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WOLLMAN, Circuit Judge.

Jeanette M Johnson filed an application for Social Security
disability insurance benefits and Supplenental Security Incone (SSI)
benefits on May 19, 1992, with a protective filing date of March 10, 1992.
Her claimwas denied both initially and upon reconsideration, and a hearing
was hel d before an administrative | aw judge (ALJ), who found that Johnson
was not disabled within the nmeaning of the Social Security Act. The
Appeal s Council denied review, and the district court! granted sunmary
judgnent affirmng the denial of benefits. W find that the ALJ's deci sion
is supported by the record as a whole, and thus we affirm

The Honorable Henry L. Jones, Jr., United States Magistrate
Judge for the Eastern District of Arkansas, to whomthis case was
referred for final disposition by consent of the parties pursuant
to 28 U S.C. § 636(cC).



Jeanette Johnson is a thirty-seven-year-old woman who has conpl et ed
her GED and sone college classes. She has worked as a secretary,
bookkeeper, hotel nmnager, and she was working as a receptionist and
attending college classes until the tine of an autonobile accident on
February 10, 1992. On that date, Johnson was hit broadside by an uni nsured
notori st and was taken to the energency roomat St. Bernard's Hospital
She was experiencing pain in her left shoulder, arm side, |eg, and back
which was treated with Tyl enol #3, Robaxin, and Toradol, and she was given
prescriptions for Tyl enol #3 and Robaxin upon her release. X-rays showed
no fractures or acute injuries.

Johnson has not worked or attended college classes since the
accident. She testified at the hearing before the ALJ that she is unable
to work because of a constant stabbing pain in the nid-low back that
radi ates to her hips, buttocks, |egs, neck, shoul ders, head and | eft arm
also causing internmttent nunbness in her left mddle finger and
forefinger. Johnson characterized her pain as so severe that she has
difficulty walking nore than a block or sitting for nore than twenty
m nut es. She cannot run, junp, bend, lift, kneel, craw, or clinb a
| adder. Johnson testified that because she has no nobney to pay for
nedi cation, she uses the free sanples that she is given by the nedical
personnel at Jonesboro Church Health, a clinic that bills patients on the
basis of their ability to pay. She takes 800 milligrams of Mtrin three
times per day, even though she has irritable bowel syndrone and the
nmedicine irritates her stomach. She also uses ice packs for the pain.

The ALJ, following the five-step analysis set out in 20 CF.R
88 404. 1520 and 416.920, concluded that Johnson did not have a nental
i npairment but that she did have a severe conbination of physica
i nmpairnments that included fibronyalgia, obesity, mnmld endonetriosis
controlled with nedication, hypothyroid controlled



with nedication, and minimal, if any, degenerative changes of the | unbar
spine. The ALJ found, however, that the inpairnents did not neet or equal
a listed inpairnent presuned to be disabling. The ALJ found that Johnson's
subj ective conplaints of severe and debilitating pain and other synptons
were not credible and that although she could not |ift and carry nore than
twenty-five pounds, she retained the residual functional capacity to
perform her past relevant work and thus was not disabled within the meaning
of the Act.

Johnson argues on appeal that the ALJ erred in discounting her
subj ective testinony regarding the severity of her pain, in determning
that she had no nedically determinable nental inmpairnent, and in ultimately
finding that she could perform her past rel evant work.

W will uphold the AL)'s decision to deny benefits if it is supported
by substantial evidence on the record as a whole; that is, if a reasonable
mnd would find the evidence adequate to support the ALJ's concl usion.
Baungarten v. Chater, 75 F.3d 366, 368 (8th Cir. 1996). W nust consider
bot h evi dence that supports and evidence that detracts fromthe Secretary's

decision, but we may not reverse nerely because substantial evidence exists
for the opposite decision. Wolf v. Shalala, 3 F.3d 1210, 1213 (8th GCir.
1993).

In discounting Johnson's subjective conplaints of pain, the ALJ
followed the factors set forth in Polaski v. Heckler, 739 F.2d 1320, 1322
(8th Cr. 1984). Under Polaski, the ALJ nust consider the clainmant's prior
work history, as well as any observations by third parties regarding: (1)

the claimant's daily activities; (2) the duration, frequency, and intensity
of the pain; (3) dosage, effectiveness, and side effects of nedication; (4)
precipitating



and aggravating factors; and (5) functional restrictions. 1d. An ALJ nay
di scount a clainmant's subjective conplaints of pain only if there are
i nconsi stencies in the record as a whole. Snmth v. Shalala, 987 F.2d 1371
1374 (8th Cir. 1993).

Applying these factors, the ALJ specifically found that although
Johnson's consistent work history did not detract fromher credibility, it
was out wei ghed by other factors. The ALJ pointed to inconsistencies in the
record that detracted fromthe credibility of Johnson's conplaints of pain.
After a careful exanm nation of the record as a whole, we find that it
supports the ALJ's deternination

The record supports the ALJ's contention that Johnson's sparse use
of pain nedication does not support her conplaints of severe pain. W have
held that a claimant's failure to take strong pain nedication is
"inconsistent with subjective conplaints of disabling pain." Haynes v.
Shalala, 26 F.3d 812, 814 (8th Cir. 1994). Johnson reported to Dr. Bal
in June 1992 that she was taking only about a half tablet of Darvocet at
atime for her pain. She also reported to Dr. Stubblefield that she was
no | onger taking a nuscle relaxant and that she was taking about a half
tabl et of Darvocet only for severe pain. As the ALJ noted, no long-term
usage of pain nedication has been advised by any treating physician,
regardl ess of Johnson's ability to pay for the nedication. Al though the
ALJ did not explicitly consider Johnson's testinony that she is currently
taking Motrin three times per day, her use of a non-prescription nedication
does not underm ne the ALJ's finding.

The strongest support in the record for the ALJ's finding that
Johnson is not disabled is the lack of reliable nedical opinions to support
Johnson's allegations of a totally disabling condition. As the ALJ noted,
Dr. Ball and Dr. Stubblefield, Johnson's prinmary physicians, recommended
t hat Johnson be consi dered disabled for purposes of HID eligibility. Those
recommendat i ons, however, did



not involve an in-depth analysis but only involved filling out one-page
f orms. In any event, both doctors contradicted those initial
reconmendat i ons. On Johnson's last visit to him Dr. Stubblefield
recommended t hat Johnson seek active enploynent. Dr. Ball gave Johnson a
zero inpairnment rating based upon the Anerican Mdical Association's
Qui del i nes, although he credited her subjective conplaints of pain. Were
a treating physician's opinion is itself inconsistent, it should be
accorded | ess deference. See Bentley v. Shalala, 52 F.3d 784, 786 (8th
CGr. 1995). Athough Dr. Lopez indicated his opinion that Johnson's pain

prevented her from working, he saw Johnson only one tinme. The ALJ was
entitled to weigh the recommendati on of Johnson's treating physicians nore
heavily than the recommendati on of a doctor that Johnson saw only once
See Onstead v. Sullivan, 962 F.2d 803, 805 (8th Cir. 1992).

Al though the ALJ correctly found that Johnson's testinobny was not
corroborated, Johnson submitted the affidavits of two neighbors to the
Appeal s Council. See 20 CF. R 8§ 404.970(b); Box v. Shalala, 52 F.3d 168,
171 (8th Cr. 1995) (Appeals Council nust consider additional evidence if
new, material, and relating to tine period before ALJ's decision). These

affidavits corroborate Johnson's testinony that she is in great pain, is
unabl e to work, and that she does not have the noney to pay for additional
nedi cal treatnment. The Appellate Council, however, considered the newy
submitted evidence in denying review, and we do not believe that it
out wei ghs the evidence supporting the ALJ's finding.

While it is true that Johnson's daily activities denobnstrate sone
limtations, the ALJ was not required to believe all of her assertions
concerning those daily activities. See Benskin v. Bowen, 830 F.2d 878, 883
(8th CGr. 1987). The record shows that Johnson |ives independently, does

limted grocery shopping with difficulty, drives short distances, attends
doctor appointnents, nmmintains a post office box that she checks
approxi mately once a week, does |ight household chores, cooks neals in a
m cr owave, and



sews as a therapy for her hand. While these linmtations, if accepted as
credi bl e, mght have supported a disability finding, we will not substitute
our opinions for that of the ALJ, who is in a better position to assess a
claimant's credibility. See Wolf, 3 F.3d at 1213.

The ALJ found that Johnson m srepresented her nedical history in sone
respects. The ALJ relied on his observation that Johnson falsely reported
that she had a cracked sternum He also relied on a statement in Dr.
Ball's notes to the effect that Johnson told him that the physical
t herapi st was reluctant to continue her treatnent but that the physical
t herapi st asserted to him (Dr. Ball) that Johnson had refused treatnent.
Wth respect to the first alleged nisrepresentation, apparently at sone
point there was the possibility of a hairline fracture in Johnson's
st ernum Dr. Ball reported that "the sternum was normal which was of
concern on her plain filns in regard to a possible hairline fracture."
Johnson' s physical therapist noted that after the hospital X-rays, Johnson
was given the diagnosis of sternal fracture. Dr. Stubblefield also noted
t hat Johnson "was told that she had a hairline crack in the sternum"
Accordingly, we find no basis for a finding that Johnson nisrepresented
that she had a cracked sternum The ALJ properly relied on Dr. Ball's
statenent that Johnson had ni srepresented her physical therapy, however,
to question Johnson's credibility. Again, we will not substitute our
opinion as to Johnson's credibility for that of the ALJ. Wholf, 3 F. 3d at
1213.

The ALJ found that Johnson did not have a nental inpairnent. In
making this finding, the ALJ relied on the fact that although sone of
Johnson's other doctors had raised the possibility of a conversion
di sorder, Dr. Dixon, the only exam ning nental health professional, stated
that he saw no evidence of a conversion disorder. Al t hough Johnson's
enoti onal probl ens nay have exacerbated her physical pain, the evidence is
sufficient to support the ALJ's finding that Johnson did not suffer from
a nenta



i mpai r nent .

The judgnent is affirnmed.
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