





ABSTRACT

A HUMAN ECOLOGICAL APPROACH TO QUALITY OF LIFE:
THIRTEEN CASE STUDIES

By

Sara Long Butler

The goal of this investigation was to examine the

quality of 1life of a select group of people. The human

ecological focus on the individual, his environments and

the interaction between them provided the framework. The

four environments investigated included clothing, dwelling,

family and community. Objective and subjective measures of

the individual, environments and interaction were considered

to be indicators of perceived well-being.

A sample of seventeen subjects was selected from
the respondents participating in the 1975 longitudinal
"Families in Evolving Rural Communities" project conducted
by College of Human Ecology researchers at Mighican State
University. Two contrasting groups of respondents were
chosen on the basis of their responses to a perceived over-
all quality of 1life (POQL) measure on which they expressed

their feelings about their lives as a whole. The high

POQL group consisted of those who were delighted or pleased

with their lives. The low POQL group was composed of



individuals who had mixed feelings about their lives and
represented the "least happy" group.

Data were collected on each of the individuals at

three points in time: 1956, 1975 and 1976. The 1956 data

were used as a backdrop to the 1975 and 1976 information

which formed the bulk of the data used for analysis. All

respondents resided in Ontonagon County, a sparsely popu-
lated farming and mining area in Michigan's Upper Peninsula.

The 1975 and 1976 interview schedules were designed

to gather both objective and subjective information. The

individual was measured objectively and subjectively. Per-

ceptions of changes occurring since 1956 provided addi-

tional data-. The four environments were measured objec-

tively. Interaction was defined primarily in terms of the
individuals ' perceptions of the importance of and satis-
faction with each of the environments. Findings were

reported in a descriptive fashion. Biographies of each

individual were followed by analysis of the data for the

two contrasting groups.

Because of the case study nature of the investiga-
tion, research questions rather than hypotheses were
employed. Questions focused on the comparison of the
members of the two groups on:

(1) objective measures of the individual and the clothing,

dwelling, family and community environments;

(2) perceptions of changes occurring since 1956;



(3) subjective measures (perceptions of importance and
satisfaction) of the individual and the clothing, dwell-
ing, family and community environments; and

(4) the relationship between objective and subjective
measures.

Some objectively measured differences were dis-
covered between the groups in the individual and family
areas. No differences between the members of the groups
were found on objective measures of the clothing, dwelling
or community environments. The members of the low POQL
group expressed more negative perceptions of change.
Although the members of the groups indicated similar per-
ceptions of the importance of life concerns, the members
of the low POQL group expressed lower satisfactions with
all life concerns. Lower satisfactions were also expressed
by the members of the low POQL group with all four environ-
ments, with the family and community environment satis-
factions notably lower.

A general research question related to the useful-
ness of the human ecological model in examining quality of
life was also proposed. The findings tended to support the
viability of the framework, particularly the interactional
element.

The impetus to this research came from the recognized
inadequacy of economic measures of well-being and from the

necessity to plan for life in the limited resource



environment of the future. The information presented here

was viewed as an addition to the body of social indicator

data that can aid policy-makers in designing public programs

that affect quality of life.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The primary goal of this investigation was to
examine in depth perceptions of quality of life, using a
human ecological framework. The framework was employed to
explore life concerns that can be indicators of the
individual's perceptions of his well-being. The research
is seen as a preliminary attempt to combine the increasingly
popular ecological framework with the growing social
indicators/quality of life movement. This chapter will
review the development of the conceptual framework and
provide a detailed statement of the problem.

1. Social Indicators

During the past decade a new social movement has
evolved in which social indicators have been used to
measure various aspects of the human situation, resulting
in some conception of human well-being, happiness or quality
of life. Special foci of the social indicators movement
include attempts to measure progress or change, evaluation
of government programs affecting human well-being and the
development of measures to serve as guides in future

planning. The evolution of the literature in the field



can itself serve as an indicator of the development of the
movement.

Attempts at providing some measure of the social
well-being of the nation's people developed in the 1930's,
however the real thrust of the current movement came with
the publication of Raymond Bauer's NASA study (1966a) in
1966. Soon after Bauer's publication, then President
Lyndon Johnson directed a Health, Education and Welfare
Department group to develop the necessary social indicators
that would assist in measuring the distance the nation had
come and to help in planning the way ahead. 1In 1967,
Congress also entered the social indicators movement with
the proposal of Senate Bill S. 843, the "Full Opportunity
and Social Accounting Act of 1967." The bill, sponsored by
Walter Mondale, provided for a committee of social advisors
and an annual social report. Also in 1967, the Annals of

the American Academy of Political and Social Science

published two journals edited by Bertram Gross focusing on
social reporting through social indicators (Etzioni and
Lehman, 1967; Gross and Springer, 1967a; Gross and Springer,
1967b; Williams, 1967). 1In 1969 the HEW group commissioned
by President Johnson published its first document, Toward

a Social Report, which was intended to be a first step in

the formulation of social indicators and reporting.
Since 1968 both theoretical and empirical research

relating to social indicators and the quality of life have



been published. The Russell Sage Foundation has been at

the forefront of the movement with its Indicators of Social

Change (Sheldon and Moore, 1968) and The Human Meaning of

Social Change (Campbell and Converse, 1972) volumes. The

Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan
has also been particularly involved in quality of life
research, primarily through the use of perceptual measures
(Andrews and Withey, 1974a; Campbell, Converse and Rodgers,
1976; Strumpel, 1976). Publication of social statistics to
be employed as social indicators has been attempted at both
the national (Executive Office of the President, 1973) and

state (Social Reporting in Michigan, 1970) levels. While

earlier publications reflect the initial conceptual problems

of definition and measurement (The Quality of Life Concept,

1973), complex theoretical models (Land, 1975; Gitter and
Mostofsky, 1973) and national survey results (Campbell,
Converse and Rodgers, 1976) can be found in the more recent
literature. One of the most significant developments in
the social indicators literature is the increasing number
of publications.

Despite the seemingly vast array of books and papers
appearing thus far, the social indicator movement is just
beginning. Although disagreement still abounds as to the
measures, models and even ultimate use, consensus exists
regarding the need for some type of social measures. The

inspiration for the movement came during the mid and later



1960's, when social unrest appeared to be steadily increas-
ing. Although the country was prospering economically, the
public seemed to be indicating dissatisfaction. University
campuses were restless, cities were plagued by riots, inter-
national policies were increasingly criticized and crime was
accelerating at an alarming rate. Although progress in

this country had traditionally been determined by economic
indicators, many began to question the validity of measuring
national well-being by economic means alone. Social indi-
cators appeared to provide a balance to economic informa-
tion on social welfare.

In more recent years an even stronger argument for
the development of quality of life measures has become
evident. With the growing recognition of raw material and
food shortages, the limits to growth due to finite resources
are beginning to be realized. Although "progress" and
"quality of life" have traditionally been measured in this
country by economic and material means, we may be reaching
the time when such measures will not suffice.

In reaction to the inadequacy of economic measures
of well-being only and in response to the pressing need for
limiting material growth, this research will attempt to
examine in depth the quality of life, as measured by social
indicators, of a select group of people. The quality of
life of the future would seem inevitably to be measured

by something other than accumulation of material wealth.



Perhaps, however, economic wealth is not the measure of
well-being even today. By adding to the growing body of
indicators attempting to determine what constitutes quality
of life now, we may be able to make predictions and plans
for life in the even more limited resource environment of
the future.

2. Conceptual Models

In the field of social indicators research, two
distinct modes of thought concerning the selection of areas
critical to quality of life have emerged. One method
suggests delineating indicators needed, or general areas to
be pursued, by the "armchair method." 1In this case,
researchers choose indicator areas according to what seems
to be critical to well-being, or according to the avail-
ability of statistics. Called the inductive approach by
Duncan (1969b, p. 9), an attempt is made to measure various
areas first; then as measures are standardized, a framework
can be developed from findings.

The "theory" method, on the other hand, begins with
a model or framework and the data are collected with regard
to the elements of the model. Proponents of the theory
approach maintain that the mere accumulation of measurements
will not assist in the formulation of a social report unless
the measurements can be related to one another in a framework.

The primary criticism of the use of a framework

stems from the attempt to devise a complete model of



society. Critics claim that too much time can be wasted

in attempting to construct such a model. Despite criticism,
model development has been pursued diligently by some.
Gross (Bauer, 1966a, Chapter 3) and Land (1975) are two of
the more vocal proponents of model development. While
allowing for criticisms of the theory approach, DeNeufville
(1975) also maintains that models can be useful. Taking
into account the time problems, DeNeufville suggests that
partial models using available data may help in reaching
the fuller, or macro, models. In a similar vein, Sheldon
and Freeman (1970) also state that conceptual needs, rather
than technical problems, are the greatest current concern
in the social indicators movement.

A principal objective of this research is to
develop a partial model at the micro, or individual, level
to be used in the ordering of social indicator data. A
partial model enables data to be related in a meaningful
way, yet does not entail the complex and time-consuming
problems of developing a complete social system model. The
human ecological model has been selected for use in this
investigation. DeNeufville defines a model as "any repre-
sentation of reality which abstracts important elements
from it and reassembles them for more convenient analysis
and manipulation”" (1975, p. 62). Consequently, elements
considered to be important in the human ecological approach

will be abstracted for manipulation and analysis of



individual quality of life.

3. The Human Ecological Approach

Home economics has adopted as its purpose the

concern for the well-being of individuals and families.
In expressing this concern, leaders in the field have under-
taken the study of the individual in his closest environ-
ments. The concept of the individual and his environments
was selected in 1902 with the founding of home economics
and with its definition as
. « « the study of the laws, conditions, principles
and ideals which are concerned on the one hand with
man's immediate physical environment and on the other
hand with his nature as a social being, and is the
study specially of the relation between those two
factors. (American Home Economics Association, 1902,
p. 70)

In more recent years a new emphasis has been placed
on the original perspective. Two papers in particular have
been important in the development of the model used for
this investigation and in establishing the conceptual links
between the framework and quality of life research. The
first, by Creekmore, described the concepts basic to home
economics by underscoring the importance of man as a total
being, his near environment, and the interaction between
them (Creekmore, 1968). She also contended that the inter-
action element is the critical focus of home economics that
makes it unique in relation to other disciplines. The

thoughts expressed by Creekmore are closely allied with

those that formed the foundation for a major reorganization



of the College of Home Economics of Michigan State Univer-
sity.* The purpose of home economics as assumed by the
Committee on the Future of Home Economics at MSU related to
the concern for the well-being of individuals or families
("The Report of the Committee on the Future of Home
Economics," 1968, p. 8). The Committee defined home
economics as ". . . the study of (1) man as an integrated
whole, (2) his near environment, and (3) the interaction
between them" ("The Report of the Committee . . . ," 1968,
P. 11). It included food, clothing and shelter as the
special emphases of the near environment. In combining

the purpose and definition above, it can be assumed that
the discipline of home economics attempts to investigate
and improve the well-being or quality of life of human
beings by studying the interactions of man with the elements
of his near environment. An extension of this basic concept

will form the framework for the present investigation.**

*Dr. Creekmore was a member of the Committee on the
Future of Home Economics at Michigan State University. The
committee brought together the theoretical bases for
curriculum redesign at MSU. In 1970, the College of Home
Economics at MSU changed its name to the College of Human
Ecology in keeping with the ecological focus.

**In emphasizing the new commitment to the founding
concept of home economics, several universities (Michigan
State among them) adopted the new title of Human Ecology.
The research presented here has been conducted using a human
ecological framework which focuses on the interaction of
the individual with his near environments. Such concepts
are seen as consistent with the original emphasis of the
field of home economics.



4. The Conceptual Framework

Sprout and Sprout (1965) defined three elements
crucial to the ecological framework: the environed unit,
the environment and their interaction. They described the
environment (or milieu as they prefer to call it) as all
empirical phenomena to which the individual may be respon-
sive or otherwise significantly related (p. 27).

For the purposes of this study, the individual will
be the environed unit of attention. The environment will
be defined in terms of what empirically exists external to
the environed unit and furnishes the resources necessary to
fulfill human needs. Interactions will focus on the
individual's perceptions of the elements of his environment.
Both objective and perceptual measures will be employed.
Objective measures have been defined as those that are

empirical and amenable to direct measurement (The Quality

of Life Concept, 1973, pp. I-38). Subjective (or perceptual)

measures are conceived of as internal to the individual;

measures of feelings or attitudes (The Quality of Life

Concept, 1973, pp. I-38).
The primary elements of the conceptual framework
can be interpreted as follows:

Environed Unit: The individual as a "total being" (Creek-

more, 1968) is defined as the environed unit. In order to
obtain a more complete picture of the total person, the

individual will be examined both objectively (through



10

demographic data) and subjectively (through measures of
feelings and attitudes). 1In-depth historical perspectives
will provide a detailed portrait of each individual.

Environment: The environment is defined as that which

exists empirically and is external to the individual. 1In
conjunction with the focus of human ecology, four primary
environments can be specified. Clothing can be thought of
as the nearest physical environment of the individual, with
family, shelter and community forming increasingly more
removed environments. All four environments will be
measured objectively.

Interactions: Although the interaction of the environed

unit with his environment can include a vast number of
activities, the elements of interest in this investigation
will focus on the individual's perceptions of his environ-
ments. Perceptions include primarily the importance of the
environments to the individual and the degree to which the
individual is satisfied with his environments. Perception
here is not in terms of the process of perception (i.e.
information processing), but the result of such perceptions
in terms of importance and satisfaction. Measurement of
interaction of the environment and the environed unit is

by definition perceptual, or subjective. Creekmore (1968)
focused on the critical nature of the interaction element to
the concept of home economics. Subjective perceptions,

therefore, are viewed as one of the primary elements of
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this framework.

This research, then, will attempt to study the
quality of life of the total individual through the explora-
tion of his environments and his interactions with them.

The individual will be described using both objective and
subjective data, the environments will be analyzed objec-
tively, and interactions will be explored using subjective
information. By delineating the four environments emphasized
in home economics and observing the individual's interaction
with them, this research will attempt to establish the

human ecological approach as a viable model in investigating
the quality of life. The individual, environmental and
interactional data obtained are regarded as indicators of
perceived life quality. The ultimate goal is to add

further information, organized in some logical form, to the
growing collection of data relating to indicators of

quality of life.

5. Statement of the Problem

The research presented here was conducted in con-
junction with a larger Michigan State University Agricul-
tural Experiment Station Project (#3151) entitled "Families
in Evolving Rural Communities." The quality of life and
change and stability in a rural Michigan county were the
primary objectives of the larger study (Bubolz and Eicher,
1975). The research was longitudinal in nature, consisting

of interviews with respondents previously studied in 1956.
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All of the 168 original respondents in 1956 resided in
Ontonagon county in the Upper Pennisula of Michigan. Data
were obtained concerning community interaction, family life
style and patterns, and demographic characteristics (Eicher,
1956). In 1975, 67 (40%) of the original respondents or
their spouses were re-interviewed. Many of the 1956 ques-
tions were repeated in addition to new questions relating
to overall quality of life and the importance of and satis-
faction with specified life concerns.

The measure of perceived overall quality of life
used in 1975 was particularly critical to the case study
data collected in 1976 for this investigation (Figure 1).
Developed by Andrews and Withey (1974a), the measure con-
sists of a scale from one to seven (one being the highest)
on which respondents were asked to place themselves in
response to the question, "What number best describes how =~
you feel about your life as a whole?" The resulting score
was determined by computing the arithmetic mean of the scale
which was used at two different times in the interview.
After experimentation with approximately 30 measures,
Andrews and Withey focused their attention on this measure.
The measure was described by them as having moderate
reliability and good correlations with other global measures
of life quality. The overall quality of life measure is
subjective, or perceptual, in nature.

Through analysis of the 1975 perceived quality of
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life data obtained using the above measure, respondents were
found to be distributed along the lower half of the continuum,
indicating general satisfaction (Table 1). The results
represented an imperfect bell-shaped curve, with the
majority of the respondents placing themselves near the
"mostly satisfied" position. The research to be reported
here focused on the extremes of the quality of life curve.
Two subsets of the 1975 population were selected for com-
parison. The first group (13.8% of the 1975 population or
9 individuals) represented those delighted or pleased with
their lives overall. The contrasting group (12.3% or 8
individuals) were those who had mixed feelings concerning
their lives. (No individuals reported totally negative
feelings.) Upon determination of the sample of 17, inter-
views were designed to be conducted with them in 1976 using
the ecological framework as described above.

The respondents of both groups will be described
in depth, using the data from 1975 and 1976 to present a
modified case study approach. A biography of each respond-
ent will provide a historical backdrop to the analysis of
the data obtained through the use of objective and subjec-
tive measures of the individuals comprising each group.
Each of the four environments of the members of the groups
will be described objectively. The individuals' subjective
perceptions in relation to each of the environments will

also be explored. Longitudinal data from 1956 will be used
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TABLE 1

DISTRIBUTION OF MEAN? POQL SCORES

Scoresb % N
1 (delighted) 3.1 2
1.5 1.5 1
2 (pleased) 9.2 6
2.5 24.6 16
3 (mostly satisfied) 32.3 21
3.5 16.9 11
4 (mixed) 9.2 6
4.5 3.1 2
99.9 65
Note: n = 65.
90verall mean = 2.923; S.D. = .7193

b

There were no mean scores below 4.5.
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to provide further depth in many instances, however missing
information precludes the use of 1956 longitudinal informa-
tion within the model as developed.

The abundance of data relating to each individual
will allow for greater depth than was possible in the
larger 1975 study. The 1976 data collected during this
investigation provide additional objective and subjective
information that was not obtained in 1975. Where this
study sacrifices the generalizability of a larger sample,
it gains the detailed insights possible with in-depth
investigation of a more limited number of people.

6. Research Questions

Due to the exploratory, case study nature of this
research, the relationship between variables will be stated
in the form of research questions rather than hypotheses.
General Research Question:

Is the human ecological conceptualization of the
individual in interaction with his near environments of
clothing, shelter, family and community a useful tool for
examining quality of life?

Related Research Questions:

When comparing those who were delighted or pleased
with their lives (high POQL group) with those who had mixed
feelings (low POQL group):

a. are there differences in individual, clothing, family,

shelter or community indicators as measured objectively?
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b. Are there differences in the perceptions of changes
that have occurred since 19562

c. do the members of the groups perceive themselves, their
clothing, family, shelter or communities in different
ways? Are there differences between the members of the
groups concerning the importance of various life con-
cerns? Are there differences in satisfactions with the
same life concerns?

d. what is the relationship between objective and percep-
tual indicators of the individual and his environments?

7. Assumptions

1. The groups selected vary enough in their perceptions of
overall quality of life to constitute two distinct
groups.

2. People are able to make assessments of their total life
quality.

3. People are able to assess specific aspects of their
lives and rank them in importance and satisfaction.

The second and third assumptions were necessary
because the reliability and validity of the scales used
were not tested in this research. Andrews and Withey (1974a)
have found moderate reliability for the overall quality of
life measure (POQL) which was the basis for group selection.

8. Definitions

All of the definitions which were used in the 1975

"Families in Evolving Rural Communities" study were retained.



18

Several concepts specific to this investigation were added,
however. Those in common with the larger study are:

Quality of Life: The degree of well-being or ill-being of

the people and/or the environment in which they live (Bubolz
and Eicher, 1975, p. 3). The numerous definitions existing
for quality of life will be examined in the review of
literature. This definition is consistent with the measure
used in this study.

Social Indicator: Measurements of the social condition of

human existence (Land, 1975, p. 17). Again, definitions of
social indicators abound and will be reviewed with the

literature.

Quality of Life Indicators: Indices or measurements of

aspects of human life and environmental conditions relating
to human well-being and satisfaction (Garn and Flax, 1972,
p. 37).

Definitions selected for this investigation include:

Objective Social Indicators: Indicators that are external

to the individual (The Quality of Life Concept, 1973, pp.

I-38). Objective indicators are reproducible and empirical

(Quality of Life Concept, pp. II-14).

Subjective Social Indicators: Indicators that are internal

to the individual (Quality of Life Concept, pp. I-38).

Subjective indicators are measures of feelings or attitudes

(Quality of Life Concept, pp. II-14).
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Environed Unit: The organism of interest. In this investi-

gation, the environed unit is defined as the individual.

Environment: That which surrounds or encompasses the

environed unit. In this study, four near environments are
of interest: clothing, family, shelter and community.

Interaction: The interrelationships between the environed

unit and the environment. 1In this investigation, interaction
between the individual and the four selected environments
will be defined in terms of perceptions of importance and
satisfaction.

Home Economics: The study of man as a total being, his

near environment, and the interaction between them (Creek-
more, 1968, p. 95).

Human Ecology: The study of man, environment and inter-

action as found in the Creekmore definition of home
economics. This perspective is a re-emphasis of the
original focus of home economics.

Clothing: All of the garments owned and worn by the
respondent for whatever purpose.

Dwelling: The housing unit occupied by the respondent.
Family: The respondent's nuclear family of procreation
(including spouse and children) as well as his extended
family (including parents, brothers, sisters, aunts, uncles,
nieces, nephews and cousins).

Community: The respondent's immediate neighborhood as weli

as the community of which he considers himself a part.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The following chapter will be divided into four
principal sections. The first will survey the literature
in the area of social indicators. The second section will
review research findings relating to quality of life. The
literature in the area of human ecological frameworks will
be reviewed in the third section. The fourth and final
section will describe the framework and findings of the
"Families in Evolving Rural Communities" research project,
of which this investigation is an extension.

1. Social Indicators

1.1 Social Indicators Movement

The need for some type of assessment of societal
progress other than an economic one became increasingly
evident during the mid-sixties. Commissioned by NASA,
Raymond Bauer published a volume dealing with the social
indicator field in 1966 (1966a). Intended to examine
measures of the impact of the space program on society, the
book became instead the basis for the larger social indi-
cators movement. In Chapter three of the Bauer book,

Bertram Gross first introduced his social system model and

20
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the phrase that became the slogan of the social indicators
movement: the "new Philistinism"” of economic indicators.
Adopted by many to follow, the phrase represented the feel-
ings of many social scientists that the economic indicators
collected and used by the government were becoming inade-
quate and misinterpreted measures of social well-being.
Although economic measures such as GNP had indicated

steady progress, social unrest demonstrated symptoms of
something less than societal well-being. Many felt that
social indicators could provide a new kind of information
that would better gauge the well-being of the nation.

As a result of growing social problems and the
inadequacy of available measures, an increasing number of
scholars and researchers began to propose the development
of social indicators. Wilcox, Brooks, Beal and Klonglan
(1972a) suggested that four perspectives have developed
within the movement. Their classification will serve as a
basis for a review of the social indicators literature.
One perspective, that of viewing social indicators as
social statistics, will not be included because it is not
a part of the focus of this investigation.

l.la Social Accounting and Reporting

Wilcox, Brooks, Beal and Klonglan included in the
first perspective researchers and theorists who regard
social indicators as instruments to monitor progress toward

societal goals. Closely related is the literature dealing
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with social accounting and reporting. Although not of
primary concern in this investigation, the social account-
ing and reporting literature is closely linked with the
social indicators movement and provides a necessary back-
ground for the development of social indicators research.
Providing information in the form of a social report can
also be considered the ultimate goal of much of the
research conducted. Much of the early work in the movement
focused on this area, as does the bulk of government
research.

Gross and Springer (1967a; 1967b) in the two issues

of The Annals devoted to social indicators, encouraged the

use of social measures to provide assistance in measuring
the degree to which national goals have been realized. 1In
both volumes, various scholars explored a wide variety of
fields in relation to national goals and social indicators.
In a later paper, Springer (1970) made an even stronger
statement for the use of social indicators, suggesting that
such data can be applied to the management of society.
Springer maintained that information provided through social
indicators can provide for the rational guidance of society
by assessing the state and performance of society, antici-
pating the future, indicating control mechanisms and
guiding social knowledge (pp. 5-6).

Although not stated as strongly and directly as

Springer, other papers speak to the benefits of a social
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report in guiding decision-making and policy planning.

Written primarily by Mancur Olson, HEW's Toward a Social

Report (1969) speculated that a national social report could
give social problems more visibility and allow for the
evaluation of public programs (p. xii). Admittedly a first
step, the HEW monograph suggested six areas to be included
in a social report: health, social mobility, physical
environment, income and poverty, public order and safety,
and learning science and art. Although the HEW report
received some criticism for its lack of depth, Daniel Bell
(another of the pioneers of the social indicators movement)
defended the report on the grounds that government data then
available were not adequately organized for any in-depth
analytical purposes (1969). Bell also suggested that the
government assume the responsibility for the writing of an
annual social report. Olson elsewhere also defended Toward

a Social Report (1969). Emphasizing its "first step"

nature, Olson maintained that the type of information
described in the report would not only provide visibility
to often neglected social problems, but also make possible
a better evaluation of the accomplishments of public pro-
grams.

In a Russell Sage monograph, O. D. Duncan (1969b)
also spoke to the need for a social report. Dismissing the
necessity of a social model, Duncan specified the measure-

ment of change as the critical focus of a report. Duncan
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underlined the need for replication studies that provide
required information without the loss of time involved in
model construction.

The "Full Opportunity and Social Accounting Act of
1967," introduced by Walter Mondale, was an attempt to
operationalize the suggestions for a social report. The
bill, which provided for an annual social report by the
President and a Council of Social Advisers, was not passed
after several introductions into Congress.

Although the hope for an annual national social
report seems to have faded with the progression of the
social indicators movement, much of the current literature
implies that the dissemination of information is still a
critical goal. The emphasis appears to have shifted away
from macro or large scale analyses of society to a focus
on particular segments of the social system. The use of
social indicators in policy decisions and program planning
is still evident, however.

1.1b Societal Models

Wilcox, Brooks, Beal and Klonglan (1972a) specified
a second perspective of the social indicators movement that
views social indicators as measures of variables that are
components of a social system model. 1In this case, the
concern is with the monitoring of system performance and
change and the interrelationships between the variables of

a system.
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Perhaps the earliest and most well-known work on
the development of a model in relation to social indicators
is that published by Gross (Bauer, 1966a, Chapter 3).

Gross proposed a structure-performance model of society in
which both matter and energy are examined. Whereas examina-
tion of structure provides information on what exists, the
investigation of performance allows for evaluation of
process and change. The structure of society as conceptu-
alized by Gross, emphasized the interrelationships of people
with the non-human environment. The performance of society,
on the other hand, dealt with the utilization of inputs to
provide needed outputs. The Gross model focused on society
as a whole.

In a similar model, Carlisle (1972) <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>