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Using the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS), perceptions of global stress were assessed in 111
women following breast cancer surgery and at 12 and 24 months later. This is the first study
to factor analyze the PSS. The PSS data were factor analyzed each time using exploratory
factor analysis with oblique direct quartimin rotation. Goodness-of-fit indices (root mean
square error of approximation [RMSEA]), magnitude and pattern of factor loadings, and
confidence interval data revealed a two-factor solution of positive versus negative stress
items. The findings, replicated across time, also indicate factor stability. Hierarchical factor
analyses supported a second-order factor of “perceived stress.” This alternative factor
model of the PSS is presented along with observations regarding the measure’s use in cancer
research.
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During the past 2 decades, the construct of “stress” has
received significant investigative attention as a correlate or
predictor of psychological and health outcomes (see
Cohen, Kessler, & Gordon, 1995; Dougesti&5.-uscu �.1, -

1983; Sarason, Johnson, & Siegel, 1978; Vinokur &
Selzer, 1975). Within this context, the Perceived Stress
Scale (PSS; Cohen et al., 1983) has emerged as a popular



Indexes during the past 6 years. It is particularly common
in psychoneuroimmunology/psychoneuroendocrinology
studies among both healthy and some medical popula
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Procedure

Informed consent was obtained prior to the initial
assessment. Reassessments occurred 12 and 24 months
later. All assessments were conducted in person by
research assistants/nurses at the university’s General Clin-
ical Research Center or breast cancer clinic. Data included
psychological, behavioral, and medical/treatment infor-
mation from interviews, questionnaires, medical records,
and when necessary, physician consultation. Women were
paid $25.00 per assessment.

Measure

The PSS (10-item version; Cohen et al., 1983) is a stan-
dardized self-report questionnaire of globally perceived
stress. The psychometric characteristics (internal reliabil-
ity, “factor structure”) of the 10-item version are regarded
by the authors as stronger in comparison to those of a 14-
item version (Cohen & Williamson, 1988). Six of the
items are negative (e.g., “How often have you felt nervous
or stressed?”), and the remaining 4 are positive (e.g.,
“How often have you felt that things were going your
way?”). Each item is rated for the past month on a 5-point
Likert-type scale (1 =neverto 5 =very often). In scoring
the measure, the 4 positive items are reversed scored, and
then all the items are summed (range from 0 to 40). A
higher total score indicates greater stress. The measure
has demonstrated adequate validity (Cohen et al., 1983).
The 10 items are invariant with respect to race, sex, and
education (Cole, 1999). Reliability coefficients, usis1999Cab
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