILL is scored by Summing all items for
which the subject responds C, D, or E. (see appendix 3, page 9). Pennebaker felt
that infrequent occurrences of these behaviors constituted chance. Coefficient
alpha for this measure has been reported to be .91. Test-retest reliability has

been reported at .83.

3-The Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) was developed by Diener,
Emmons, Larsen and Griffin in 1985. This scale is scored by summing subject
responses to all items. The authors report a test-retest reliability of .82 and
coefficient alpha at .87. The SWLS was correlated an average of .57 with other
measures of global satisfaction. This measure was negatively correlated with

personality measures such as neuroticism and impulsivity (see appendix 3, page

2).

4-The Alienation-Involvement (A-I) scale was developed by Lefkowitz
(Lefkowitz, Somers and Weinberg, 1986; Lefkowitz & Iorizzo, 1989). Responses
are averaged after some items are reverse scored. The coefficient alpha reliability

on this scale has been reported as .89 (see appendix 3, page 3).

5-The Negative-Positive Affectivity scale was developed by Watson. No

reliability or validity data are available on this scale. Responses are added to
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form positive and negative affectivity scores. That is, separate items are"added to
form two scales: Negative affectivity and Positive affectivity. There is no overlap

of items in each scale (see appendix 3, page 4).

6-The behavior measure was a simple checklist of the frequency of
occurrence of "nervous” behaviors (see appendix 4 for a list). All behaviors were
visually observed by the examiner except for cold hands which was observed while
fingerprinting. The frequency of occurrence of each behavior was recorded by the
examiner. A total number of the frequency of all behaviors was used to form the

behavior variable used in the analysis.

7- The anxiety error measure was a count of the total number of spacing
errors committed by each candidate. This number was calculated and recorded

by the examiner when grading the typing tests.

8- Self-reported test anxiety. This ad hoc measure is presented in
Appendix 2. Subjects were asked about their degree of "nervousness” before and
during the typing test. An ad hoc measure was developed because the City of
New York, Department of Personnel would only permit a measure which they
participated in developing to be administered to candidates. The reliability of this

measure will be investigated.
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Data Analysis

The propensity to perceive stress was a newly developed scale,
therefore, the reliability and validity was assessed. Factor and item analyses were
performed. Coefficient alpha was calculated. As an assessment of convergent
validity the propensity to perceive stress was correlated with behavioral
observations of anxiety, reported test anxiety, and the PILL. The behavioral
observations and anxiety errors were not collected via self-report, therefore any

correlation involving these variables can not be due to common method variance.

The remaining variables have often been linked to stress, therefore,
they served to support the construct validity of this measure.

The reliabilities of all measures were assessed.

A path analysis was performed based on the paths outlined in the
hypotheses and figure 5.

SPSS PC+ was used for all analyses except the path analysis.
LISREL VI (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1986) was used for the path analysis. The
LISREL VI structural equation program was used to test the fit of the sample

data to the path models.

Factor Analysis
Factor analysis is used "to summarize the interrelationship among the

variables in a concise but accurate manner as an aid in conceptualization”
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(Gorsuch, 1983, p. 2). "The basic assumption of factor analysis is that underlying
dimensions, or factors, can be used to explain complex phenomena" (Norsis/SPSS
inc., 1988, p. B-42).

There are several factor-extraction techniques available for use in factor
analysis. It is beyond the scope of this paber to discuss these methods in detail.
However, for clarity, a Table adapted from Gorsuch (1983) is presented here.

See Table 2 below.



TABLE 2

Comparison of exploratory factor extraction procedures

correlation matrix in the population

Principal Components Variance accounted for is none none needed Calculated
maximized
Principal Axis Variance accounted for is Specific Factor, random error Estimation procedures are Estimated
maximized numerous
{i Minimum Residual Off diagonal residuals are Specific Factor, random error Iterates to appropriate Estimated
maximized estimates
Maximum-Likelihood Best estimate of reproduced Specific Factor, random errors lterative Estimated

Adapted from Gorsuch (1988 p. 122)

I8
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Essentially, principal axis factor analysis is an often used approach mainly
because the principle of extraction maximizes variance accounted for. However,
in a summary of empirical studies offered by Gorsuch (1983), it appears that
many methods yield similar results. The maximum-likelihood method is more
accurate than other procedures given a large sample size (Gorsuch, 1983).
Another advantage of the maximum-likelihood method is that tests of significance
have been derived. Due to these considerations, the maximume-likelihood method

of factor extraction was used.

The next consideration in using a factor analysis is the selection of a
rotation method. "Since one of the goals of factor analysis is to identify factors
that are substantively meaningful (in the sense that they summarize sets of closely
related variables) the rotation phase of factor analysis attempts to transform the
initial matrix into one that is easier to interpret” (Norsis/SPSS inc. 1988, p.B-53).
Rotation does not affect the goodness of fit of a factor solution. Rather, rotation
simply redistributes the explained variance for the individual factors. There are
two basic categories of rotation methods: orthogonal and oblique. Orthogonal
rotations assume that the factors are uncorrelated (i.e. that they are orthogonal or
perpendicular to each other). Oblique rotations allow some correlation between
factors. Because it is assumed that there may be some correlation between

factors both orthogonal and oblique solutions were attempted.
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Path Analysis

Hypothesis 9 required the examination of several alternate path models.
"Causal modeling attempts to resolve questions about possible causes—providing
explanations of phenomena (effects) as the result of previous phenomena
(causes)" (Asher, 1976). James, Mulaik & Brett (1983) outline the conditions
which must exist prior to the use of causal analysis:

"(1) formal statement of theory in terms of a structural model,

(2) theoretical rationale for causal hypotheses,
(3) specification of causal order,

(4) specification of causal direction,

(5) self—contained functional equations,

(6) specification of boundaries and

(7) stability of the structural model“ (p. 26).

In other words, a causal model should not be applied in any situation to
any data. Rather, the researcher must have a preconceived idea of a rationale
(theory) for the model. The order and causal direction must be specified prior to
the application of this statistical technique. The functional equations which form
the model must be conceptualized. Lastly, The conditions under which the model
will be true must be specified. Causal analysis is not an exploratory data
technique. The researcher must have a sound theory grounded in research in
order to consider using causal analysis. This is not to say that alternate models
cannot be tested. Alternate theoretical perspectives can be tested using causal

analysis.
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The LISREL VI program used to analyze all path models uses maximum

likelihood estimation to yield path coefficients for hypothesized models.

Fit indices

One positive value of using the LISREL program is the provided fit
indices. LISREL provides two types of fit indices — those used to evaluate the
overall fit of the data to the model and those used to evaluate individual model
parameters. These indices should be evaluated together to get an overall view of
fit. No index should be considered absolute. A bad fit on any one index should

not be cause to eliminate the model.

Overall Fit Indices

Chi-Square (¥?)

The x* is a measure of the goodness of fit of the overall model. However,
Joreskog & Sorbom (1986) caution that "the x> measure is sensitive to sample size
and very sensitive to departures from multivariate normality of the observed
variables. Large sample sizes and departures from normality tend to increase x>
over and above what can be expected due to specification error in the model" (p.
1.39). Generally, the smaller the ¥* and the closer in value it is to the degrees of

freedom, the better the fit of the model.
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The Normed Fit Index (NFI)
The NFI (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) was developed in response to the

problems associated with x>. The NFI is derived from the following equation:
NFI = (x% - x*) / %%

where ¥?, refers to the null model x* and ¥ refers to the hypothesized model x>

The NFI ranges from 0 to 1.00. The null model assumes no paths between

variables and no consistent correlation between the predictors and criteria. The

NFI represents the improvement in fit of a hypothesized model over a model with

no hypothesized paths. The NFI is less sensitive to sample size than the y2

Generally, a NFI of .90 or better indicates a good fit (Byrne, 1989).

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)

LISREL produces a Goodness of Fit Index which corresponds to the
relative amount of variance and covariance jointly explained by the specified
model (Byrne, 1989). The GFI like the NFI is less sensitive to sample size than

the % The GFI is also reasonably robust against deviation from normality
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1986). Also, like the NF], the GFI ranges from 0 to 1.00

and values close to .90 or higher suggest a good fit.

Root Mean Square Residual (RMSR)
LISREL also produces the Root Mean Square Residual index of fit. The

RMSR is a reflection of the average difference between the observed and
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reproduced covariance matrix. The higher the RMSR, reflecting a large

difference, the poorer the fit.
Individual Fit Indices

T-Values

T-values are provided for each path estimate in the LISREL output.
Significant paths are considered integral to the model. A t-value of +/- 2.00 or
greater is considered statiética]ly significant (Byrne, 1989). The interpretation of

t-values is dependent on an adequate fit of the overall model.

The LISREL program allows the programmer to use a correlation or
covariance matrix. Most often the correlation matrix is selected. In the present
study, the correlation matrix is used as the input data for all path models.
Listwise deletion of missing data was used in the preparation of the correlation

matrix.
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CHAPTER 8

RESULTS

Composition of the sample:

The surveys were administered to 1000 subjects. Three hundred
eighty—seven (387) subjects responded. Two subjects’ responses were eliminated
due to insufficient number of responses in each survey. This represents a 38.7%

response rate. All missing data was deleted listwise.

Ninety-three percent (93%) or 360 respondents were female. Five percent
(5%) or 19 subjects were male. Subject age ranged from 18 - 62 years with a
mean at 31.13. Fifty-eight percent (58%) or 225 subjects were black, fifteen
percent (15%) or 60 respondents were spanish or of hispanic descent, 11.6% or
45 subjects were white and 8% or 31 respondents were asian. Much of the
sample (49%) were single without children (39%). Seventy-six percent (76%) of
the sample was either a high school graduate or had some college education.
Fifty-eight percent (58%) of the sample was employed full time and fifty-three
percent (53%) had job tenure of 1 - 3 years. Tables 3 through 7 contain a

complete description of the sample.



TABLE 3

Number and percent breakdown of study

sample by sex.

SEX

MALE FEMALE
% 5% 93%
# 19 360

No answer=3,.

TABLE

4

Number and percent breakdown of

study sample by ethnicity

ETHNICITY
WHITE | BLACK [ SPANISH OTHER
% 12% 58% 15% 10.8%
# 45 225 60 42

No answer = 15

88
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TABLE 5

Number and percent breakdown of study

sample by marital status

I—

MARITAL STATUS
SINGLE MARRIED DIVORCED
% 49% 30% 16%
# 191 117 60

No answer = 19
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TABLE 6

Number and percent breakdown of study

sample by educational level

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
Some High High School Some College
School Graduate College Graduate or
Higher
% 17% 37% 39% 12%
# 39 145 149 45

No answer = 9
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TABLE 7

Number and percent breakdown of study sample by

employment status

EMPLOYMENT STATUS
| UNEMPLOYED PART-TIME FULL-TIME
% 25% 14% 58%
# 97 54 226

No answer = 10
Tables 8 through 12 present the means of the major study variables by demographics. Overall, the major study

variables do not seem to differ within the demographic categories.



TABLE 8

Mean, standard deviation and variance of study variablesby sex

Variable

Standard Variance Standard Variance

Deviation Deviation

P.LLL.

P.P.S.

ALENATION/

INVOLVEMENT

LiFe

SATISFACTION

NEGATVE

AfFECTVITY

Posmve

AFFECTVITY

ANXIETY

BEHAVIORS

ANXIETY ERRORS

TEST ANXIETY

Number male = 19

Number female = 368



Variable

P.ILL.

Mean, standard deviation, and variance of study variables by ethnicity

WHITE

Variance Mean

BLACK

Standard
Deviation

TABLE 9

Variance

SPANISH OTHER

Standard Standard
Deviation Deviation

Mean Variance Mean Variance

P.P.S.

ALIENATION /
INVOLVEMENT

LIFE
SATISFACTION

NEGATIVE
AFFECTIVITY

Posimve
AFFECTIVITY

ANXIETY
BEHAVIORS

.048

105

011

ANXIETY
ERRORS

131

279

.078

TesT ANXIETY

3.97

2.388

Number white = 45, black = 225, spanish = 60, other = 40

€6



TABLE 10
Mean, standard deviation and variance of study variables by marital status

DIVORCED

Mean Stal}da.rd ‘Variance
Deviation

Variable

Mean sm}da.rd Variance
Deviation

Mean Slm‘:da.ld Variance
Deviation

ALIENATION /
INVOLVEMENT

LIFE
SATISFACTION

NEGATIVE
AFFECTIVITY

POSITIVE
AFFECTIVITY

ANXIETY
BEHAVIORS

¥6



TABLE 11

Mean, standard deviation and variance of study variables by education

Some High School High School Graduate College Graduate

Variable Standard Standard
Deviation Deviation

Standard
Deviation

Standard
Deviation

Variance

LIFE
SATISFACTION

NEGATIVE
AFFECTIVITY

POSITIVE
AFFECTIVITY

ANXIETY
BEHAVIORS

ANXIETY
ERRORS

TEST
ANXIETY

Number Some high school = 39, High school graduate = 145, some college, 149, college graduate = 45

S6



TABLE 12

Mean, standard deviation and variance of study variables by employment status

e ———— e

Number unemployed = 97, part-time = 54, full time = 226

Variable Standard Standard Standard
Deviation Deviation Deviation
{
"P.ILL. I
P.P.S. 3.127 552
ALIENATION/ 3.256 574 330
INVOLVEMENT
LIFE 3.708 1.458 2.126
SATISFACTION
NEGATIVE 596 524 275
AFFECTIVITY
POSITIVE 1.353 467 218
AFFECTIVITY
ANXIETY 051 095 009
BEHAVIORS
ANXIETY 171 603 364
ERRORS
TEST ANXIETY 3972 1.446 2,092

96
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Reliabilities of surveys and item statistics:
Coefficient alpha internal consistency reliabilities were conducted for all

relevant surveys. The results are presented in Table 13.

TABLE 13 ]
Reliabilities of major study variables
VARIABLE ALPHA # ITEMS
ALIENATION- 81 15
INVOLVEMENT
NEGATIVE 85 14
AFFECTIVITY
POSITIVE 72 9
AFFECTIVITY
PPS .89 30
LIFE .85 5
SATISFACTION
TEST 75 4
ANXIETY
PILL 95 54

The behavioral observation of test anxiety variable is not included in the
above analysis because as an observation, coefficient alpha is not an appropriate
statistic for this variable. This same reasoning holds true for the anxiety error
variable. The anxiety error variable is simply a count of the number of anxiety

errors committed by the subject. An anxiety error is a word or line spacing error.
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It is considered an anxiety error because it is committed when the subject is

distracted by anxiety.

The corrected item-total correlation and the overall alpha if the item was
deleted was examined for the experimental PPS scale. The analysis did not
indicate that any of the items should be deleted (see Appendix 5). Therefore, for

the purposes of the current analysis, the scale remains at 30 items.

Intercorrelations and supported hypotheses:

Table 14 contains the intercorrelations between all relevant variables.



VARIABLES

TABLE 14

Intercoelations of all study variables

P.IL.L.

Alienation /
Involvement

Life
Satisfaction

Negative
Afiectivity

Positive
Affectivity

Test Anxiety

Anxiety
Behaviors

66
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Hypothesis one predicted that PPS and Life satisfaction (LS) were
negatively correlated. As illustrated in Table 14, the correlation between these
two variables was -.165** (p = .01). Thus PPS and LS are significantly negatively
correlated. In other words, individuals who are satisfied with their lives are less
likely to perceive stress in ambiguous situations than those who are not satisfied

with their lives.

Hypothesis two predicted that PPS and A-I are positively correlated.
Lefkowitz, et.al. (1986) hypothesized that alienation and involvement were at
opposite ends of the same continuum. As such, one could predict either that
alienation and PPS are positively correlated - or - that involvement and PPS are
negatively correlated. In the present case, items were scored such that
involvement is the variable represented by the A-I label. As illustrated in Table
14, the correlation between involvement and PPS was -.174** (p = .01). Thus
PPS and involvement are significantly negatively correlated as predicted. In other
words, individuals who are highly involved in their work (or alternately alienated
in their work) are not likely (or are likely, if alienated) to perceive stress in an

ambiguous situation.

Hypothesis three predicted that PPS and reported stress behavioral
consequences as measured by the Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness
(PILL) are positively correlated. As illustrated in Table 14, the correlation

between PPS and the PILL is .258** (p = .01). In other words, individuals who
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reported a large number of physical symptoms are more likely to perceive stress
in an ambiguous situation than those who do not report a large number of
physical symptoms. Inasmuch as the PILL has been used as a physiological
measure of stress, support of a strong positive relationship between these two

variables lends credence to the hypothesis of PPS as a stress measure.

Hypothesis 4 predicted a positive correlation between PPS and observed
test anxious behaviors. As illustrated in Table 14, the correlation between PPS
and test anxious behaviors is .059. Although this correlation is positive, it is not
significant. Lack of significance is most likely due to the small number of
individuals who exhibited the targeted behaviors. It should be made clear that
the behaviors are observed over a period of about five (5) minutes. This is a
relatively short period of time in which subject behavior is observed.
Additionally, many individuals may have exhibited targeted behaviors several
hours or days prior to the test administration. Such previou.s behaviors were not
within the purview of the current situation. Therefore, it appears hypothesis 4

was not supported.

Hypothesis 5 predicted a positive correlation between PPS and negative
affectivity (NA). As illustrated in Table 14, the correlation between PPS and NA
is .307** (p = .01). Thus PPS and NA are rather moderately positively
correlated. That is, individuals high in negative affectivity are more likely to

perceive stress in an ambiguous situation than those low in NA. Negative
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affectivity has been previously linked to stress (see chapter 5), thereby suggesting

PPS is actually measuring stress.

Hypothesis 6 predicted a negative correlation between PPS and positive
affectivity (PA). As illustrated in Table 14, the correlation between PPS and PA
is -.120* (p = .05). Thus PPS and PA are significantly negatively correlated.
That is, individuals with a positive outlook are less likely to perceive stress in an
ambiguous situation than those without a positive outlook. PA like life
satisfaction is a variable representing positive life outlooks. It'is not surprising

therefore, that PA and LS are positively correlated (.337**, p = .01).

Hypothesis seven predicted a positive correlation between self-reported test
anxiety and the Propensity to Perceive Stress. As illustrated in Table 14, the
correlation between PPS and self-reported test anxiety is .099* (p= .05). Thus,
PPS and test anxiety are significantly positively correlated. That is, individuals in
the propensity to perceive stress are more likely to report feelings of test anxiety
than those low in the propensity to perceive stress. It should be noted that this
correlation is rather weak. Most likely, this weakness is due to the test anxiety

variable which is composed of only four items.

Hypothesis eight predicted a positive correlation between the propensity to
perceive stress and anxiety errors in typing. As illustrated in Table 8, the

correlation between the propensity to perceive stress and anxiety errors is .008.
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Thus PPS and anxiety errors are not significantly correlated. In fact the anxiety
error variable is not significantly correlated with any of the study variables. This
lack of significance could either indicate that these variables are unrelated -or-
that the anxiety error measure is not reflecting what it is intended to reflect.

From the supported hypotheses above it can be tentatively concluded that
PPS appears to be measuring something close to stress. However, in order to
securely make this statement, more rigorous data analysis must be conducted.
Correlational analysis merely indicates association between two variables. This
association can be due to common method variance or actual shared variance. In
order to determine if the Propensity to Perceive Stress is indeed measuring the

same factor as these related variables, additional research is needed, such as

factor analysis.

Results of the Factor analyses:
The propensity to perceive stress factor analysis

Prior to examining the interrelationships of the study variables, the factor
structure of the experimental propensity to perceive stress measure had to be
examined. That is, it was hypothesized that the propensity to perceive stress scale
reflects one construct — stress. This hypothesis had to be tested. One means of
testing this hypothesis is through the use of factor analysis.

The statistics involved in performing a factor analysis require a large
sample size in relation to the number of items. Therefore, the first factor analysis

performed used a random clustering of the propensity to perceive stress items to
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form ten (10) variables. These ten variables were then factor analyzed using raw
data. The results are presented in Appendices 6 and 7. These 10 variables
converged on one factor in a maximum likelihood confirmatory factor analysis.
The x? percentage of variance accounted for by the model, and percentage of
significant residuals are presented in appendix 7. These results are mildly
supportive of a single factor model.

When survey items are grouped together, as was done above, to form a
smaller number of items, the likelihood of a one factor solution increases.
Therefore, using the 30-item raw data scale for the propensity to perceive stress, a
confirmatory maximum-likelihood factor analysis was performed. The results are
presented in appendices 7 and 8. The y? percentage of variance accounted for
and the percentage of significant residuals seem to suggest that the propensity to
perceive stress data do not fit a one factor solution very well. This would suggest
that perhaps the propensity to perceive stress scale is measuring more than on
factor.

Since it appeared that a one factor solution did not fit the data, a
maximum-likelihood two-factor confirmatory factor analysis was performed on the
30-item propensity to perceive stress scale. The fit of this data to the 2-factor
solution is presented in appendix 7. The oblique rotated factor structure solution
is presented in appendix 9. The results of this analysis do not seem to suggest
that the 2-factor solution is very much better than the 1-factor solution. That is,
only 8% more variance is accounted for in the 2-factor solution than in the 1-

factor solution. Additionally, upon examination of the items which compose each
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factor, it is very difficult to identify what these factors represent. That is, the

~ items forming factor one do not reflect one factor. Some items reflect job stress,
some reflect life stress, others reflect daily hassles while still others reflect a single
stress episode. The same holds true for item composing factor two. Therefore, it
does not appear that the 2-factor solution makes intuitive sense. One means of
judging the fit of data to a factor solution is the ease of interpretation of that
solution. In the case of the 2-factor solution, interpretation is difficult.

Overall, the results of the three factor analyses do not allow firm
conclusions regarding the propensity to perceive stress scale. The results do seem
to suggest that a single factor model does not fit. Perhaps these results are due
to a relatively homogenous sample of volunteers. Clearly, more research is

needed.

The factor analysis of the major study variables

The first model attempted contaiped nine (9) variables: PPS, PILL, A-],
LS, NA, PA, TA, Anxiety Behaviors, and Anxiety Errors. Maximum likelihood
estimation with an oblique or orthogonal rotation using an input correlation
matrix yielded four (4) factors. The chi-square was not significant indicating that
the model fits the data. Upon close examination of the variance accounted for in
each variable, it was clear that the error variable was not well represented
(communality = .024). Additionally, it was difficult to interpret the results
yielding four factors (see Appendix 10 for the results of the oblique rotation of

this model). Therefore, an alternative model using 8 variables was employed.
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The eight variable model yielded three (3) factors. Again, the chi-square
indicated a good fit. The orthogonal and oblique solutions yielded essentially the
same results. The oblique rotated factor structure matrix is presented in Table 15

below.

TABLE 15

Oblique rotated factor structure matrix

VARIABLES FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 l

POSITIVE -.30515 11455 |

AFFECTIVITY

LIFE

SATISFACTION

NEGATIVE

AFFECTIVITY

PILL

PPS

A-1

TEST ANXIETY

BEHAVIOR - TA

N =344
The shaded areas on Table 15 represent the main factor upon which each

variable loads. It can be seen that positive affectivity and life satisfaction load
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_ primarily on Factor 1; negative affectivity, PILL, PPS, and A-I load primarily on
Factor 2; test anxiety and behavior load primarily on Factor 3. Based on these
results, the factors are labelled as: Factor 1 = positive disposition; Factor 2 =
Stress; Factor 3 = test anxiety. Factor 1 is labelled positive disposition because
PA is nearly completely accounted for by this factor (.99) aﬂd LS also represents
a positive disposition. Factor 2 is labelled Stress because PPS and related
consequences all load on factor 2. Factor 3 is labelled test anxiety because both
self-reported test anxiety and observed test anxious behaviors load on factor 3.
(See the Discussion for a more in depth discussion of factor loadings).

An examination of the residual variance between the observed and
reproduced correlations indicated that only two were significant at p = .05. The
fact that this number is small, indicates the number of extracted factors is
appropriate (Gorsuch, 1983) (see Appendix 11).

Table 16 presents the variable communalities and cumulative percentage of
variance accounted for by the model. "The communality of a variable is that
proportion of its variance that can be accounted for by its common factors"
(Gorsuch, 1983, p. 29). For example, for the PA variable, the communality is .99.
This indicates that the variance of the variable is nearly accounted for. It can
also be seen in this table that for the behavioral observations and for life
satisfaction only a small amount of variance is accounted for by the common
factors. Thus indicating that variables not included in the current research which
may relate to these variables should be included. It should be noted that it is

very difficult to include enough variables so that all communalities are high
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(especially given the constraints of field research). While inclusion of additional
variables might have positive consequences for this factor model, the response
rate probably would have decreased significantly while cost would have increased

significantly.

TABLE 16

COMMUNALITIES AND VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR

VARIABLE COMMUNALITY | FACTOR | EIGENVALUE VARIANCE ACCOUNTED
FOR BY THE MODEL
P.P.S. .21265 1 1.31607 16.5
P.I.L.L. .38137 2 1.06157 29.7
ALIENATION / .20346 3 .45061 35.4
INVOLVEMENT
LIFE .14631
SATISFACTION
NEGATIVE .51920
AFFECTIVITY
POSITIVE .99900
AFFECTIVITY
TEST ANXIETY .26516
ANXIETY .10109
BEHAVIORS

NoTE: SPSS PC+ REPORTS THE EIGENVALUES AND CUMULATIVE VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR ONLY FOR
THE NUMBER OF FACTORS INCLUDED IN THE MODEL. 35.4 % REPRESENTS THE TOTAL VARIANCE
ACCOUNTED FOR BY FACTORS 1, 2 AND 3.

Overall, the chi-square, small residual variance and ease of interpretation

of the results of this model suggest a good fit of the data to the 3-factor solution.
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Factor analysis of the propensity to perceive stress and negative affectivity

Although 11 years old, the concept of Negative Affectivity is still
questioned. Many researchers question whether Negative Affectivity is distinct
from stress (or vice versa). While the purpose of this study is NOT the
delineation of Negative Affectivity and Stress, the notion that both are really one
variable is certainly related to measures of stress. Additionally, inasmuch as
Stress and Negative Affectivity load on the same factor, the convergent validity of
the stress variable is effected.

Therefore, to demonstrate that Negative Affectivity and Stress are indeed
different variables both measures were used in a factor analysis. Item level scales
of Negative Affectivity and the Propensity to Perceive Stress were subjected to
factor analysis. Because the factor analysis requires a larger sample size than was
available in this study for the analysis of many-item scales, the PPS and NA
scales were each randomly grouped to form four NA items and five PPS items.
These newly formed items were subjected to two maximume-likelihood factor
analyses. One analysis predicted a one factor solution while the other analysis
predicted a two factor solution. A comparison of the fit of both models to the
data should indicate whether negative affectivity and the propensity to perceive
stress are reflecting one or two factors. A comparison of the fit of both models is
presented in appendix 12. The y* of the two factor solution is much smaller than
that of the one factor solution. The total percentage of variance accounted for by
the model and the percentage of significant residuals are larger and smaller

respectively on the two factor than in the one factor solution. This suggests that
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the two factor solution "fits" better than the one factor solution. The results of
the oblique rotated two factor solution are presented in Appendix 13. Basically,
Negative Affectivity and the Propensity to Perceive Stress yielded two factors--one
negative affectivity and one stress. The Negative Affectivity scale loaded
completely on only one variable while the Propensity to Perceive Stress loaded on
a separate variable. This seems to suggest that while Negative Affectivity and the
Propensity to Perceive Stress may share variance, they are not the same variable.
The nature of this difference can only be speculative at this point and is beyond

the scope of the current research.

Results of the hypothesized path models

1- The first model to be analyzed was the null model which does not contain
any hypothesized paths. The results of this analysis are presented in
appendix 14.

2- In figure 6 below, negative and positive affectivity are predicted to be
causally prior to the Propensity to Perceive Stress. These variables
constitute antecedents which affect whether stress is perceived. Alienation,
the PILL, behaviors, test anxiety and typing errors are predicted to be
consequences of stress. Life satisfaction is predicted to be consequent to
alienation and the PILL. No path from the Propensity to Perceive Stress

and life satisfaction is predicted.
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NEGAT] VE POSITIVE
AFFECTIVITY AFFECTIVITY
.381 N -.tae-/
cm-s;zuam: = 135.51 THE V"'FE SATISFACTION
D.F. = 16 PROPENSITY L S 102
GFl = .936 TO 2174 .\S au-:::ion
RMS = .094 - 14
erceive LR

STRESS kil .| Observed

Behaviors

. 180= o Test
Anxiety

\ oss s

. Anxiety
FIGURE 6 \nl oy

Proposed alternate path model with paths
from Job alienation and Pennebaker inventory of
limbic languidness to Life satisfaction.

Note: # path is not significant

In this model, the x? is large in comparison to the degrees of freedom, thus
indicating a bad fit of the data to the model. The GFI is above .90 which
indicates adequate fit. However, the RMSR and NFI do not indicate a good

fit. Overall, it can be concluded that for this model, the data do not fit the

hypothesis.

3- In figure 7 below, negative and positive affectivity are hypothesized to be
bicausally related to the Propensity to Perceive Stress. Because little
research exists regarding when negative and positive affectivity emerge in
an individual, it iS hypothesized here that negative and positive affectivity
and the Propensity to Perceive Stress exherge at approximately the same

time.
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NEGATIVE POSI TIVE
AFFECTIVITY AFFECTIVITY

LIFE SATISFACTION

THE /1
PROPENSI TY
/'I JOB ALIENATION
TO i
PENNEBAKER
FNUENTORY OF
PERCEI VE ¥ LB S ioness

STRESS OBSERVED

BEHAVIORS

TEST
ANXIETY

\“l ANXIETY
FIGURE 7 ERRORS

Alternate non~recursive path model with
bidirectional paths between the propensity to perceive stress,

negative affectivity and positive affectivity

In this model, the data would not converge to reach path estimates, thus

indicating a bad fit of the data to the hypothesized model.

4- In figure 8 below, it is hypothesized that negative and positive affectivity do

not play a role in the stress process.
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THE /'lurz SATISFACTION
~ 165

PROPENSITY

”/,/’1 JOB ALIENATION
TO -.174

PENNEBAKER
PERCEIVE |___,( TRICRIORY or
STRESS . {OBSERVED
o558 BEHAV 10RS

- 1004

A .008=
ANXIETY
ERRORS
CHI-~-SQUARE = 16%5.34

\\\\\ YEST
ANXIETY

D.F. = 14
GFl = .924
RNS = .116
FIGURE 8

Aiternate path mode! without
negative and positive affectivity.

Note: # non~significant path

In this model, like that in figure 6, the x>, RMSR and NFI all indicate lack of
fit while the GFI is adequate. When comparing the results of this model with
figure 6 (see appendix 14 for a comparison), it can be concluded that this

model does not fit as well as the model in figure 6.

5- Figure 9 below, represents the variables as suggested in the literature.
Negative and positive affectivity are antecedent to the Propensity to
Perceive Stress and life satisfaction, alienation, the PILL, behavioré, test
anxiety and typing errors are consequent to the Propensity to Perceive

Stress.
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NEGATIVE POSITIVE
AFFECTIVITY AFFECTIVITY

.301 -. 0188

THE /'Iurr: SATISFACTION
<168

PROPENSITY

/'l JOB ALIENAT 10N
TO -.174.

PENNEBAKER
PERCEIVE | ___["THIERID or
STRESS . [oBSERVED

. 059« BEHAV IORS

ANXIETY

ANXIETY
CHI-SQUARE = 126.99 - 828 ERRORS
D.F. = 12
GFl = .939
RMS = .@89
FIGURE 9

Current proposed path model.

Note: ®# non-significant path

The x* of this model is smaller than that of any other model tested so far (see
appendix 14), however, these results still do not suggest an excellent fit. The
RMSR and GFI suggest an adequate fit of the data to the model. The NFI
does not indicate a good fit. Overall, the results of this model are mixed and

suggest an adequate fit of the data to the model.

6- Figure 10, below, expands on figure 9 by including paths from negative and
positive affectivity to the final outcome variables. Indeed, the relationships
between these variables are still experimental, therefore any model which

makes intuitive sense should be attempted. In the present case, the path
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from negative affectivity to alienation-involvement, the propensity to
perceive stress, and the pennebaker inventory of limbic languidness and the
path from positive affectivity to life satisfaction are supported by the results
of the factor analysis conducted earlier. Specifically, the factor analysis
linked negative affectivity with alienation-involvement, the propensity to
perceive stress, and the pennebaker inventory of limbic languidness while

positive affectivity was linked to life satisfaction.

NEGATIVE POSITIVE
AFFECTIVITY AFFECTIVITY

l.am /a- 224
) p ~.126 o 2
L~ >
THE L( LIFE SATISFACTION
PROPENSITY —.113
—p| JOB ALIENATION
TO >
PERCE | VE 197 i
.133 : ~PWE§§2K B or
STRESS g LANGI | DNESS
. 488 hl
OBSERVED
@359 hd BEHAV | ORS
TEST
. 1@0 v ANXIETY
L < > ANXIETY
CHI-SQUARE = 18.15 -@as ERRORS
bD.F. =9
GFl = .994
RMS = .024
FIGURE 10

Negative and Positive affeotivity
linked to outcome variables

Note:  non-signifiocant path
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All the fit indices associated with this model indicate a good fit of the data to
the model. the ¥? is small relative to the degrees of freedom, the NFI and
GFI indicate good fit as does the RMSR. Based on these positive results, this

model appears to be the best model tested.

In conclusion, hypotheses four and eight were not supported. The factor
analysis of the propensity to perceive stress variables requires additional research.
All the remaining hypotheses were supported. Stress does appear to be related to

‘the outcome variables as suggested.
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CHAPTER 9
DISCUSSION

Stress is a construct centered around a good deal of confusion. As illustrated
in the literature review, researchers seem to gloss over the definition of stress
often confusing the notion with its outcomes or antecedents. Researchers who
have directly and cogently addressed the definition of stress agree that it is a
complex process of antecedents--stress--consequences. It was the purpose of this
research to clarify the existing stress research by proposing and testing an
alternative definition of stress based on the process of antecedents--stress--
consequences. This definition was based on the notion that stress is a stable
dispositional perception of a situation. This measure, termed the Propensity to
Perceive Stress was developed and tested. Taken together, the results of this
study seem to suggest that the Propensity to Perceive Stress appears to be
measuring stress. Further, the model of antecedents leading to stress which in
turn leads to consequences was tested and confirmed. Overall, the results of this
study indicate that the stress process is composed of perceptual stress and

consequent reactions.

The composition of the sample was fairly homogenous (i.e. 96% female, 58%
black, 49% single, 58% employed and 76% with a high school education or

better). For example, 58% of the sample was black. Future research should be
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directed toward other groups of subjects. The generalizability of the current study

is limited to black women.

The results of the present study indicate that negative and positive affectivity,
alienation, the PILL, life satisfaction and test anxiety are all related to the
Propensity to Perceive Stress as predicted in the hypotheses and literature review.
The hypothesis which predicted a relationship between stress and observed
behavior was not supported. Although positively correlated, the correlation did
not reach significance. This was probably due to the fact that few individuals
exhibited any observable stress behavior. It is possible that subjects actively "calm
down" in order for them to perform well on the exam. Perhaps observation
should take place prior to being admitted into the test room. These results

confirm the hypothesis that the PPS measure is tapping the stress construct.

The results of the factor analysis of the propensity to perceive stress scale
yielded mixed results. When items were grouped into 10 variables, the factor
analysis results someshat support a one factor solution. Using 30 items, the factor
analyéis does not appear to support a one factor solution. However, a two factor
solution of the 30-item scale is also not well supported. No firm conclusions can
be made regarding the results of these factor analyses. Future research should
focus on further exploration of this scale. Further construct validation work is

needed.
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The results of the factor analysis using negative affectivity and the propensity
to perceive stress yielded positive results. These results seem to clearly suggest
that negative affectivity and the propensity to perceive stress are separate
constructs. While negative affectivity and stress are moderately correlated, they
do not reflect the same construct.

The results of the factor analysis between the study variables seem to indicate
that the Propensity to Perceive Stress scale appears to be measuring stress. It is
interesting to note that although many researchers suggest stress can be
positive—both Positive Affectivity and life satisfaction loaded on a separate factor
than Propensity to Perceive Stress (the PPS scale has 9 positive statements). This
would indicate that although these variables are correlated, they are representing
two separate components. Perhaps those with a positive attitude and high in LS
are more immune to stress than a dissatisfied, negative individual. This is an area
for future research.

The factor analysis results also indicate that a total of 35% of the variance is
accounted for by these variables. This suggests that additional variables should
have been included. Future research should include additional personality
measures and stress measures. The only antecedents included in the current
research were Positive and Negative Affectivity. Antecedent variables in the
stress model may be difficult or cumbersome to collect. Nonetheless, future
research should endeavor to include such variables. Additionally, some of the
outcome measures such as test anxiety and Behaviors are not well accounted for

in this model. Perhaps this is due to the measurement device used. That is, life
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satisfaction is composed of only five items and the Behavior scale has a very low
observation rate. Additionally, variables other than those included here most
likely would be relevant to the study of these variables.

The communality of the PPS scale is rather low indicating variables not
measured here would contribute to variance in this variable. We have already
discussed the inclusion of additional antecedent variables. In the current
situation, a previous failure on the examination, whether or not the subject had a
bad day or week or any additional personality disposition variables not measured
may affect the results. Future research should be aimed at identifying and
measuring such variables.

Even though the communalities are low for some variables, the factor analysis
results are positive. One way to judge the results of a factor analysis is via the
ease of interpretation. In the current situation, it is very easy to determine what
constructs the 3 variables represent. Most variables load primarily on only one
factor. This appears to indicate that these variables are relatively homogenous in
nature. This is further supported by the results of the reliability analysis. The
coefficient alpha would not be very high if the variables were not homogenous in
nature.

It is informative to examine the individual factor loadings of each variable.
Factor loadings are very telling regarding whether a variable is measuring one or
more factors. The higher a single loading, the more security that the variable is
measuring one factor. For example, the positive affectivity variable loading for

factor one is .99. This is very high indicating that this variable’s variance is nearly
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completely accounted for by one factor. Most factor loadings for each variable
are rather high on one factor. Two variables, however, life satisfaction and
alienation, seem to have relatively high loadings on two factors. For life
satisfaction, both factor loadings on one and two are relatively high with an
absolute value difference of .10. Both loadings make intuitive sense if we
consider Factor one to be positive disposition and Factor two to be stress. It is
difficult to conclude the impact of such loadings on the interpretation of the
"goodness" or "soundness" of the variable, especially based on this limited
evidence. Further work on this variable is warranted. The same hold true to
alienation. If this scale measures the continuum of alienation to involvement,
then the factor loadings may make intuitive sense. That is, involvement is
predicted to load negatively on stress while alienation should load positively on
test anxiety. Again, future research is warranted.

The results of the path analysis also seem to support the hypotheses. Path
analysis is a statistical technique used to confirm causality in a hypothesized set of
variables. In the present case, the results confirmed that perceived stress leads to
consequences. In other words, negative and positive affectivity lead to stress
which in turn leads to the consequences of alienation-involvement, reported stress
symptoms as reported by the Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness, test
anxiety (both self-reported and observed), life satisfaction and typing errors. Thus
the hypothesis that test anxiety is a result of stress is confirmed. This serves to
distinguish stress and test anxiety. Most researchers blur the distinction between

stress and anxiety. In the current research, as discussed earlier, anxiety is
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conceptualized as the emotional resultant partner to stress. The role of negative
and positive affectivity in the stress process was also explicated. According to the
results of the path analysis, negative and positive affectivity not only affect stress,
but they also directly affect some outcome variables. This seems to suggest that
negative and positive affectivity are more contemporaneous than antecedent to
stress. Again, this points to the need for inclusion/exploration of additional
antecedent variables.

The conceptualization of negative and positive affectivity was also confirmed
here. Based on the research on negative and positive affectivity, one can
hypothesize that negative and positive affectivity are stable dispositional variables
which develop at an early age and color the way life is perceived. As such,
negative and positive affectivity affect our perceptions of stressful situations. That
is, individuals who generally perceive of their world in a negative light will more
likely perceive stress in ambiguous situations than those who perceive their world

in a positive light.

The results of the current research confirm the conceptualization of stress
proposed here. What does this mean for stress research? Future research should
focus on changing the perceptions of individuals who are highly susceptible to
stress and who exhibit stress’ consequences. By changing perceptions, the
individual can be made to see that a situation which they may ordinarily perceive
as stressful can also be perceived as not stressful. Additionally, the impact of

such perceptions on coping strategies should be investigated. Perhaps coping



123

- strategies should focus on changing perceptions. The coping strategy of
biofeedback is used to help the individual become more in touch with their
feelings, perhaps it can also be used to aid the individual in changing perceptions.
The impact of the current results are far reaching and will lead to fruitful future

research.
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APPENDIX 1

RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

INTRODUCTION

This questionnaire is being used as research towards a doctoral dissertation. All of your responses will
remain anonymous and confidential. It will be necessary to answer this questionnaire twice to obtain reliability
information.

In this questionnaire you will read a series of potential life situations. Please read each scenario carefully
and imagine yourself in that situation. Then, rate your stress level on the scale provided by clrcling the appropriate
number. Generally, you can identify that you are experiencing stress if you feel nervous, uncomfartable and/or
anxious, Please do not spend too much time on any one item: your initial "gut’ response is important.
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For each of the following scenarios: RATE YOUR STRESS LEVEL

At 35, you, your spouse and family are getting along well. You have moved to a new job and your boss
really seems to like you. He is demanding that you work overtime on a regular basis and this eats into your
weekends.

1

veory low

2

fow

3

moderate

4
high

5

very high
You have been in a love relationship for 2 years. You and your mate get along very well. You have decided

to get married. You have saved for a year and the wedding is tomorrow afternoon. You are thinking about
tomorrow, hoping everything goes well.

1

very low

2

Tow

3

moderate

4
high

5
vary high
You have been married for 7 years. Lately, you and your spouse have been arguing a great deal. Together
you decide on a divorce. Your spouse is being very difficuit, arguing over every possession. You are not
very happy with this situation. On the other hand, you are pleased with your job situation: you are very job
secure.

1

very low

2

fow

3 4. 5

moderate high very high
Education is important to you, so you decide to go to college even though your family cannot pay for you.
You enjoy your classes but they are very demanding. Since you work part-time and you are in schoo! full-

time, sometimes you feel pushed to the limit. The only relief is your emotionally supportive family.
1

very low

2

fow

3

modsrate

4
high

5
vary high
You have been working in the same job for 4 years. You are happy with this job. Unfortunately, due to
budgst cuts, you are laid off. You have a family to support and you are concerned about finding another
job. Your spouse and children love you and support whatever you do.
1

very low

2

low

3

moderate

4
high

5

very high
You have been looking for a new apartment for about 6 months. Nothing seems to be the right place.

Today you found the apartment of your dreams. You feel so excited. The only problem is that you must
make the move in the next 2 days.

1

very low

2

fow

3

modstats

4 5

high very high

You and your uncle have always been very close. You meet for dinner regularly and he has always been

like a father to you. He has recently been diagnosed to be terminally ill. Your family understands, however
they, too, require attention. You feel torn between two loyalties.

1 2

very low tow

3

moderate

4
high

5

very high
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As a child you always wanted to have children of your own. Now as an adult, you and your spouse have 3

kids. They are all at the toddler age. You love your children and they demand a great deal of time and
energy. This is not easy for a person working full time.

1

very low

2

tow

3 4 5
moderate high vary high
9, You are a hard worker. You have been a candidate for a promotion for 6 months. You proved yourself and
got the promotion. You and your spouse are delighted. Now you are concerned: more responsibility means
more time demands. )

1

very low

2

low

3

4 5
modeate high very high
10.

This is just not your morning. The alarm did not ring, the shower water was cold, the cat vomited in the bed
and the subway was so crowded that you were pushed and shoved the entire ride to work.

1

vaiy low

2

low

3 4 5
modsinte high very high
11, You have been working for the same 2 people for the last year. Overall, you like your job but, sometimes, it

can be pressured. Today, one boss asked you to complete a rather complex report by 5 p.m. Your other
boss had already told you to complete his report by 3 p.m.

1

veiy low

2

low

3 4 5
modstate high very high
12.

From time to time you attend training sessions at work., You have enjoyed them in the past. At this training
session, the instructor is arrogant and confusing.

1

vary low

2

fow

3

4 5
moderate high very high
18,

Around the office you and your boss get along well. However, when she gives you a job to do she is usually
unclear about what she really wants. In the past you have spoken with her about this problem but it did no
good.

1

vary low

2

fow

3 4 5
moderate high very high
14, You have been working for the same agency for 5 years. You enjoy your work very much. It allows you

freedom and offers challenges. One of your clients claims you made a huge error in his calculations. He is
threatening to sue your company.

1

very low

2

tow

3

modsrate

4
high

5
very high
15, You are the kind of person that is rarely ill. You never get common colds or the flu. On a visit to the doctor
recently, he noticed some minor heart problem. He said he does not know exactly what it means and he
scheduled you for more tests.

2 4
very low fow modsrate

S

high very high
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17.

18,

19.

20.

21,

22.

23.
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You have been in college for 3 years. You have worked hard and made the dean's honor list. This semester
you are taking 3 tough classes. You walk into your psychology class today to discover you are having a
test. It was announced last week when you were out sick. You have not studied for this test but you feel
comfortable with the subject. :

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

People have always described you as a punctual person. You take pride in doing things the right way. Your
supportive family and your spouse depend on you. Today, you received a letter from the IRS indicating you
owe $12,000 in back taxes.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

At age 30, you and your spouse are financially successful. You both have secure jobs. Today you
discovered you are having a baby.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

People have always considered you to be very marketable. Specifically, you have never had trouble finding
or keeping a job. You have been working for VLG Agency, an advertising firm, for 5 years. You enjoy a
personal friendship with your boss., Recently, a new co-worker was hired. She is spreading vicious rumors
about you. Your boss is beginning to bslieve her.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

You have been working in the same position for 5 years. Your boss and your co-workers respect you. Last
week a new co-worker was hired. It seems he has less experience and less education than you but he is
getting the same pay. Your boss thinks he is great.

1 2 3 4 S

very low fow moderate high very high

You are recently married. You really enjoy your new life. Your mother-in-law calls constantly to say you do
everything wrong.

1 2 3 4 5

very low fow ’ moderate high very high
You have always been an ambitious person. You have a full time job. You have young children and you are
enrolled in night school.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

Your daughter is about to perform in her first school play. She is 9. Your job requires that you make a
business trip out of town that same day. It might mean a $5,000 raise in your pay.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high . very high
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25,

26,

27.

28.

29,

30.
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You have been in a love relationship for the last 3 years. You are planning to get married.” Today you found
out that your spouse-to-be has secretly besn dating someone else.

1 2 3 4 5

very low Tow moderate high very high

You are in school full-time, you work full-time and you have two children. Today you found out that your four
year-old-child has cancer.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low modeate high very high

You are single. You have not dated much. You have been more interested in your education. A new co-
worker is hired at your job who seems interested in dating you. You think this is great.

1 2 3 : 4 5
very low low moderate high very high

Your boss thinks the world of you. That is why he just gave you the most important client account in the
company.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

You are unemployed. You have been struggling to find a job for over a year. You are concerned about
money. Today, your old company called you with a job offer as Vice President.

1 2 3 4 5
very low fow moderate high very high

You are a single parent. You have a three-year-old child. Life has not been easy for you over the years.
This year you found a steady job and you found child-care for the kid.
1 2 3 4 5

very low low modarate high very high

Your parents did not have much money when you were young. You have been working since age 17.
Therefore, you never had an opportunity to go to college. Now your job requires that you go back to
school. At age 37 you wonder if you have the time or if you have the money to go back to school. Even
more, you wonder if this is what you really want to do.

1 2 3 4 S

very low low modsrate high very high
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APPENDIX 2
Seat #

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONNAIRE IS NOT SPONSORED BY THE CITY OF NEW YORK. COMPLETION OF THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE WILL NOT AFFECT YOUR TYPING TEST SCORE OR YOUR CHANCE OF GETTING A JOB IN
ANY WAY. COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS VOLUNTARY AND YOUR ANSWERS WILL REMAIN

CONFIDENTIAL.

RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire is part of research being conducted for completion of a Ph.D. dissertation at the City University of

New York.
Here are just a few questions about the typing test you just finished. Read the questions carefully and give your

honest opinion.

INSTRUCTIONS

Answer each question by circling a number between 1 and 7 that best describes your personal reaction. Your
answers will remain anonymous. Please do not put your name or social security number anywhere on this
questionnaire. However, for research purposes, please write your seat number in the upper right corner of this

questionnaire
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How much mental pressure, strain or nervousness did you experience today during the time you were
actually taking the test?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

VERY LTTLE A GREAT DEAL

How much mental pressure, strain or nervousness did you experience one-half hour before taking the
typing test?

VERY UTTLE A GREAT DEAL

How much time did you spend thinking about this typing test in the past few weecks?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

VERY LITTLE A GREAT DEAL
How much mental pressure, strain or nervousness did you experience when you thought about the typing
test during the past fow weeks?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

VERY LITTLE A GREAT DEAL

How important to you is the outcome of this typing test?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
VERY UTTLE A GREAT DEAL

Are you currently employed? A Yes [ No

If you could predict your test result, how accurate do you think you would be?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

VERY INACCURATE VERY ACCURATE

Do you think you passed this typing test? [] Yes i No

To what extent will passing this test improve job opportunities over the next five years?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

VERY LITTLE A GREAT DEAL
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10. To what extent wili falling this test damage job opportunities over the next five years?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
VERY LITTLE A GREAT DEAL
11. If you should not get this job, what will you do?

12, How can this testing be made a more pleasant experience for you?
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APPENDIX 3

RESEARCH SURVEY

The purpose of this survey is to find out your reactions to a variety of statements about
life and work. The last page of this survey contains questions about you -- demographics
and personal history items.

This survey is anonymous and your replies are confidential. The background
information will be used for statistical analysis only, so that the possible influences of
background variables may be examined. Your social security number will only be used to
match your responses to this survey with your responses to the survey given to you after the

typing test.

There are no right or wrong answers to this survey. Please read each item carefully
and answer every item. Do not discuss your responses beforehand with friends or family. If
you wish to receive a summary of the overall results of this study, please enclose a selif-
addressed stamped envelope

DO NOT COMPLETE THIS SURVEY UNTIL
AT LEAST TWO (2) DAYS AFTER
TAKING THE TYPING TEST!

Date Survey was completed:
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Listed below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the 1-7
scale below, indicate your agrement with each item by circling the appropriate category:

v |

" 1 2 3 4 5 6
B e e e
1. In most ways my life is close to ideal.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. The conditions of my life are excellent.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. | am satisfied with my life.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. So far | have gotten the important things in life.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. If | could live my life over, | would change almost nothing.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Listed below are fifteen statements that may or may not describe how you feel about
work. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement by eireling the
appropriate number under each statement:

" 1 2 3 4 S
" strongly disagree not sure agree strangly
disagree agroo

1. The most important things that happen to me involve work.
1 2 3 4 5

2. | have other activities more important than my work.
1 2 3 4 5

3. Most of my real interests are centered outside of work.
1 2 3 4 5

4, | am very much involved personally with work.
1 2 3 4 5

5. Most things in life are more important than work.
1 2 3 4 5

6. | used to care more about work, but now other things are more important.

1 2 3 4 5

7. | work because | have to, not because | really want to.
1 2 3 4 5
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8. | would probably keep working even if | didn't need the money.
1 2 3 4 5

9. Work is one of the most important aspects of my life.
1 2 3 4 5

10. | would be lost without work.

1 2 3 4 5

11. | used to be more concerned with other activities, but now work is more important.
1 2 3 4 5

12. Most of my time and energy is willingly devoted to work.
1 2 3 4 5

13. Work is merely a means to other more important ends.
1 2 3 4 5

14. The best description of who | am would be based on the job | have.
1 2 3 4 5

15. Non-work activities occupy a great deal of my time and energy.
1 2 3 4 5



136

Listed below are 25 statements a person might use to describe him/herself. If a
statement Is true about you, or more true than not, put a "T" next to that item. if a
statement is false, or at least more false than true, mark an "F" next to that item.

Please answer every statement, even if you are not completely sure of the answer.
Read each statement carefully, but don’t spend too much time deciding on the answer.

1 | often find myself worrying about something.

2 My feelings are hurt rather easily.

S - § It is easy for me to become enthusiastic about things | am doing.
4 Often | get irritated at little annoyances.

______ 5 | often feel happy and satisfied for no particular reason.

R - 1 I suffer from nervousness.

- 7. I live a very interesting life.

. - 3 My moaod often goes up and down.

9. Every day | do some things that are fun.
10. | sometimes feel "just miserable" for no good reason.

11. Occasionally | experience strong emotions -- anxiety, anger -- without really
knowing what causes them.

12. | usually find ways to liven up my day.

13, | am easily startled by things that happen unexpectedly.
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17.

18.

19,

20.

21,

22,

28.

24,

25.
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1 sometimes get myself into a state of tension and turmoil as | think of the
day’s events.

Most days | have moments of real fun or joy.

| often feel sort of lucky for no special reason.

| often loose sleep over my worries.

Minor setbacks sometimes irritate me too much.

In my spare time | usually find something interesting to do.

There are days when I'm "on edge" all of the time.

For me life is a great adventure.

| am too sensitive for my own good.

Every day interesting and exciting things happen to me.

I sometimes change from happy to sad, or vice versa, without good reason.

I always seem to have something pleasant to look forward to.
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For each of the following scenarios: RATE YOUR STRESS LEVEL

At 35, you, your spouse and family are getting along well. You have moved to a new
job and your boss really seems to like you. He is demanding that you work overtime
on a regular basis and this eats into your weekends.

1 2 3 4 5

vary low low modarate high very high

You have been married for 7 years. Lately, you and your spouse have been arguing a
great deal. Together you decide on a divorce. Your spouse is being very difficult,
arguing over every possession. You are not very happy with this situation. On the
other hand, you are pleased with your job situation: you are very job secure.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

Education is important to you, so you decide to go to college even though your family
cannot pay for you. You enjoy your classes but they are very demanding. Since you
work part-time and you are in school full-time, sometimes you feel pushed to the limit.
The only relief is your emotionally supportive family.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

When you awoke, it seemed like a good morning. Then you discovered you left your
brand new $200.00 pair of glasses on the train and you need them for an early
morning meeting.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

You have been looking for a new apartment for about 6 months. Nothing seems to be
the right place. Today you found the apartment of your dreams. You feel so excited.
The only problem is that you must make the move in the next 2 days.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

You and your uncle have always been very close. You meet for dinner regularly and
he has always been like a father to you. He has recently been diagnosed to be
terminally ill. Your family understands, however they, too, require attention. You feel
torn between two loyalties.

1 2 : 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high
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10.

11.

12,

13.
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You had bad dreams all night and awoke tired and crabby. Then when you got to
work you realized you left your keys at home.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high vety high

As a child you aiways wanted to have children of your own. Now as an aduit you and
your spouse have 3 kids. They are all at the toddler age. You love your children and
they demand a great deal of time and energy. This is not easy for a person working
full time,

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

You are a hard worker. You have been a candidate for a promotion for 6 months.
You proved yourself and got the promotion. You and your spouse are delighted. Now
you are concerned: more responsibility means more time demands.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

This is just not your morning. The alarm did not ring, the shower water was cold, the
cat vomited in the bed and the subway was so crowded that you were pushed and
shoved the entire ride to work.

1 2 3 q 5
very low low moderate high very high

You have been working for the same 2 people for the last year. Overall, you like your
job but, sometimes, it can be pressured. Today, one boss asked you to complete a
rather complex report by 5 p.m. Your other boss had already told you to complete his
report by 3 p.m.

1 2 3 4 5

very low fow moderate high vary high

From time to time you attend training sessions at work. You have enjoyed them in the
past. At this training session, the instructor is arrogant and confusing.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

Around the office you and your boss get along well. However, when she gives you a
job to do she is usually unclear about what she really wants. In the past you have
spoken with her about this problem but it did no good.

1 2 3 4 5
very low low moderate high vety high
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You had a pretty good day at work. However, it was a very rainy day and when you
got home you discovered you left the windows open and your apartment was flooded.
1 2 3 q 5

very low low moderate high very high

You need new clothes badly. So, today you went shopping. Unfortunately, you
discover that you gained weight and that you no longer fit into your usual size.
1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

You are the kind of person that is rarely ill. You never get common colds or the flu.
On a visit to the doctor recently, he noticed some minor heart problem. He said he
does not know exactly what it means and he scheduled you for more tests.

1 2 3 a4 5

very low low moderate - high very high

You have been in college for 3 years. You have worked hard and made the dean’s
honor list. This semester you are taking 3 tough classes. You walk into your
psychology class today to discover you are having a test. It was announced last week
when you were out sick. You have not studied for this test but you feel comfortable
with the subject.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high vary high

People have always described you as a punctual person. You take pride in doing
things the right way. Your supportive family and your spouse depend on you. Today,
you received a letter from the IRS indicating you owe $12,000 in back taxes.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

At age 30, you and your spouse are financially successful. You both have secure
jobs. Today you discovered you are having a baby.

1 2 3 4 5

vary low low moderate high very high

People have always considered you to be very marketable. Specifically, you have
never had trouble finding or keeping a job. You have been working for VLG Agency,
an advertising firm, for 5 years. You enjoy a personal friendship with your boss.
Recently, a new co-worker was hired. She is spreading vicious rumors about you.
Your boss is beginning to believe her.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high
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Everything seems to have gone wrong at work today. You forgot about a meeting,
one of your reports was late and your secretary quit.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

You are a single parent. You have a three-year-old child. Life has not been easy for
you over the years. This year you found a steady job and you found child-care for the
kid.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

You have been working in the same position for 5 years. Your boss and your co-
workers respect you. Last week a new co-worker was hired. [t seems he has less
experience and less education than you but he is getting the same pay. Your boss
thinks he is great.

1 2 3 ) 5

very low low moderate high very high

You are recently married. You really enjoy your new life. Your mother-in-law calls
constantly to say you do everything wrong.

1 2 3 4 5

vary low low moderate high very high

You have always been an ambitious person. You have a full time job. You have
young children and you are enrolled in night school.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

Your daughter is about to perform in her first school play. She is 9. Your job requires
that you make a business trip out of town that same day. It might mean a $5,000
raise in your pay.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high

You are single. You have not dated much. You have been more interasted in your
education. A new co-worker is hired at your job who seems interested in dating you.
You think this is great.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high
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28. Your boss thinks the world of you. That is why he just gave you the most important
client account in the company.

1 2 3 4 5
very low low moderate high very high
29, You are unemployed. You have been struggling to find a job for over a year. You are
concerned about money. Today, your old company called you with a job offer as Vice
President.
1 2 3 4 5
very low low moderate high very high
30. Your parents did not have much money when you were young. You have been

working since age 17. Therefore, you never had an opportunity to go to college.
Now your job requires that you go back to schoo!. At age 37 you wonder if you have
the time or if you have the money to go back to school. Even more, you wonder if
this is what you really want to do.

1 2 3 4 5

very low low moderate high very high
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Listed below are several common symptoms or bodily sensations that most people have experienced at one
time or the ancther. Write the lettor that signifies how frequently you experience that symptom, on the space

provided.
I A B c D E I
have never or almost less than 3 or 4 times nth more than once every
never experienced the per year every month or so every week or so week
symptom

1. Eyes water

10. Bleeding nose

2. ltching or painful eyes
3. Ringing in ears

4. Temporary deafness or
hard of hearing

5. Lump in throat

7. Sneezing spells

8. Running nose

6. Choking sensations

9. Congested nose

11. Asthma or wheezing

12. Coughing

13. Out of breath
14. Swollen ankles
15. Chest pains

16. Racing heart

26. Constipation

27. Hemorrhoids

28. Swollen joints

29. Stiff muscles

30. Back pains

31. Sensitive or tender skin
32. Face flushes

33. Severe itching

34. Skin breaks out in rash
35. Acne or pimples on face

36. Acne or pimples other
than face

37. Boils

17. Cold hands or feet even

in hot weather

18. Leg cramps

19. Insomnia

20. Toothaches

22, Indigestion

23. Heartburn

in stomach

25. Diarrhea

21. Upset stomach

38. Sweat even in cold
weather

39. Strong reactions to
insect bites

40. Headaches

41, Sensation of pressure in '

head

42, Hot flashes

43. Chills

44, Dizziness

45, Feel faint

24, Severe pains or cramps

46. Numbness or tingling in
any part of body

47. Twitching of eyelid

48. Twitching other than
eyelid

49, Hands fremble or shake

—____50. stiff joints
___ 51.Sore muscles
52 Sore throat
___ 53.Sunbumn

54. Nausea
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1. Indicate whether you are: [ female [ male

2. What is your age? years

3. Indicate whether you are:

1 White

[ Black

{1 Hispanic

[ Asian

[J Native American

[J Other (please specify)

4. What is your present marital status?

[ Single, never married
1 Married

i Divorced or separated
] Widowded

5. For how many children do you currently provide financial support, in whole or part?

6. Indicate the highest level of education attained:

[ Some Grade School

[J Grade School Graduate

1 Some High School

[C1 High School Graduate

[J Some College

[ College Graduate _
] Some Post-Graduate Training
[] Graduate Degree

7. Are you currently employed?
dno [ yes (part time) [ yes (full time)

8. What is your current job title?

9. About how long have you been in this job? years

10. If you are not currently employed, what was your most recent job title?

11. Your social security number is:




I ANXIETY BEHAVIORS I

chair cold
swapping hands

fidgets

verbalizes

questions

paper
problem

complains

changes
typewriter

machine
problems

departs

other

Sl 3| ]Jnls Wit =

Date:,

Time:

Session:

1 XIANdddV

94!
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APPENDIX 5

TABLE 17

ITEM-TOTAL STATISTICS FOR PROPENSITY TO PERCEIVE STRESS

II ITEM NUMBER I CORRECTED ITEM-TOTAL alpha if item deleted

stressl 3676 8850
stress2 2467 8873
stress3 3355 8856
stress4 4384 .8836
stress5 4487 8834
stress6 4106 8842
stress7 5047 .8822
stress8 4703 8830
stress9 .3990 8844
stress10 5775 .8808
stress11 5879 .8808
stress12 4714 8830
stress13 4677 8832
stress14 5017 8822
stress15 4921 8825
stress16 4532 .8833
stress17 4238 .8839
stress18 5568 .8810
stress19 2637 .8879
stress20 4647 8831
stress21 5318 8818
stress22 1508 .8905
stress23 4848 8826
stress24 3321 8815
stress25 3258 8859
stress26 4739 8829
stress27 4366 8837
stress28 3594 8854
stress29 3525 8854
stress30 4932 8826
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TABLE 18

. FACTOR MATRIX FOR PROPENSITY TO PERCEIVE STRESS
FACTOR
I S WU

PPS4 754575
PPS6 75229
PPS3 73320
PPS1 .73083
PPS2 72653
PPS5 69866
PPS7 67308
PPS9 64500
PPS8 64079
PPS10 60210

TABLE 19

FINAL STATISTICS FOR PROPENSITY TO PERCEIVE STRESS MODEL

VARIABLE COMMUNALITY FACTOR EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE
1 48.7

PPS1 53411 4.86546
PPS2 .52784

PPS3 53759

PPS4 .56964

PPS5 48813

PPS6 56594

pPPS7 45304

PPS8 41061

PPS9 41603
PPS10 36252




Table 20

Comparison of the propensity to perceive stress three models factor solutions

"MODEL e degrees of freedom % of variance accounted % of significant residuals lowest factor loading
for

1. 10-items (grouped) 91.7 35 48.7% 20% 6
1 factor

2. 30-items 1480.3 405 22.7% 50% .01
1 factor

3. 30-items 795.2 376 31.0% 28% 18
1 factor

Note: all xz are significant; for model 3, oblique rotation was used

L XIANAddV
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Table 21

" The propensity to perceive stress one factor solution factor structure matrix

Facor ouding

PPS18 67865
PPS10 67522
PPS21 67301
PPS11 .61627
PPS24 .59869

PPS7 59597
PPS14 58786
PPS20 .57052
PPS23 55413
PPS16 .54621

PPS4 .54480
PPS26 .50435
PPS30 49869
PPS15 .49185
PPS12 49008
PPS13 48703

PPS6 47185

PPS8 47168

PPS5 .44882
PPS17 39727

PPS1 .38452
PPS27 .34766

PPS9 31999
PPS29 31320

PPS3 29415
PPS28 .24087
PPS25 23972

PPS2 .22106
PPS19 .14040
PPS22 .01114
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| Table 22 "

The propensity to perceive stress one factor model final statistics

1 22.7

PPS1 14785 6.80277
PPS2 04887
PPS3 08653
PPS4 29681
PPSS5 20144
PPS6 22264
PPS7 35519
PPS8 22249
PPS9 .10239
PPS10 45592
PPS11 37979
PPS12 .24018
PPS13 23719
PPS14 .34558
PPS15 .24192
PPS16 29834
PPS17 15782
PPS18 46057
PPS19 01971
PPS20 .32549
PPS21 45294
PPS22 .00012
PPS23 .30706
PPS24 .35843
PPS25 05747
PPS26 25437
PPS27 .12086
PPS28 05802
PPS29 09810
PPS30 .24869
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APPENDIX 9

I Table 23 |

The propensity to perceive stress two factor solution - oblique rotated structure matrix
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Table 24

Variable

Communality

Factor

The propensity to perceive stress two factor solution — final statistics

,

Eigenvalue

Cumulative %

s e S ————

Variance

PPS1 .14861 1 6.86244 22.9
PPS2 06771 2 2.65953 31.7
PPS3 .14166
PPS4 .37029
PPS5 .21206
PPS6 23396
PPS7 .37550
PPS8 .24158
PPS9 32124
PPS10 46816
PPS11 .39251
PPS12 25670
PPS13 .24346
PPS14 35815
PPS15 .26848
PPS16 .33052
PPS17 .23905
PPS18 51787
PPS19 40313
PPS20 .35880
PPS21 57686
PPS22 57381
PPS23 .031178
PPS24 .35881
PPS25 26554
PPS26 .25574
PPS27 .36106
PPS28 .41482
PPS29 .18244
PPS30 27195
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APPENDIX 10

TABLE 25

ROTATED OBLIQUE FACTOR MATRIX

Positive Affectivity
Life Satisfaction
P.LL.L.

Negative Affectivity
P.P.S.

An‘xiety Errors

Test Anxiety

Alienation/Involvement

Anxiety Behaviors

TABLE 26

Final Statistics

Communality Factor Eigenvalue % Variance
P.P.S. 31114 1 1.31677 14.6
P.l.L.L. 58794 2 1.13093 27.2
Alienation/Involvement .27503 3 45547 32.3
Life Satisfaction 7571 4 26401 35.2
Negative Affectivity 43801 .
Positive Affectivity .99900
Test Anxiety .20699
Anxiety Behaviors .14915
Anxiety Errors .02415




RESIDUALS BETWEEN OBSERVED AND REPRODUCED CORRELATION MATRIX
VARIABLES PPS.

P.ILLL

ALIENATION /
INVOLVEMENT

TABLE 27

LIFE
SATISFACTION

NEGATIVE
AFFECTMITY

POSITIVE
AFFECTIVITY

TEST
ANXIETY

ANXIETY
BEHAVIORS

P.P.S. -.02248 -.04911 -04544 -.00500 .00001 .00036 04527
" P.LL 01674 01944 01481 -.00000 01400 -.02634
ALIENATION / 05464 01547 -.00001 01202 .00669
INVOLVEMENT
LIFE 01951 00001 00500 -.05857
SATISFACTION
NEGATIVE -.00000 -.00539 -.00380
AFFECTVITY
POSITIVE -.00000 .00002
AFFECTVITY
TEST -.01589
“ ANXIETY

ANXIETY
BEHAVIORS

1T XIANdddV
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Table 28

Comparison of one and two factor solutions for negative affectivity and the propensity to perceive stress
factor analysis

degrees of % variance % significant lowest factor
freedom accounted for residuals loading
1. 2 factors 48.8 19 58.3% 8% 72
" 2. 1 factor 482.9 27 87.7% 50% 28 I

Note: the 2 factor model used oblique rotation
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TABLE 29

OBLIQUE ROTATED FACTOR STRUCTURE MATRIX FOR PPS AND NEGATIVE AFFECTIVITY
VARIABLES FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2

TABLE 30

FINAL STATISTICS FOR PPS AND NEGATIVE AFFECTIVITY
VARIABLE COMMUNALITY FACTOR EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE

.52831 3.60538 40.1
NA3 .54473 2 1.63767 58.3
NA2 .58496
NA1 .60800
PPS5 49353
PPS4 .62688
PPS3 .67589
PPS2 59811
PPS1 .58762




Table 31

The propensity to perceive stress path model fit indices

degrees of freedom NFI
1. NULL 270.22 35 _ .850 A4
2. Figure 6 (Al & PILL 18551 16 408 036 094 “
lead to LS)
8. Figure7 | = eeeeeemmeeeee- DID NOT CONVERGE  ——
(Bidirectional paths)
4, Figure 8 (No na/pa) 165.34 14 .388 .924 116
5. Figure 9 (Proposed 126.99 12 530 939 .089
model)
6. Figure 10 (NA/PA to 10.51* 9 .962 .994 .024
outcomes)

* »* was not significant
N = 344 for all models

71 XIANAddV
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