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An Evaluation of the Etiologic Role of .

Stressful Life Events in Psychological Disorders

Stressful life events have been associated with conditions rang-
ing from physical disabilities such as aﬁhletié injuries (Braﬁwell,
Masuda, Wagner & Holmeg, 1975) gnd.coronary heart disease (R&he, Romo,
Bennett & Siltanen, 197h; fheorell,'197h)‘to syﬁptcms’of psychological
distress . (Dohrenwend, 1973b; Myers; Lindenthal & Pe%per, 197h4) aﬁd

types of psychiatric disorder (Brown, 197k, Hudgens, 197k, Paykel,

"1974). Yet despite the growing accumulation of studies attesting to

the association between life events and iliness, eithér physical ox
mental, a number of éritical methodoloéical and conceptual issues do
not permit any clear answer to the basic questions regarding the
dmportance of the role these events pley in the etiology of éuch dis-
orders. j | .

In %heir incisive discussion of the inconclusiveness of the evi-
dence on‘this critical question, Dohrenwend & Dohrénwend (1974, Note 1)

pointed out three major reasons for the quandry. The first of these

concerned the study design used in most studies, namely comparison of

0

recent stressful life event histories between matched groups with and -

-without a specific disorder. As they indicate, "only studies of

cohorts of persons who difféi with respect to tbe nature and number
of stressfyl..life events experienced provide informationrabout‘the
magnitude of the risk that illness will ;ctually follow these events"
(Dohrenwend & Dohrenwénd, 1975, p. 7). While this stfategy has been

) .
attempted in some studies dealing with plysical health in non-patient
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populati?né (e.g., Holmes & Masuda, 1974), presentiy no research has been
published where this strategy has been eﬁployed in the study of types
of disturbed behavior and psychological impairment serious enough to
warrant intervention. |

However, before any definitive statement as to ‘the risk attacheé‘
to 1}fe events is mace, even when a prospective studyfdesign is used,
it is necessary to rule out tﬁe possibllity that different event
group cohorts do not éﬁffer in psychological or physical functioning
prior to the life events. .As Hinkle (1974) has damonstra:te,d in num-
erous Studies and othc;.r research h\;.; shown (e.g. Gersten, Langner,
Eisenberg, Fagan & McCarthy, Note 2 ), there'is considerable sta-
bility or consistency among individuals in the relative amount of
physical or psychological disturbance shown over time. Persons who .
féport exposure to diverse events may differ in later psychological
impairment simply because of pre-existing differences in behavioral
pathology. In other words, earlier behavior would, be associated with
later évents to ‘the seme degree as those events are associated with
later behavior. Such a condition ‘could arise‘bgcause the same array

of éocioéultural factors which have been consistently found to felate

to psychological disorder (c.f. Dohrenwend & Dohrenwend, 1969) may -

_also be central correlates of event exposure and/or reporting. In

fact, as shown by Dohrenwend (1973b) life event scores were signifi-
cantly correlated with social claés, sex, and ethnicity. Iife events.
end leter disturbed behaviors may correlate, therefore, because of

their common association with sociocultural factors, and only by con-
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,trolliz\lg for both initial behavior and sociocultu.ra.l factors cen the

potential etiologicel contribution of life events to later beha.v:ior

. be ascerta.n.ned

.

Additiona.l methodological 1ssuef require attention before such
a determina.tion could be made. Previous Yesearch has often relied on
event inventories where many of the events reported can as ea.sily be
construed as consequences ra.ther than causes of paethology (Dohrenwend,
197&). In order to draw clear inferences from relations between events
_a.nd‘ peychopa.tholog, it is necassary to avoid contamina.tion between ‘
the two variables (Mechenic, 1975) This is acniébéd by limiting the
event population sempled to occu.rrences independent of either the '
sub;]ect's psychia.tric cond:Ltion or physical health (Dohrenwend & ‘
Dohrenwend l97l+) ,\In .addition, events tapping physical illness or .
injury to the sub;ject should be kept separate or at a minimum beca.use

of the regularly demonstrated relationship between physical and mental

" health (cf. Lipowski, 1975).

Two final issues concern bthe conceptualization of the. a.ttribnte

or quality of. an event which imperts its stressfulness and the manner

. in which the attribute or quality i assessed, Holmes and Rahe's

¢
(1967) pioneering WOrk focused attention on the conceptiont tha.t a

. life event is stressfnl as a function of the change it introduces into

a person's usual e:ctivlties. However, cha.nge as the critical aspect
in determining Btressfulness of a 1ife event, irrespective of the
quality, specifically the decirability-undesirability, of the change,
has been questioned with regard to disturbed behaviors. Gersten,

Langner, Eigenberg and Orzeck (1974) found thet scores which reflected

“' .
N _ 5
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the undesira.bility of cha.nge rather tha.n s:unply change alone ShOWed.

' significa.nt]y higher correlations with most “types of d:Lsturbed behav-

2

lor in both ‘children and &dolescents. In addition, weighting the
events of change by the readjustment scores developeci by & pe.nel of
individuals; & technique introduced by Holmes & Rahe {1967), did not
produce a significant increment in correla.tlon.

The :l.ssue as to whether change per se or the und,esira.bility-
desira.bil:lty of the change is the critical dimension a.long which
stress is gauged is' often a reflection of underly:mg diverse theoreti-
cal ‘conceptions of stress (Mechanic, 1975). Viewing change as the
dimension of stress usuelly stemg fram a conception of stréss as &
nonspecific bodily response end the life event a8 & stressor (e.g.,

Belye, 1956; Levi, 1974). In contrast, the undesirability conception

. often arises from a theoretical perspective that pleges some emphasis

on stimulus parameters in its stress definition. Orienta.tions which

cansidér the properties of the stimulus acting on the individual very

from focusing on this stimulus as the stress itself to more ‘cox'nple:’c,
abstract notions which see this stimulus as only one component :Ln a
whole spectrum of intera.cting factors invol'v:ing the response, threa.t-
perception, a.nd .coping styles of the individual (Mason, 1975).

Investiga.ﬁions which compare the two conceptions with rega.rd to

the rela.tionshixx between life events and psychologlcag. illness have

@
immediate bea.ring, on which theqretical perspective 1s more fruitful
“in this ares, Wh:\il.e this paper is aligned with the orientations

which consider the properties of the stinmJns, it is recognized tha.t

.. 6 .-
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an undesirable life event when deemed stressful is simply a stimulus
with only the potential capability of producing pgycholbgical ill-
ﬁéss. Differences emong individuals in terms of their perception of
the undesirability. of an event, their coping and defensive styles are
some subject characteristics which could meke an event ré.nge‘fran* ‘
very stressful to non-stressful across peoplg:

Lo

The importance of individual perception in determining the stress-

‘ ful impact of & stimulus has been widely discussed (e.g. Cofer & Apley,

196%) end is en issue which requires consideration. For exemple,

Hinkle (1974) has reported on a phencmenon he terms "emotional insu-
lation" or the ability to experience major life changes w1th little
health effects in same People. Alternatively, this may bé seen as
the ability to perceive a change as not a chenge. For such persons,
their perception of an event has effectively rendered them & "zero"

or no change group with respect to the change dimension. It is of

" considersble relevance to the change conception of life events to

ascertain if such persons are similar in their illness behavior to
persons who actually experience no events. ) ' “
A"zerd" group of & different nature is also possible. While

researchers (e.g. Dohrenwend, 1973a; Geratén, et al., 1974) have

_exemined undesirability in terms of a balance between undesirabie and

esirable events on the assumption that the latter cances the effects
.
of the’ former, the small representation of desirable events on most
inventories has practically assured that such balance scores are

heavily weighted in the undesirable direction. In other words, true

balance or the Yzero" group produced when the number of desirable

7
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events equals and carncels the numbers of undesirable events has not

been investigated.

" Therefore, in order to clarify these issues regarding the "stress-
ful” nature of life events, the psychological status of clearly defined
graups who differ with respect to degree and undesirability of change
should be studied, with undesirability determined both by the pér-
ception or judgment of persons outside ané within the subject's

vironment.

In an ekfort to addresé the several methodological and theoretical
issues raised, this study will determine the overall level and types of
disturbéd behaviors shown by children who differ with respect to the
life evenﬁs which intervened between the original and follow-up inter-
views with their mothers in the course of a longitudinal study. Two
assessment points for the children's and adolescerlts' behaviors are
thus available, one prior to and one after the life events. Given
this and the array of sociodeéographic and familial variables on which
the childref have glsohbeen assessed (Eisenberg, Langner and Gersten,
1975) which permit examination and control for competing hypotheses 1;74
that pésit confounding relationships among life events, behavioral -
stability, and soclocultural factors, the etiologic role of life events
vfor psychological disorders 1s determinable. Thg life events studied
are 1ihi£ed to those outside of the child's and ddolescents’ control |
and/or independent of his psychiatric condition tp prevent contamina-
tion between the two sets of varisbles. The stressfulness of life

events will be examined both in terms of change and undesifability-

( . ' 8
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desirability to establish if the previous finding with regard to the
superiority of the latter iq predicting disturbed pehavioés, (Gérs%en,
langner, Eisenberg and Orzeck, 197h4) is supported. Additionally, the
desirability-undesirability and the change\impact of an event will be
assesséd both by external judges and by a person close tolthe subjectl
Groups clearly differentiate‘§:s to type and number of ‘events, in
particular thé three "zero" groups previously discussed, will be
studied to ascertain the risks attached to exposure to different
event types.
METHOCD

Sample °

The children studied ccmﬁgiséa a representative sample of 1,034
children aged 6 to 18 who were randamly selgcted fram a c:ossfsection
of Manhattan houséholds between 125th and Houston Streets. At Time I,
froam each health area designated by the City Planning Commiss%;n in
that section of the gity, a cluspgr of eight dwelling units was _
randomly selected, and every thiféieth cluster thereafter in the
health area was selected. All eligible families (i.e., those that
hed a child 6 to 18 years of age) in a cluster were then enumerated,
and a selection pattern was assigned to a cluster thay gave children

across clusters an equal probability of selection. This stratified

. pystematic cluster-sampling plan resulted in~a‘§am§le that was 56%

white; 144 black, 29% Spanish-speaking, and 1% other. Each age group
except the oldest comprised nearly one-thirteenth of the semple, and
males and females were fairly evenly distributed across the 13 age

¢ ) ; '

r
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groups. At Time II, on the average five years later, the sample was
- folJ:owed-up. Th‘e follow-up wes coﬁd.ucté% inksuch 8 manner a.s- to .
ensure consta.n.cy of the ethnic i)roportions ‘a.t both time points. This .
rule set a lower bound to the follow-up, sinée‘ma.ny of the Spanish-
speaking families hed moved out of the city end could not ‘be located.
A total of 732 families or '71% of the or‘ig;’mal Sf;.mple Fcons't;:itu:t;ed
the’ follow-up sample or the group of children for the longitudinal
study. The follow-up semple of 732 families did not significently
( -differ from the original sample of 103l families on any measures in

& Time I, nemely age and sex of children, demogrjb;pﬁiq'character:fstics,

_;na.rital a.nd parenting dimensions, -and child behavior dimensions. The

S ] follow-up sample thus represented an unbia.se‘d subsample of th;a orig-
inal semple. The children at Time II ranged frc;n early preadolescence

to early adulthood.

a

Procedure
Mothers in the selected. ho%useho]ﬁs were interviewed at both
points in time usin:; a structured questionnaire about the child and
the family. The Time I questionneire contained items concerning the -
child's behaviors and development, demographic characteristics of the

N

‘ - - family, qualities of the marriage and parents' personality, and behav-

- & :
lors and &ttitudes of the parents toward the specific child. The

_ Time IT q\ttnnaire covered those same eress and had additional

- " questions regarding intervening life events, The ethnic background

A

'(White, .Black, Spa.nish-spéak:ing) of the interviewer and respondent

. 9
were matched as much as possible., Since interviewing the families at

- : . o

-

N 10 | .
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each of the two points took more than a year to complete, the two.
tnterviews were not sepérated by five‘years in all cases!

Total impairment rating and disturbed behaviors. At Time I,

_a computer summary of the questionnalre 1nformation dealing only with

therchild's behavior (65% items) was used\by two project psychiatrists

to rate each child on a five-point total impairment rating scale
(T.I.R.) where one equalled.well or adnimal impairment and five
equalled severe impairment. The raw rating Aistribution of each

doctor was transformed into a standard score dlstribution. The reli-
ability coefficient for the average of two psychiatrists on this rating

was .84. Validity information for this rating was summarized earlier
(Iﬂnéner, Gersten, Greene, Eisenberg, Herson, & McCarthy, 197h).

" Also at, Time I and independeﬁtly from their psychiatric evalue-
tion, 287 chilﬁ behéwior items were factor analyzed%(oc}hogodel-vari-
max rotatioc) forming 18 dimensions using a -total of 2é2 items. Froam
the originai pool of 65U items some items wer;;?ﬁabﬁed because of low
frequencies or age-coctingencies‘while 200 otWfer items were collapsed
into a set of scores (mmber of fears; number of illnesses,retc.).The
correlations between the 18 factors and TIR were de?ermined, the aver-
age correlation being .30. The multiple correlaticn between TIR and
the set of 18 factors was .78. Six dimensions had zero-order correla-
tions above the average of .30 and together hed L multlple correlation
with TIR (R=.73) which was only slightly lower then that found when

all 18 dimensions were entered. For these reasons, these six dimen-
Eid ~ *»

‘sions will be used as the dependent variables of types of disturbed

behamﬂor qg% this study These six factors with items of, representaw
11 )
( ,

!
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tive content, their internal consistency relisbilities at both times

' and their Time I correlations with actudl TIR are given in Table I.

- ’ ¥

; , D(Ert\ja.ble 1 about here j
A ) i

To obtain the Time II measure of total impairment, a computer sim—

»

\ uiation techpique was employed. The simujation used introénced age-sex
{# standa.rdiza.tion into an earlier simulation model (see Gersfen, Langner,
Eisenbe;g & Simcha-Fagan, 1975). Briefly,‘the multiple regression equa-
tlon between the child factors and Time I TIR was obtained for €ach sex
in five age cohorts (618,.9—11, lleh, 15-16 and 174). The TIR gener-
ated for a particular child was by use of his age-sex, specific equation.
,The correlation in Time I between the distribution of actual TIR scores
and the distribution of simulated TIR scores generated by 10 distinct
regression equations was .81. The appropriate Time I age-sex set of
regression weighﬁb were applied to Time II factor scores to develop the
Time II TIR scores. The Time I continuous distribution of simulated
TIR scores was cut into the five-point scale driginally used by the
paychiatrists when rating so as to match the marginal frequenciesagf
those originally given by the average of the psychiatrists rating dis-
\ “tributions. These same cutting points were applied to the Time II dis-'
tribution. The TIR variable used in this paper will be either the
Time .I or Time II age-sex standardized simulated version.
While all of the above measures of disturbed benavior derive fram

the mothers' questionnaire information, the last index o; disturbed

behavior comes from & source independent of the mother, namely agency

12
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data. The records of the New York City Police Department, Faimily,

Court and .Specia.l ‘Services for Children Were searched with regard to -

each study, child. : If a ricord was found for a child it wa.s'coded in_
deta.:Ll W:Lth particular reference to del:anuent and cr:.m:Lna.l behavior.
After excludlng aJ_'l. entr:_es which dn.d not represent ;)uvem.le-sta.tus

w«*f:;’a.nd/or aduﬁ Low vmla:f" ions, a d1chotomous va.r:.a.ble -- del:.nquent-‘

cr:_m:ma.l ‘record versus no dellnquent-crlmlnal recort a.fter the_ Time I

1nterv1ew -~ was establ:.shed S
. ) - -
I,:Lfe event pccurrences During the Time II interview, & check-
S - :

°list of 26 events was asked of all mothers, which was introduced in

- L]

. : . : o -
the fo].'l.owing manner:  "There are many th:i_ngs that haeppen in the life

of a@chlld Some of these th:.ngs have a b:.g 1nfluence on his l:.fe s

%

aﬂ s die ake—avery 11tt1e difference. During the past five years,

L]

ha.ve anx of these th:.ngs ha.ppened in your famly"" Five of these 26

events were “dropped because of non-:l_ndependence from the, child's

t
R P o

psychologn.ca.l functioning. A quest:.on which askefd for spontaneous
commen‘gJ rega.rdlng a.ny cha.nge or event Wthh occurred produced only one ’

evenﬁvh:g{gh\\was not overla:pp:_ng with the former instances. An addi-

p g tional 12 events were obtained by a.'review of the gquestionnaire for

N

occurrences independent of the chlld' ; behavior within the five yea.r

<

:mterven:.ng period. Ea.ch event was Judged by three members of the
4 project staff as to-its undes1ra.b:rln.ty, desirability or amb:.gulty and

assigned to the category for which there was a consensus -among the

', reters. The 34 events with their undesirebility-desirabilify rating

(U-undesirable, D=désirable; A=ambiguous) are given below.

«- 13
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- 1: Mogher had severe illness or accident. ,
- 2. Father had severe illness or accident. - . “ : o

. " 3; Fa.m:. ha.d serious flnan&;:.a.l troubles. N o T Y
' - L4, Family fad to move. ’ i '
- 5!. " Parents divorced. N ‘ ,
- 6. Parents separated. )
, - 7. Mother remarried. .
’ - 8. Father remarried. ’ . . L . . !
'~ 9. New birth(s) occurred in family.
- 10. Death(s) occyrred in family. . q S v
- 11. Any sibling(s) left household. '
~

- 12, Child had severe illness or accident.
- 13. Child changed schools. .
- 14, Mother's health worsened. . . S
- 15. Mother's health improved. - L

- 16. Mother's moods, feelings about life in genera.l Worsened.,
- 17. Mother's moods feelings a.bovut life in genera.l improved.

Father's health worsened., :

- 19. ’Fa.'t;her s hea.lth improved. '

- 20, Father's moods, feelings about l:Lfe in genera.l worsened.
-'21. Father's moods , feelings about life in general improved.
- 22, Child a victim of violence (mugging, _ra.pe , robbery). |

- 23. Sibling(s) dropped or flunked out of school.

- 2. Sibling(s) in trouble because of drugs.

.- 25, Sibling(s) been arrested. . N
- 26. Sibling(s) been institutionalized. : : : T !
- 27. Mother been institutionalized. B R | ]
- 28. TFather been institutionalized. '

o : -

- 29, Mother in therapy. B _
- 30. Father in therapy. ) ’ . : X
- 31. Sibjing(s) referred for therapy. "

- 32,  Husband unemployed status made it hard to feel warm and 1gv:ii1g to chi
- 33. Mother unemployed status made it hard to feel warm and loving to chil

- 34. Mother job trouble mede it hard to féel warm and loving to child.

CGGPgh'#GC}rC}GGGCYUC:UC:UGU‘C&PGPC&PGG'GGPG/G'C}
1
&
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. I.ife e\}ent' measures. The obgectlve change score-was the tota.l

of 't;he 3h events listed above. " The obaectlve undes:Lra.ble score was
~the sum of the 23 undes:Lra.ble events within the 3k, For the f:Lrst

{
13 evelnts' on the l:Lst an evalua.tlon of the :unpa.ct of the event was

obtalned f.rcnr the mother. ’I.‘he SPeCILflC question asked, if the event

~ had occurred was "hcw did this a.ffect X (the’ stud,y chlld)? Very

’

. 'ba.d_'ly badJy' not too much nct ‘at a.ll or helped« ha.m?" A set of

scores reflect:l.ng 'the perceptlon of the event by a person close sto.
S . '

the- ch11d wes 't;hen developed and labeled subaectlve scores. The sum .

of all events from the 13 a.ss:Lgned to the very ba.d.ly badly or not

: too much ca:t;egorles constltuted the subaect:we undes:.ra.ble score,
. where the first two des:Lgna.t:Lons received a welght of two a.nd the
.. th:.rd a we:Lght of one. The subaectlve no-change score was the total

- of all events perceived as affecting the child not at all. The sum

of all events which the mother perceived as helping the child com-

. prised the Eu‘bjective desire.ble score. The simple sum of these 13

events was the restricted objective change score.

!

Iife event groups. In order to contrast people clearly different

in the type of events to which they were exposed, five mutually ex-

clusive groups were deweloped from the subjective and restric‘bed

. objective change score imgthe following manner. The subjective

desira.ble group (S. Des.) was coxﬁposed of subjects for whom all events
in the restrlcted objective change list were perceived as desirable

by ‘bhe mbther. In other words the restrlcted ob,jective cha.nge score -
equalled the sub,jective desirable score for this group. When all

-

¥
15
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not affecting the child at

all, or the restricted objective change score equalled the subjective

»no-change score, the subjects were assigned to the subjéctive non-

/’\‘;Ezﬁge group (S. ‘No-Chg.) Subjects\whose subjective undesirable and

supjective desirable scores cancelled each gther constituted the sub-

jective balance group (S. Bal.); To ensuré that the undesirable ,

+ group actually reflécted exposure to high undesirable events, i.e.

the very.badly and badly categories rather than the mild and somewhat.

ambiguous category of not too much bad affect, only subjects whose

subgectlve undesirable score exceeded the restricted obgectlve chénge

by one or more units were assigned to the subjective undesirabl@*

group (S. Undes.). The fifth mutually-exclusive group was the objec-

) — )
tive non-change group (O. Nofchg.) made up of subjects whose restricted

objective change score equalled zero or none of the 13 events hed

occurred in the five-year interval.

exposure to either a large number of 1ife-event changes:J

In order to further clarify if

or a large number of undesirable events as objectively deter-

mined produced a significant increment in risk for pathology, two

edditional groups were developed. These two groups were not mutually

.

exclusive of éither each other or'the five earlier groups, in other

words there was overlap in people among one of these two later groups

and one of the mutually exclusive groups, except for the fifth or

objec;ivé non-change group. One of these two groups was & high =~ |

= . objective change (HL 0-Chg.) group which consisted of persons whosé

scores on the objective change measure were at least one standard

deviation unit higher than the sample mean of that measure.

-

The other

v

/
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subaects scoring at or a.bove one- standard unit from the sa:nple mea.n
of the objective undes:.ra.ble score. Thenwnber of cases, mea.n, |

-standard de'v18-‘b.10n a.nd ra.nge of the mumber of events fo:s ea,ch of these

«
-

seéven gro_ups are g:.ven in Table 2.

o

4 - " . . -~

Insert Table 2 about here

LY . .
- €

Sociel end femiliel variébles; The child's socioeultural miliew - -

-

was a.Fsessed by variables:in three sets; socio—demogra.phlc, pa.renta.l
end pa.rent-chlld. The development and cha.ra.cteristics of these va.ri-
e N .ables are presented in detail in two prior publ:.catlons (Eisenberg,
I.angner & Gersten, 1975, La.ngner, Gersten, Eisenberg, Greene & Herson, .
in press) e.nd, for the sa.ke of brevity, are smmna.rized here. The '
soe:.o-demogra.ph:.c variables are 11 of 45 sich va.ria.bles -which showed
“a ignifica.nt unique contribution to four. neasures of beha.v:ior end’
. : 1@5 ent. They include oge, sex, tWo Ay - ~coded variables for
. “the: three ethnic groups, mother s education, monthly‘ rent, .
) ‘ Welf‘a.re status, number of sddvesses in New York City,xmnnber of ch:Ll-_
| dren in the famil'y, ch:n.ld a.lwa.ys in care of natural mother, and numbex\
‘of .na.tura.l parents in home. “The parental set was comprised of eight
' . o ' factors obta.:lned v:ia. fa.ctor ané.]ysi‘s of questionnaire items dealing’
: 'with pa.renta.l persona.lity and marital qua.lities. They were isola.ted
pa.rents, unha.ppy marriage, mothe.r‘s physical and emotiona.l i].l.ness,
mother 8 economic dissa.tisfg.ction, pa.rents' quarrels, unleisurely

- pa.rents, traditiona.l ma.rria.ge, and une.fi‘ectiona.te marriage. The .

| o 17 o
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parent-child set of factors dealt with parental behavior end attitudes
toward the study child. The five factors obtained vie factor enalysis

of such items were parents cold, parents punitive, mother:traditional-

" yestrictive, mother supportive-directing, and mother excitaeble-rejec- .

.

ting * : P : -*‘J.‘;? . %
Event Groups

4

-

The cliildren considered seriously gisturbed and in need of inter-
vention were those ra.ted ‘e.s 1+ .or S, i.e. ma.rked]y or severely impaired,
on the total- mpa.:n.rmen% ra.t:mg or TIR (Langner , -Gersten, Elsenberg,
Greene , Herson & McCarthy, 1971+). To ascertein if the five mth,a.J_'Ly
exclusive event groups were significantly Associated with rates of
future serious imﬁairment (4 end 5 cages = Lt), a Chi-squa.re' was done
on the frequency of bt cé’.Ees ir; Time I‘I.., ' Tp rule out the possibility
that differential ra.tes existed pr:’ror. to the.evenﬁs, a Chi-square was
performed on the Time T bt tfrequenc:ies of the five groups. Chi-square
was also used to determine if the number of children with a delinquent-
cr:i.mina.l record after the Time I interview significa.ntly d.iffered by
the event groups. One-way unweighteq,-mea.ns analyses of variance in

vhich the five exclusive event groups formed the independent variable

Wvere done for each of the six disturbed beha.v:ior dimensions in both

- Time I and Time II 1;0 ascerta.in if the ty'pe of event-exposure wa.s

associated with different disturbed beheviors. The alpha level selec-
ted for these Anova's was .Ol. - The 4+ frequencies a.nd percentages,

means, &nd results of all analyses at both times are given in Ta.ble 3.

18
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In addition, the L+ frequencies and meens are presented in Table 3 for

-

b .~

.Ihsert Table 3 about here

The results in Ta.ble 3 ind.ica.—te tha.t rates of serious psycholog-.

o

ical mpaiment and the means of mentation problems, fighting and

dellnquenCy a.t the' follow-up pOint significa.ntly differed by. the event

groups. The mea.n delinquency scores and serious impa.iment ra.tes of
‘the evenﬂ,m’;mlps however , &lso ‘were significantly different at Time I
prior to the events, While there was no significa.nt differenece smong
the event group means on mentation problems end fighting at Time I Bsr
there was at Time II, this lack of Bignifica.nce was primarily due to'

the larger within-group variance at the eq.rl'ter time. If the between-

groups verience found at Time I was test:ed using the Time II within-

grou}_;s veriance, significant differences among the means at Time I
would occur. The event groups did not significantly differ at Time II
with regard to the means on conflict with parents, regressive anxiety, '

end isolation or ‘the rates of agency recorded ‘delinquent-criminal

vehavior.

For those impairment veriables where .an overall ;simifica.nt effect

was noted, eilther a set of pa.irwise Chi-squa.res or Scheffe‘s technique

for a posterioi comparisons was a.pplied to locate the a.ctua]. groups
which differed. For the .two d.istu.rbed 'behavior dimensiona significa.nt

on]y at Time II, the significant\ pairwise mean comperisons a.lways

-
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involved the subje;tive-undesi#able group as one of the groups. In
the case of'mentation problems,' this group was significahtly more
disturbed fhan_the subjective naeéhange groub. The same contrast was ;
also significent for fighting, b;:}t, in addition,ﬁ:bjecpive no-
change group“;”showed significantl& less fighting than the subjective
unde;irable group. In other words, fhe only sighificantncbhtrasts for
both fighting and mentation probléms at Time II were between the most
extreme groups; i.e. the subjeetive updesirable group evidencing most
pathology and the no-change groups the least ﬁgthology. .

With regard to the variables which significantly differed among

, v
the event groups at both time points, the significant comparisons
- ¥

again involved the subjective undesirable groups. This group had

signifécantly higher rates of serious impairment at Time II than each

of the other four groups. At Time I, the subjective undesirable group

‘had significantly higher impairment rates onlyiwith respect to the

objective np-change group. The delinguency means significantly dif-
fered at Timé II onl& between the subjective undesirable group and the
~

subjective desirable group. These two groups also significantly dif-
fered at Time I, and in ;ddition the subjective undesirable and the
objective no-change group &iffered. ' | ‘

in general, then, the subjective undesirable gfoup»was at greatest
risk of pathology.on these disturbance variables. In factc, it evidenced
the same pattern even on variables whe;e no sigﬁificént effgct was
féund. However, and more critically, the higher scores "of these sub-,

12

Jects on jevel and types of disturbance existed prior to their event

/ 20
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-exposure; that later type of event exposure having served as the basis

for classification dflperSOns into the groﬁps. Both of the no-change
groups, whether objectively or subjectively defined, evidenced least
pathology, but did so both before end-after event exposure. The sub-

jective no-change group showed levels of impalrment almost equivalent

.

" to the low levels displeyed by the objective no-chiange group, despite

i

the fact that they hed experienced one to four events which the objec-

tive érodp hed fiot expegienced. » ’
The issues regarddng smount of change vs, undesirability and sub-

Jective vs. ijective assessmedts of stregs were addressed fu:fher by

the c0ntraéte of the subjective undesirable:group with the high objec~

. tive-change and high objeetive'undeeirable g}bﬁps re::getively. The

high objective-change group were exposed to three tinmes as mahy-events
on the average as the subjective undesirable group, yet On_most‘Feap
sures the scores of the two groups were wdthin tenths-of-alpoiﬁt of
each other. The largest difference noted, in fact, was the nearly 4%
greater rate of the objective no-change with respect”to the delinquent-
criminal record veriable. Similerly, while the high objective-undesir-
dble group hed experienced a greater average number of undesirable
events, but as objectively defined, then the subjective undesirable
group (5 vs. 3 resﬁectively), the rates and means of fhe two groups

across the set of disturbence varisbles were remarkably similar.

Event Scores

Relations with digturbed behavior.

The prior results with the

évent groups pointed to a number of conclusions that required further

& -

+

o : (
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testing. The.first was that undesirabildty'of an event as subjectively
assessed was as powerful in relation to psychological 1mpairment as

I3

total. dbjective change or undesirable change as objectively determined

- even though both of the latter involved a greater range and number of

events., The second was that, in many instances, differences in behav;
iOral pathology amoné people aftef exposure to different events
appeared to stem fram continuity of preexisting differences in such
pathology. Additional insight into these questions was obtained by

determining the correiations between the various event scores and

‘disturbed behaviors prior to and after the events. These correlations

and the variances of the event scores are given in Table L,

Tnsert Table L4 about here
, .

HThe pattern of correlations in Table L is.one of neakvassociation
between eny event score measure and disturbed behaNiors at both time
points. Using the t~test’ for difference in non-independent correlatians
(McNema.r, 1969), and an alpha level of .0l, it Wé.s found that no event
score measure showed a significant difference between its Time I and

Time II correiations with any measure of disturbed behavior. In other

- words, nohe of the 36 comparisons between the correlations of an event

score with disturbed behavior prior to and after the events'resulted
v @

in & significant difference. "When the correlations of the subjective

undesirable Bcore and any disturbed behavior in Time II were compared

with either the respective correlations of the objective total change

2
gcére or the objective undesirable score, using the sdfie t-test tech-

| o .
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nique, again no significant /differences were found. The total change.
score evidenced no signifi an£ly different, ?n particular greater, .
correlation wifh any distﬁrbedwbehawior dimension than did the objec-
tive undesirable or subjective undesirable scgres with those behaviors.
Yet the total change score had nearly twice the variance as either'oé
the other scores, ‘For all practical purposes then; since all the
comparisons between these three scores'did not resuit in a single sig-
nificent difference in correlation with Time II behaviors (or, in

fact, with Time I behaviors), the correlations of these event measures

with disturbed behaviors may be considered equivaleﬂ%i

Relations with social and faﬁilial variables., The correlations

' emong each of the six event score measures and the 22 sociodemographic :
and familial (parental and parent-child factor55 variables were cal-
culated éﬁ both times. Ond& correlations.significan% at.the .05 level
or better (r>.07) were ¢onsidered and the pattern of signif;cant cof-

relation across the social and femilial variables for each event score

is presented in Table 5.

Insert Table 5 about here

One first notes upon inspection of Table 5 that each of the event-
écores evidenced a substantial number of significant cdrrelamions with
the social and familial variables. The largest number of significant
and strongest correlations were seen for the objective total change
and undesirable scores. At least 50% of the social and familial vari-

ables were significantly correlated with these scores at bofh time

: | ' 23
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‘ ' N\
; ' points.  The subjective undesirable score showed nearly the same
level and mumber of *significa.nt correlations. These ’three scores, the
objective change, objective undesirable and sub,jective undes:u'a.ble ,
were correlated with. these varisbles at both times :ln the same direc-
tion. Thus, the number of total objective events, total objective '
undesirable. events or subjectively assessed undesira.‘ble events was
greater for families on Welfare, femilies with fewer natural parents,
gredater mmber‘of children, and more a-dd.rpases in New York City. In
eddition, higher scores on unheppy maerriage, mother's emotiona) ill- —
ness, unlqisureiy'pa.rents, and mother's econamic dissatisfaection were
associated with higher séores on these three event measures at both
t:lmes. The objective undesirable ?.nd change scores were also sig-
I;ifica.ntly rela.téd at both times to hiéher-scores on una.ffectionatg
ma.rriage , parents cpld and mother excitable-rejecting. )

As an interesting side]ight it was noted that the 1a.rgest single

<
correlation foun\d between any one cgf these three event scores and a

- ¢
social or familial variable involved mother's physical end emotional
illness. The objective undesirable score showed a.sigpificantly greater
correlation campared to the other two scoreg with this measure of the |

: mother's psychological disturbance at Time II but not Time I. The

size of this correlation (r = .L2), which was so much greater then any

noted when the child's behaviors were ‘the dependent m%&bles, is of
course inflated by-the fact that for the mothe:r the events sampled
were not independent of her psychological functioning or physical

health, °*
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The subjec%ive-desirable score, while evidencing fewer significant
‘correlations with the social and familial veriables, was correlated
with these variabies in the same ddrection as the three scores just
discussed; In contrast, the objective desirable and subjective no-
change scores showed, in®general, & pattern,of correlation of opposite
directionality to the four other scores. .Mdre objective .desirable
‘esents occurred and more events were a;sessed as constituting no-change
as mother's education, monthly rent and parental leisure activities
increased, while mother's traditional-restrictiveness decreased. -

In all, the event scor€s, in particular the undesirable ;nd total
chgnge scores, show substantial correlations with a mumber of social
and famillal varlebles. of particular importance, the measures of tne

. social-familial milieu antecedent:-to the events are related to the
‘E.E\occurrence of the events. While of less critical importance, the two .

sets of variables are also assoclated when assessed simulteneously..

Contrlbution of events, Six hierarchical multiple regressions

were done in which one of the six disturbed behavior dimensions at

pime II was the criterion or dependent variable. For each regression,
the set of event variasbles was entered into the equatdon for.the depend-
ent variable only after the contribufions_pf the soeial-familial vari-

ables and initial behavioral disturbance were controlled. Since there

h were 22 secial-familial variables at each time point plus two age

determinations and sex for & total of Y7 varlables, reduction of this
variable complex was the first task. Vvariables within each set, the

sociodemographic, parental and parent-child, were limited to those

20 -
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which had m;ae & significent unique contribution of 1% variance (i.e.
when all other independent variables were controlled) to the predlc- '
tion of any child behav;or at either tﬁme point The 32;Variables
which remained after thls reduction-process were formedxinto five n
variable sets., These flve sets were camposed of the following'Vari-
ables and entered into the regressgon equation 1n the following order-
Set 1) 3 variables - Tame I-and II age,rsex, Set 2) 12 demographic
variables - Spanish ve. Other, Black Vs, Other,'Time I'%yd Time II
measures of Mother s Eduecation, Monthly Rent, Number of’ Natural&?arents,
Number of Children, Number of Addresses in New York City;. Set 3) 6
Parental factors --Time I end Time II measures of three of eight paren-
tal factors, namely Mother's Physical and Emotional Ill;ess, Parents'
Quarrels, Traditiona; Marriege; Set 4) 10 Parent-Child variables -
Pime I.and Time IT measures on all five parent-child factors; Set 5)
1 Behéﬁdor variable - Time I essesament on behavior‘dimension.of pqrticé
ular criterion variable. .

4

" The sixth or final set entered into the regression was the event

score set. The intercorrelations among the six measures are given in

Teble 6. Due to the high level of intercorrelstion emong & number of

Insexrt Table 6 about heré

. -

the event scores, their similar relationships o both initial behavior

and social-familial variables, and the neceesity to keep the number of

L

predictor variables at a reasonable size, four of the six event scores

&
were pelected for the set, The four were the objective undesirable

- -

t

=6
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- and desua.ble seores, the sub;jective desirable and su’ogective no-cha.nge

scores. 'l'hese four. variables well represented the ra.nge and evelua-.
tion of events wh:Lle at the seme time kept : ia.ble redunda.ncy a.t :

“14.

mimmum, S0 mdividua.l va.ria.bles coﬁ%ributions could be adequately

a.ssessed if the set significantly contributed to the - equa.tion. S:ane _
the contribution of the event fet is the relevant issue for this paper,
the only concern a.t hand wasg the amount of variance accounted for in a.
particula.r measure of disturbed behavior before and a.fter the :Lntro- .
duction of the event set to the equa.tion, a.fter all other relevait
varia.bles were controlled or the other five sets had been entered, In.
other. words, did the a.dditio‘ri of the event' set -resuit in o.mea.ningful |
increment in predicted variance in a specific disturbefbeha.v:Lor" The
criter:Lon a.dopted was not a statistically significant 1ncrement at the
.01l level, since an unmeaningfu.l miniscule améunt of variance could
_produce this result due ’co the large sample size.: ‘I‘hus, the criterion
was tha.t a set add at least 1% variance to the regression, a m:.nima.]_'l.y
meam.ngf‘p.l increment. The results of the hierarchica.l mu.'Ltiple regres-
sionS'a.re presented in Table '_7. The va.riance percenta.ges are based on
'the shru.nken 'Rlz, i.e. the squared multiple correla.tion corrected by

- ‘the number of predictor variahles.

Insert Table 7 about here

T

‘Tt was found as seen in Table 7 that the set of event scores aid -
not add one percent varia.nce to the nru.ltiple regression for a.ny of the

six disturbed behavior dimensions, For ‘four of the, six dimensions, -,

27
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Menta.tlon Problems, Conflict with Pa.rents F:Lghtlng and Del:.nquency s

'bhe event scores made a un:xque veriance contribution of zero to 't;heri

“ v [ - -
. -

pred:l.ct:.on equa:bn.on. When the progress:.on in add:.t:n.on of- sets wa.s

A

: exam:.ned in order “to a.scerta.ln a.'t; wha.t po:.nt in 't;he regress:n.on thet .

pred:.c:t:.ve power of the event scores d:Lm:m:Lshed to J.nconsequent:.al
had been entered a.nd controlled, In othérnwords, controls for age,

sex, demogrephic and parental varisbles were sufficient to mullify
. . : . o &

" any meaningful contribution from the event scores.

L]
-

DISC‘USSION
'l’he quest:n.on central to this mvest:.ga.ﬁ:.on of l:.ge ‘events was. 4
whether such events pla.y an etiological role with respect to psycho-
logica]: disorders in adolescents and young adults, Wh:tle the ma.ny

) i - ! - . ’h iy - '
associations found in earlier studjes between such events and psycho-

P

logical disturbance suggested a.potential affirmative answer to this -

question, a host of metnodologicaI issues required careful attention

N v

It is an axiom at the heart of research th%t if scme concept has
.

an importent ‘effect’on a phenomenon, then greater methodologi¢al rigor

- and control should be more :l:lkely to demonstrate that effect. Yet, in

'genera.l each spec:.fz.ca.tn.on a.nd control underta.ken in th:Ls research

?

‘with respect to the l:.fe events - psycholog:.ca.l d:Lsord.er rela.'t;:Lonsh:Lp

' wea.kened the importance a.t't;a.ched to that associa tion.

In. the ea.rl':'Ler study by Gerste’n et. a:l'. (1974) which studied life

even'ﬁs in relation 't;o.shorter, less reliable subseales of the full

'levels > it was found that it occurred when only the first three sets .

A

E] o
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dmensa.ons stud:;.ed heére, the a.ssocia.tlons found were stronger. An
additional weakness in the prev:wus study was the confounding between
- ‘ . . the.mdependent varisbles of life event measures and the disturbance
mea.sures. Altho{:éh_the number of confounded events were minimal, they
- : .- wefe critical when seen in the Iight’of weaker correlations w]:‘x\e“n,theJ /
! - event pppuJ.atiSh was ;broa.dened and the :ie.pendent vbaria.bles‘werev more
psycﬁom‘etric‘:el.}.y sound, .
' | ' The proposition thet undesirability rether than change is the
| inere productive opera.tionwél approach to aseeesing the stressfulness
ef J_"i.fe eVEnte in relation “to psychological disorders was further sub-
stantiated. In-ho case did the'f simple amount of change relate to a
significa.nﬂy greater risk or level of dis’cu.rbance. Undesirability e.s
subjectively assessed was pa.rticula.rly powerful, resulting in associa-

»

tions and différentia.ﬁion in risks for behavioral pathology as strong

';a.'s those found when a greater nmmber of Objectively defined changes or

" undesirsble events censtituted -the ex‘posu:pe.' The imporfance of the A

Derson'’s perception in determining the stress value o}‘ !a,n event was
further 'reini‘orced by the fact that persons v.vho saw a.n‘ event as nbt.
constltu.ting a threa.t showed no d:.fference in beha.pora.l disturbance

’ fran persons whp experienced no events at a.].'L Flna.]_'ly, exposure to
the same average amount of events but a ba.i"La.nce in those events between

desirable and undesirable rather ‘than strictly the latter type of. .

event was associated with lower levels of disturbance.

However,‘ these issues regarding the conceptualization and assess-

ment of the stress impact of an event diminish in. signifi_ca.nce when

! L4

29




. e

L ERIC

PR
P N

Y

Events and. b_isorders

| | 29

placed in the context of the further findings, One of the most strik-
ing results of this study was tha.t disturbed beha.v::.ors and total degree

—vi'*’,n

o:f psycholog:u.cal :anaa.ment p_rlor to the events Was usua.lJy as strongly

. related to the types and q,uantity of events as the evehts were to later‘ |

'1d'gnt1cal mea.sures of dlsturba.nce. Over the average :ﬁ‘:-._ve-yea.r inters

val separating the two interviews while the children end a.goiescenj:s
in general shoved decreased levels of regressive enxiety, me’nt.ation
;éroblems a.nd. isoia.tion, they showed constant or :i.n'creasing levels of
aggressive beha.v:Lor, namely fightlng , conf]ict with parentg, end delin-

quency. (Gersten, ILangner, Eisenberg, S:.mcha.-Fa.ga.n, and, McCa.rthy,

'Note 2 ) Yet the event scores evidenced no greater correlat:Lons

with the types of beha.v:oral dlsturba.nce which increased over time

than with the type wh:.ch decreased. . 'The event scores were also con-

s1stent in that they rela.ted to both the pre- and post-measures of

types of d:.sturba.nce which increased or decrea.sed.
It is highly unl:.ke:l;y that this pattern of correlation between

events and disturbance could be a.scrlbed to the common respéndent,

‘the mother, for the measures. While stafb:.l:l.ty or - consistency was .

found for these beha.v::.Ors, the correeﬂ;ed stab y ‘coefficients ranged ,

! Msy

from .50-.70, leaving conszdera.ble rooni fbr va.ria.bz]ity in behaviors.
‘.Ehe mother reported on both beha.v:Lor a.nd the :s.nte:wem.ng events at

the fo].’l.ow-up po:n.nt. But if her knowledge of the events colored her

perception of the behavior or her Imowledge of the beha.vior affected

.hér reca.].l and report of the events, it is stretch:n.ng beyond reason

-qﬁ.'e’"”

v

,presume these same processes accmmt for the relationships between
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+ the ev'ents and beha.vior prior to their occurrence.. In a.ddition, when
"mother s report, a.gency-recorded del:r.nquent—cr:.mnna.l behavior after

the time of the :m:Ltla.l :Lnterview, no s1gnif1ca.nt d.:.fferences in the

" rates of such recorded beha.v:ior were found by types of event exposu.re.

. characteristics of this life situation are nany a.nd may in any individ-
économic stending, querreling and _unha.ppy,j_:a.rents, ‘puhitive parents,

'cons:n,dered stressful processes to which the child is 'rather consist-

certain social status characteristics of the life situation may result
" an explanatory link betWéeh the well-documented social status and
. psychological disorder reletionships (Dohrenwend end Dohremvend, 1969).

‘In like mamner, other difficult life situation characteristics .conld’

_ an unheppy marriage results in guerrels or divorce, an emotionally and.

K ' . . o Events and Disordex"s
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~

& varla.ble of da.sturba.nce wa.s studied which was :Lndependent of the

LB

On the g&SlS of the results, the explanation for.the correlation
between events and disturbed behaviors at both times appears to lie
in anothexr direction. Events occur in an ongo:.ng life s1tua.t10n. The
ual child's case consist of long-stending difficulties, as impoverished’
a chronica.]_'l.y 311 mather, end so forth. These difficulties may be
ently exposed. L:.fe events a.re, for the most part, d.:.screte occur-
rences which happen in the ' text of those processes.

Tt has been hypothesized by others (e.g. Dohremwend, 1973) that

in higher exposure to events, ia.pd this higher exposure could serve as

produce certa.ir{ occurrences labeled as events or changes. For example,

physically mother has another operation or is institutionalized, cold

perents could result in a sibling leewving home or-being arrested, or

s
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living in a low rent a.reai.enh'a.nces the chances of becdmirié a v:ictimao'f
crime. A majority of the social and familial varisbles used to charac-
~ terize the-_ehi-ldren':'s and a.doleseents ' life situation were significantly

4

correlet'ed with the later decurrence of changes ox events. Since they'
@on‘ﬁinue as a.spects of I‘bhe life situation th;,oﬁghout the followﬁp .
N
iﬁterval or are what we termed stressful pxl'ocesses, it would be expected
that they would Be correlated yrith events 'bh:roughetfb the course, The
issue thus beco }Es whether these measures of ché.nges er events centrib-
ute anything to the explanation of psycho:bogica.l d:.sorders above and
,beyond'tha.t efforded by the social-familial milieu. The results of the
multiple “regressi'on analyses were resoundingly negative, The event
scores- did not make a m:m:l.mally mea.n:mgi‘ul contribution to eany dimension
©ofr dlstu.rbed beha.v:xor a.fter control_ling for the stressful processes in
the child .and a.dolescents' life situation. .
Thus, the competlng hy‘pothesis which posited the events-psycholog:.cal
: djg::ﬂ}er associa't;ion as a confounded relationship recej.vecl,%strong support.
Events related to disorders in.this study because both are related to
a.spec'ts;;of the environment conceived as ;tressﬂil processes. Invfa'ct,
it can be seriously questioned as to whether scores based on checklists
of changes or events in a person's life are inefa.ct mea.eur'ieg the sep-
erate, dist.’fnct variaeble called changes or evente‘ in life conditions.
In the multiple‘ regree'sion analysis, controls for certain demographic_
and parental, i.e. mother's personality and marital qualitles, a.spects.
of the child's and a.dolescent's life situation were sufficient to de-

crease the predictive strength of the set of life event scores to non-

meaningful levels, This suggeste that life event measures may deri've

~
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.their a.ssocia.tive strength for psychological disturba.nces because they

“‘tap\ in a crude way the long-sta.nd.ing dlfficulties or stressful proces- s '

ses of the ]_’Lfe situa.tlon.

One is meth-

.

Two interi)reta.tlons for these resu_'l.ts can be given.

odologica.l and assumes the rea.sona.bleness of the life change event-

‘-.

: psycholog;Lca.l disorder mrpothe“Ss.s and thus - concludes that the mdepend-

by the measures in this studv. The events used dlffered from those in °

. most I;revious investigations in that all events wh:.ch overlapped with

psychological disorder were removed. The scores reflecting quality of .

an event were both su‘b:jectively and ob;]ectively a.ssessed.A The occur-

-

" rence of the events however, was assessed over a cons1dera.ble time

interval and a.ctua.l t:une of occurrence was not add.ressed However, it
is difficult to see how restriction of the time span and dating of an
event would in any wey affect.the correlations of those events with ]
prior, pre-existing pa.thology and with the. soc1a.1 and fa.mil?,é. env1ron-
ment fa.ctors. ©

The implica.tions of the methotlological explanation are extensive.

It poses a critical assessment problem for the ‘entire resea.rch\ a.rea.,

nemely how is change to be measured in an a.lterna.tive fa.sh:.on. \It is &

‘problem certainly. not conf:.ned to this checkl'i.st or. these measures or

to the examination of psychological illness. Sarason,de Monchaux, &
Hunt (1975) raised the issue as to what the measures rea.lly reflected
for the life change event scores derived from the schedule of recent

experience (SRE) used by Rahe and’ his associates in extensive regearch

[y
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on physicel illness (see Rahe, 1975). I;Ihile Rahe (1975) asserts that
his instrument and its derivea scores do measure an independent dimen-
'sion of recent life stress, his investigations have not examined Them
simultaneously and comparatively with the dimension of stress concur- .
. rent with those events, stressful processes in the life situation. Ic
a similar fashion, previous investigations into the intervenlng, egplan- o
atory role prov1ded by life events for social status differentials in ’
ot . o psychological disorder (e.g. Dohrenwend, 1973b; Myers, Idndenthal and
Pepper, l97h) have neglected the fact that indlviduals simultaneously
occupy numerous stressful social statuses and are involved in many
stressfﬁl processes corrélated only moderately with’those statuses.
: ‘ The second interpretation, and the one which appears more llkely
in the light of ‘the methodological precautions taken with regard to the

measures, is based on considering the measures adequate'operationaliza—

tions of the construct of a life change-evept. Given this, serious

doubt is cast on the proposition that stressful life change events play

\ an etiologic role with respect to psychological disturbances in pre-

adolescents and young adults 11 to 23 years of age, once the stressful
life processes in the life situation of those individuels have been
controlled These processes are the crucial dimension of recent life
stress with potential etiologic significénce for psychological disorder.
As a final note, it 1s possible that certain types of 1life change events
have etiologic significance only within ce;tain complexes of stressful
processes. The compleﬁaresearch necessary to address this question is

.o,.'

left to the future.
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lyor the 732 children with informstion at.both %ime points,

68% had, their assessments separated by five years while the remaining

329 had their assessments separated by a longer and, in some few

. 'instances, a shorter interval. The range of years for the interval

between interviews was three to seven years. .
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" Factor ¢

. R ¢ i
Coﬁ.‘fhﬁt 'x;uth
o Pérents
S (me38)
Régressivg
» Anxiety' :
(v=2h )
Fighting
(N=21)

_ De]jiiquency
) (¥=19)

4 Isolation

(=9)

o

a

T

S

' Memzaﬁibn Problem/,.i

¥

. ~Plays hoolge?r

' . Table 1

td
_g.

Content

Mixes up words )
Has. trouble remeubering things
o Ry
. Often blows up easily with Mother
Often blows up easdily with Father

3

_ Has many fears

Often wakes up in a panic

Teases other children .
Does not get along with other chkildren
at school

Smokes

Often plays alone
Doesn't-keep a friend a year or more

&N is the. number- of items in the factor.

Events and Disorders

S:Lx Child Behavior Factors with representative items
the reliability coefficients of the factor at both times s
(T-I & T-iI) and correlation with the total impairment rating (TIR)

Reliability
Coefficients

T-I1 ~ T-IT

878
- '911'4 -93

§8 .85

90 .89

.86 .85

«T9 T8
5(‘

#

i;."

A

B
hg




. Tgble 2
.. The mmber of subjects, meen, stenderd duration end =

' renge of mmber of events for each event group®

 Event

e S

P

 Events and
v ).l.l P  5‘"-

D:‘Ls.orders

Gr-O’uP§ t S

% | 8. S
" Des.

0.

_No-Ehg.

69 83

|18

1.3

1-3

2

No-Chg.
57
0

o

"Bal., | Undes. |-
o fozer
2.9 300

0.8 | 1.4

1-6°

1-5

A , _
A . -

subjective; O = objective

- 226
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o - - , Table 3
Frequenc1es (f) and Percentages ‘of L4+ cases and d.el:mquent-record cases,’

Means of Beha.v:Lor , and Ana.ly't:.c Results for the Event Groups a.t Both Times

»

/' MUTUALLY EXCIUSIVE GROUPS - RESUI.T

| , s. s. " o. 8. 8. o Hi Hi
Vexriable Des. No-Chg. No-Chg. Bal. Undes.- Q-Chg . ,0-Undes.

-t 8 8 3 13 2l X242,0* 25 32
-r 4 - 1.6 96 . 53 n.7 189 205 18,7

‘bt TIT £ cy 3 .2 9 ;23 X2=17.5¥*' 23 27
T-IT% 5.7 3.6 3.5 §.1  18.1 - 189 15.8
Mtim I 136.8 139.6  138.0 137.2  136.3 PF=1.90  134.8 135.9
Prohlems T—-II ' 1i+o.u 1.k 1u1..l+v 139.5 137.5 F=l,62%% 137;1 137.9
Conflict T-I - i77,9 174.9 1746 1741 178 F=1.50 170k, 172.h
P:.rl:gts T-I1 170.9 172.9 17{},.? 167.7  167.0 p=3.21 165.1  166.k
Regressive T-I 112.8 116.1 113.1 113.2 - J_'L27 F=1.85  111.7 112.6
Amdety T-IT  117.h 118.5  118.1 1169 154 F=2.5 115.0  115.6
'Fi‘ght- T-I 126,k  126.5 '125.9 1246 | 122.9 - P=2.13 122.L ‘ 123.5

ing T-IT  126.2 126.9  127.1  12k.9  122.9 _VF=)+.73**Q 122,5  123.k .
Delin- T-I 133.2  131.k 133.3 131.4 | 128.7 f=h.98af* 129.1 129.1
' quency T-II 1321 130.1 1313 1284 127.2  F=h.llx 126.2 126.5
 Iso- T-T kel k2.2 42,1 - L1.5 41.3  F=0.82 b1k 1.5

lation T-II - k3.0 43.8 K3.7 . 43.2 423 F=1.80 . k2.5 42.5

Delmquent T-II fO 8 6 N AL 19 ‘ 12=h.2, 23 . 30

Record T-II% 11.6 7.2 7.0 2.6 150 18.9 17,5

8 mhe lower the factor mean, the greater disturbance.

N - . :
%% p< LOL o _ 43
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Table L
. a Variances and Correlations of Event Scores with Disturbed Behaviors )
= - ) Prior to (T~I) and After (T-II) gm Events® “
_. Disturbed Behaviors i
* - Mentation - Conflict with  Regressive
,wHOdeBm _~ Parents - .».Bﬂmd%. . Fighting , Delinquency Isolation

Event Scores o2 paT T-IT T-I  T-II T-I  ©<IT TeI T-IT° T-I  T-II  T-I T-IT
Objeetive: - u m |

Total Change 7.7 2P LT a3 .17 10 .6 .5 .16 .15, .18 .05 (08

Desirable - 0,5 -.06 .03 Ak .05 12 16 .08 .09 .04 .03 .00 .02

Undesirable 4.0 b .18 .07 JAh 05 Lk J1 .Hr ~18 .19 O .09
Subjective: . ’ * “

Desirable | 3.4 . J.Hm .10 .01 .06 02 -,02 .01 .00 -.,00 ° .05 06 .04

Undesirable  3.6.. 1 .8 .07 .13 .06 14 g1 .17 .7 .17 .05 mom

No-Change 0.5 -0 -,07 .06 -.0L 0L .03 .0 -.01 -.03 -.11 .01 -.03

. 8 positive correlation indicates a direct relationship, i.e. the higher the event score,

the greater disturbance of that type.

by = .08, p = .05; r = .10, p = .OL
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: Signifiéant Cofrela.tidn.s of each Event Score with ¥ ‘

Social end Femiliael Variables at Times I & TI

' ERIC

'Y
s

Social and _Objective. Scozies ‘§ubjec1;ive S‘co"rg‘s_ b’iﬁ:
" Familial 7-c® U D v I T
Vé.ria.brlﬂ.e’sv T-I T-II T-T T-IT T-I T-II  T-I 7-11 7-I T-II T-I° T-IT
Spanish - - - - ~20 - 0 -, - - S
Black 09 - W09 - = = - = o -
Years Mother's - - -.08 - .23 .21 -.08 -.09 -.,09 -.08 12 12

" Education |
‘Monthly Rent - 07 - - 19 .19 -.07 - - - .08 .13
. On Welfare A6 .2h 17 L2h - - 12 .22 b W5 - -
Number of 13 -23 -6 -2 - - =10, =190 - .08 - -
__ Parents | \
" Number of. 28 .25 .23 .18 - - A7 .10 W7 W19 L - =
Chiiciren
Number of g2 .8 .0 a1 - - A4 .6 - 10 - -
Addresses |
Natural Mother's - -.08 - -.09 - - - - -.09 - - -
Care '
g = Total Change; U = Undesirable; D = Desirable; N-C = No-Change
: | Continued -




A
ng;- = Total Change;

N

}

Social and

Familial

Variables
.Iso}ated Parents
Unhappy Marriage
Mother's Emotional
© Illness .
;Unleiéﬁfely %
i Parehté
‘Mother's Econ, -

Dissatisfaction

Parents' Quarrels

_Unaffectionate

Marriage

‘Traditional .

‘Marriage
Parents Cold
Mother Tradition-

‘al Restri

Parents P@itiw
Mother Supportive-

* Directing

Mother Excitable-
;Re;]eching

v

I
:‘}: Y ‘.‘_‘}Y‘"‘
K2Rl - 4 }‘)&

Table 5 (Continued)
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Significant Correlstions of each Event Score with

.-Sogial and Familial Variables at Times I & II

-1

2

.10

.15

U = Undesirable; D = Desirable; N-C = No-Change

Objective Scores
T-C2

T-II

.21

[

.10

[ 3 lo

.07

.15

.16

.15

17

)

-.11 ~.07

-.25

07 .10

a8 .13

- 021

U
- T-II
10 -
12 .20
14 .30
13 .11
-O7 009 et
- .15
- -008.
12 .08
.8 -
- ‘016

" Subjective Scores.

T-I

D " N-C .
T-II T-I T-fiI
- .08 -
.07 - -
12 - -.08
.18  -.07 -.12f

~
- 008 .075
10 - o=
W11 -2 -3
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Teble 6

Intercorrelations among the Six Event Scores

1, 2. 3.
Objective Total'éhange 1.00 .35 .85
Objective Desirable 1.00 .Oh
Objective Undesirable 1.00
Subjective Desirable
Subjective Undesgirable
SubjectivefNo-Change

.

Disorders
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| - < ' A | . Table 7 -
Percent of Variance Accounted for in Disturbed Behaviors at Time IT

Before end After Addition of Event Set to Equation

Disturbed . Percent of Variance (R°)

Behaviors | Before Evenis'Added After.Events Added,
Mentation Problems 30.5 30.5
Conflict with Parents 52.4 52.2 N
Regressive Amxiety | 41,7 ' ho
Fighting _ k3.0 : 43.0
Delinquency 341 35.0
Isolation 17.7 - 17.4

. } |
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