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ABSTRACT 

An investigation was undertaken to explore the function of 
locus of control, meaning in life and assertiveness as moderating 
variables between chronic daily stressors and subjective well-being. 
Subjects were 120 adults drawn from randomly selected areas of the 
co1T1t1unity and 161 extramural students. Respondents completed a question­
naire containing measures of well-being, personality, stressors, and 
social desirability, as well as demographic infonnation. The hypotheses 
predicted that each of the personality variables (locus of control, 
meaning in fife, assertiveness) would interact with stressors, to 
moderate between stressors and well-being; and that the combined person­
ality variables would explain a greater proportion of the variance of 
well-being than any single personality variable. The results of the 
analyses revealed that stressors failed to consistently interact with 
any of the personality variables to effect subjective well-being. How­
ever, the main effects of personality and stressors showed substantial 
independent relationships to well-being. The personality variables 
jointly accounted for a greater proportion of the variance in well-being 
than any single variable, as predicted, although meaning in life was 
found to have the strongest relationship to well-being . The findings 
indicated that locus of control, meaning in life, and assertiveness 
each have an additive rather than interactive relationship with stressors 
in moderating well-being. Evidence suggests that the three personality 
variables constitute a personality style which predisposes an individual 
towards a sense of well-being. Support was found for the view that 
positive and negative factors independently contribute to the structure 
of well-being, and the implications for this were discussed. 

* * * * * * * 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The history relating to the study of subjective well-being (SWB), 
also referred to as life satisfaction and happiness, is long and complex. 
Although people have been interested in what contributes to personal 
happiness and satisfaction for hundreds of years, the investigation of 
subjective well-being as a science is relatively recent . The results of 
the scientific study of happiness from the earliest research is compre­
hensively presented by Fellows (1966) in an attempt to encourage further 
thought and experimentation in this area. 

The more recent pioneering studies of Campbell, Converse & 
Rodgers (1976); Andrews & Withey (1976); and Cantril (1965) were concerned 
mainly with the quality of life in the United States, while the research 
of Bradburn & Caplovitz (1965) attempted to establish national nonns for 
mental health-related behaviours. Each of these studies contributed to 
the conceptual groundwork for the study of SWB and provided an array of 
measurement instruments from which to assess this phenomenon . 

The quest to detennine what makes people happy has led to 
investigations in a number of diverse areas. Objective life circumstances 
such as family , income, city s ize, religion and sex were found, with t he 
marginal exception of unemployment and marital status, to be inconsequencial 
predictors of well-being (Campbell, 1976; Andrews & Withey, 1976; Kammann, 
1983). The relationship of social contact and active involvement to 
happiness has not been firmly established. The controversial evidence 
from these studies may indicate the complexity of these interactions 
(Diener, 1983). Life events have shown only' a modest relationship to SWB 
(Kammann, 1982) although evidence suggests that a persorrs sense of control 
over the event may be an important factor (Reich & Zautra, 1981). 

Since demographic and other external variables have been shown 
to account for only a small percentage of the variance of SWB, researchers 
began to contemplate the role of personality in detennining happiness. 
Many variables including self-esteem, extroversion, neurotici~m, intelli­
gence, androgyny, and perceived control have gained attention (Diener, 1983). 
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The consideration of personality might explain why two individ­
uals given similar life circumstances, stressors and demographics show 
differing levels of well-being. It is possible that personality moderates 
the effects of life experiences. In this context, SWB can be viewed as 
a positive adaptational outcome of perceiving, reacting to, and coping 
with life experiences. 

Kammann (1983) argued for the development of a model of life 
satisfaction which does not depend on objective life circumstances to 
explain well-being. He believes there is an intervening psychological 
process which bridges the gap between objective life circumstances and 
we 11-bei ng. 

Several recent studies, originating from a number of related 
fields, lend support to this type of model. Antonovsky (1979) proposed 
that coping with stressors effectively is the key to maintaining good 
health. He believes that the underlying personality dimension 11 sense of 
coherence 11 is vital to this process. Kobasa and her colleagues (Kobasa, 
1979; Kobasa, Maddi & Courington, 1981; Kobasa, Maddi & Kahn, 1982; 
Kobasa & Puccetti, 1983) utilised a similar model in studies focusing 
on the relationship between stress and physical health. The results of 
these studies suggest that the personality dimension 11 hardiness 11 moderates 
the effect of stressful life events, leading to a low incidence of illness. 
Johnson & Sarason (1977) and Lefcourt, Miller, Ware & Sherk (1981) have 
adopted this approach in their studies on locus of control. They view 
locus of control as modifying the relationship between stressors and -
moods. Mourn (1983) uses a similar, but more complex model to investigate 
the effect "resignation", a personality dimension, has in the relationship 
between socio-demographic factors and overall quality of life. 

In these studies the personality variables which are most 
often viewed as having an influential effect on well-being and health 
may be grouped into two general categories. These are perceived control 
and sense of purpose or meaning in life. The importance of perceived 
control and locus of control is further substantiated by a number of 
studies focusing on the relationship of these factors to well-being of 
the elderly (Kuyper, 1971; Palmore & Luikart, 1972; Wolk & Kurtz, 1975; 
Langer & Rodin, 1976; Schulz, 1976; Wolk, 1976; Reid, Haas & Hawkings, 
1977; Rodin & Langer, 1977; Schultz & Hanusa, 1978; Reid & Ziegler, 1980). 
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'Meaning in life' gains support from the existential theory of Frankl 
(1955, 1959, 1967) and the subsequent research of Kotchen (1960). In a 
recent article Lazarus and Delongis (1983) argued that patterns of 
conmitment and belief about self and world give meaning to life changes 
and stressors. These meanings influence the way encounters of living are 
appraised and managed, effecting the outcome of well-being. 

The studies to date have been impressive, but additional evidence 
is clearly needed to detennine the factors associated with well-being. A 
synthesis of the research in this area suggests a direction which merits 
further investigation. In line with this direction, the purpose of the 
present study is to explore the relationship between chronic daily stressors 
(Hassles) and well-being and the moderating effects of locus of control, 
assertiveness and meaning in life on this relationship. 

Since life event schedules have demonstrated only a modest 
relationship to well-being, chronic daily stressors were selected as an 
alternative. A recent article by Fried (1982) presents an argument for 
the consideration of "endemic stress" rather than acute stress in research 
which seeks to determine the relationship between stress and adaptational 
success. Additional supportive evidence is provided by Kanner, Coyne, 
Schaefer and Lazarus (1980) who found that the Hassles Scale was a better 
predictor of psychological symptoms than a life events scale, and Delongis, 
Coyne, Dakof, Folkman & Lazarus (1982) who reported that Hassles scores 
were more strongly associated with somatic health than life events scores. 

Assertion was included as a personality variable because it was 
viewed as a behavioural extension of perceived control. Implicit in the 
definition of assertiveness is the concept of mastery of the environment 
(Dawley & Wenrich 1976). The positive relationship between internal 
locus of control and assertiveness has been demonstrated (Hartwig, Dickson 
& Anderson, 1980; Replogle, 0'Bannon McCullough & Cashion, 1980). Assert­
iveness has been shown to mitigate the effects of job stress (Petrie & 
Ratheram, 1982). Finally,assertiveness has been found to be negatively 
correlated to depression (Langone, 1979; Sanchez & Lewinsohn, 1980; Lea 
& Paquin, 1981) which suggests a positive relationship to SWB. 

In surrmary, the present study is an attempt to elaborate and 
extend a psychological model of well-being by investigating the effects 
of locus of control, assertiveness and meaning in life as intervening 
processes between chronic stressors and a positive adaptational outcome. 
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CHAPTER II 

PERSONALITY AND WELL-BEING 

To clarify the issues involved in the present study, a review 
of the relevant research and literature will be undertaken. This chapter 
will focus on the personality variables, locus of control, meaning in life, 
and assertiveness. Consideration will be given briefly to defining these 
concepts as they have historically evolved and their relationship to 
well-being will be explored. 

Locus of Control 

The concept of locus of control takes root in the research of 
several related areas of psychology. Lefcourt states, 

... the perception of control is not a provincial concern. 
Learning theorists with interest in the investigation of 
fear and stress, social psychologists who experiment with 
attribution processes, and clinical psychologists at.tempting 
to cope with their patients• helplessness and lack of confidence 
have all contributed to the growing literature dealing with 
the perception of control (1976, p 26). 

It is beyond the scope of this thesis to systematically consider each of 
the early contributions towards the development of the locus of control 
concept although their importance is recognised. A comprehensive review 
of the pioneering studies in this area is reported by Rotter (1966). 

The social learning theory of Julian Rotter (1966) has been 
extremely influential in contributing to the body of empirical data about 
perceived control. Social learning theory is based upon the hypothesis 
that 

a reinforcement acts to strengthen an expectancy that a 
particular behaviour or event will be followed by that 
reinforcement in the future (Rotter, 1966, p 2). 

Rotter proposed that individuals who believe that reinforcements are 
not entirely contingent upon their actions, and View the consequent event 
as luck, chance or fate, hold a belief in external control. On the other 
hand, individuals who perceive an event as being contingent upon their 
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own behaviour, hold a belief in internal control. Rotter suggested that 
these external and internal orientations, which exist on a continuum, 
reflect individual differences in people, influencing their behaviour. 

These theories led to the development of internal-external 
control scales to measure individual differences in general expectancy. 
The first scale was developed by Phares (1957) and later revised by 
James (1957, cited by Rotter, 1966). In an effort to broaden the scale, 
Liverant, Rotter and Seeman developed a new instrument, which after 
several revisions, became the Internal-External Control of Reinforcement 
(I-E) Scale, on which the data of many subsequent studies have been 
based (Rotter, 1966). 

The I-E Scale has been critised from many sources because of 
the inherent limitations in the design of the scale. These criticisms, 
as reported by Joe (1971) include: scores reflect sex differences (Feather, 
1967), the scale is not free from the effects of social desirability 
(Feather, 1967; Talor & Jalowiec, 1968), the scale has limited item 
content~ which suggests that all major aspects of personal control are 
not tapped (Coan, 1968), the factor structure of the scale doesn't 
distinguish between individuals whose perceptions are indicative of a 
personality trait and individuals whose perceptions are indicative of 
societal norms (Gurin, Gurin, Lao and Beattie, 1969; Lao, 1970; Mirels, 
1970; Thomas, 1970). Rotter (1975) addresses the criticisms about the 
concept of locus of controi and the I-E scale in an article which suggests 
that a new measurement method may be needed but warns that 

... the mere development of instruments without theoretical 
or practical justification based on the factor structure 
of old ones does not seem promising (p 66). 

Antonovsky (1979), in a recent publication, suggests that the 
concepts of internal locus of control and personal control are limited 
because they make the assumption that 11 ! am in control. 11 He views this 
interpretation as reflecting an excessive cultural bias and proposes that 
the crucial issue is not whether the power to determine outcomes lies in 
ones own hands, but that the location of power is where it legitimately 
should be. Antonovsky states 

This may be within oneself, it may be in the hands of the 
head of the family, patriarchs, leaders, formal authorities, 
the party, history, or a deity (p 128). 



Although several locus of control scales have been developed 
since the I-E scale, none reported in the literature take into account 
this alternative conceptualisation of control. 

Locus of Control and Well-Being 

By _the time Rotter (1976} had written his article addressing 
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the criticisms about the I-E scale, over 600 studies had already been 
published dealing with issues about locus of control. Many of these 
focused on the personality traits and behaviour which seemed to distinguish 
those individuals who had an internal orientation from those who had an 
external orientation. The research presented here is limited to the 
investigations of personal control as it relates to well-being and 
associated constructs. 

A study exploring the relationship between perceived locus of 
control and personal adjustment was undertaken by Warhime and Foulds 
(1971). It was hypothesised that subjects with an internal locus of 
control would demonstrate better personal adjustment. A group of 55 
male and 55 female college students completed the I-E Scale and the 
Personal Orientation Inventory (POI), a measure of personal adjustment. 
The results showed that for the females the POI subscale, Internal 
Support, was significantly related to internal locus of control, while 
for males this relationship was not found. It was also found that more 
subscales of the POI were significantly related to the I-E Scale in the 
predicted direction for females than males. Thus the hypothesis was 
supported more strongly for females than for males. The authors suggested 
that, the POI may be measuring a type of personal adjustment more highly 
valued by females than males, thus making an interpretation of the results 
difficult. 

Several recent studies have focused on the relationship between 
personal control and well-being in the aged. Palmore and Luikart (1972) 
using an abbreviated form of the I-E Scale, found greater life .satisfaction 
among elderly internal individuals than external individuals. Kuypers 
(1971) found that elderly non-institutionalised individuals with a stronger 
sense of personal control had greater differentiation, complexity, 
adaptability and were more active. Wolk and Kurtz (1975) reported that 
the degree of internal control for elderly individuals (based upon the 
I-E scale) related positively to active involvement, developmental 



adjustment, and emotional adaptation. Wolk (1976) replicated these 
relationships, finding adjustment, satisfaction, pQsitive self concept 
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and maintenance of activity to be associated with internal locus of 
control. In two studies with elderly subjects, Reid, Haas and Hawkings 
(1977) employing a situationally specific locus of control measure, found 
that internal locus of desired control was positively correlated with 
self-concept, contentment and happiness. More recently, Reid and Ziegler 
(1980) in four studies, found that desired locus of control was an import­
ant variable in detennining life satisfaction and positive self concept 
among the elderly. 

A field experiment conducted by Langer and Rodin (1976) gave 
further support to the importance of personal control for the elderly. 
In a nursing home 8 males and 39 females randomly selected by their 
living arrangement (floor) were assigned to the experimental group. The 
comparison group was comprised of 9 males and 35 females living on a 
different floor. Residents in the experimental group were given a 
communication which stressed their responsibility for themselves, while 
residents in the comparison group were given a conmunication which 
emphasised the staff's responsibility for them. In addition, the 
experimental group was given the freedom to make choices and tare for 
a plant. The comparison group had their decisions made and their plant 
cared for by staff members. The residents• behaviour was measured in 
three ways. A questionnaire dealing with how much control the residents 
felt over general events in their life and how happy and active they 
felt was administered one week prior to and three weeks after the commun­
ication. A second questionnaire was completed by the nurses who were 
unaware of the experimental treatment. This questionnaire contained 
items which rated the residents on happiness, alertness, dependency, 
sociability and activity level. It also rated their eating and sleeping 

.habits and evaluated the proportion of weekly .time the residents spent 
engaging in a variety of activities. Lastly, behavioural measures were · 
kept by the occupational therapist on the residents active participation 
in various activities. The results, based upon these measures showed 
that the expe.rimental group significantly improved over the comparison 
group on ~lertness, active participation, and a general sense of well­
being. 

In a follow-up study, 18 months later, Rodin and Langer (1977) 
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found that the experimental treatment group, measured by nurses' ratings, 
health and mortality indicators, had sustained beneficial effects. How­
ever, the interpretation of these results should be viewed with caution 
due to the presence of uncontrolled factors that may have confounded the 
experiment. 

Another field experiment conducted by Schulz (1976) provided 
further evidence suggesting that predictable and controllable positive 
events have a strong positive impact upon the well-being of the insti­
tutionalized aged. In a retirement home, 36 women and 6 men served as 
subjects. The complex method employed four conditions, each of which 
involved visits to residents by college undergraduates under varying 
contingencies. In the first condition (control), subjects could detennine 
the frequency and duration of visits they received. Under the second 
condition, (predict) subjects were infonned about the visits but had no 
control over when they would occur and how long the visitor would stay. 
In the third condition subjects were visited on a random schedule. The 
subjects in the fourth condition were not visited, serving as a baseline 
comparison group. Four questionnaires were administered to the residents: 
Activities, Usual Day, Future Diary, and the Wohlford Hope Scale, prior 
to the manipulation phase of the experiment. 

The effects of the manipulations, were assessed two months 
later. The results of the study demonstrated that the control and predict 
groups were significantly superior on measures of physical and psycho­
logical status as well as activity level. However, significant differences 
were not found between the predict and control group, suggesting that 
predictability may be the most important factor in control. 

Schulz and Hanusa (1978) did a follow-up study of this field 
experiment, collecting data at 24, 30, and 42 month intervals. They found 
that the groups that had initially benef_ited from the experimental inter­
ventions showed decline after the study was terminated. The authors 
suggested that this decline could be explained in two r·elated ways. 
Firstly, that the feelings of control were dependent upon an external 
agent and did not -persist after the agent was removed. Secondly, the 
subjects' expectations for predictable and controllable environments were 
violated when the study was terminated. These results, which strongly 
contrast with the follow-up results of Rodin and Langer (1977) bring into 
focus the issue of attribution in personal control. A more enduring and 
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stable change may take place when individuals believe they are responsible 
for controlling their lives rather than being given permission to control 
an aspect of their lives temporarily. 

To su111T1arise, the literature suggests that a sense of personal 
control is an important variable in determining psychological adjustment, 
life satisfaction, and well-being. The research has some limitations. 
Since the vast majority of the studies used elderly subject's, it is 
difficult to generalise these results to the general population. In 
addition, subject numbers were often small, particularly in the field 
experiments. The field experiments, due to the nature of the studies, 
lacked precise control over such factors as the influence of staff 
attention, changed routine, and residents talking to one another about 
the study, which could have confounded the results of the studies. How­
ever, taking these limitations into account, a strong pattern emerges 
from the results of the studies which indicates that further investigations 
into the relationship of personal control and well-being is warranted. 

Meaning in Life 

The concept of "Meaning in Life" emerged out of the European 
existential philosophy of the 1840's. The earliest contributions in 
existential philosophy came from Schelling, Kierkegaard, Marx and others, 
while more contemporary contributi'ons arose out of the work of such noted _ 
philosophers as Nietzsche, Heid~gger and Jaspers. Although existential 
philosophers differed somewhat in their views; they were all commonly 
concerned with human existence and the human situation as experienced by 
the individual ( Perv in, 1960) . 

In time, the ideas generated by the existential philosophers 
had a profound influence on psychological theory. The integration of 
existential thought and psychology gave rise to the existential schools 
of psychology and psychiatry. The effects of this merger was experienced 
strongly in the clinical areas, where new types of psychotherapeutic 
techniques emerged (Carkhuff & Berenson, 1977). 

Victor Frankl (1955, 1959, 1967) developed the logotherapy 
(therapy of meaning) school of existential psychiatry and was _instrumental 
in developing the concept "meaning in life". However, many other theorists 
also contributed to the development of this concept in their writings. 

MASS!iY UNIVERSITY 
.J.IORA.DX 



As Maslow (1966) noted when corrmenting on Frankl 1 s work, 

... I agree entirely with Frankl that man's primary concern 
is will to meaning. But this may be ultimately not very 
different from phrasings by Buhler (1962) for instance or 
Goldstein or Rodgers or others, who may use instead such 
words as 1 values 1 or 1 purposes 1 or 'ends' or 1 a philosophy 
of life' or 'mystical fusion• (p 108). 
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May (1953) conmented about the "emptiness" in people which stems from an 
inability to know what they feel or want, and leads ultimately to a 
meaningless existence. Fromm (1941) espoused a belief in the individual's 
need to find freedom, meaning, and self-realisation. 

While it is beyond the scope of this thesis to consider individ­
ually the contributions of every theorist to the development of the meaning 
in life concept, an elaboration of Frankl 1 s theories will be undertaken. 

Frankl 's proposal of logotherapy arose out of his experiences 
as a prisoner in Gennan concentration camps during World War II. Even 
under the most horrific circumstance, Frankl asserts individuals can make 
greater sense out of their apparently senseless suffering and find meaning 
in the suffering (Frankl, 1959). 

According to Fabry (1968) who interpreted Frankl 1 s work for the 
Western world, logotherapy is based on three tenets. These are: 

life has meaning under all conditions; man has the will to 
reach out for meaning and feels frustrated or empty if this 
will is not applied; and man has the freedom, within obvious 
limitations, to fulfill the meaning of his life (p 37). 

Frankl believes life can attain meaning through the materialisation of 
three kinds of values: achievement values, experience and suffering 
(Weisskoft & Joel sen, 1955). Happiness and well-being are by-products 
of the realisation of these values. 

According to Frankl, (1959) to achieve mental health a person 
must have a certain amount of tension, which is·_ necessary for the attain­
ment of meaning and values. 

Wh~t man actually needs is not a tensionless state but rather 
the striving and struggling for some goal worthy of him (p 107). 

Frankl (1955, 1959, 1967) asserts that when an individual 1s search for 
meaning is blocked, existential frustration results, which can ultimately 
lead to a pathological condition. Frankl labelled this condition 



"noHgenic neurosis" because it indicates a disturbance in the noH, the 
dimension of an individual which is exclusively human. 

Meaning in Life and Well-Being 
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Research into the area of life-meaning has been limited, 
probably because the subjective nature of the concept makes scientific 
investigation difficult. The studies that have been undertaken largely 
emphasize mental illness and mental health rather than well-being. 

An early study by Ketchen (1960) produced some support for the 
relationship between the existential concept of meaning and mental health. 
Ketchen defined "meaning" in terms of seven components he derived from 
existential philosophy and psychology: uniqueness, responsibility, 
self-affirmation, courage, transcendence, faith-co111T1itment, and world 
view. He used these components to devise items for a questionnaire, which 
was given verbally to five sample groups of 30 males each. These groups 
were comprised of locked-ward mental patients, parole mental patients, 
chronic physical patients, the man-in-the-street, and college undergraduate 
students. The results of the study supported the hypothesis, in that 
subjects in the unhealthiest groups showed the lowest meaning in life, 
while those in the healthy groups demonstrated the highest meaning in 
life, with a consistent increase from locked-ward mental patients to 
undergraduates. While the results of the study lend support to the 
relationship between "meaning" and mental health, the small size of the 
sample and the exclusively male subjects make the results difficult to 
generalize. 

Maddi (1967) developed a model for existential neurosis in an 
effort to encourage further research on the topic. The model proposed a 
cognitive, affective and actional component for the neurosis. 

The existential neurosis is characterized by the belief that 
one's life is meaningless, by the affective tone of apathy 
and boredom, and by the absence of selectivity in actions 
(Maddi, 1967, p 313). 

Maddi suggested that existential neurosis occurred when an individual 
with a "premorbid personality" was subjected to particular types of 
powerful stresses. 

Although Maddi did not apparently undertake ill1Tlediate research 
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in support of his model, his later studies and those of colleagues 
incorporated aspects of the existential concept "meaning in life", 
expanded upon the concept, and developed the tenn "hardiness" to describe 
a personality style. In several studies O<obasa, 1979; Kobasa, Maddi, 
Courington, 1981; Kobasa, Maddi, & Kahn, 1982; Kobasa & Puccetti, 1983) 
hardiness has been shown to moderate the effects of stressful life events 
on illness onset. These studies will be discussed in greater detail 
later in the chapter. 

Lazarus and Delongis (1983), in an article dealing with stress 
and coping in aging, proposed that personal beliefs, values and COITITlitments 
shape the appraisal of stress and the coping process, which ultimately 
affects somatic health. According to Lazarus and Delongis, every person 
makes a cognitive appraisal or construes the significance of an encounter 
for his or her well-being. This appraisal is given meaning and personal 
significance by somewhat stable features of personality. Lazarus and 
Delongis believe these personality variables to be 

patterns of co1T1T1itment and beliefs about self and the world 
( p 250). 

They state, 

. . . the absence of commitments probably underlies a pervasive 
sense of meaninglessness, the existential malaise that can 
be found in any period of adulthood and especially in later 
1 ife (p 251). 

In summary, for many decades, a great deal of interest has been 
focused upon the existential concept "meaning in life". The early 
existential philosophies integrated with psychological theories which 
resulted in new psychotherapeutic techniques and the development of 
existential models to explain mental health. Rigorous scientific 
investigations have been slow to develop, but a recent group of studies, 
utilizing aspects of this concept look promising. The philosophical and 
psychological theories, together with limited studies lend support to the 
theory that a sense of meaning, purpose and commitment in life is a 
necessary precurser of well-being, although considerable research is still 
needed to provide evidence for this relationship. 



Assertiveness 

Many definitions have been proposed for the construct 
11 assertiveness 11 ranging from vague and general statements to precise 
operational definitions. Heimberg, Montgomery, Madsen and Heimberg 
(1977) conceptualise assertiveness simply as 

effective social problem solving (p 954). 

Rich and Schroeder (1976) provide a more complex definition: 

Assertive behavior is the skill to seek, maintain, or 
enhance reinforcement in an interpersonal situation through 
an expression of feelings or wants when such expression 
risks loss of reinforcement or even punishment (p 1082). 

Dawley and Wenrich (1976) describe assertiveness in terms of adaptive 
behaviour, 

Assertiveness is standing up for one's own rights, without 
infringing upon the rights of others. It is adaptive 
behaviour because it is functional in a given context, is 
self-enhancing, generates positive feelings towards oneself 
and others, and leads to smooth interpersonal relationships 

(p 15). 

13 

Assertiveness as a construct does not exist independently from 
assertiveness training, the therapeutic technique which brought the concept 
into focus. Assertiveness training evolved from the school of behaviour 
therapy and has been strongly influenced by the work of Salter (1949), 
Wolpe (1958) and Lazarus (1973) (Cited by Dawley & Wenrich, 1976). An 
in depth review of the assertiveness training literature is provided by 
Heimberg et.al. (1977). 

Assertiveness training was originally developed as a treatment 
for individuals with inappropriately passive and inhibited behaviour in 
interpersonal situations, but has since been employed in the treatment of 
clinical disorders such as sexual deviation, depression, and marital 
conflict (Eisler, Hersen, Miller & Blanchard, 1975). 

There has been some disagreement among theorists as to whether 
assertiveness is a generalised response tendency or trait or whether it 
is a situationally specific response. While Salter (1949), Cattell (1965) 
and Wolpe (1969) conceptualised assertiveness as a trait, the empirical 
evidence provided from the factor analysis of various assertiveness 
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inventories (Lawrence, 1970; Bates & ZiITITlerman, 1971; Gambrill & Richey, 
1975) does not support this point of view according to Rich & Schroeder 
(1976). Additional evidence comes from an experiment conducted by Eisler, 
Hersen, Miller & Blanchard (1975). In this study, hospitalised psychiatric 
patients were required to role play various assertive situations in 
different situational contexts. The results of their research supported 
the position that an individual's assertive behaviour is functionally 
related to the social context of the situation. 

Another strong area of interest in relation to assertiveness 
has been the identification of the verbal and nonverbal components of 
assertive responses. This issue is discussed at length by Rich and 
Schroeder (1976) and will be briefly touched on here. A key study in 
this area was conducted by Eisler, Miller & Hersen (1973). Inpatients of 
a psychiatric hospital participated in a series of interpersonal encounters 
simulating real life situations. In addition they were given an assert­
iveness inventory and personality schedule. On the basis of a clinical 
evaluation drawn from the combined measures, subjects were divided into 
low and high assertiveness groups. The results failed to show differences 
between assertive and non-assertive individuals in the areas of length of 
verbal responses, duration of looking at the interpersonal partner, 
speech fluency, or smiling. However, the results did show that individuals 
who were perceived as assertive, had a tendency to respond to interpersonal 
problems quickly, in a strong audible voice with marked intonation. In 
addition, assertive individuals were unlikely to yield to the demands of 
others and were likely to request that the behaviour of the interpersonal 
partner be changed. These results indicate that both non-verbal and 
verbal components of assertiveness may be important factors in the con­
sideration of this construct. 

Assertiveness and Well-Being 

Although there is an absence in the literature of research 
focusing on the relationship of assertiveness and well-being directly, 
there are studies which investigate the relationship of assertiveness to 
depression, which can be considered as the absence of well-being. These 
studies gain theoretical support from learning theories of Seligman (1974) 
and Lewinsohn (1974) (Cited in Davison & Neale, 1978). Lewinsohn asserts 
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that depression is elicited when individuals reduce their activity level 
because of a lack of positive reinforcement . Seligman developed the model 
"learned helplessness", which is based on the premise that under stressful 
situations an individual initially becomes anxious, however this anxiety 
is replaced by depression if the person comes to believe that control is 
unattainable (Davison & Neale, 1978). Thus these models suggest than an 
assertive individual, actively in control of his social environment, should 
not become depressed. 

A study by Langone (1979), tested the hypothesis that assert­
iveness and depression would have an inverse relationship . The subjects, 
45 university students, completed the Beck Depression Inventory and the 
College Self-Expression Scale (for assertion). The results of the study 
showed a moderate negative correlation between depression and assertiveness, 
thus confirming the hypothesis. 

Sanchez and Lewinsohn (1980) conducted an experiment which 
lends further evidence to the inverse relationship of assertiveness and 
depression. At a psychiatric clinic, 12 moderately to severely depressed 
outpatients received assertion training for five weeks. Throughout the 
treatment period, daily level of depression and rate of assertive behaviour 
were monitored via self-report measures. The daily percentage of actual 
emissions of assertive behaviour were then correlated with the ratings of 
depression. The results showed a substantial negative correlation between 
assertive behaviour and depression, indicating that on days in which 
assertive behaviour was more frequent, depression was less pronounced . 

In a recent study, Lea and Paquin (1981) assessed the relationship 
between assertiveness and depression on 62 individuals. The subjects were 
drawn from two populations; 26 subjects were outpatients at a day hospital 
programme while the remaining 36 subjects were psychology students from a 
conmunity college. Each of the subjects completed two assertiveness 
inventories and two depression surveys. The results showed moderate 
negative correlations between the assertiveness measures and the depression 
measures, supporting previous studi~s that depression is inversely 
correlated with assertiveness . 

In summary, assertiveness training and the construct of 
assertiveness arose out of theories generated by the school of behaviour 
therapy. As sertiveness has been defined in many ways, but each definition 
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implies the need for an individual to behave effectively in interpersonal 
situations. Research indicates that the assertive response is situation­
ally specific to some extent, and involves a range of verbal and nonverbal 
components. Although there has not apparently been any research undertaken 
on the relationship of assertiveness to well-being specifically, several 
studies have focused on the relationship of assertiveness to depression. 
Evidence from these studies indicates there is an inverse ·relationship 
between assertiveness and depression, which suggests assertiveness has 
a positive relationship to well-being. Further investigations are needed 
to establish this relationship. 

---00000---
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CHAPTER III 

PERSONALITY AS A MODERATING VARIABLE 

The previous chapter presented a discussion of three personality 

constructs (locus of control, meaning in life, and assertiveness) in an 
attempt to define them and investigate their relationship to well-being. 

While research has not been exhaustive in these areas, the 
results of the investigations which have been conducted give adequate 
evidence to indicate an important relationship between each of these 
personality variables and well-being. 

This chapter will present a number of models which seek to 
explain the nature of this relationship. Investigations will be considered 
which view personality as a moderator variable between life circumstances 
and positive adaptational outcomes. The beginning of the chapter will 
focus on how personality intervenes with stressors and socio-demographic 
variables to affect well-being. This will be followed by a discussion 
of the way personality impinges on the stress-illness relationship. 

Well-Being 

The issue of why individuals react differently to similar 
situations or under the same circumstances has been of interest to many 
theorists. Lefcourt (1980) describes this idiosyncratic response; 

When life events seem to be overwhelming, we can sometimes 
reassure ourselves by recalling examples of certain rare 
persons who have not only survived equally tumultuous events, 
but have done so with grace. While some individuals appear 
ready to succomb to the slightest of life's challenges, 
there are others who display great fortitude in encounters 
with tragic and horrifying circumstances (p 201). 

Lefcourt (1980) believes that those individuals who display 
courage, hope and self-reliance during extremely stressful situations 
possess an internal locus of control which allows them to attribute the 
outcome of events at leas~ in part, to their own actions. According to 
Lefcourt, locus of control moderates the effect of stressors by effecting 
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the cognitive process of the individual, thus altering the way in which 
stressors are perceived and experienced. Therefore, an individual with 
an internal locus of control is more likely to believe that choices are 
available and personal actions can somehow alter the ultimate outcome of 
an event. 

To explore the role of locus of control, as a moderating variable 
of life stress, Johnson & Sarason (1978) conducted an experiment which 
examined the relationship between indices of life change and measures of 
depression and anxiety, as a function of locus of control orientation. 
From an undergraduate psychology course, 124 student volunteers were 
drawn to act as subjects in the study. The subjects completed four 
measurement instruments, the Life Experience Survey, the Locus of Control 
Scale, the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, and the Beck Depression Scale, 
in a group setting. Scoring on the Life Experience Survey yielded both 
a positive and negative score. The subjects were separated into an 
internal or external group based .upon their score on the Locus of Control 
Scale. The results failed to show a significant relationship between 
measures of positive life change and either depression or anxiety for 
internal or external subjects. However, negative change was found to be 
significantly correlated with depression and trait anxiety for the external 
group, but not for the internal group. These results supported the 
hypothesis of the study, that the locus of control orientation functions 
as a moderator variable in the relationship between negative life change 
(viewed as stressors) and depression and anxiety. 

Johnson & Sarason's (1978) study was later criticised by Toves, 
Schill and Ramanaiah (1981) for not analysing for sex differences. 
Toves et.al. conducted a similar study using 91 male and 79 female 
psychology students as subjects. The results of their investigation 
showed that internality acted as a moderator variable of negative life 
experiences for males only. In addition, the relationship between life 
events and locus of control has not been consistently supported by other 
research (Lefcourt, Miller; Ware, and Sherk, 1981). 

In an effort to strengthen the evidence that locus of control 
functions as a moderator of negative life events, Lefcourt, Miller, Ware 
and Sherk (1981) undertook a more complex investigation of the topic in 
three studies. Volunteer subjects in the first .study were drawn from 
two 3rd year psychology courses. Subjects completed a life events measure 
and two locus of control scales. In addition subjects completed a survey 
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of mood states each week, during four consecutive weeks. Lefcourt et.al. 
hypothesised that locus of control would moderate the effect of life 
events as reflected by the composite mood scores derived from the repeated 
administrations. Internal individuals were expected to exhibit less 
mood disturbance than externals, despite the occurrence of negative life 
events. The results _showed external individuals possessed the strongest 
relationship between negative life events and mood disturbance scores, 
supporting the hypothesis. 

The second study involved 102 volunteer psychology students. 
The subjects completed a life events measure and a locus of control scale. 
As in the first study, a survey of mood states was completed during four 
consecutive weeks . The hypothesis remained the same as for the first 
study . The results indicated that when negative life events were minimal, 
external subjects reported high mood disturbances, while internal 
subjects reported low mood disturbance. However, when the incidence of 
negative life events was high, both external and internal subjects 
reported high mood disturbance. The results of this study failed to 
support the hypothesis. 

Concerned that the results of the second study were inconsistent 
with their first study as well as with other studies in the area, Lefcourt 
et.al. undertook a third study. The subjects were 55 3rd year psychology 
students who completed a life events measure and two locus of control 
scales. In addition, a survey of mood states was completed for seven 
consecutive weeks. The results showed, as in the second study, internal 
subjects exhibited greater mood disturbance following negative life 
events than in their absence, while external subjects showed a high level 
of mood disturbance regardless of their life experiences. 

A supplementary analysis was run of the data of study three, 
substituting a different measure of life events. The results of this 
analysis produced a similar pattern of results as in the first study, 
confirming the hypothesis . 

Lefcourt et.al. concluded that in the first study and 
supplementary analysis of the third study locus of control acted as a 
moderator of life events as predicted. However, in the second and 
third studies, locus of control did not function as a buffer against 
stress but served as a predictor of moods in the absence of stressors. 
According to Lefc9urt et.al., the differences in the results of the 
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studies were probably due to the focus -of the measurement instruments. 
When the measures reflected inmediate negative life events, such as the 
Life Experience Scale, locus of control failed to function as a moderator 
variable. However, when the measures were a reflection of more remote 
negative life events, such as Coddingtons Life Events Measure or Cantrils 
Self-Anchoring Striving Scale, locus of control moderated their effects, 
resulting in a lower disturbance of moods. 

Interest has also been focused on the exploration of socio­
demographic factors and their effects on well-being. In a recent article, 
Mourn (1983) recognised the difficulties inherent in previous models 
attempting to find a relationship between sociodemographic variables and 
well-being. Since life circumstances have not been demonstrated 
empirically to have a simple and direct relationship with happiness, 
Mourn suggested the necessity of developing a model which takes into 
account the interplay between personality and environment. He asserted 
that the complex model developed by Powell, Royce and Voorhees (1983) 
might be a valuable point from which to begin research. In this model 

personality is viewed as being composed of six interacting 
'complex, hierarchical information-processing systems' (p 4). 

These six personality systems, ~ensory, motor cognition, affect, value , 
and style),form a hierarchical system composed of a controlled process 
layer, a clearing-adaptive layer, and an integrative self-organising 
layer. Based upon an appraisal of this model, Mourn concluded that 
researchers need to explore 

the overreaching function of personality factors such as 
value systems and style (p 7). 

Influenced by this model, Mourn originated a personality 
dimension he termed "resignation", which he conceptualised as operating 
at the self-organising or integrative layer of personality. The function 
of this personality construct is to regulate the internal dynamics of 
cognition and affect, _ thereby producing realistic expectations and levels 
of aspiration and maintaining optimal levels of affective arousal. Two 
resignation items were designed by Mourn to measure this factor. 

To find empirical evidence in support of the resignation factor 
and model, Mourn collected data from eight separate population groups 
residing in Oslo, Norway. Subjects were either interviewed or mailed 
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questionnaires. The samples covered a variety of . respondents: general 
population, middle-aged females, students, long tenn psychiatric out­
patients, and the catchment population residing next to the psychiatric 
clinic. 

The study investigated the relationship of resignation to 
socio-demographic variables, well-being and mental health. In addition 
it explored the extent to which resignation impinged upon the relationship 
between socio-demographic variables and life quality (well-being). 

The results showed that females, older respondents and 
individuals low in socio-economic status had high levels of resignation. 
A weak relationship was found between resignation and well-being, while 
there was no relationship established between resignation and mental 

health. Controlling for resignation nearly doubled the predictive power 
of sex, age and socio-economic status considered together, on subjective 

well-being. However, with respect to mental health this improvement was 
not found. These results indicate that resignation may be an important 

factor in moderating the influences of socio-demographic variables on 
well-being. 

Health and Illness 

The aforementioned studies were concerned primarily with the 
effects of personality as a moderator variable between stressors and 
mood disturbances, which can be considered as an indication of well-being. 
A number of investigations have also focused on the role of personality 
as it moderates between stressors and illness. 

Rabkin and Struening (1976) in a critical review of early 
studies focusing on the relationship of life events and stress to the 
onset of illness, considered the merits of models which viewed personality 
and other individual characteristics as mediating factors between stress 
and illness. They comment that although a general critical appraisal is 
unsuitable because of the range of studies, in general, 

the results are ... cumulatively persuasive, and open a variety 
of areas for future exploration (p 1019). 

Thus Rabin and Struening believe that the moderating affect of individual 
differences should be considered when investigating the stress-illness 
relationship. 
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In a recent public~tion, Antonovsky (1979} was interested in 
exploring the reasons why some people managed to stay healthy when con­
fronted by stressful situations while others became ill. He theorised 
that certain individuals possessed a personality structure which insulated 
them from the potential harm of stressors. This structure was concept­
ualised as a "sense of coherence", and defined as 

a global orientation that expresses the extent to which one 
has a pervasive, enduring though dynamic feeling of confidence 
that one's internal and external environments are predictable 
and that there is a high probability that things will work 
out as well as can reasonably be expected (p 123). 

According to Antonovsky, a strong sense of coherence mobilises the 
psychological, genetic and constitutional resources available to an 
individual, giving protection from stressors, and ultimately procuring 
good health. This "Salutogenic Model" functions within the framework of 
the individual's socio-cultural and historical context. 

Concerned with a similar issue, Kobasa (1979) wanted to under­
stand how highly stressed individuals who remained healthy differed from 
those who developed illness. She believed, as did Antonovsky, that 
stressors were moderated by a personality structure. Thus individuals 
who experience stress without becoming ill have a different personality 
structure from persons who become sick under stress. According to Kobasa, 
this personality structure, "hardiness", describes individuals who 
possess three characteristics: 

the belief that they can control or influence the events 
of their experience, an ability to feel deeply involved 
in or committed to the activities of their lives, and the 
anticipation of change as an exciting challenge to further 
development (p 3). 

Kobasa (1979) devised a study in an attempt to gain support for 
three hypotheses which were derived from her model. These were 

(1) Among persons under stress, those who have a greater sense 
of control over what occurs in their lives will remain 
healthier than those who feel powerless in the face of 
externa 1 forces 

(2) Among persons under stress, those who feel committed to the 
various areas of their lives will remain healthier than those 
who are alienated 

(3) Among persons under stress, those who view change as a challenge 
will remain healthier than those who view it as a threat (p 4). 



The subjects of the study, 200 middle-aged males were drawn from the 
middle and upper level executive employees of a large public utility 

.company to provide equal numbers for a high stress/low illness group 
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and a high stress/high illness group. The subjects completed a question­
naire covering a three year period. Modified versions of The Schedule 
of Recent Life Events and the Social Readjustment Rating Scale were used 
to provide a measure of stress. Illness was measured by the Seriousness 
of Illness Survey, a self-report checklist of corm1on physical and mental 
symptoms. In addition, each of the subjects completed a variety of 
inventories to measure hardiness, and questions providing demographic 

information. 

The results of the study found that while subjects in the two 
groups did not differ significantly on demographics, several of the 
personality variables yielded significant differences. The variables 
which were most substantial discriminators between the groups were 
corm1itment, vigorousness, meaningfulness, and internal locus of control, 

giving support to Kobasa's hypotheses. 

A prospective study was conducted by Kobasa, Maddi, and 
Courington (1981) to further explore the role of hardiness as a moderator 
variable between stressful life events and illness and to consider the 
effects of constitutional predisposition on the stress-illness relation­
ship. The subjects, 259 male, middle and upper level management 
personnel of a large utility company, filled out questionnaires covering 
a five year period. Measures were obtained on stress and illness as in 
the previous study. In addition, subjects completed the six scales which 

were used to measure the components of hardiness, a standard medical 
history, and questions regarding demographic information. 

The results of the study showed that five personality measures 
(external locus of control, powerlessness, security, alienation from 
self, alienation from work) produced highly significant intercorrelations 

in the expected direction, supporting the assumption that commitment, 
control and challenge are interrelated components of hardiness. The 
findings indicated that stressful life events and constitutional predis­
position increase illness, while hardiness decreases illness. Even with 
the effect of prior illness controlled, the main effects of hardiness and 
constitutional predisposition continued to show significance. Thus, the 
view that an individual's disposition towards hardiness functions as a 



resistance resource against stressors was supported. Kobasa et.al. 
concluded that hardiness, constitutional predisposition, and stressful 
events have an additive effect in regard to illness rather than an 

interactive effect. 

24 

In an alternative analysis of the same date, Kobasa, Maddi and 
Kahn (1982) attempted to gain additional support for the hypothesis that 
hardiness functions to decrease the effect of stressful life events in 
producing illness. Health status and hardiness were evaluated as in the 
previous analysis, but constitutional factors were not included. The 
results showed that when constitutional factors were removed, stress and 
hardiness interacted, suggesting than when experiencing stressful life 
events it is important to be hardy. Stressful life events were signifi­
cantly related to illness when measured concurrently but failed to show 
significance when measured prospectively. Kobasa et.al. suggested 
stressful life events may have a time limited effect on health status. 
Hardiness, on the other hand, was found to have a significant relationship 
to illness when measured prospectively, indicating that it may be the 
more im~ortant casual influence on health status. 

A principle-components factor analysis on the six scales employed 
in the measurement of hardiness, revealed a first factor which accounted 
for 46 . 5% of the variance, and was interpreted as "general hardiness''. 
This provided additional evidence in support of the hardiness personality 

construct. 

In a recent study, Kobasa, and Puccetti (1983 ) expanded this 
model to examine the role of personality, social assets, and perceived 
social support as moderating variables between stressful life events and 
illness. The subjects were 204 male business executives randomly selected 
from the middle and upper level management of a large utility company. 
The questionnaire they completed covered a three year period. 

Stressful life events and illness symptoms were measured as in 
previous studies. Hardiness was measured by five scales representative 
of the components, commitment, control and challenge. Social resources 
were assessed through the Environment Scale and the Social Assets Scale, 
and social demographic information was collected. The two hypotheses 

tested were, 

(1) Among executives under high stress, those who are both high 
in hardiness and high in social resources will be healthier 
than other executives (p 842); 



(2) Executives high in hardiness but low in social resources 
will report significantly less illness than executives 
high in social resources but low in hardiness {p 843). 

The results showed, in line with previous studies, that 
stressful life events had a direct effect on the increase of illness 
symptomatology while hardiness had a direct effect on the decrease of 
reported illness. Although boss support did not have a direct effect 
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on illness, it interacted significantly with stressful life events to 
impact on illness. Social assets had no influence on illness scores, 
and family support only had an influence for subjects low on hardiness, 
but in the opposite direction to that which was predicted. Overall, 
family support functioned as a buffer against stressful life events 
when hardiness was high, but actually had a detrimental effect when 
hardiness was low. These findings gave only partial support to both 
hypotheses. This study highlights the importance of personality as a 
buffer between stressors and illness beyond the consideration of external 
factors such as social resources. It also exemplifies the complexity of 
the stress-health relationship. 

Su11111ary 

In su111T1ary, this chapter considered a number of theories and 
studies which view personality as having a moderating effect between life 
circumstances (stressful life events, stressors, socio-demographic factors) 
and an adaptational outcome (well-being, mood disturbance, illness, 
quality of life, mental health). 

There are several limitations in the research which need to be 
considered. Lefcourt et.al . (1981) show many inconsistencies in the 
results of their investigations which may be a reflection of the life 
events measures employed. In some studies (Kobasa, 1979; Kobasa et.al., 
1981; Kobasa et.al., 1982; Kobasa et.al., 1983) the samples are unrepre­
sentative of the general population and exclusively male, making general­
isations difficult. Mourn (1982) introduces a concept which is interesting, 
but difficult to understand in terms of his extremely complex model of 
personality. "Resignation" appears to be similar to an absence of 
assertiveness and lack of purpose in life. It also surprisingly has a 
different relationship to well-being than it does to mental health. 
Further refinement is needed on this concept before the effects of 
resignation on socio-demographic factors and quality of life can be fully 
explored. 
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Given these limitations, a strong case can still be made for 
the importance of personality as a moderating variable. It is impressive 
that many theories of personality are focusing on similar types of 
variables. Locus of control, coherence, hardiness, and resignation each 
have common characteristics which lend validity to the concept of a 
healthful personality structure. Inconsistencies in the research may be 
a reflection of missing pieces in the models rather than weaknesses in 
the models. Further investigations are clearly warranted in this area 
to strengthen and expand these models. 

---00000---
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CHAPTER IV 

MODEL AND HYPOTHESES 

The line of argument arising from the literature supports two 
basic premises. Firstly, certain types of personality constructs, usually 
incorporating a sense of control and meaning in life, have an important 
relationship to well-being. Presumably individuals who possess these 
types of personality styles are predisposed towards a sense of well-being. 
Secondly, the nature of the relationship of personality to well-being 
and/or health appears to be indirect. That is, personality buffers the 
effects of life circumstances, lessening their impact, which consequently 
leads to more healthful outcomes. A refinement of these ideas led to the 
creation of the model used in the present study. 

The model calls for an examination of the relationship between 
chronic stressors and subjective well-being. Although it is beyond the 
scope of this thesis to consider the vast array of research on stress 
and stressors, it is necessary to define the concept as it is used in the 
model. 

According to Kanner, Coyne, Schaefer and Lazarus (1981) most 
stress research has been preoccupied with dramatic, severely taxing 
situations. An example of this approach to stress is demonstrated by the 
stressful life events research and the subsequent development of the 
Social Readjustment Rating Scale. A recent shift in emphasis can be 
found in the investigations of Lazarus and his colleagues who have pub­
lished a number of theoretical articles emphasizing 

the immense adaptational significance of the relatively 
minor stresses and pleasures that characterize everyday 
life (p 2, 1981). 

Kanner et.al. label these types of stressors as "hassles" and describe 
them as 

the irritating, frustrating, distressing demands that to 
some degree characterize everyday transactions with the 
environment (p 3). 



According to Kanner et.al., it is very improbable for any individual 
to lead a hassle-free life. 
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This -view of stressors was instrumental in the development of 
the Hassles Scale, a check-list inventory of everyday stressors (this 
instrument is described in more detail in _chapter five). Research util­
izing this scale, has focused on hassles as a predictor of adaptational 
outcomes such as morale, psychological symptoms and somatic illness. 
As noted in chapter one, the results of these studies indicate that the 
Hassles Scale is a better predictor of these outcomes than a life events 
scale (Kanner et.al., 1981; Delongis, Coyne, Dakoh, Folkman, & Lazarus, 
1982). 

The present model employs the 11 hassles 11 concept of stressors. 
In the model, personality (locus of control, purpose in life, and 
assertiveness) is viewed as moderating the effects of stressors, thereby 
producing a sense of well-being. A diagramatic representation of the 
model is presented in Figure 1. 

FIGURE 1: DIAGRAMATIC REPRESENTATION OF THE MODEL 

STRESS0RS 
I I'--

PERSONALITY 
(Locus of Control) 

(Meaning in Life) 
(Assertiveness) 

'-
/ 

SUBJECTIVE 
WELL-BEING 

To explore this model, two hypotheses will be tested in the 
present study. In the first instance, the hypothesis will examine the 
effects of personality functi _on as a buffer of stressors in producing 
well-being. 



Hypothesis 1 - Each of the personality variables (locus 
of control, meaning in life, assertiveness) will interact 
with stressors, to moderate between stressors and well­
being. 
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This hypothesis suggests individuals who possess an internal 
locus of control, or strong meaning in life or are assertive, 
will have a high sense of well-being regardless of the level 
of their stressors. In contrast, individuals with an 
external locus of control, or weak meaning in life or who 
are unassertive, will have a low sense of well-being when 
their stressors level is high. 

In the second instance, the hypothesis will explore whether 
the personality variables function together, constituting a personality 
type, which may predispose an individual towards a sense of well-being. 
The view that several related variables constitute a personality style 
is supported by the work on coherence (Antonovsky, 1979) and hardiness 
(Kobasa, 1979; Kobasa, Maddi, & Courington, 1981; Kobasa, Maddi & Kahn, 
1982; Kobasa & Puccetti, 1983). 

Hypothesis 2 - The combined personality variables (locus 
of control, meaning in life, assertiveness) will explain 
a greater proportion of the variance of well-being than 
any single personality variable. 

---00000---



The Sample 

CHAPTER V 

METHOD 

Subjects were drawn from two separate samples and were 
classified as (1) the Community sample and (2) the Student sample. 

The Community sample was comprised of 120 adults drawn from 
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26 randomly pre-selected areas of Palmerston North. This number was 
obtained by approaching 162 individuals of whom 130 agreed to participate 
in the study. This refusal rate of 19% includes individuals who de­
clined because of illness and physical handicaps as well as those who 
were simply uninterested. Of the remaining 130 subjects a further 10 
were eliminated because 5 questionnaires were returned blank, 4 
questionnaires contained vast incomplete data, and 1 respondent could 
not be located. 

The Student sample incorporated 134 extramural students enrolled 
in a second year business study paper and 27 extramural students enrolled 
in a first year rehabilitation paper offered through the Psychology 
Department. Both groups were taking part in an on-campus course during 
August at Massey University. Subjects participated voluntarily and 
completed their questionnaires in either of two groups, at a pre-arranged 
time during their course. Of the 164 students who were given th~ oppor­
tunity to participate in the study, 3 refused, and the remaining 161 
respondents returned completed questionnaires. 

Demographic Infonnation 

In the Community sample, respondents ranged in age from 18 to 
74, with a mean age of 39. The extramural student sample was a slightly 
younger group ranging in age from 18 to 69, with a mean age of 32. 
Demographic information is presented in detail in Table 1. Age discrep­
ancies between the two samples are evident at the younger and older 
extremes, while the age distribution of the two groups is reasonably 
similar in the middle ranges. The student group has a greater percentage 
of males than females by a small margin, in contrast to the Community 



TABLE 1 AGE, SEX, MARITAL STATUS, AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
STATUS FOR COMMUNITY AND STUDENT SAMPLES 

COMMUNITY SAMPLE STUDENT SAMPLE 

N % N % 

AGE GROUP . 
18 and 19 1 0.8 9 5.6 
20 - 29 40 34.0 61 37.8 

30 - 39 28 23.4 58 36.2 

40 - 49 19 15.8 20 12.3 

50 - 64 24 19.7 9 5.6 

65 and over 8 6.5 2 1. 2 

(missing) 0 0 2 1.2 

SEX 
Males 47 39.2 86 53.4 

Females 73 60.8 74 46.0 

(missing) 0 0 1 0.6 

MARITAL STATUS 
Married 84 70.0 105 65.2 

Widowed 3 2.5 1 0.6 

Divorced 7 5.8 4 2.5 

Separated 8 6.7 10 6.2 

Single 18 15.0 40 24.8 

(missing) 0 0 1 0.6 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS 
Upper-middle class 18 15.0 30 18.6 

Middle class 61 50.8 114 70.8 

Working class 35 29.2 11 6.8 

Other 6 5.0 0 0 

(missing) 0 0 ·5 3.7 

31 
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sample which has a 3:2 ratio of females to males . The distribution of 
marital status is similar although the student sample has a greater 

percentage of single subjects. Socio-economic status is noticeably differ­
ent with the community sample having a substantial number of subjects in 
the working class category which by comparison, is nearly absent from the 

student sample. 

Procedure 

Different procedures were followed, as some variation was 
necessary to accommodate the two sample groups. These will be outlined 

in turn: 

Summary of Procedures - Community Sample 

1. Respondents were obtained from the community using a clustered 
sampling procedure. Within the Palmerston North City boundary, 
26 residential addresses were drawn randomly from the telephone 
directory to serve as starting points for the survey. 

2. The interviewer began at the house to the immediate left of the 
selected address to eliminate any bias that unlisted phone 
numbers or lack of telephone service might create . Every 
third house to the left was approached . This process continued 
until five individuals within five households had agreed to 
complete a "Life Assessment Survey" in any gi ven area. 

3. Households were approached during day time hours on weekends . 
At each household, the purpose of the survey was expl ained 
and a questi onnaire was lef t for completion. To randomi ze 
the selection of respondents within households, the person 

presently at home, with the next birthday over the age of 
seventeen was requested. Instructions were given to the 
respondents and they were given an opportunity to ask questions . 
A letter (see Appendi x A) containing a contact phone number, 
stressing the confidential nature of the survey, and expressing 
appreciation for participation was handed to each respondent. 
An envelope was provided in which to seal the questionnaire 
after completion to ensure privacy from other household members . 
A date and time were arranged to pick up the questionnaire 
within two to four days. 
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4. When the questionnaire was collected the respondent was again 
given an opportunity to ask questions and if interest was 
shown details of the study were explained more fully. 

Su1T111ary of Procedures - Extramural Student Sample 

1. Students met as a group in a lecture room during a pre-arranged 
time. The experimenter explained the purpose of the survey 
and asked students to volunteer an hour of their time to 
complete the questionnaire . The confidential nature of the 
survey was discussed. 

2. Instructions were given to the group and respondents were 
advised that they could ask questions at any time should the 
need arise. 

3. On completion of the questionnaire, respondents were debriefed 
about the nature and purpose of the research. 

Survey Content 

The questionnaire was designed to obtain measures in four 
categories: (1.) well-being, (2) stressors, (3) personality variables 
and (4) social desirability. 

Instructions for completing the "Life Assessment Survey" were 
printed on the front page. The 22 page booklet was arranged with the 
Hassles scale first, followed by the measures Happiness, Life 1, Purpose 
in Life, Assertiveness Anxiety, Assertiveness Behaviour, Locus of Control, 
Affectometer 2, Life 2, -Social Desirability, Depression and Faces . The 
last page requested demographic information. and left a space for the 
respondents to comment about the questionnaire if they desired. (The 
questionnaire is presented in Appendix B). 

The rationale for each of the scales contained in the question­
naire will be given below. 

1. Well-Being Measures 

Andrews and Withey's (1976) global measures were selected 
because of their cognitive emphasis and ability to tap a number of 
different qualities which represen t life-as-a-whole. In addition 
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evidence suggests that these measures are appropriate for a New Zealand 
population (Chamberlain, 1982). Specific life concerns were not viewed 

as being relevant to the present study, and thus measures of this type 
were not included. Five global items, all of which measure well-being 

from an absolute perspective, were selected. 

Three items (Life 1, Life 2, Happiness) asked respondents to 
make a whole life rating on a seven point scale ranging from "terrible" 
to "delighted". One item (faces), asked respondents to rate their life­
as-a-whole on a graphic scale of seven facial expressions. One measure 
(Life 3) was a composite (mean score) of Life 1 and Life 2. Andrews and 
Withey (1976) profess that the 

... Life 3 index should provide a more reliable and valid 
indicator of respondents true feelings about life-as-a­
whole than either of its constituents parts (p 80). 

The reliability of single life-as-a-whole items measured by the 
Delighted - Terrible Scale estimate at .70 (p 192). 

The scales used in this study, the Delighted - Terrible and 
Faces scales, are those found by Andrews and Withey to have the highest 
rankings in validity, distribution fonn, category labelling and ease of 
use (p 212). Both of these measurement methods, based upon single 
questionnaire items, produce high validity correlations of approximately 

.80 ( p 177). 

Affectometer 2 (Kammann & Flett 1983) an abbreviated form of 
Affectometer 1 (Kammann, 1979, cited Kammann et.al. 1983), was included 
to measure the affective component of well-being. The 40 item scale can 
be completed in a short time period (mean - five minutes) and this was 
an important consideration in the instrument's suitability for the 

questionnaire. 

Affectometer 2 measures well-being as conceptualized by 
feelings, both positive and negative. Respondents are asked to decide 
how often a feeling occurs, and rate this on a five-point graded response 
scale (not at all/occasionally/some of the time/often/all the time). The 
instrument is comprised of 20 single adjective items and 20 sentence 
items. Positive and Negative Affect are measured by separate sets of 
items, 20 positive and 20 negative. 

The following psychometric data, relating to the instrument, 
has been reported by Kammann & Flett (1983). The scale demonstrates high 
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reliability (r= .95) and has been shown to have a high negative correlation 
with standard depression and anxiety scales as well as with an ad hoc list 
of somatic complaints (r= -.62). A principle components analysis of the 
instrument revealed a strong general well-being factor which accounted 
for 53% of the variance. The scale was found to be highly correlated 
with several leading alternative scales and to be slightly contaminated 
by the effects of mood (r= .27) and social desirability (r= .33). 

Depression, viewed in the present study as the absence of 
well-being, was measured by a modified fonn of the Welsh Depression Sub­
scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (Dahlstrom and 
Welsh, 1960). This abbreviated version of the subscale utilizes 15 of 
the 24 items and has been found to be a useful measure of depression in 
several studies (Rodder, Miller, and Bruh, 1971; Thiel, Parker, and 
Bruce, 1972; Spicer, Mcleod, O'Brien and Scott, 1980). The brevity of 
the scale along with its simple yes/no format made it an appropriate 
instrument for this questionnaire. 

2. Stressors Measure 

The Hassles Scale (Kanner, Coyne, Schaefer & Lazarus 1981) was 
selected as a measure of chronic, relatively minor stressors. The scale 
is an inventory check-list which lists 117 potential hassles and allows 
the respondent to list an additional two items if any relevant hassles 
have been missed. Subjects rate each item on a three-point scale as 
either "somewhat", "moderately", or "extremely" severe. The items on 
the scale cover a variety of everyday concerns: work, family, health, 
friends, the environment, practical considerations and chance occurrences. 

Kanner et.al. (1981) sugg~st that the scale can be scored to 
generate three measures: (1) "cumulated severity", the sum of the three­
point severity ratings (2) "intensity", cumulated severity divided by the 
frequency, and (3) "frequency", a count of the number of items checked 
(p 9). The instrument demonstrates a high test-retest reliability between 
adjacent months for hassles frequency (r= .79) and moderate test-retest 
reliability for hassles intensity (r= .48) (Delongis, 1982). This is not 
unexpected~ as the conceptual nature of daily hassles would appear to 
make them susceptible to frequent changes in intensity. Validity has not 
yet been well established, although the check-list fonnat lends face 
validity to this scale. 
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3. Personality Measures 

Assertiveness 

The 40 item Assertion Inventory (Gambrill & Ritchey 
1975) was selected to collect information about an individual's 
behaviour in interpersonal situations. The instrument makes 
a distinction between discomfort and behaviour, conceptualizing 
assertiveness as a measure of both, each represented by a 
separate score. For each item the respondent rates the degree 
of their discomfort or anxiety in relation to a specific 
situation (on a five-point scale ranging from "none" to "very 
much"), and the judged likelihood of engaging in a particular 
behaviour (on a five-point scale ranging from "always do it" 
to "never do it"). 

The 40 items reflect a variety of behaviour which can 
be categorized as: turning down requests, expressing personal 

limitations,initiating social contacts, expressing positive 
feelings, handling criticism, differing with others, assertion 
in service situations and giving negative feedback. 

The Inventory demonstrates high reliability for dis­
comfort (r= .87l and likelihood of engaging in a particular 
behaviour (r= .81) (Gambrill & Ritchey, 1975). Although some 
items reflect sex difference, probably due to different social 
expectations, total scores appear to be free from sex bias. An 
analysis of data from undergraduate students showed that mean 
discomfort and response probability scores were similar for 
men and women (Gambrill & Ritchey, 1975). Validity of this 
scale has been established in a number of ways and is reported 
by Gambrill & Ritchey (1975). The inventory successfully 
differentiated between a clinical group and a normal population 
as well as reflecting significant differences within a clinical 
group before and after training. In a study which assessed the 
effectiveness of increasing social interactions, discomfort 
scores were found to decrease more in the experimental group 
than in the attention-placebo group or waiting list group. In 

addition, blind observers rated audiotapes of role plays collected 
before and after training. A significant correlation was found 
between observer ratings and inventory scores in regard to dis­

comfort during this activity (Spearman rank correlation = 

.465, p<.05). 
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Locus of Control 

A locus of control scale was included to assess an 
individual's sense of personal control. Although none of the 
locus of control scales presently in use measure precisely 
this concept, James' Internal-External Locus of Control Scale 
{1957, cited in Robinson and Shaver, 1973) seems to hold the 
most advantages. It measures internal-external locus of control 
as described by Rotter {1966), has a simple factor structure and 
a significant number of items in colTITlon to both sexes {Robinson 
& Shaver, 1973). The James scale was also suitable because of 
its Likert-type response fonnat and its easily readable and 
comprehensible items. 

On the reconmendation of Robinson & Shaver {1973) the 
filler items were removed. The respondents rated the 30 remain­
ing statements on a four point scale ranging from strongly 
agree to strongly disagree. 

The scale is reported to have a high split-half 
reliability {r= .84 tor= .96) as well as high test-retest 
reliability {r= .71 tor= .86) {Robinson & Shaver, 1973). 
Validity is not well established, although a study by MacDonald 
(1971, cited in Robinson & Shaver, 1973) suggests a correlation 
of .64 between the Rotter {1966) and James scale. 

Meaning in Life 

The Purpose-in-Life Test (Crumbaugh, 1968), a 20 item 
attitude scale, was included to measure the degree to which an 
individual experiences a sense of meaning and purpose in life. 
It was devised as an outgrowth of the existential theories 
developed by Victor Frankl (1967). 

The respondents were asked to rate each item from 1 
(low purpose) to 7 (high purpose). An example of a typical item 
is: "In life, I have no goals or aims at all - very clear aims 
and goals". 

The scale has demonstrated high split-half reliability 
(r= .85) (Robinson & Shaver, 1973) but test-retest reliability 
has not been established. Validity has been supported by 
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Crumbaugh (1968) in a study which demonstrates the instrument's 
ability to distinguish between certain types of psychiatric 
patients (neurotics, alcoholics, and psychotics) and nonnal 
populations. This supports Frankl 's thoery that an absence 
of meaning in life leads to existential frustration, ultimately 
resulting in psychiatric disorders. However, this should be 
regarded with caution since the sample was unrepresentative and 
the instrument failed to distinguish between a schizophrenic 
group and a nonnal population. The correlations between 
therapist's ratings and patient's PIL scores were low (r= .27 
and r= .38) although a moderate correlation was found with 
ministers ratings of their parishioners. (Robinson & Shaver, 
1973). 

4. Social Desirability Measure 

The Crown and Marlowe Social Desirability Scale (1964 cited in 
Robinson & Shaver, 1973) was chosen to measure the tendency· of respondents 
to answer the questionnaire items in a socially approved manner. This 
33 item scale, answered with a simple true/false response, contains state­
ments that appeared suitable for the sample groups. Internal consistency 
and test-retest reliability over a one month period have both been 
reported at r= .88 (Robinson & Shaver, 1973). Although the instrument 
has been criticized for low inter-item correlations (Buchanan et.al . , 1967, 
cited in Robinson & Shaver, 1973) and for its theoretical foundation 
(French, Lollibridge, cited in Robinson & Shaver, 1973), the evidence is 
controversial and positive results have been reported by Wiggins (1967, 
reported in Robinson & Shaver, 1973). 

- ---00000---
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CHAPTER VI 

RESULTS 

The first part of this chapter will describe the scoring of 
the research scales, the criteria and treatment for missing data, and 
the selection of variables. Following that, the correlation matrix of 
the variables will be described and a comparison of the samples will be 
made. To complete the chapter, the analysis procedures used to test the 
hypotheses will be discussed, and the results will be presented. 

Scoring 

The scores used in the present analysis were established by 
calculating a total score for each scale. An exception to this was Life 
3 which was a composite score of Life 1 and Life 2. The Hassles Scale 
was scored to provide a "cumulated severity score" (Kanner et.al., 1981). 
Affectometer 2 was scored to provide two measures, positive affect and 
negative affect. These were treated separately rather than as a single 
"balance" measure recorrrnended by the instrument's authors (Kammann & 
Flett, 1983). The Assertion Inventory (Gambrill & Ritchey, 1975) was 
scored to provide an anxiety measure and a behaviour measure, as 
described in Chapter Five. 

Miss i ng Data 

Criteria were established for the treatment of missing data, 
and list-wise deletion of missing cases was used in the analyses. Con­
sequently, subject numbers vary slightly in each analysis. The Hassles 
Scale was eliminated from the analysis when ten or more items were missing. 
If a respondent had nine or fewer missing items, these were scored as 0, 
indicating that these hassles were not relevant to them. On all other 
scales one or two missing items were allowed, not exceeding 5% of the 
total scale. The one or two missing items on the scales were assigned 
a prorated value by adding the mean score for the valid items in place 
of each missing item. Respondents that had more than the acceptable 
number of missing items were dropped from the analysis involving those 
scales. 
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Selection of Variables 

Although a variety of variables were measured in the question­
naire, to contain the scope ·of the present thesis not all of these 
variables were analysed. The stressors and personality measures were 
included, and social desirability was used to remove the effects of 
respondents answering i~ems in a socially approved manner from the well­
being measures. Demographic information was not analysed. 

Not all of the dependent variables were included. A decision 
was made to use two measures that were a positive reflection of well­
being and two measures which were, in essence, the absence of well-being. 
The "negative" measures of well-being, Negative Affect and Depression, 
were included in the analyses. Since Life 1, Life 2, Life 3, Happiness, 
and Faces were all global, life-as-a-whole, cognitive oriented measures, 
it was decided that one measure could be representative of this group. 
Accordingly, Life 3 was selected because it had high reliability (based 
upon a composite score) and a satisfactory distribution form. Positive 
Affect was retained as a measure of well-being from an affective per­
spective. 

The means and standard deviations for each of the measures 
obtained in the questionnaire are presented in Appendix C. 



41 

Interrelationship of Measures 

Table 2 presents the intercorrelations of the variables for the 
Co1T111unity (COM) and Student (STU) samples. Hassles was found to have low 
to moderate correlations with all personality and well-being measures in 
both samples, with the exception of Negative Affect in the Colllllunity 
sample, which correlated highly (r= .67). 

Turning to the interrelationship of the personality variables 
and the well-being measures, Purpose in Life shows a high correlation 
with Positive Affect (COM: r= .70; STU: r= .66) and Life 3 (COM: r= .66; 
STU: r= .63) and a high negative correlation with Negative Affect 
(COM: r= -.77; STU: r= -.64) and Depression (COM: r= -.75; STU: r= -.64). 
The other personality variables, Locus of Control, Assertiveness Anxiety 
and Assertiveness Behaviour have a low to moderate correlation with 
each of the well-being measures. Overall, the personality variables 
intercorrelate with each other at low to moderate levels. An exception 
to this is Assertiveness Anxiety and Assertiveness Behaviour, which 
correlate highly (r= .64) in the Student sample, but moderately in the 
Co1T111unity group (r= .50). 

An examination of the interrelationships of the well-being 
measures, reveals a high negative correlation between Positive Affect 
and Negative Affect (COM: r= -.65; STU: r= -.66) and between Positive 
Affect and Depression in the Community group (r= -.64). Life 3 cor­
relates highly with Positive Affect (r= .70) in the Student sample but 
moderately in the Community group (r= .54). A high negative correlation 
was found between Life 3 and Negative Affect (COM: r= -.64; STU: r= -.65), 
while depression and Negative Affect were found to be highly correlated 
(COM: r= .78; STU: r= .70). 

Social Desirability correlates moderately with Positive Affect 
(COM: r= .26; STU: r= .34) and Life 3 (COM: r= .23; STU: r= .33) and has 
a moderate negative correlation with Negative Affect (COM: r= -.33; 
STU: r= -.35) and Depression (COM: r= -.24; STU: r= -.31). 

In general, all variables intercorrelate in the direction 
and magnitude that would be expected based upon the conceptual framework 
arising from the literature. 



HASSLES 

PURPOSE IN 
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TABLE 2 : PEARSON CORRELATION MATRIX OF MEASURES: 

COMMUNITY SAMPLE ABOVE DIAGONAL, STUDENT 
SAMPLE BELOW DIAGONAL 

COMMUNITY 

PURPOSE ASSERTIVE- ASSERTIVE- LOCUS OF POSITIVE NEGATIVE HASSLES IN LIFE NESS NESS CONTROL AFFECT AFFECT LIFE 3 
ANXIETY BEHAVIOUR 

~ -.50 .49 .19 -.20 -.38 .67 -.48 

-.33 ~~ -.36 -.34 .30 .70 -.78 .66 
-· 

~~ .31 -.32 .50 .06 -.36 .45 -.32 
"--

.08 -.28 .64 ~~ -.03 -.36 .30 -.12 

-.15 .48 -.22 -.31 ~ .18 -.33 .15 

-.27 .66 -.40 , -.39 .41 ~ -.65 .54 

.55 -.64 .39 .34 -.45 -.66 ~ -.64 

-.35 .63 -.32 -.28 .36 .70 -.65 ~ -
.41 -.64 .35 .32 -.38 -.57 .70 -.55 

-.22 .29 -.24 -.19 .04 .34 -.35 .33 

STUDENT SAMPLE 

SA~PLE 

DEPRESSION 

.57 

-.75 

.33 

.28 

-.31 

-.64 

.78 

-.56 

~ 
-.31 

SOCIAL 
DESIR-
ABILITY 

-.26 

.29 
·-

-.28 

-.27 

-.13 

.26 

-.33 

.23 

-.24 

~ 
~ 
N 
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Comparison of Samples 

Two samples were available from which to collect data for 
the present study. 

0
It was expected that the data obtained from the two 

groups would be parallel and could therefore be combined for use in the 
analyses. However, a comparison of the intercorrelations of the variables 
revealed differences between the Corrrnunity and Student samples (Refer to 
the correlation matrix in Table 2). 

To establish whether these differences were signif1cant, two 
tail t-tests were obtained on the means of the variable scores for the 
two groups. Table 3 presents the su1T1T1ary data on the t-tests. The 
number of cases, means, t-value, degrees of freedom and significance 
level are given for each variable. 

Table 3 shows that significant differences can be found between 
the samples in relation to two personality variables, Locus of Control 
(t= -6.32, df= 275, p<.01) and Purpose in Life (t= -3.07, df = 276, p< .05) 
as well as two well-being measures, Negative Affect (t= 2.12, df= 279, 
p<.05) and Depression (t= 2.33, df = 273, p<.05). 

These results indicated that there were sufficient differences 
between the samples to warrant separate treatment of their data in the 
analyses. Accordingly, every subsequent analysis is run on each group 
separately. 
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TABLE 3: COMPARISON OF VARIABLE SCORES FOR COMMUNITY 
AND STUDENT SAMPLES 

VARIABLE N MEAN t-VALUE df PROBABILITY 

HASSLES 
COMMUNITY 118 66.66 0.78 275 n.s. 

ST~DENT 159 63.16 

LOCUS OF CONTROL 
COMMUNITY 114 74.58 -6. 32 270 <.01 

-STUDENT 158 82.00 

PURPOSE IN LIFE 
COMMUNITY 120 101.64 -3 .07 276 . <.05 

STUDENT 158 107.15 

ASSERTIVENESS ANXIETY 
COMMUNITY 115 86.92 -0. 59 272 n.s. 

STUDENT 159 88.50 

ASSERTIVENESS BEHAVIOUR 
COMMUNITY 113 109.07 0.22 270 n.s. 
STUDENT 159 108. 57 

LIFE 3 
COMMUNITY 118 4.95 -0.86 277 n.s. 
STUDENT 161 5.03 

POSITIVE AFFECT 
COMMUNITY 120 49.50 -1.86 278 n. s. 

STUDENT 160 51. 97 

NEGATIVE AFFECT 
COMMUNITY 120 21.94 2.12 279 <.05 

STUDENT 161 18.98 

DEPRESSION 
COMMUNITY 117 3.98 2.33 273 <.05 

STUDENT 158 3.13 

SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 
COMMUNITY 116 15.87 1.02 270 n. s. 

STUDENT 156 15.21 
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Analysis Procedures I 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that locus of control, meaning in life, 
and assertiveness would each have a moderating effect on the relationship 
between chronic stressors (Hassles) and subjective well-being. In line 
with this hypothesis, it was necessary to test for the interactive effect 
of the personality variables on stressors, and multiple regression 
analysis seemed best suited to this purpose. In order to test for the 
interactions each personality variable was multiplied with Hassles to 
form a new variable as described by Kerlinger & Pedhazur (1973, p 181). 

An initial series of hierarchically arranged multiple regression 
analyses, using raw scores, revealed very high correlations between the 
interaction terms and Hassles making an interpretation of the analyses 
misleading. To correct for this each independent variable was standard­
ised. The new correlations were free from the problem of collinearity 
(intercorrelations before and after standardisation are presented in 
appendix D). 

As can be noted in Table 2, Social Desirability was found to be 
moderately correlated with the dependent variables. This might exert a 
confounding effect on the analysis, thus a decision was made to remove 
the effect of Social Desirability from the dependent variables. A series 
of multiple regression analyses were run to partial out the effects of 
social desirability on each of the well-being measures. The residuals 
from these analyses were then used for the subsequent analyses. 

The major analyses consisted of a series of hierarchically 
arranged multiple regression analyses. The interaction term was entered 
first since the emphasis of the hypothesis is on personality as a moder­
ator of chronic stress. Personality was the second variable entered and 
Hassles was entered last. This order gains support from the literature 
which indicates a relationship between personality and subjective 
well-being, whereas, the relationship between life events, a related 
measure to Hassles, and subjective well-being is unsubstantiated (Diener, 
1983). In total, sixteen multiple regression analyses were run on each 
sample. Each analysis entered an interaction term, the related person­
ality variable and Hassles to predict to each of the four well-being 
measures. Examination of the plots of the residuals revealed that there 
were no marked departures from linearity. 
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Results I 

This section will discuss the results of these analyses by con­
sidering them according to the personality variable, for both the Co111T1unity 

and Student samples. 

Locus of Control 

Table 4 presents the suR111ary data for the Conmunity (COM) and 
Student (STU) samples on the multiple regression analyses where the inter­
action tenn, Locus of Control, and Hassles were entered into the equation. 
The ·multiple correlation squared (R2

), beta weights, their t-values and 
significance are given for each independent variable as they are added 
into the equation. The results of the Student sample show that Locus 
of Control and Hassles interacted significantly to predict all well-being 
measures (Life 3: t=3.57, df=151, p<.O1; Positive Affect: t=2.12, df=151, 
p<.05; Negative Affect: t=-4.65, df=151, p<.O1; Depression: t=-4.96, 
df=149, p<.O1). In contrast, the results of the Conmunity sample failed 
to show any significant relationship between the interaction tenn and 

the dependent variables. 

·1n both samples, Locus of Control demonstrated a significant 
relationship to all of the well-being measures after the effect of the 
interaction term had been removed (COM: Life 3; t=2.16, df=lO4, p<.O5; 
Positive Affect: t=2.72, df=lO4, p<.O1; Negative Affect: t=-4.27, df=l04, 
p<.01; Depression: t=-4.3O, df=1O3, p<.01) (STU: Life 3: t= 4.45, df=l50, 
p<.01; Positive Affect: t=S.4O, df=15O, p<.O1; Negative Affect: t=-5 .93, 
df=15O, p<. O1; Depressiori: t=-4.78, ~f=15O, p<.O1) . 

With the effects of the interaction and Locus of Control part-
ial led out, a significant relationship was found between Hassles and all 
of the well-being measures across both groups, excluding Positive Affect 
in the Student sample (COM: Life 3: t=-4.75, df=1O3, p<. O1; Positive 
Affect: t=-3.38, df=1O3, p<. O1; Negative Affect: t=8.3O, df=lO3, p<.O1; 
Depression: t=6.47, df=lO3, p<. O1) (STU: Life 3: t=-2.74, df=149, p<.O1; 
Positive Affect : t=-1.71, df=149, n.s.; Negative Affect: t=6.45, df=l49, 
p<.01; pepression : t=3.7O, df=l49, p<.O1). The combined variables accounted 
for a small proportion of the variance for Life 3 and Positive Affect 
(COM : R2=.23, R2=.16; STU: R2 =.22, R2 =.2O, respectively) and a moderate 
proportion of the variance for Negative Affect and Depression (COM: 
R2 =.49, R2=.40; STU: R2=.45, R2 =.32, respectively) in both groups. 



TABLE 4 : SUMMARY DATA ON MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES INVOLVING 
LOCUS OF CONTROL, FOR COMMUNITY AND STUDENT SAMPLES, 

COMMUNITY STUDENT 

OEP VAR INDEP VAR R2 B t p R2 B t p 

Life 3 Locus of Control x Hass les .01 .119 1.23 n.s. .08 .279 3.57 <.01 

Locus of Cont rol .06 .207 2.16 <.05 .19 .332 4.45 <. 01 

Hassles .23 -.420 -4 .75 <.01 .22 -. 203 -2.74 <.01 

(N) ( 107) (153) 

Positive Affect Locus of Contro l x Hassles .03 -.027 - .276 n.s . .03 .170 2.12 <.05 

Locus of Control .07 .260 2. 72 <.01 .19 .403 5.40 <.01 

Hassles .16 - . 311 -3.38 <.01 .20 -.129 -1. 71 n.s . 

(N) (107) (153) 

Negative Affect Locus of Control x Hass les .01 - .089 -.911 n.s. . 13 -.354 -4.65 <.01 

Locus of Control .16 -.389 -4.27 <.01 .29 . 413 -5.93 <.01 

Hassles .49 . 593 8.30 <.01 . 45 .405 6.45 <.01 

(N) {107) (153) 

Depression Locus of Cont rol x Hass les .00 .00 .000 n.s. .14 -.374 -4.96 <.01 

Locus of Control . 15 -.392 -4.30 <.01 .25 -.392 -4.78 <. 01 

Hassles .40 .505 6.47 <. 01 .32 .258 3.70 <.01 

(N) (107) (153) 

.i=,.' 

--.J 
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Purpose in Life 

Su1t1nary data for the multiple regression analyses on the inter­
action tenn, Purpose in Life, and Hassles are presented in Table 5 for 
both samples. As shown in Table 5, Purpose in Life and Hassles interacted 
significantly to predict all well-being measures (Life 3: t=3.73, df=151, 
p<.01; Positive Affect: t=3.28, df=151, p<.01; Negative Affect: t=-4.25, 
df=151, p<.01; Depression: t=-5.38, df=151, p<.01) in the Student sample. 
Purpose in Life and Hassles also interacted significantly to predict 
Negative Affect (t=-3.18, df=lll, p<.01) and Depression (t=-2.19, df=lll, 
p<.05) but failed to demonstrate a significant relationship to Life 3 
(t=l.87, df=lll, n.s.} and Positive Affect (t=l.15, df=lll, n.s.) in the 

Comnunity group. 

Purpose in Life, after the effects of the interaction tenn had 
been removed, demonstrated a significant relationship with all the well­
being measures in both samples (COM: Life 3: t=8.74, df=llO, p<.01; 
Positive Affect: t=9.28, df=llO, p<.01; Negative Affect: t=-10.89, df=llO, 
p<.01; Depression: t=-9.99, df=llO, p<.01) (STU: Life 3: t=7.ll, df=lSO, 
p<.01; Positive Affect: t=7.90, df=l50, p<.01; Negative Affect; t=-7.40, 
df=150, p<.01; Depression: t=-7.33, df=150, p<.01). 

With the effects of the interaction tenn and Purpose in Life 
eliminated, Hassles was found to be significantly related to Negative 
Affect and Depression for both samples, but failed to relate to Life 3 or 
Positive Affect signif_icantly in either group (COM: Life 3: t=-1.76, 
df=l09, n.s.; Positive Affect: t=-.227, df=l09, n.s.; Negative Affect: 
t=4.66, df=l09, p<.01; Depression: t=3.22, df=109, p<.01) (STU: Life 3: 
t=-1.50, df=l49, n.s.; Positive Affect: t=-.183, df=l49, n.s.; Negative 
Affect: t=S.25, df=l49, p<.01; Depression: t=2.57, df=l49, p<.05). The 
combined variables accounted for a moderate proportion of the variance 
for all well-being measures across both groups (COM: Life 3, R2 =.40; 
Positive Affect, R2 =.45;Negative Affect, R2 =.63; Depression, R2 =.54) 
(STU: Life 3, R2 =.33; Positive Affect, R2 =.34; Negative Affect, R2 =.49; 

Depression, R2=.41). 



TABLE 5: SUMMARY DATA ON MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES, INVOLVING 
PURPOSE IN LIFE, FOR COMMUNITY AND STUDENT SAMPLES 

COMMUNITY STUDENT 

DEP VAR INDEP VAR R2 B t p R2 B t p 

Life 3 Purpose in Life x Hassles .03 .174 1.87 n.s. .08 .290 3.73 <.01 

Purpose in Life .38 .610 8.74 <.01 .32 .516 7 .11 <.01 

Hassles .40 -.154 -1. 76 n.s. .33 -.108 -1.50 n.s. 
(N) ( 113) (153) 

Positive Affect Purpose in Life x Hassles .01 .108 1.15 n.s. .07 .258 3.28 <.01 
Purpose in Life .45 .680 9.28 <.01 .34 .563 7.90 <.01 

Hassles .45 -.005 -.227 n.s. .34 -.012 -.183 n.s. 
(N) ( 113) (153) 

Negative Affect Purpose in Life x Hassles .08 -.289 -3.18 <.01 .11 -.327 -4.25 <.01 

Purpose in Life .56 -. 711 -10 .89 <.01 .35 .526 -7.40 <.01 

Hassles .63 .319 4.66 <.01 .49 .340 5.25 <.01 
(N) ( 113) (153) 

Depression Purpose in Life x Hassles .04 -.203 -2.19 <.05 .16 -.401 -5.38 <.01 

Purpose in Life .50 -.697 -9.99 <.01 .38 -.585 -7.33 <.01 

Hassles .54 . 246 3.22 <.01 .41 .172 2.57 <.05 

(N) ( 113) (153) 
~ 

"° 
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Assertiveness Anxiety 

Table 6 presents the sunmary data for the multiple regression 
analyses of the interaction tenn, Assertiveness Anxiety and Hassles for 
both samples. The results show that the interaction of Assertiveness 
Anxiety and Hassles was not significant in predicting any of the dependent 
variables for either group. 

Assertiveness Anxiety, with the effects of the interaction tenn 
partialled out, demonstrated a significant relationship to all the well­
being measures in the Student group (Life 3: t=-3.23, df=150, p<.01; 
Positive Affect: t=-4.33, df=150, p<.01; Negative Affect: t=4.12, df=l50, 
p<.01; Depression: t=3.69, df=150, p<.01) while failing to show a signif­
icant relationship to any of the dependent variables in the Co1T111unity 
group. 

After the effects of the interaction tenn and Assertiveness 
anxiety had been removed, a significant relationship was found between 
Hassles and all well-being measures with the exception of Positive Affect 
in both samples (COM: Life 3: t=-3.55, df=102, p<.01; Positive Affect: 
t=-1.71, df=102, n.s.; Negative Affect: t=S.66, df=102, p<.01; Depression: 
t=4.96, ~f=l02, p<.01) (STU: Life 3: t=-2.77, df=149, p<.01; Positive 
Affect: t=-1.19, df=149, n.s.; Negative Affect: t=6.02, df=149, p<.01; 
Depression: t=3.75, df=l49, p<.01). 

The combined variables accounted for a small to moderate amount 
of the variance for each well-being measure in both samples (COM: Life 3, 
R2 =.18; 
R2 =.25) 
R2 =.29; 

Positive Affect, R2 =.10; Negative Affect, R2 =.35; Depression, 
(STU: Life 3, R2 =.12; Positive Affect, R2 =.12; Negative Affect, 

Depression, R2 =.16). 



TABLE 6: SUMMARY DATA ON MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES, INVOLVING 
ASSERTIVENESS ANXIETY, FOR COMMUNITY AND STUDENT SAMPLES 

COMMUNITY STUDENT 
DEP VAR INDEP VAR R2 B t p R2 B t p 

Life 3 Assertiveness Anxiety x Hassles .05 -.047 -.481 n.s. .01 -.090 -1.11 n.s. 
Assertiveness Anxiety .08 -.271 -2.86 <.01 .07 -.255 -3.23 <.01 

Hassles .18 -.364 -3.55 <.01 .12 -.226 -2.77 <.01 

(N) ( 106) (153) 

Positive Affect Assertiveness Anxiety x Hassles .02 .024 .245 n.s. .00 -.036 -.448 n.s. 
Assertiveness .07 -.266 -2.80 <.01 .11 -.333 -4.33 <.01 
Hassles .10 -.183 -1. 71 n.s. .12 -.097 -1.19 n.s. 
(N) (106) (153) 

Negative Affect Assertiveness Anxiety x Hassles .01 .100 1.03 n.s. .01 .106 1.31 n.s . 
Assertiveness Anxiety .15 . 375 4.13 <.01 .11 .318 4.12 <.01 

Hassles .35 .515 5.66 <.01 .29 .442 6.02 <.01 
(N) (106) (153) 

Depression Assertiveness Anxiety x Hassles .04 .037 .375 n.s. .05 .048 .592 n.s. 
Assertiveness Anxiety .07 .262 2.76 <.01 .09 .289 3.69 <.01 
Hassles . 25 .486 4.96 <.01 .16 .298 3.75 <.01 
(N) (106) (153) 

0, .... 
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Assertiveness Behaviour 

In Table 7, the multiple regression analyses for the interaction 
term, Assertiveness Behaviour, and Hassles are presented for both samples. 
The results show, for both groups, that the interaction of Assertiveness 
Behaviour and Hassles does not predict any of the well-being measures. 

After the effects of the interaction tenn had been removed, 
Assertiveness Anxiety demonstrated a significant relationship to all the 
well-being measures in both samples, with the exception of Life 3 in the 
Co1m1unity group (COM: Life 3: t=-.877, df=104, n.s.; Positive Affect: 
t=-3.50, df=104, p<.01; Negative Affect: t=2.81, df=104, p<.01; Depression: 
t=2.57, df=104, p<.05) (STU: Life 3: t=-2.68, df=151, p<.01; Positive 
Affect: t=-4.05, df=151, p<.01; Negative Affect: t=3.51, df=151, p<.01; 
Depression: t=3.53, df=151, p<.01). 

With the effects of the interaction tenn and Assertiveness 
Behaviour partialled out, a significant relationship was found between 
Hassles and all well-being measures across both groups (COM: Life 3: 
t=-5.02, df=103, p<.01; Positive Affect: t=-2.69, df=103, p<.01; Negative 
Affect: t=7.35, df=103, p<.01; Depression: t=S.91, df=103, p<.01) (STU: 

-
Life 3: t=-3.53, df=l50, p<.01; Positive Affect: t=-2.29, df=150, p<.05; 
Negative Affect: t=7.05, df=l50, p< .01; Depression: t=4.48, df=150, 
p<.01). 

The combined variables accounted for a small to moderate 
proportion of the variance of each well-being measure for both samples 
(COM: Life 3, R2 =.20; Positive Affect, R2 =.14; Negative Affect, R2=.40; 
Depression, R2=.30) (STU: Life 3, R2 =.13; Positive Affect, R2 =.13; 
Negative Affect, R2 =.31; Depression, R2=.20. 



TABLE 7: SUMMARY DATA ON MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES, INVOLVING 
ASSERTIVENESS BEHAVIOUR, FOR COMMUNITY AND STUDENT SAMPLES 

COMMUNITY STUDENT 

DEP VAR INDEP VAR R2 B t p R2 B t p 

Life 3 Assertiveness Behaviour x Hassles .00 -.047 -.484 n.s. .01 -.090 -1.11 n.s. 

Assertiveness Behaviour .01 - . 090 -.877 n.s . .05 -.213 -2 .68 <.01 

Hassles .20 -.450 -5.02 <.01 .13 - .271 -3.53 <.01 

(N) ( 107) (154) 

Positive Affect Assertiveness Behaviour x Hassles .00 .023 .231 n.s . .04 -.036 -.446 n.s. 

Assertiveness Behaviour .11 -.342 -3.50 <.01 . 10 -.313 -4.05 <.01 

Hassles .14 - . 247 -2.69 <. 01 .13 -.175 -2.29 <.05 

( N) ( 107) (154) 

Negative Affect Assertiveness Behaviour x Hassles .01 .099 1.02 n.s . .01 .104 1.29 n.s. 

Assertiveness Behaviour .08 .278 2.81 <.01 .09 .273 3.51 <.01 

Hassles .40 .573 7.35 <.01 .31 .479 7.05 <.01 

(N) (107) (154) 

Depression Assertiveness Behavi our x Hassles .04 .037 .383 n.s. .01 .051 .625 n.s. 

Assertiveness Behaviour .06 .258 2.57 <.05 .08 .276 3.53 <.01 

Hassles .30 .497 5.91 <.01 . 20 .342 4.48 <.01 

(N) (107) (154) 
(J'I 
w 



54 

SulTITiary 

The interaction of Locus of Control and Hassles was significant 
in predicting all the well-being measures in the Student sample while 
failing to predict any of the dependent variables in the Community sample. 
Purpose in Life and Hassles interacted significantly to predict all the 
well-being measures in the Student sample, and to predict Negative Affect 
and Depression in the COITITiunity group. The other two interaction terms, 
Assertiveness Anxiety x Hassles and Assertiveness Behaviour x Hassles, 
failed to demonstrate a significant relationship to any of the dependent 
variables in either sample. In general the interaction tenns, while 
sometimes significant, failed to account for any substantial amount of 
the variance in well-being. 

With the effects of the interaction term partialled out, each 
of the personality variables, Locus of Control, Purpose in Lifer 
Assertiveness Anxiety, and Assertiveness Behaviour, showed a significant 
relationship to all of the well-being measures in both samples, with the 
exception of Assertiveness Behaviour to Life 3 in the Community group. 
The interaction term and personality combined, accounted for a small 
proportion of the variance in each well-being measure with the exception 
of Purpose in Life, where they accounted for a moderate amount of the 
variance. 

After the effects of the interaction term and the related 
personality variable had been removed, a significant relationship was 
found between Hassles and Negative Affect, and Hassles and Depression 
for both samples. In some cases Hassles also related significantly to 
Life 3 and Positive Affect. 

Overall, the combined variables accounted for a small to 
moderate proportion of the variance in Life 3 and Positive Affect, and 
a moderate proportion of the variance in Negative Affect and Depression. 
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Analysis Procedures II 

Hypothesis 2 predictedthat the combined effect of the personal­
ity variables (locus of control, purpose in life, and assertiveness) 
would account for more of the variance of subjective well-being than any 
single personality variable. It was theorised that these personality 
variables would cluster together and the resultant personality style 
would predispose an individual towards a sense of well-being. In order 
to explore the relative contribution of the personality variables to the 
dependent variables, predictor variables were entered into a series of 
hierarchically arranged multiple regression analyses. As in the previous 
analysis, these analyses were run on the residuals obtained by partialling 
out social desirability from the dependent variables . The personality 
variables were entered into the equation in sequence according to their 
simple correlation with the residuals of the dependent variables (refer 
to Appendi x E). Thus, Purpose in Life, Locus of Control, Assertiveness 
Anxiety, and Assertiveness Behaviour were entered into the equation in 
that order . Hassles was entered subsequently to explore whether it 
accounted for further variance in well-being beyond that explained by the 
personality variables . In total four multiple regression analyses were 
run, one for each well-being measure, on each sample . 

Results II 

This section will discuss the results of the multi ple regress ion 
analyses for t he Commun ity and Student sampl es. The ana lyses wil l be 
consi dered for each wel l-bei ng measure in turn . 

Tabl e 8 presents the summary data of the mul ti pl e regress i on 
analyses showing the relative contributions of the personality variabl es 
and Hassles on the well-being measures for both samples. The squared 
multiple correlation (R2

), R2-change, F values and their significance are 
given for each independent variable . 

Life 3 

As can be noted in Table 8, Purpose in Life was entered first 
into the equation and contributed a significant propo~tion of the variance 
to Life 3 for both samples (COM: R2 =.43, F(l,101)=77.18, p<.01; STU: 
R2 =.31, F(l,147}=66 .26, p<. 01). Locus of Control was entered next and 



TABLE 8: SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES, FOR EACH 
WELL-BEING MEASURE, FOR COMMUNITY AND STUDENT SAMPLES 

COMMUNITY STUDENT 

DEP VAR INDEP VAR R2 R2change f p R2 R2change f 

Life 3 Purpose in Life .43 - 77 .18 <.01 .31 - 66.26 
Locus of Control .43 .000 .165 n.s. .32 .012 2.60 
Assertiveness Anxiety .43 .000 .061 n.s . .33 .006 1.42 
Assertiveness Behaviour .47 . 047 8.88 <.01 .33 .000 .082 
Hassles .49 .012 2.47 n.s. .34 .010 2.22 
( N) (103) (149) 

Positive Affect Purpose in Life .41 - 70.05 <.01 .34 - 74.79 
Locus of Control .41 .000 0.12 n.s. .36 .025 5.67 
Assertiveness Anxiety .41 .001 0.22 n.s. . 39 .. 026 6.09 
Assertiveness Behaviour .42 .008 1.50 n.s. .39 .005 1.29 
Hassles . 42 .000 .019 n.s. .39 .000 .020 
(N) (103) (149) 

Negative Affect Purpose in Life .50 - 102.02 <.01 .33 - 72 .44 
Locus of Control .52 .016 3.35 n.s. .37 .041 9.66 
Assertiveness Anxiety .54 .020 4.49 <.05 .39 .019 4.43 
Assertiveness Behaviour .54 .008 1. 73 n.s. .39 .000 .119 
Hassles .61 .069 17.58 <.01 .49 .104 29.53 
(N) (103) (149) 

Depression Purpose in Life .46 - 86.91 <.01 .36 - 82.92 
Locus of Control .48 .024 4.80 <.05 .37 .015 3.44 
Assertiveness Anxiety .49 .001 .300 n.s . .39 .013 3.09 
Assertiveness Behaviour .49 .000 .078 n.s. .39 .008 1.95 
Hassles .55 .058 12.64 <.01 .43 .033 8.43 
(N) ( 103) (149) 

p 

<.01 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

<.01 
<.05 
<.05 
n.s . 
n.s. 

<.01 
<.01 
<.05 
n.s. 
<.01 

<.01 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
<.01 

u, 

°' 
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failed to add significantly to the variance for either group. Assertive­
ness Anxiety which followed, also failed to add a significant contribution 
to the variance for either sample. The next variable entered, Assertive­
ness Behaviour, accounted for a significant increase in the R2 of .047 
(F(l,144)=8.88, p<.01) in the Community group, but failed to increase the 
variance significantly in the Student sample (F(l,98)=.082, n.s.). 
Beyond the contributions of the personality variables, Hassles, which was 
entered last, failed to account for a significant increase in R2 for 
either group (COM: F(l,97)=2.47, n.s.; STU: F(l,143)=2.22, n.s.). The 
combined variables accounted for a moderate proportion of the variance 
of Life 3 in both samples (COM: R2 =.49; STU: R2 =.34). 

Positive Affect 

Purpose in Life was entered into the equition first and accounted 
for a significant amount of the variance of Positive Affect for both 
samples as revealed in Table 8 (COM: R2 =.41, F(l,101)=70.05, p<.01; STU: 
R2 =.34, F(l,147)=74.79, p<.01). In the Co11111unity sample none of the 
other personality variables added a significant contribution to the 
variance beyond Purpose in Life. In the Student sample, Locus of Control, 
which was entered next, contributed a significant increase in R2 of 
.025 (F(l,146)=5.67, p<.05) and Assertiveness Anxiety, which followed, 
also contributed a significant increase in R2 of .026 (F(l,145)=6.09, 
p<.05). Assertiveness Behaviour, entered next, failed to significantly 
increase R2 in the Student sample (F(l,144)=1.29, n.s.). Hassles 
entered last, failed to make a significant increase to the variance i n 
either group (COM: F(l,97)=.019, n.s.; STU: F(l,143)=.020, n.s.) . In 
both samples, a moderate proportion of the variance in Positive Affect 
was accounted for by the combined variables (COM: R2=.42; STU: R2=.39). 

Negative Affect 

Table 8 shows that the first variable entered, Purpose in Life, 
contributed a significant proportion of the variance · to Negative Affect 
in both groups (COM: R2 =.50, F(l,101)=102.02, p<.01; STU: R2 =.33, F(l,147)= 
72.44, p<.01) Locus of Control, entered next, accounted for a significant 
increase in R2 of .041 in the Student sample (F(l,146)=9.66, p< .01) but 
failed to increase R2 significantly in the Co11111unity group (F(l,100)= 
.016, n.s.). The next variable entered, Assertiveness Anxiety, added a 
significant increase in R2 of .020 (F(l,99)=4.49, p< .05) in the Community 
sample, and a significant increase in R2 of .019 (F(l,145)=4.43, p<. 05) 
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in the Student group. Assertiveness Anxiety, entered next, failed to add 
a significant contribution in R2 to either sample. Hassles, the last 
variable entered, was found to account for a significant increase in 
variance in both groups (COM: F(l,97)=17.58, p<.01; STU: F(l,143)=29.53, 
p<.01). The combined variables accounted for a moderate proportion of 
the variance of Negative Affect for both samples (COM: R2 =.61; STU: 
R2 =.49). 

Depression 

Table 8 reveals that Purpose in Life, the first variable 
entered, contributed a significant proportion of the variance to 
Depression in both samples (COM: R2 =.46, F(l,101)=86.91, p<.01: STU: 
R2 =.36, F(l,147)=82.92, p<.01). Locus of Control, the next variable 
entered accounted for a significant increase in R2 of .024 in the 
Coomunity sample (F(l,146)=4.80, p<.05) but failed to add a significant 
increase in variance in the Student group (F(l,100)=3.44, n.s.). 
Assertiveness Anxiety, which was entered next, failed to add a significant 
increase in R2 for either sample. Assertiveness Behaviour, entered 
next, did not account for a significant increase in R2 for either sample. 
Hassles added a significant contribution to the variance, beyond the 
personality variables in_ both groups (COM: F(l,97)=12.64, p<.01; STU: 
F(l,143)=8.43, p<.01). A moderate proportion of the variance of Depression 
was accounted for by the combined variables in both samples (COM: R2 =.55; 
STU: R2 =.43). 

Summary 

Although the two samples presented somewhat different results, 
Purpose in Life contributed a significant proportion of the variance to 
each dependent variable in both groups. Locus of Control accounted for 
a significant increase in R2 for the Student sample in two cases and for 
the Community sample in one case. The other personality variables were 
found to contribute a significant increase to R2 occasionally in both 
samples. In general, there was no single personality variable that con­
sistently made a significant increase to the variance of the well-being 
measures beyond that of Purpose in Life. Hassles accounted for a sig­
nificant increase in variance for Negative Affect and Depression in both 
samples, beyond the contributions of the personality variables. While 
the increases attributable to Hassles were significant, they were not 
substantial · in terms of the total variance explained in well-being. 
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Subsidiary Analysis 

The results obtained from the second major analysis indicated 
that Purpose in Life consistently contributed the greatest proportion of 
variance to the well-being measures. However, because Purpose in Life 
was entered into ~he equation first, this result might simply be a con­
sequence of placing the variable in the multiple regression analyses in 
that order. To check for this possibility an alternative series of 
hierarchically arranged multiple regression analyses were run, changing 
the order of the predictor variables. As in the previous analyses, 
these analyses were run on the residuals obtained by partialling out 
social desirability from the dependent variables. The personality 
variables, Locus of Control, Assertiveness Anxiety, Assertiveness 
Behaviour, and Purpose in Life, were entered in that order. Since 
Purpose in Life was the final personality variable entered, it had the 
least possibility of contributing large increases in variance to the 
well-being measures. 

Table 9 presents the summary data of the subsidiary multiple 
regression analyses, showing the relative contributions of the personality 
variables and Hassles on the well-being measures for each sample. The 
squared multiple correlation (R 2

), R2-change, F values and their signif­
icance are provided for each independent variable. Even though entered 
last, Purpose in Life consistently accounted for significant and sub­
stantial increases in R2 for each well-being measure in both samples, 
as in the previous analysis. Locus of Control, the first variable 
entered, generally accounted for a· significant proportion of the variance 
for each well-being measure, in both samples. However, in the Community 
group these contributions to R2

, while significant, were insubstantial. 
Assertiveness Anxiety, entered next, added significant but also insub­
stantial increases to R2 for each well-being measure. Assertiveness 
Behaviour entered next, failed to contribute a significant increase to 
the variance of the well-being measures except in one case. 



TABLE 9: SUMMARY OF SUBSIDIARY MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES, 
FOR EACH WELL-BEING MEASURE, FOR COMMUNITY AND STUDENT SAMPLES 

COMMUNITY STUDENT 

VAR INDEP VAR R2 R2change f p R2 R2change f 

Life 3 Locus of Control .03 - 3.53 n.s. .13 - 22.89 
Assertiveness Anxiety .11 .078 8.81 <.01 .17 .036 6.33 
Assertiveness Behaviour .12 .010 1.11 n.s. .17 .000 .003 
Purpose in Life .48 .36 67.98 <.01 .33 .16 34.21 
(N) (103) (149) · 

Positive Affect Locus of Control .05 - 5.75 <.05 .18 - 31.49 
Assertiveness Anxiety .13 .078 9.11 <.01 .25 .070 13.65 
Assertiveness Behaviour .17 .038 4.68 <.05 .25 .003 .504 
Purpose in Life . 42 .25 42.10 <.01 .39 .14 34.13 
(N) (103) (149) 

Negative Affect Locus of Control .12 - 14.07 <.01 .21 - 38.94 
Assertiveness Anxiety .27 .15 21.35 <.01 .26 .055 10.98 
Assertiveness Behaviour .27 .000 .030 n.s. .26 .000 .000 
Purpose in Life .54 .27 58.74 <.01 .39 .13 29.84 
(N) ( 103) (149) 

Depression Locus of Control .13 - 15.88 <.01 .16 - 27.70 
Assertiveness Anxiety .21 .079 10.13 <.01 .21 .052 9.77 
Assertiveness Behaviour .22 .007 .910 n.s. .21 .004 .783 
Purpose in Life . 49 .27 51.25 <.01 .39 .18 43.26 
(N) ( 103} (149) 

p 

<.01 
<.05 
n.s. 
<.01 

<.01 
<.01 
n.s • 
<.01 

<.01 
<.01 
n.s. 
<.01 

<.01 
<.01 
n.s . 
<.01 

O'\ 
0 
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CHAPTER VII 

DISCUSSION 

Before reintroducing the hypotheses, it is necessary to 
consider why each of the major analyses showed inconsistencies between 
samples, at least to some extent. A factor which may have contributed 
to these inconsistencies is the differences between the groups on 
absolute levels of stressors, personality characteristics, and well­
being, prior to the analyses. The results of the t-tests provided 
evidence for these types of differences between the samples . While 
stressor levels were similar for both groups, personality characteristics 
and levels of well-being reflected some differences. The Student group 
had a more internal locus of control and a stronger sense of meaning in 
life. In contrast, the Conmunity group was more depressed and experienced 
more negative affect. These factors could have influenced the subsequent 
results by contributing to the differences found between groups. 

In addition, the distribution of sex and marital status were 
noticeably different for the two samples . This could also have an effect 
on the results, although this is only speculative since socio-demographic 
information was not included in the analyses. 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that each of the persona lity variables 
( locus of control, meaning in life and assertiveness) would interact 
with stressors to moderate between stressors and well-being. To consider 
this hypothesis, each personality variable will be discussed in turn. 

Locus of Control and Hassles interacted significantly to 
predict well-being in the Student sample . This finding provides 

support for the hypothesis since Locus of Control appears to moderate 
the effects of stressors, thereby producing well-being or preventing 
negative well-being. However, these interactions failed to account for 
a substantial amount of the variance in well-being, and were not found 
in the Co1TVT1unity sample. Therefore, their importance should be regarded 
with caution. The main effects of Locus of Control and Hassles 



-significantly predicted all well-being measures, indicating that they 
have an important relationship to well-being. These results suggest 
that an individual with an internal locus of control would experience 
a sense of well-being while a person with an external locus of control 
would experience an absence of well-being. Similarly, a person with 
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low stressors would be inclined towards a sense of well-being, while this 
would not be true for an individual with high stressors. 

Purpose in Life and Hassles interacted significantly to predict 
the "negative" well-being measures for both samples, and Life 3 in the 
COfTlllunity group. This supports the hypothesis since Purpose in Life can 
be viewed as moderating the effects of stressors, thereby preventing 
negative outcomes, or in the last case, producing well-being. However, 
the amount of variance accounted for by the interactions is again small, 
making it necessary to regard this interpretation with caution. Purpose 
in Life, as a main effect, was consistently significant in predicting 
well-being, suggesting that an individual with a strong sense of meaning 
in life is likely to experience well-being. Hassles, as a main effect, 
is also significant but only in regard to predicting the ''negative" 
well-being measures. This indicates that individuals with high stressors 
are likely to experience an absence of well-being. 

The two assertiveness measures, Assertiveness Anxiety and 
Assertiveness Behaviour, show a similar pattern of results. Neither of 
these variables interact with Hassles, suggesting that Assertiveness 
does not buffer the effects of stressors as predicted in the hypothesis . 
Assertiveness Anxiety, as a main effect, is consistently significant in 
predicting well-being, and Assertiveness Behaviour is also generally 
significant in predicting well-being. This indicates that assertive 
individuals would be likely to experience well-being. Hassles, as a 
main effect, was also significant here. These results suggest that 
persons with high stressors would be inclined towards an absence of 
well-being. 

Overall, the results of the first major analyses only gave 
partial support to the hypothesis. While personality interacted with 
Hassles to buffer the effects of stressors on well-being at times, these 
interactions were not consistent across samples and did not occur with 
the assertiveness measures. When they did occur, they accounted for only 
a small amount of the variance in well-being. 
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The failure of stressors to consistently interact with 
personality to effect an outcome, is not a unique finding of the present 
study. As mentioned earlier, Lefcourt, Miller, Ware & Sherk (1981) in a 
number of studies focusing on locus of control and mood disturbance, 
reported interactions between stressful life events and locus of control 
intennittently. Lefcourt et.al. (1981) concluded that the differences 
in the results of the studies were due to the measurement instrument 
employed. When the measures reflected immediate life events, the inter­
action was not found, but when the measure reflected remote life events, 
locus of control interacted with stressful life events, resulting in a 
lower disturbance of moods. The conclusions reported by Lefcourt et.al. 
(1981) implied that locus of control functioned to buffer the effects of 
stressors over the long term, but made little impact on the immediate 
situation. 

Kobasa and her colleagues (Kobasa, 1979; Kobasa, Maddi, 
Courington, 1981; Kobasa, Maddi & Kahn, 1982; Kobasa & Puccetti, 1983) 
also failed to find consistent interactions between hardiness and stress­
ful life events in predicting illness onset. An example of their failure 
to find an interaction was reported in a prospective investigation (1981), 
mentioned previously, focusing on the relationship between stressful life 
events, constitutional predisposition, hardiness and illness. However, 
in an alternative analysis of the data (1982), which eliminated consti­
tutional factors from the .predictor variables, stressful life events 
were found to interact with hardiness in predicting illness onset. 

These studies, together with evidence provided by the present 
investigation, illustrate the tenuous nature of the interactive relation­
ship between stress and personality. The pattern that emerges from the 
present study supports the view that personality and recent stressors 
moderate well-being, through an additive rather than interactive function. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the combined personality variables 
(locus of control, meaning in life, and assertiveness) would explain a 
greater proportion of the variance of well-being than any single person­
ality variable. 

In the analysis to test this hypothesis, Purpose in Life, which 
was entered first, consistently accounted for a significant and substantial 
proportion of the variance of well-being. Locus of Control and the 
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assertion variables occasionally contributed to an increase in R2 , but 
overall, were relatively unimportant. The entry order of the predictor 
variables was changed to explore what happened to Purpose in Life when 
entered last. As in the previous analysis, Purpose in Life consistently 
accounted for significant and substantial increases in the variance of 
well-being. However, in the changed order, Locus of Control and 
Assertiveness Anxiety also added significant increases to the variance 
of we 11-bei ng. 

Overall, the personality variables jointly accounted for a 
greater percentage of the variance in well-being than any single variable, 
giving support to the hypothesis. However, it is clear from the results 
of the analyses that Purpose in Life has the strongest relationship to 
well-being. Presumably an individual with a strong -sense of meaning in 
life, is predisposed towards well-being. It can be argued from the 
results of the analyses, that these personality variables are closely 
related and share colTITlon characteristics, so that the order the predictor 
variables are entered into the multiple regression analysis, will to 
some extent determine their importance. A factor analysis of all of the 
items in each of the personality measures could firmly establish the 
essence of the personality factor or factors that account for the variance 
of well-being. This was not undertaken here because the subject numbers 
were too low relative to the number of variables involved. 

These results generally confirm the work of Antonovsky (1979) 

and Kobasa and her colleagues (Kobasa, 1979; Kobasa et.al. 1981, Kobasa 
et.al. 1982; Kobasa ·et.al. 1983) on personality variables functioning 
together to constitute a "healthful" personality style. Since health 
and well-being are influenced by similar personality styles this lends 
evidence in support of the relationship between these two concepts. 

Implications 

The present study has several implications for the measurement 
of stressors as well as for the structure of well-being. 

The results of the first major analyses demonstrated that 
Hassles as a main effect, generally had a substantial relationship to 
"negative" well-being. That is, Hassles consistently predicted depression 
and negative affect. Th1s lends support to the studies which view Hassles 
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as a good predictor of adaptational outcomes (Kanner et.al. 1981; 

Delongis, Coyne, Dakoh, Falkman & Lazarus, 1982). While life events 

have shown only a modest relationship to well-being (Ka!TITiann, 1982; 
Diener, 1983), the present study provides evidence for a more substantial 

relationship between chronic daily stressors and well-being, or at least 

"negative" well-being. 

The second major analysis indicated that Hassles contributed 
modestly to the variance of well-being, after the effects of personality 
had been removed. These results provide additional evidence in support 
of the relationship between stressors and well-being. Since Hassles was 
entered last, it is possible that the variable shares some of the 
characteristics of the personality variables. 

There has been intense controversy over the issue of whether 
positive and negative affect are independent or are negatively associated. 
While Bradburn (1969) found, based upon his Affect Balance Scale, the 
two constructs to be statistically independent, Kanvnann and his colleagues 
(Ka!TITiann, Christie, Irwin & Dixon, 1979; Kammann, Farry, & Herbison, 
1982) found with their Affectometer, that Positive and Negative Affect 
correlate strongly and inversely. This controversy was dealt with at 
length in a recent article by Diener (1983) who concludes that positive 
and negative affect are dependent at a particular moment in time, while 
average levels of affect over longer time spans are statistically inde­
pendent. Warr, Barter & Brownbridge (1983) present a number of explan­
ations in support of the independence of positive and negative affect. 
One of the explanations propose that the negative intercorrelations of 
positive and negative affect may arise as a result of the response format 
used. This occurs when respondents identify the proportion of the stated 
period in which they have experienced a feeling (such as in the 
Affectometer 2), instead of giving a response which is relative to a 
personal norm. 

Although the Affectometer 2 was used in the present study, 
and the results showed the expected statistical negative intercorrelations 
between positive and negative affect, as mentioned previously, a decision 

was made to treat Positive and Negative Affect separately in the analyses. 
The results of the analyses provided support for this decision. In the 
first major analysis, identical predictor variables consistently accounted 
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for a substantially larger amount of the variance in Negative Affect 
than in Positive Affect. While Positive Affect functioned sim1larly in 
the analyses to Life 3, a global measure of well-being, Negative Affect 
closely resembled the Depression measure. This suggests that positive 
and negative affect are two separate dimensions of well-being, rather 
than an inverse reflection of one another. In other words, well-being 
is not simply a product of the absence of negative affect and depression, 
but appears to be a combination of the absence of negative well-being 
plus another unique factor. 

The second major analyses also provided support for the inde­
pendence of positive and negative affect. While entering Hassles into 
the equation significantly increased the variance of Negative Affect and 
Depression, it failed to significantly add to the variance of Positive 
Affect or Life 3. This indicates a relationship between stressors and 
Negative Affect which was not found between stressors and Positive Affect. 

The wider implications of the separate nature of positive and 
negative well-being are important in the clinical situation. In terms 
of treatment approach, this implies a difference between alleviating 
depression and assisting a client to develop a sense of well-being. The 
results drawn from the present study suggest that treating clients for 
depression will not automatically increase their sense of well-being. 

Conclusions and Suggestions for Future Research 

The findings from this study indicate that personality has an 
important relationship to well-being. Locus of control, meaning in life 
and assertiveness each appear to have an additive rather than interactive, 
relationship with stressors in moderating well-being. Meaning in life 
demonstrates the strongest relationship to well-being, while the person­
ality variables in combination constitute a personality style which 
accounts for a moderate proportion of the variance in well-being. This 
suggests that individuals with this personality style are predisposed 
towards a sense of well-being . In the present study, personality and 
stressors were found to have a stronger relationship with negative well­
being measures than with positive well-being measures. This gives support 
to the view that two independent factors contribute to the structure of 
well-being . 
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Although the present study provided evidence for the relation­

ship between stressors, personality and well-being, further research is 

clearly needed in this area. Several suggestions for future research 

will be discussed. 

While the present model has been useful, it could be expanded 
to incorporate the consideration of coping styles. It is possible that 

for individuals who adapt a particular type of coping style, personality 

has a different function than for individuals using an alternative coping 

style. Another expansion of the model might involve the inclusion of a 
positive life events measure such as "Uplifts" (Kanner et.al., 1981) to 
explore how personality relates to positive events and well-being. The 

model might also be extended to include a measurement of remote stressors 

in order to ascertain whether the relationship of stressors and personal­

ity becomes interactive, as suggested by Lefcourt et.al. (1981). 

As discussed previously a refinement of the personality style 

resulting from the constitution of several related personality variables 

is needed. A factor analysis of all personality items from each scale 

could produce an improved measure which could be used in subsequent studies. 

Finally during the present study, the author was aware of the 
limitations inherent in the design of the locus of control scale because 
of the instrument's failure to include control through a deity. Many 

respondents commented upon this issue in the space which was provided at 

the end of their questionnaire. Therefore it might be an advantage for 

future research to develop a locus of control scale which includes this 

specific dimension of control. 

In conclusion, while a number of questions remain in this area, 

the evidence presented here strongly suggests that personality factors 

play an important role in an individual's ability to achieve a sense of 
well-being. It is a significant development · in contemporary psychology 
to focus on the scientific investigation of well-being in addition to 
the more traditional emphasis on mental illness. In the final analysis, 

the achievement of well-being is one of the most basic and essential 

ingredients contributing to a fulfilling life experience. 

---00000---
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APPENDIX A: LETTER GIVEN TO THE RESPONDENTS 

Massey University 
PALMERSTON NORTH. NEW ZEALAND TELEPHONES. 69-079. 69-089. 69-099. 

In reply ple.lse quote 

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 

Thank you for agreeing to complete our Life Assessment Survey. Your 
answers will be kept completely confidential, and the information 
you will provide will be analysed along with responses gained from 
100 similar interviews in Palmerston North. 

We are trying to find out how people in this corrmunity feel about 
specific experiences they have had, the sorts of hassles they encounter 
and how they perceive their lives in general . 

We appreciate your co-operation, as it is important in studies of this 
type to obtain responses from all of the people who have been randomly 
selected. 

Should you have any enqu1r1es concerni~g the interview, please contact 
·me (69-099, extension 2589) or the project supervisor, Kerry Chamberlain 
(69-099, extension 2300) through Massey University. 

Yours sincerely 

SHERYL ZIKA 
PROJECT RESEARCH OFFICER 
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE PRESENT STUDY 

LIFE ASSESSMENT SURVEY 

People are different. They live in a variety of situations and they don't 
feel the same way about the events and circumstances that they encounter 
in day to day life. 

In this study we are trying to find out about the experiences people have 
and how they feel about them. 

This questionnaire looks at how you perceive y9ur life. There are no 
right or wrong answers; an answer is right if 1t is true for you. It is 
important that you answer all questions as carefully and honestly as 

possible. We don't need to know your name and all the information you 
give will be kept strictly confidential. 

Instructions 

This is not a very long questionnaire, but it will take you some time to 
complete. Please choose a quiet place, free from distractions where you 
are not likely to be interrupted. While you may wish to discuss these 
questions with other people, please don't do this until you have answered 
them all. • Work through the questions in one sitting at your own pace, 
without thinking too long about any single item. Most of the questions 
should be interesting, many will be easy - its~ life not some unknown 
topic - but some questions will be hard. Answer them all as well as you 
can. 

MASSEY UNIVERSITY 
SOCIAL SCIENCE FACULTY 



WL· t•xpPri rnu· ma ny hiu s le!. •i n our dail y l 1vt'". l ht-\ 1• ha ~s l t!. 
ar1• ; rrt t r'n t •, thd t can rang~ from n i nm dru1oy,it11 1·-. t l'J fa 1 r 1 y NJ Or 
prc,,urrs, probll111s or difficulties. ll1t•y <•11 occ ur lew or NIIY 

t ' ""''. 

L i s led be low are a number of ways i n wh ich a person can feel 
ha H led . We want you to indicate the ha ss les that have happened 
to you in t h_• ~•st month . If a part,cular hass le d1d not happen 
t o you Tn7lie ast month, circle the O i n the "Not at all " column 
below . If a ~rti cuhr hassle d id occur 10 t ne la s t mont h , in ­
dicat e how 111<Jch of a problem it was for you by circ ling 1,2, or 
3 to indicate whether it was somewhat, mod eratel y or extremely 
severe . 

o Not at all 
I Somt'wha t 
2 Hoder ate I y 
3 [ xtreme l y 

Misplaci ng or losing th i ngs 

Troublesome neighbours .. .. . . . ..• . . . 

Soehl obligat ions . . .... . ..... .. . . . 

I neons iderate S1110kers .. . . . . . . ... . . . . 

Troubling thoughts about your 
future · ....... ..... . . 

Thoughts about death 

Hea 1th of a fami 1 y member . . ...... • . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No t enough money f or clothing . . . .... 0 

Not enough 110ney for housing . . . . . . . o 

Concerns about owing ,noney . . . . . . . . . O 

Concerns about getting cred i t . . . . . . o 

Concerns 1bout 1110ney for emergencies o 

Someone owes you 1n0ney . . . . . . . . . . . . . O 

Financia l respansibility for someone 
who does n · t 1i ve with you . . . . . . . O 

Cutting down on electrici t y, 
water , etc ... .. . .... . .... . . . ... . . . . O 

For Office 
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Smoking too much . .. .. .. . . .. ....... . . 

Use of 1lcohol . . ... ... .. . .. ...... . . 

Persona 1 use of drugs . .•.. . . . . . . .. . 

Too many responsibilities .. . ....... . 

Decision· about having children . . . . 

Non-h11i ly -i>ers 1 h1ng In your 
house . ... .. . ... . ..... . . . . 

Care for pet 

Planning .e1ls .... . . .... ..... . . . . . . 

Concerned abiut the meaning of 11ft . 

Troub l e rehdng .. . ..... . .. . . . ... .. 

Trouble 111aking decisions ... .. ... .. . 

Problems getting along with 
fellow workers .... ... .. .... ... . 

Customers or clients give you • 
hird ti.e ...... .. ......... .. . . 

H<Mlt maintenance ( inside) .. .. .. .. .. 

Concerns about job secur1 ty . . . . .. . . 

Concerns about retir-nt . . . • . •.. . . 

L1id -off or out of work ...... .. ... . 

Don ' t like current work duties .. ... 

Don• t like fe 11 ow workers 

Not at a 11 
Somewhat 
Moderately 
Extr ... ly 

0 I 2 

0 I 2 

0 I 2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Not enough 110ney for besic necessities O 

Not enough r.10ney for food . . . . • . • . . . . O 

2 

J 

J 

J 
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n 
I 
l 
) 

lh, t di • 11 
'...omt.·"'1,.i l 
Hc,der, l t• I y 
[ a tremely 

Too Nn:, 1nterru:,t io:,s .. . .. . .. ... , .. . 0 

Unexpec ttd COllll)an, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . 0 

Too MUch t1ae on hinds.,........... .. O 

Hav ing to wait ............ . ......... 0 

Concerns about accidents .. .... ... . .. 0 

Sting lonely............... ...... . .. O 

Not enough 1110ney for ht• l th care .. . 0 

re1r of confront1t ion. ...... . ....... 0 

financ ia 1 security.. . ... . ........... O 

Silly pract ical •is takes . . . . . . . . . . . O 

lna~ility to uprtss yourself. .. ... . 0 

Physical illness ...... . .. . ......... 0 

Side efftcts of aedication... . ..... O 

Concerns about Mdi cal lrtatoltnt. .. 0 

Phys lea l appearance .. .. . . . .. . .. . . . 0 

fur of rtJtction.. . .. . ... . . . . ..... 0 

D1fficulti ts with 9ttting pregnant . 0 

Sttui l prob 1 •• that rtsu 1t fr0111 .. . 
phys lea l prob 1 •s ...... ....... . 0 

Sexu• 1 prob 1 •s othtr thin those 
resulting fr011 physical proole,,,,. . iJ 

Concerns •oout hu 1th in 9tnt"r• i .. fJ 

Not stt1ng enough ~pit. .... . . ... . . 0 

I 
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Not • t • 11 
S00M'Whal 
llodera te 1 y 
[xtr .... ly 

friends or rel•ttves t oo far away . .. .. O 

Prep• r i ng .,.. ls . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

Wasting t1,.. . . . . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . 0 

Auto IN 1nten1nct . . . . . . . .. . • . . . . . . . . . . O 

f111 ing out fonns . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 0 

Neighbourhood deteriorat ion........... o 

financ ing children's education . ... . ... O 

Problems with employees ..... . ......... O 

Probltffls on job due to being • WOiiin 
or 111n . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . 0 

Declining phys i ca 1 1bil it its . .. ... . ... O 

Being exploited .... . .... . ........ . .... O 

Concerns about bodily func tions ... . ... o 

Rising prices of conmon goods. ..... . .. o 

Not getting enough rtH . .......... . .. . O 

Not getting enough sleep ... . ... , . . .... O 

Problens with 1glng parents .... . . . .... O 

Problems with your ch i ldren .. . .. . ..... O 

Prob I ens with persons younger than 
yourstl f . ... .. .... . .. .. ...... . .... O 

Probl ems wi th your lover . .. . ..... ..... O 

O, ff iculHies see,ng or hearing .. ..... O 

Overlo•ded with fHily 
rtspons lbllitits .... . ........ .. ..... . . 0 
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0 Not 41 • II For (1f f tee 0 Not U •11 I for Offlc, 
I Somewnat Use I Scaewhat Ust 
2 lloderate I y 

2 Moder•tely 

3 £, t remely 3 ExtrMtly 

Too JMny t hi ngs to do . .. .. ... . ... .. 0 I 2 ) c; NlghtNres .. . . ........... ..... . . .. 0 I 2 ) • 
Unchalleng ing worL . .. .. . .......... 0 I l ) C Concerns about getting ahu d . .. ... 0 I 2 ) 010•-

Concerns •bout Meeti ng hi gh st1nd1rds. 0 1 l 3 LJ 3 5 
Hoss les fr011 boss or supervisor ... 0 I 2 ) • 

fln•nclal dulings with friends or Dlff1cultles with friends ... . ..... 0 I 2 l • acqu•lntances. ......... .. ...... 0 I 2 l • Not enough tilw for faaily ...... . . 0 1 2 3 D 
Job dhutishcttons ........ .. ..... 0 I 2 l Q D • 

Transportation problt111s .. •...• . ... 0 I 2 l 
Worries about decisions t o change j obs . O I 3 3 D 110 Not enough 110ney for transportation . . 0 I 2 l 
Trouble with reading, writing, or 

spelling •bilitles ......... . ... 0 I ? 3 • Not enough 110ney for entertalraent 

I 
and recrHtlon ..... . ......... 0 1 2 3 ·• 

Too aany r.et l ngs ..... .... ......... 0 I 2 3 • 90 
Shopping ..... . ...... . . . .... . . . .. . 0 1 2 3 • Problems with divorce or sepor•tion. 0 I 2 ) • Prejudice and discrl• lnot Ion fro• 

Trouble with arittn@t1c skills ... ... 0 I 2 l • others ...•... . •.... . .. . . . .• . 0 1 2 3 Cl 
Gossi p . ..... . ...•............•.....• 0 I 2 3 • Property, lnvest• ents or taxes .... 0 I 2 l • 
Leg•l problt111s .. . . .... . . ....••... ... • Not enough ti• for entert•l,-nt 

·D 0 I 2 l and recreation ......... . .. .... 0 I 2 3 IU 

Concerns about wei ght ... . ...... . . . . . 0 I 2 3 o,~ Yardwork or outs Ide ho• t • Nintenance . •................• 0 1 2 3 
Not enough t iM to do the thi ngs 

you nttd to do •. . •..•..... . .... 0 I 2 3 • Concerns about news events ........ 0 I 2 3 D 
Television . ..•.. .. ..... . ............ 0 I 2 l • Nohe .. ... . ... .. ... ..... . ..... . .. 0 1 2 3 • 
Not enough person• 1 ener<Jy ........ . 0 I 2 3 • Crtae . ... ••.• .. ••.....•.. . . .. . . • . 0 I 2 l • 
Concerns about Inner con fl l cU .. . .. 0 I 2 3 • Tr1fftc .•• . ...........•. . .•...... 0 I 2 3 • 12 0 

Feel confl lc ted over whit to do ... . 0 I 2 l 0 100 Pollution .. .... . ....... .. . ....... 0 I 2 3 • 
Regrets over PIS t dee ts Ions ....... 0 I 2 3 • Hot we • is std any of your hass les? Yes • No • D 
llenstru•l (period) probl•s ....... 0 I 2 3 D If so, pltast write th81 In here , and Indicate their severity. 

The weather ............ . .. . ....... 0 I • 0 I 2 3 • 2 3 

0 I 2 3 D 
s 
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tw\ then• bet n • recent changt in your hfe that .7 •fft-ctt•CS hOw you answered these que~tions? Yt·s I __ , No 17 ~-
If so, pl use tel 1 U\ what it wH 

How do you fee l • bout how h•PPY you are? 

I. Terrible 
2. Very d isutisf ied 

(C 1rcle the appropr iate 
nl.lllber) . 

l . Hostly dissatisf ied 
4 . Hixed about equllly uthfitd or dissatisfied 
5. Hos tly utisfied 
6. Vtry utisfled 
7. Ot lighttd 

How do you feel •bout your lift u a whole? 

1. Terrible 
2. Very d i ss•thfitd 

(Circle the appro­
pri,te m..wnber ) 

l . Hostly dissutisfitd 
4. Hhed •bout equ•lly utisf ied or d issatisfied 
5. Ho\ tly Slt isfitd 
6. Very ut ,sfitd 
7. Otl ighted 

For uch or tht follow ing sllt..,nts, circle the number that 
would bt • ost ntlrly true for you. Note that the numbers always 
uttnd fr011 one utr- ruling t o its opposite kind of feeling. 
"Ntutral" hoplies no Judg-nt etthtr way . Try t o use t his 
rating lS little IS possible. 

aa usu•lly : 

l 2 ) 4 5 6 

COllplttely (neutra 1) exuberant 
bored enthusiastic 

Life to •e n•s; 

I 

for Office 
Use 

O u! 

• 

• 

• 

D 

6 5 4 ) 

:CDple t ely routine I always fxtitt119 (neutra 1) Duo 

In life I hoe: 

no galls or •i•s at •11 (neutral) 

Hy ~rson•l existence is: 

2 

utt,rly 11tantn9l,ss 
wt thout purpose 

Every d•y Is : 

6 5 

(neutral) 

const,ntly new •nd (neutral) 
different 

If I could choose, I would : 

3 

preftr never to hot 
bttn born 

After retiring , I would: 

(neutral) 

do sa. of the exciting (neutral) 
things I have a lWiyS 
wanted to 

In achieving 11ft goals I have : 

2 

• ldt no progress 
whatever 

Hy lift Is : 

2 

Mpty, filled only 
with desp1tr 

) 

4 

(neutral) 

6 

very c lear go• ls and 
ai11s 

6 

very purposefu 1 and 
11tanlngful 

2 
euctly the s.,.. 

6 

like nine 110re lives 
Just Ii kt thh one 

loaf COlll)ltttly the 
rest of •Y life 

Progressed to 
COllpltte fulfil l•nt 

6 

running over with 
exciting good things 

If I should die todly, I would fttl thlt • y lift has bttn: 

6 
very worthwht le 

In thinking of 'IY 11ft, I: 

2 

often wonder why 
uht 

4 

(neutral) 

(neutra 1) 

8 

2 
cmapletely worthless 

6 

a lWiys see a rt1son 
for 'IY being hert 
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A, I view lht world in relat10,, t o_ my life, t he worl d : 

wnp letel y confuses me (neutral) 

4m a : 

vrery irre\ponsible 
person 

(neut ra 1) 

fits a eaningful ly 
wit h my li fe 

vt•r y r cspous 1ble 
pe rson 

Concerning ffidn 's freedom to make his own c.hoiccs, J hc 11 cve 
man is: 

absolutely free to (neutral) 
1114ke a 11 1i fe choices 

With regard to duth, l am : 

prepared and unafraid (neutral) 

With regard to suicide, I have : 

thought of it seriously (neutral) 
as a way out 

. 3 

complNe ly bound by 
limitations of here• 
dity and environ­
ment 

unprepared and 
frightened 

6 7 , 

never given it a 
second thought 

l regard my ability to find a meaning, purpose, or mission in 
life as : 

6 5 

very great 

Hy 11fe is; 

6 5 

In my hands and I ll1I 
in control of it 

Faci ng my daily tasks is : 

6 5 

a source of pleuure 
and satisfaction 

4 

( neutra 1) 

4 

(neutral) 

(neutral) 

3 

3 

9 

2 

practically none 

2 

out of my hands and 
contro 11 ed by 
external factors 

a painful and 
boring eaperltnct 

011oo 

LJ 

D 

D 

• 

I 01-.5 

I • 

• 

have discovered : 

2 3 4 5 6 

no mission or (Neutra 1) Clear-cut goals 
purpose in 1i fe and a satisfying I n 1 ife purpose 

I 
Many people Hperience difficulty in handling social situations 
requiring the,n to assert themselves i n some way, for example, 
turning down I request, asking I hvour, giving soaeone • c011p-
lh1ent, expressing diupproval or approval, etc . Please indiclle 
your degree of disc0111fort or anxiety for each situation listed 
below by circling the appropriate nu..t>er. 

I non, 
2 a 1 ittl e 
3 1 fair &1110unt 
4 a,ch 
5 very '""ch 

Turn down a request to borrow your car . I 2 3 4 5 I • 
C0111pli•nt a friend . ..... ............ I 2 3 4 5 L ISO 

Ask a favour of s0111eone that wi 11 i7 11e1n tiae/work/effort for th111 ... . . .. I 2 3 4 5 '--

Resist ules pressure fr011 sales-
people who try to sell you things • you don't want .. .. . ... . .. .. . .... ... I 2 3 4 5 

Apologise when you known you've 
done s0111ething wrong .............. . . I 2 3 4 5 C 
Turn down a request for a aeeting 

L or date •• •• .•.. ••••............ .•. . I 2 3 4 5 

Adait to s01NOn1 that you are afraid 
Liss and Hk that they be considerate . . . .. I 2 3 4 5 

Tell a person you are intiutely 
Involved with when he/she says or Q does soaething that upsets you .. ....• I 2 3 4 5 

Ask for a raise . .... . ...... .... ..... I 2 3 4 5 • 
Adait "I don't know• when you don't 

L..! know about s,-thing ................ 1 2 3 4 5 

Turn down a request to borrow 1110ney . I 2 3 4 5 • 
Ask perso111l questions ... .. .. . . ..... I 2 3 4 5 [Jao 
Stop a conversation with a talkativ. • friend .••••••.••...••.•............. I 2 3 4 5 

10 
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Ask for constructive criticism ..... . . 

1 none 
2 a httle 
3 a fa i r amount 
4 much 
5 very much 

Start a conversation with a stranger . I ? 3 

Compl i""'nt • person you are r0111anti -
cally involved with or interested in .. I 2 3 4 5 

Request • 111eet i ng or • date with a 
person ... . ............ . ............. . 

Your first request for • 111eeting 
is turned down and you uk the 
person agiin at a hter tilw ...... . . . 

Adnlit you ire confused about some ­
thing being talked about and uk 
for a clearer exphnation . . ......... . 

Apply for a job .. . .... . .. . . ... . ..... . 

Ask whether you have offended 
someone .... . ..... .. . . ......... . .. . . . 

Te 11 s0111eone that you 1 i ke them ..... . 

Ask for e,pected service when it is not 
not given (e . g . in a restaurint) .. . .. 

Discuss openly with the person his/ 
her criticise of your behaviour ... . . . 

Return hulty items (e.g. restaurant 
or shop) . . . . .. . .. .... .... • .. •....... 

Express an opinion thit differs from 
that of the person you are ta 1 king to . 

Resist sexual 1dv1nces when you are 
not foteres ted . ... ........ ..... ... . . . 

Te 11 the person when you fee 1 he/she 
has done something th•t is unfair to 
you ............ . ............... ... . . 

Accept a date .... ........ . ... ... . . . . 

Tell someone good news about yourself . 

Resist pressure to drink .......... . . 

Say no when someone Nkes a coaplete­
ly unfair demand of you ........• . .. . 

11 
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Quit a job . .... . ........... .. ...... . 

Res i st pressure to use drugs or 
mood altering substances .... . ..... . 

Discuss openly with the person 
his/her criticism of your work. ..... 

Request the rt turn of borrowed items. 

Receivt COMpliments ....... . ....... . 

Continue to ta 1 k with someone who 
dis agrees with you .. . ... . .... . .. .. . 

Tel 1 a friend or someone with whom 
you work when he/she says or does 
something that upsets you . ...... .. . 

Ask a person who is annoying you 
in a public situation to stop ..... 

I none 
2 a little 
3 a fair amount 
4 much 
5 very much 

4 

2 3 4 

3 4 

4 

4 

I 

! -
5 I • 
5 I [J 

LJ 
5 I LJ1 P.· 
5 I 0 

5 I ~ 

' I 

How we want you to answer these items a second time This time indicate 
the probability or likelihood of~ displaying the behaviour if actually 
presented with the situation . For example, if you rarely apologise when 
you are at fault , you would circle the "4" after that item. Circle the 
appropriate nui-.ber for each item below . 

1 always do it 
2 usually do it 
3 do it about half 
4 rarely do it 
5 never do it 

Turn down a request to borrow your car . 

C0111pli11ent a friend . . • ... . ...••... ... 

As k a favour or s..,,.one that wi 11 .. an 
t i11e/work/effort for then, .......... . 

Resist sales pressure from salespeople 
who try to sell you things you don't 
want ... . ............. . ... . .... . .. . .. . 

Apologise when you know you've done 
something wrong ......... .. .. .. .. . .. . 

Turn down a request for a 11eeting 
or date .....•... ....... ............. 

Admit to s0111eone that you are afraid 
and ask that they be considerate . ... . 
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1 alway s do i t 
l usually do 11 
3 do i t about half the tio,e 
4 rare l y do , t 
5 never do it 

:e ll a person you are i ntimately 
i nvolved with when he/she says or 
does so,neth i ng that upset s you ...... . 

Ask for a rai se .. .....•......•...... 

Admit • I don ' t know• when you don ' t 
know about something ... .. . . . , . ...... . 

Turn down a request to borrow money .. 

Ask personal questions .. .. . . ....... . 

Stop a conversation with • talkative 
friend ........ . .... . . . • . • . .. .. • . ..... 

As k for construc ti ve criticism . .... . 

Start a conversation with • stranger. 

Compliment a person you ore romant i -
cally i nvolved with or interested i n . . 

Reques t a meet i ng or • date with a 
person . .. . ...... . . . ... . .. .. .. . .... . . . 

Your f i rst reques t for • Meeting is 
turned down and you ask the person 
aga i n at a later t ime . . . ..... . .... .. . 

Admi t you ore confused about so,ne ­
th i ng be i ng ta lked about and ask 
for a clearer explanation .... .. . . . . . . 

Apply for a Job ...... . . .. . . .. ... .. .. . 

Ask whether you have offended 
someone . .. ......... .. •.• . . . .... . ..... 

Tell someone th1t you like th• .... . . 

Ask for expected service when it is 
not given (e .g . in • resllunnt) .. .. 

Dis cuss openly with the person his/ 
her cr i t i cisms of your beh1Yiour . . ... 

Return faulty ite111s (e . g . restaurant 
or shop) . . . ... . . .......... . .... . ... . 

C,pre H an opinion th1t differs 
fr0111 that of the person you ire 
talk i ng to . . ... . ..... . ............. . 
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I • !ways do it 
2 usua 11 y do i t 
3 do i t about half the tlM 
4 rarely do it 
5 never do it 

Res i st sexual advances when you a re 
not interested ..... . . . .. .... .......• 

Tell t he person when you feel he/she 
has done something that is unfair 
to you ..... . . . ... .. .............. . .. . 

Accept a d1 te . .....• . ....... . ....... . 

Te 11 soaeone good news about yourse 1 f . 

Resist pressure to dr i nk ... . ..... . . . 

Say no when soaeone 1111kes a complete-
ly unfair deNnd on you . . .. ... . . .... . 

Quit a Job ..... . .......... ... .. . .... . 

Resist pressure to use drugs or 
1100d altering substances . ... ...... . . 

Discuss openly with the person his/ 
her critic is• of your wor k . . .... . . .. 

Request the return of borrowed Items .. 

Receive compliments • .. ..••. .. . . •.. . . • . 

Cont i nue to talk wtth someone who 
diugrees wi th you ..•.. . . . ... ... . . . . . 

Tell a friend or soaeone wtth whom 
you work when he/she says or does 
some th Ing th• t upsets you . •. •. ... .. . . 

Ask • person who is annoying you 
in a pub 1 le s ttuation to stop . ..... . 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

s 
5 

s 
s 

s 
s 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Next there 1re • nUllber of stateotents which represent • variety 
of op i nions . Please i nd i cate how 111ch you agree or disagree 
wi th each stlteMnt below by c i rcling the appropriate letter(s) . 

W,rs between countr i es Stell 
inevitable dupite efforts to 
prevent thent . ... . • • . . .... .••......•. 

SA Strongly agree 
A Agree 
D DisagrH 

SO Strongly dis1grH 

SA A 0 SD 
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SA Stron~ ly a~rce 
A Agree 
D Disagree 

SD Strong ly d isagree 

It is usua 1 ly true of successful 
;.,eople t hat their good breaks 
hr outweighed the i r bad brea ks . . . .. SA 

Many ti mes I f ee l that we might 
just as we 11 ma ke many of our 
dec is ions by flipping a coin .. .. .... SA 

The actions of other people 
toward 11e .any t i• es have me 
baffled ............. . . . . . . . . . ..... . SA 

G1· lt1ng • good jub sel!ftl,, to be 
hrgely a .alter of being lucky 
enough to be in the right place 
at the right ti• e ....... .. . . .. ... .. . 

A great deal that happens to .. is 
probably just a •alter of chance . . . . 

I feel that I have 1 ittle influence 
over the way people behave ........ . 

Huch of the t i• e the future seems 
uncerta i n to me . . . . . . ... . .. . ..... . . 

Some peop 1 e see• born to fa 11 white 
others seet1 born for success no 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

matter what t hey do ........ ..... . .. . S A A 

It is difficult for ordinary 
people to have 11111ch control 
over what pol itlcans do in office .. SA A 

I feel th•t 111ny people could be 
described as vl ctias of clrcia-
stlnces beyond their control. . . ... .. SA 

lt seems .any ti•• that the 
grades one gets in school are 
110re dependent on the teachers ' 
whi•s than on what the student 
can rully do .......... ...... ...... SA 

It isn't wise to plan too hr 
' ahead bee1use MOst things turn 
out to be a matter of good or 
bad fortune .nyhow.... ... . . .. . . ..... SA 

I can't understand how 1t Is 
poss i ble to predict other 

people ' s behaviour .. . . . .. . .. .. . .. .. .. · SA 
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SA Strongly agree 
A Agree 
D Disagree 

SD StronQlv disaQree 
When th i ng s are go i ng wel 1 f or me 
I cons ider 1t due to a run of 
good luc k ............ . .. .. .... . 

There 's not much use in tryi ng to 
pred ict wh i ch question s a t eac her 

SA 

is go i ng to ask on an exam i na ti on . SA 

Host people don ' t rulize the ex tent 
to wh ich thei r lives are controlled 
by accidental happen i ngs . . ...... .. . SA 

I have usually found that what 1s 
going to h1ppen will happen, 
r egard I us of my actions . ......... .. 

Host of the d isappo i nting th i ngs 
i n my 1 lfe have contained a 
large element of chance ... . .. ..... . . 

I don't be 1 i eve that a person can 
really be a master of his fate .... . . 

Success Is mostly a matter of 
gett i ng good breaks ....... .. . ..... .. 

Events In the world seem to be 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

beyond the control of most people ... SA 

I feel that most people can ' t really 
be held responsible for themselves 
since no one has • uch choice about 
where he w1s born or r, i sed. . . . . . . . SA 

HAny tl111s the reactions of people 
se• haphuud to M . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . SA 

There's not much use In worrying 
about thl ngs ... what wl 11 be , wi 11 
be .. ............ ... . .... .. .. .. .. 

Success In dealing with people 
seeois to be 1110re • 111 t ter of the 
other person's 1110ods and fee 1 i ngs 
at the t lme rather than one ' s own 
act Ions . . . , .. . .. .... .. . . ..... . . . . .. . 

I th ink that life is mos t ly a 

SA 

SA 

gamble. ...... . .......... . ...... . . . . . · SA 

HAny times I feel that I have 
1 Htle Influence over the things 
that happen to l'llt ... .. ...... .. .. . .... SA 
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Sometimes I feel that I don't have 
enough control over the direction 

SA Strongly agree 
A Agree 
0 Disagree 

SO Strongly disagree 

my life is taking. . . ................. SA A 

A 

0 

0 life is too full of uncerhinties .... SA 

so 

so 

These ittffls are either sentences or adjectives which describe 
different feelings about yourself and your life . for each 
item please circle the nUlllber that best descr ibes how oftpn you 
have had that feeling over the hst 110nth . 

O Not at all 
I Occas iona 1 ly 
2 Some of the time 
3 Often 
4 All the time 

Hy 1 if e is on the right track... ... . 0 

I seem to be left 1lone when I 
don ' t w1nt to be .. .... . ..... .. . . .. 0 

I feel I c1n do whatever I 
want to. ... . ... . .. . ............ .. ... 0 

think clearly and creatively.. .. .. O 

feel like a failure ...... . ...... . . 0 

Noth i ng setffls very aich fun any more . 0 

like myself . . .. . .. . ..... ... ........ 0 

can ' t be bothered doing uything . . . 0 

feel close to people around 111e . .. . . 0 
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0 Not at all 
I OCCISionally 
2 Sc.e of the ti• 
3 Often 
4 All of the tiae 

I feel as though the best 
years of 11y 1 i fe are over ... . . . . . . . . . O 

Hy future looks good .. ... .... . ...... . O 

I have lost interest in other people 
and don't care about th•............ O 

have energy to spare. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

saile ind laugh a lot.. ..... .. .... . 0 

I wish I could chAnge sc.e parts of 
ay life ..... ... ....... .. ............. 0 

lly thoughts go around fn useless 
circles................. . .. ..... ..... 0 

I can handle any probleas that cc.e up 0 

My life se•s ,tuck in a rut .. ....... O 

I feel loved and trusted....... ..... . O 

I feel there aust be 5«-ething 
wrong with N. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 

Satisfied ... .. ... .......... .. ........ 0 

lonely.. ... .... . .. .... ............... 0 

free-and-easy .. ... .. ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

Cl11r-ht1ded . ...... ...... .. . . .. ...... 0 

Helpless . . .. .. ..... . ....... . . . . .... .. O 

lapatient. ... ......... .... . ...... . . .. 0 

Useful . .. . . . . . ..... ... . ... .. . ... . . . . . O 

Depressed....... . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . O 

loving ...... ..... .. . . ... .. ........... O 

Hopeless ...... .. .... ... ........ ..... . 0 

Optimistic ........... . ... ..... ...... . O 

Withdrawn.......... ....... . ....... .. . 0 

Enthusiastic.. . .. ............ .. .. .. .. O 

Good-natured... .. ... . .. . . ............ O 
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0 Not at a 11 
I fk<...i,,ono11y 
2 ~°""' of I he t >m<• 
J Ofl•n 
4 All of th• t ,me 

Discontent•d . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

ConfuHd.................... . ...... . 0 

Confident. .. . . . . .... ...... .. . ....... O 

Tense........................... .. .. o 

Understood .. . .. ........ . .. . .... . .... 0 

lnsigni f icont... . ..... ... . . . . . . .• . . . 0 

How do you feel about your life u a whole? (Circ le the 
approprit te n1110er) 

1. Terrible 
2. Very dissati s f ied 
) . Hostly d issa t isf ied 
4. Hi•ed about equally satisfied and dissat1s f 1ed 
5. Hostly satisfied 
6. Very satisfied 
7. Delighted 

Heat •re • number of sUtenents concern,ng personal attitudes. 
Decide whether etch item is true or fa ho t or you. and c,rcle 
the •pproprute letter . 

T. True 
r . ra he 

Before voting 1 thoroughly investigate the 
quallffc•tfons of •11 the candidotes .. . . .. ... . 

I never hesitate to go out of •Y way to ~elp 
sc.eone in trooble . ..... . ..... ... ... ..... . ... '. 

1 t is someti• es herd for • t o go on with "'Y 
work If I .. not encouraged .................. . 

I h•n never fntensely'dlsliked anyon• .... . .. 

On occu ion 1 have hid doubts •bout 11y 
ability to succeed in life .. ..... .. ....... . .. . 

1 sometl•s feel reuntful when 1 don' t get 
11y way ........ . ...... .. .......... .. .... ...... . 

I &11 • lways e&reful about ~ unner of dress . . 

Hy tab 1 • .. nnen It heat are • s good u when 
1 eat out in • resturant .............. ...... . . 
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1. 1 rue 
r. False 

If I could get into a movie without paying 
for it and be sure J was not seen , I would 
probably do ft. ........ ... ... ...... .... ...... . 

On a few occasions, I have gi ven up doing 
s0111ething because I thought too httl• 
of my •bil ity . .... .... . .. .. ......... . ........ . 

I like to gossip It t imes .. .... .............. . 

There have been t f.,es when 1 f e It 1 i ke rebe 1 I. 
ing against people ,n author ity even though 
I knew they were r ight ....... ....... . ....... .. 

No matter who I'" talk ing to, I 'm always 
• good 1 Is tener ............................. . 

I can r emenober "playing s ick" to get out 
of something . .... .. .............. . ........ . . 

There h•v• been occu ions when 1 took 
•dv1nt19e of someone . ...... ....... ..... , .... . . 

I 'm a !ways wi 11 ing to 1dmit it when I make 
• mistake ............................... . ... .. 

I always try to practice what I proch . . . .. . . 

I don 't find it particuhrly difficult to 
get al ong with loud 110uthed, obno•ious people. 

I sometimes try to get even, rather than 
forgi ve and forget .......... . ................ . 

When 1 don't know something I don 't ot 111 
mind adlnitting It ................. .. ......... . 

I am I lv1ys courteous, even to ~ople who are 
disagreeable ............ .... ............... . . 

At t iaes I h1,ve re•ll.v i nsisted on hav in9 
things • y own way ................. .... .... .. 

There h1vo been occuions when 1 felt l i ke 
s• ashf ng things ....................... . .... . 

I would never think of letting someone 
else be punished for 11y wrongdoi ngs . ... .... . 

I never resent being asked to re t urn ·• favour . 

I have never been i r ked when ~ople ••pressed 
ideas very different from 11y own ......... ... . 

I never .. ke I long trip without checking 
the safety of •y cir ......................... .. 
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T. True 
f. false 

There have been t i,-es when t w1s qu 1 te 
julo,a of the good fortune of othen .... . . .. . 

I have •llMlst never felt the urge to 
te 11 so,oeone off ... .. ... . ............... ... .. . 

I a11 sometimes irr itated by people who ask 
fa yours 'of ,ne , •...••. . .• , ••• •• ..••..•. .• .• .. 

I have never fe 1 t thit I was punished 
without cause ... .......... ......... .. ........ . 

I someti1ROS think when people have a 
•is fortune they only got what thty d•Hrvt·d .. 

I hive never deliberate ly said something 
that hurt SOIIM!One's feelings ........... . ... . . . 

Think ing about how yOAJ hoe felt in the last month, do •ny 
of thu e stateroents apply to you7 Circle YCS or NO as 
appropriate . 

feel useless . ........ ... ............ ....... . 

get tired for no reason .............•.... . .. 

ha•~ a good appetite .............•.......•. 

a• hopeful about the future . .. ............ . 

fee 1 that others would be better off if 
were dead .................. .. ............. . 

hive t roubh sleeping &t night ............ . 

th ink &bout 11yself • lot ................ • .. 

Everyday see,os exactly tM s ...... . .... . .... . 

Life see,,,. dull to 11e •• • ••••••••• • •••. • •••••• 

I .. usu• 11 y bored . .. ....•... . ... ...... .. .... 

In thinking of 11\Y life , I often wonder 
why I exist ...... ........ ...... . ........ . .. . 

he 1 down in the duaps .. .. . .............. . 

•••ke in the aorning feeling tired ....... . 

prefer to be by myself 110st of the ti~ . . . 

just don't see• to h•ve the energy to do 
things ... . ..... . ....... . . .................. . 
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Here art sme faces expressing variOAJs feelings 
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A B C D E F G 

Circle the letter of the face which CONS closest to upressing 
how you feel about yOAJr life as a whole ....... . 

Now we would like to ask you for soae lnfo,,..tlon which will 
us understand and Interpret the data froa this study. 

help 

In what yHr w re you born? ... . .....•.. ! I 
Are you Ml• or f_.1, . ................. .. . .. ... . . .. . •CJ 
Art you prtHntly .. rrltd, widowed , divorced, 
separated, or single? 

Mrrled ( Includes defacto) ...• . .. .•.. ...... 

widowed . ................. . . . ..... . ........ . 

divorced . .. ..••• . .••• . ..• . . . .•..•..•...•• . • 

separated . ••. ..•• . •• • • .•••• .. •....... ...• . . 

single .. ..•.•..••.• , ...•......... . .• . . .. . .. 

• • • • • 
If you had to Mke • choice, would y011 call yourself 
upper • iddlt class , • iddle-class , working clus, or what1 

upper-aiddlt clau .. ••.• •. . .••.••.•. .. .••. . 

• lddle-chss • ..• . ..•. •..•. ..•. ...•• •• . •...• 

wrking-class ••••. .• •• . •.. . .•....•..•.• ..• 
Other(speclfy) ____________ _ 

• D 

• 
Thank you very •uch for helping us wtth this project. We 
apprecltte y011 giving us your ti• e,and hope that y011 have 
found tM experience interesting . . 

If you have any cc-nts to .. ke abOllt this questionnaire, 
please do so here. 
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APPENDIX C: MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 
MEASURES OBTAINED FROM THE QUESTIONNAIRE, 
FOR COMMUNITY AND STUDENT SAMPLES 

MEASURE COMMUNITY STUDENT 

M SD M SD 

Hassles 66.661 42.615 63.157 32. 371 

Purpose in Life 101.642 17.232 107.146 12.672 

Locus of Control 74.579 9.838 82.000 9.358 

Assertiveness Anxiety 86.922 24.417 88.503 19.643 

Assertiveness Behaviour 109.071 20.559 108.572 16.448 

Life 1 4.883 1.070 4.999 0.855 

Life 2 5.017 0.887 5.075 0.898 

Life 3 4.945 0. 917 5.034 0.803 

Positive Affect 49.500 11. 832 51.969 10.368 

Negative Affect 21.942 12.953 18.975 10 .445 

Depression 3.983 3.332 3.127 2.764 

Faces 5.417 0.958 5.637 0.894 

Happy 4.867 1.053 4.938 0.864 

Social Desirability 15.871 5.392 15.205 5.270 
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APPENDIX D: INTERCORRELATIONS OF HASSLES WITH 
INTERACTION TERMS, BEFORE AND AFTER STANDARDISATION, 
FOR THE COMMUNITY AND STUDENT SAMPLES 

INTERATION TERM CORRELATION WITH HASSLES 

Before After 

Corrmunity Student Community Student 

Hassles x Locus of Control .97 .96 .02 -.21 

Hassles x Purpose in Life .93 .94 -.02 -.23 

Hassles x Assertiveness Anxiety .93 .93 -.26 .43 

Hassles x Assertiveness Behaviour .96 .95 -.02 .44 



APPENDIX E: INTERCORRELATIONS OF PERSONALITY VARIABLES 
WITH RESIDUALS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES, FOR 
COMMUNITY AND STUDENT SAMPLES 
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PERSONALITY VARIABLE CORRELATION WITH RESIDUALS 

Community Sample Student Sample 

Purpose in Life 
Life 3 .62 .55 
Positive Affect .67 .58 
Negative Affect -.74 -.58 
Depression -.70 -.59 

Locus of Control 
Life 3 .19 .37 

Positive Affect .26 .42 

Negative Affect -.37 -.46 

Depression -.39 .39 

Assertiveness Anxiety 
Life 3 -.27 -.26 
Positive Affect -.27 -.33 

Negative Affect .37 .32 

Depression .26 .29 

Assertiveness Behaviour 
Life 3 -.07 -.22 

Positive Affect -.32 -.31 

Negative Affect .22 .28 

Depression .22 .28 




