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ABSTRACT

CLOTHING As AN INDICATOR OF PERCEIVED

QUALITY OF LIFE

BY

Mary Suzanne Sontag

The goal of the study was to provide empirical evidence to

support a recommendation for development and inclusion or omission

of perceptual and objective clothing indicators in quality of life

measurement. The rationale was based on a human ecological framework

which views clothing as the individual's most proximate human con-

structed environment. As such clothing fulfills biophysical, psy-

chological, social, and aesthetic needs. This study was limited to

development and use of perceptual Clothing indicators.

Two major purposes guided formation of eight hypotheses.

The first purpose was_to assess affective evaluations of clothing

and to examine their ability to predict perceived overall quality

of life (POQL)-when added to a set of existing predictors. The

second purpose was the determination of the proximity of clothing

to the self on a map of the perceptual structure of people's affec-

tive evaluations of life concerns.

A survey research design was employed, and questionnaires

were self-administered by 116 wife-husband pairs having school-age

children. Households were drawn by a two-stage systematic random
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sampling procedure with clustering from eleven urban/suburban town-

ships in Oakland County, Michigan.

A domains-by-criteria matrix model developed by Andrews and

Withey at the University of Michigan was the conceptual model used

for measurement of perceived quality of life. This study expanded

their previously tested matrix by adding the clothing domain to six

other domains (housing, job, family life, neighborhood, spare time
__..-— ‘—“wA--~._.

activities, and national government). These domains were evaluated

by the eight value criteria in the matrix: standard of living,

fun, independence or freedom, beautyfland_atpractiveness, freedom
.a—Q.- _‘._,

., *bqv-nnr‘ fl

from bother and annoyance, safety,raccomplishing_somethingL_and

~_ n...
_, r- a... ...._..._ ,

' . n....._...._. r-’ ’"
“"-. .,.. a... _..,_ .q-v-O— "

acceptance and inclusion DXIQLDQLS.»~Additiona1 value criteria\N __#H,, ,
”an

n»...- -—-' 

were identified through content analysis of responses to a question

soliciting important reasons for respondents' feelings about Clothing.

There was a significant positive correlation between affec-

tive evaluations of clothing and POQL for both women (.28) and men

(.48) with effects of occupational prestige (men only), age, family

income, education, and family size controlled.

Using reduced and full model multiple regression analyses,

affective evaluation of Clothing was found to be a significant pre-

dictor of men's POQL (standardized beta = .21) with a significant

2.9 percent increase in the adjusted coefficient of multiple determi-

nation and a 7.2 percent reduction in the residual variance. When

added to other domain evaluations for women, clothing was not a

significant predictor of women’s POQL.

The set of eight value criteria was not significantly pre—

dictive of men's affective evaluations of clothing, accounting for
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only 12.4 percent of the variance. The same set of criteria

accounted for 64 percent of the variance in women's evaluations,

with independence, accomplishing something, and fun as the most

significant predictors. Additional value criteria mentioned by

both sexes were functionality, fashion, economy, self-regard, self-

expression, and variety.

Using analysis of covariance, no significant differences

were found in affective evaluations of clothing with respect to

occupational prestige (men only), age, family income, education,

and family size for both women and men.

Matched pair t-tests showed that wives tended to evaluate

the general clothing domain less positively than did their husbands.

Of eight specific clothing-by-criterion evaluations, husbands gave

significantly more positive evaluations to six.

Perceptual structures of life concerns were mapped using

nonmetric multidimensional scaling and cluster analyses. Dimensions

labeled as organization of self in the environment and psychological

closeness characterized the perceptual structures of women and men.

When divided according to scores on the Proximity of Clothing

to Self Scale, developed by the researcher, clothing clustered

closer to self (r = .71) for high-scoring women than for low-scoring

women (r = .25). To a lesser extent the same was true for men.

High scorers tended to evaluate life more positively and have more

positive views of what they are able to accomplish in life.

The findings provide some evidence to support the inclusion

of clothing among the components of quality of life.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

An intensive national and international research effort has

been made for more than a decade to determine the components of

people's well-being or quality of life. Conceptual models and methods

of measurement have been developed and tested to assess the level of

well-being, to predict well-being from relevant variables, and to

monitor change in the well-being of various groups in the population

over time.

This effort has been motivated in part by the recognition

of the limitations of economic indicators to adequately reflect the

social welfare of the nation's people. Emphasis has been placed on

supplementation of economic indicators with indicators of the quality

of life or, alternatively, the conditions of human existence (Land,

1975).

In addition to the perspectives of social reporting and the

measurement of social change, more controversial purposes for

development of social indicators have included evaluation research

and social experimentation, derivation of a measurement of the net

national welfare, and national goals accounting (Parke & Seidman,

   



1978).1 Whereas each of these rationales for development of social

indicators has its supporters and its critics, Andrews and Withey

(1976) have suggested that "monitoring a broadening range of social

indicators does seem to have some potential for making contributions

to these important goals and hence we believe social indicators

deserve our serious attention and careful development efforts" (p. 3).

Various definitions of "quality of life" and "well-being"

have been advanced. Many of these have been collated and reviewed

by Butler (1977). Frequently well-being andquality of life are

9". _..—v-" ‘/,p--«a—t~

”*r-q..__ ____._..—_—_-~/

used interchangeably; that is, well-beingis considered to be the ,H’/,,L
\ .lflu- t/4-—.,___'__._..-...

\‘x #4— "wit-"J k 5“" ' -— AMH—' ' "fi — 1 r—‘PH-. ,..__‘_ ‘ —« _...—

level of life quality, and quality of life is _defined interms of
--.._k.

-~_‘_ _ ,_..r. _.1 H A —-.
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the well—being orill-being of individuals (Andrews, 1974; Dalkey &

.\’\____._-I L. .._-_ ‘....,_
4.... _.. _..—

Rourke, 1973). Some researchers have defined quality of life in

terms of the satisfaction or fulfillment of human needs (McCall,

1975; Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers, 1976; Mitchell, Logothetti, &

Kantor, 1973), the satisfaction of wants (Liu, 1975), the quality

of the environments of individuals (Joun, 1973), and one group of

human ecologists have related the fulfillment of human needs to the

capacity of the environment to provide the resources to meet these

needs (Bubolz, Eicher, Evers, & Sontag, in press):

We consider quality of life (QOL) in a very general sense to

refer to the well-being or ill-being of people and/or the

environment in which they live. From the standpoint of

people, QOL consists in degree of fulfillment or satisfaction

of their basic physical, biological, psychological and

economic needs. These needs are met by the resources from

 

1For a comprehensive summary and evaluation of the purposes

for developing social indicators, the reader is referred to Parke

and Seidman (1978), Butler (1977), and Land (1975).

 



the environment which people exchange to meet needs. QOL from

the standpoint of the environment is the degree to which the

environment has the capacity to provide the resources to meet

needs. (pp. 5-6)1

The definition and conceptual model one adopts help determine

the nature of the quality of life indicators used. Some confusion

exists with regard to the distinction between social indicators,

quality of life indicators, and well-being indicators. There have

been recent attempts to formalize these definitions which should

clarify their differences (Bunge, 1975; Guttman, 1971; Levy &

Guttman, 1975).2

 

1This definition seems to minimize the degree to which needs

are met by the internal resources of the individual. Further refine-

ment and conceptualization of this definition are warranted. This

author is grateful to Dr. Jean Davis Schlater for drawing this to

her attention.

2 . . . . . .

Bunge's d1st1nctions are the most definitive to date:

"A social indicator is a variable serving as an indicator for

a sociological variable. More exactly . . . Let S be a set of

sociological variables (i.e. of functions representing proper-

ties of some social system or subsystem) and let I be the

order relation 'is an indicator of'. . . . Then x is a social

indicator if and only if (i) x is in S (i.e. x is a sociological

rather than, say, a physical variable); (ii) there is a y in

8, other than x, such that Ixy (i.e. x indicates or measures

some other social variable). . . .

"A quality of life indicator is supposed to contribute to the

assessment of this degree of well-being. More precisely . . .

Let S be a set of reliable indicators of the state of the

individual components of some human community C. Then if x

belongs to S, x is a quality of life indicator if and only if

x is an indicator of the physical, psychical, social, or ‘

cultural well-being of the individual members of C. . . .

 

"Contrary to widespread opinion . . . not all quality of life

indicators are social indicators stricto sensu." (Bunge, 1975,

pp. 72-75)
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Andrews and Withey have suggested that research efforts

should be directed to the development of a "limited yet comprehen-

sive set of coherent and significant indicators, which can be
 

monitored over time, and which can be disaggregated to the level of
 

the relevant social unit" (1976, p. 4). Further, they propose that

indicators of well-being should meet certain criteria: (1) breadth

of coverage so as to include a variety of life concerns important to

the population, (2) relevance to subgroups of the population who may

be affected by social policies, (3) efficiency of measurement both

statistically and economically, (4) high validity and reliability,

and (5) flexibility of the instrument to provide for varying degrees

of specificity, resources, and accuracy.

Much attention has been directed toward the selection and

assessment of life concerns as components of well-being. Some con-

Cerns are intensely personal (such as self or religion), and others

have been selected from the near and distal environments (housing

and family are examples of the former and national government is an

example of the latter). With the exception of only two related

studies of an elderly population (Butler, 1977; Bubolz et al., in

press), clothing has not been included as such among the lists of

life concerns. Yet clothing meets important biophysicalneeds for

h”

thermal regulation 0f PQQY.tennerature and.protection from injurious

-v-I ’

elements in the environment as well as psychological, aesthetic, and

social needs. Clothing is one's most proximal environment that is

certainly more portable than one's housing or neighborhood and, thus,

influences one's day-to-day interactions with others.

 





The general purpose of this study is to provide some empiri-

cal evidence to support a recommendation for the development and

inclusion or omission of objective and perceptual Clothing indicators

in quality of life measurement.

Rationale

The underlying rationale for the consideration of clothing

as a potentially important life concern for the assessment of life

quality is based on a human ecological framework recently proposed

for the study of quality of life by Bubolz et al. (in press). The

interaction of human organisms with their environment constitutes a

human ecosystem. The three organizing concepts of a human ecosystem

are represented and defined in Figure 11 (Bubolz, Eicher, & Sontag,

in press). These include the human environed unit (HEU),2 the

environment, and the interactions between and within these two

(Sprout & Sprout, 1965). Although three environments [natural

environment (NE), human constructed environment (HCE), and human

behavioral environment (HBE)] have been identified as conceptually

distinct entities to clarify the total environment, in reality one

is embedded within the other as shown in Figure 2. The HEU (e.g.,

individual, wife-husband pair, family) depends on the resources

 

1The model evolved over several years as a result of concep-

tualization by faculty and students of the College of Human Ecology,

Michigan State University. This figure is an adaptation of one pre-

viously developed by Morrison (1974).

2Cyprian Cooney, Associate Professor of Gerontology, Mercy-

hurst College, Erie, Pennsylvania, has proposed that a more accurate

descriptive term for the human organism is "human environing unit"

emphasizing the dynamic and ongoing nature of the process.
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SOURCE: Margaret M. Bubolz, JOanne B. Eicher, Sandra J.

Evers, and M. Suzanne Sontag, "A Human Ecological Approach to

Quality of Life: Conceptual Framework and Results of a Pre-

liminary Study," Social Indicators Research (in press).

Fig. 2. A human ecosystem with examples of the human

environed unit (HEU) and the near human behavioral environment

(HBE), human constructed environment (HCE), and natural

environment (NE).

 



provided by the environment for the fulfillment of its needs. In

turn the HEU acts on its environment, affecting its quality.

Clothing, as seen in Figure 2, is an example of a human con-

structed environment which draws on resources from the natural

environment (petroleum products, cotton, and wool fiber) for its

production and maintenance. Food and fiber compete for land use and

depleting energy resources for'raw materials and production. Accord-

ing to data just released from the 1972-73 Consumer Expenditure

Survey, clothing1 accounts for 6.8 percent ($565.38) of the average

annual total consumption expenditures ($8270.48) by all families

during that time period (U.S. Department of Labor, 1978). This

compares with 30.8 percent spent on housing, 19.3 percent on food,

8.6 percent on recreation, 6.4 percent on health care, and 1.3 percent

on education, i.e., other important areas of indicator development.

Such expenditures on clothing help meet the biophysical,

psychological, social, and aesthetic needs of family members. Through

inputs of clothing goods and services and information about peer

group, community and societal values, laws, rules, customs, mores,

and taboos, the family ecosystem sets goals for consumption and use

of clothing by its members. Families invest resources (e.g.,

clothing, services, time, and information) in the production of

human capital which ideally takes the form of members of society

who are (with reference to individual and societal benefits)

(1) adequately clothed for physical health and comfort, (2) clothed

 

l .
Includes outerwear, underwear, hos1ery, footwear, hats,

gloves, jewelry, other accessories as well as materials, repairs,

alterations, and other services excluding drycleaning, laundry, and

gifts.

 



 

 

 

 



in a manner compatible with the norms, attitudes, and customs of

society, (3) clothed in such a way as to evoke social acceptance,

approval, recognition, and validation of the self, (4) clothed in

such a way as to promote self-esteem, motivation, and role per-

formance, and (5) clothed in an aesthetically pleasing fashion (to

the self and society) according to the aesthetic standards of the

culture.

To the extent that clothing, aswthe most proximatewconf

strugted environment for the self, exerts some effect on_the nature
0.11.m _.-———

of SQEial impressionswand.behavioral_transactions, facilitates role

enéEEPEEI .and seize .eeremoenverbel. . sommisetoagf . thesel f... slething

may be Cessiéeregrtgbe. angstmsatallz functional as wel..1...es.‘_’M,. . -1111”_MM

expressive interface between the personal system and the interpersonal,

familial, and larger social systems.

To the extent that clothing assists in the regulation of body

temperature through thermal insulation, conduction, convection, and

evaporation and offers protection from injurious elements in the

environment (e.g., fire, insects, bacteria), clothing may be con-

sidered as a protective interface between the HEU and the natural

environment.

Clothing is an integral part of the near environment for the

individual. Several prominent persons involved in the development

of indicators of the quality of life have recognized that "the

influence of factors on QOL are [sic] a rapidly decreasing function

away, either in space or time" (Dalkey, 1973, p. II-196) from the
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individual's life space. Findings from Andrews' and Withey's studies

lend further support for this proposition:

The higher relationships shown by concerns that are close to

the respondent carry implications for the design of social

indicator systems. They suggest that these are particularly

important matters and that a set of social indicators that

aspires to be reasonably comprehensive should probably

include measures of these more personal aspects of life.

(1976, p. 114)

In a summary of the 1972 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and

Development (OECD) seminar proceedings on subjective well-being,

Campbell and Strumpel proposed the following direction:

Data on perception and evaluation of well-being ought to

be analyzed in their linkage with: a) the environment, b) the

person, c) his behavior, and d) other areas of subjective

well-being.

While there is no mechanistic relationship between

objective and subjective changes, . . . a thorough analysis

of the impact of the environment on people's feeling is

called for. (1974, p. 188)

This study then represents an attempt to clarify the relative

importance of the closest material environment of persons, clothing,

as a determinant of perceived life quality.

Statement of the Problem

A recommendation for the inclusion of perceptual and objective

clothing indicators among the list of limited, comprehensive,

coherent, and significant indicators of quality of life to be moni-

tored over time can be strengthened by empirical evidence of the

contribution clothing makes to the perceived overall quality of

life (POQL) relative to the contribution of other life concerns

already included as indicators. The primary purpose of this research

is to assess affective evaluations of clothing of adult married
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women and men with school-age children and thereby examine the

ability of affective evaluations of clothing to predict POQL when

added to a set of existing predictors.

Perceptual (or subjective) indicators are those based on the

personal, subjective evaluations of reporting individuals, whereas

objective indicators are measurements of external physical and social

conditions of the individual's existence and do not require a per-

sonal evaluation of the reporting individual (Andrews, 1974). Speak-

ing before the American Statistical Association about the importance

of perceptual indicators of life quality, Campbell (1977) stated:

We must take account not only of the objective circumstances

in which our people live but of the desirable and undesirable

impact these circumstances have on their life experience.

. . . There is no doubt that we should extend and refine

the accounts we keep on standard of living and the objective

circumstances of life. They tell us a great deal and they

are indispensable. But we will need a different set of

accounts to inform us about the subjective experience of

life. They will not be as precise or as elegant but they

will be measuring the right thing. (pp. 7-8)

Whereas objective and perceptual indicators can be conceived of and

developed as separate entities, Withey (1974) while addressing the

international Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

(OECD) in 1972 called attention to the fact that

Both the circumstances of people's lives and their feelings

about those conditions are woven together so tightly that it

is very artificial to talk about them as separate entities.

Even though someone else may see them as separate strands or

threads, the individual sees the weave, the texture and the

pattern. (p. 21)

Cognizant of the imprecision of perceptual indicator measure-

ment yet realizing that persons' perceptual evaluations of clothing

will be based on some objective aspects of the condition of their
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clothing relative to value criteria which they consider important for

need fulfillment, the decision was made to focus on perceptual

measures in this study within the framework of a model with known

validity and reliability. If this investigation does provide evidence

to support the inclusion of clothing indicators of quality of life,

then the development of additional perceptual measures and the more

costly and laborious development of objective indicators could follow.

An attempt to obtain data from which objective clothing indicators

could be developed was made within the goals of the entire research

group effort of which this study is a part. But the analysis of

that data is beyond the scope of the study reported here.

Correlational analysis between affective evaluations of

clothing and POQL is made controlling for variables which may be

suspected of contributing to a spurious relationship between POQL

and clothing. Further implementation of the major research objective

is achieved through the expansion of a domains-by-criteria matrix

model developed and tested by Andrews and Withey (1976) at the

Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan. The matrix

model was essentially developed to reflect the manner in which

people arrive at overall evaluations of life quality. This will be

clarified in the description of the conceptual framework. The

matrix expansion permits a precise probabilistic estimate of the

contribution of affective evaluations of clothing to POQL when

added to affective evaluations of other life concerns through the

use of full and reduced model multiple regression analyses explained

in Chapter III. Specific evaluations of clothing with respect to
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eight value criteria are examined in terms of their ability to pre-

dict general evaluations of clothing and general evaluations of value

criteria. The effect of social status and other demographic variables

on the affective evaluations of clothing is examined through co-

variance analysis.

Eventually the development of indicators of the quality of

life of families, with an emphasis on a larger unit of analysis than

the individual, should be an important contribution particularly

for the measurement of social change and as a guide for social policy

formation. That the family has been neglected in quality of life

indicator formation has been acknowledged in the literature (Weitzman,

1978; OECD, 1973). Since wife-husband data were available for the

present study, preliminary attempts were made to determine differences

between wives and husbands in their evaluations within the clothing

domain with a view toward future development of composite measures of

family clothing indicators.

A secondary Purpose °fm§hés.$§9dy.is the determinatiearef
,_‘ .-._. , . '_‘P"Iv" . '-

 

the proximity of clothing to the self on a 98919; themperceptual

" ”_..—mu- “iqun-a‘f-f. H4». "" “FMN'

structure of people's_affective_evaluations of life concerns. From

the perspective of the individuaILWisiglothing perceived to be psy-

or is it perceived to be more remote?

_. _...

chologically close to the self

"In .A;__ ..._.\_vs
-' w.-. ..

Indeed, is clothing viewed as "the visible self? (Roaeh & Eicher,

...- ._....M

1973, p. xxiii) and "the second skin" (Crawley, 1931, p. 4; Horn,

1975J‘tit1ewpage)? Based on social psychological theory to be

reviewed later and on the expectation that how one views the self
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is important to perceived life quality,1 it is expected that there

will be a stronger relationship between clothing and POQL for people

whose perceptual structures show clothing to be more closely associ-

ated with feelings about the self than those for whom clothing is

more psychologically remote from the self.

Conceptual Model for Measurement of Perceived Quality

of Life: Domains-by-Criteria Matrix

 

 

Several models for assessing the contribution of clothing to

POQL were available. Some were eliminated because they were too

limiting (e.g., Strumpel's model of economic well-being, 1976).

Others had no reported validity or reliability (e.g., Gitter &

Mostofsky, 1973), and others were evaluated as conceptually inade-

quate. The model finally chosen was one which provided a framework

broad enough to encompass the multidimensional aspects of clothing,

had known validity and reliability, could be readily adapted to

include clothing indicators and provide a test of their potential

importance to POQL as it has been operationalized to date, and at

the same time was consistent with the assumptions and propositions

of the human ecological model.

The model chosen for this study is a two-dimensional matrix

model proposed by Andrews and Withey (1976) for the evaluation of

perceptions of well-being. The model employs quality of life

 

1Withey (1974) has said: "One aspect of quality of life is

'what I am'--short, tall, male, female, young or old--and the

extensions of myself that are part of my identification--my house,

job, spouse, children and possessions" (p. 21).
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indicators at three levels of specificity which are illustrated in

Figure 3. The authors' discussion is summarized below.

1. At the most general level are global indicators that

refer to life-as-a-whole. Response to a question such as "How do

you feel about your life as a whole?" provides a global level evalu-

ation of well-being represented by E in the matrix.

2. At a less general level are general evaluations of life

concerns which are defined as "aspects of life about which people

have feelings" (Andrews & Withey, 1976, p. 11). Two categories of

life concerns have been identified: domains and criteria.

a. Domains of life are "places, things, activities, people

and roles" (Andrews & Withey, 1976, p. 11). Six domains

were used to test their model: house or apartment, job,

family life, neighborhood, spare time activities, and

national government. Not all domains are shared by all

people. For example, some people do not have jobs. Nor

is there the implication that getting into or out of a

domain improves well-being. For example, getting a job

may increase the perceived well-being of some and

decrease the sense of well-being of others. General

affective evaluative responses to questions about domains,

such as "How do you feel about your own family life--

your husband or wife, your marriage, and your children,

if any?" are represented by the E1 '3 in the matrix.
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SOURCE: Frank M. Andrews and Stephen B. Withey, Social

Indicators of Well-Being (New York: Plenum Press, 1976), p. 13.

Fig. 3. Andrews' and Withey's two-dimensional conceptual

model with examples of possible domains and criteria and with evalu-

ations of well-being at three levels of specificity.
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b. Criteria are "values, standards, aspirations, goals,

and--in general-~ways of judging what the domains of

life afford. There are criteria that people do not

share, but people seem to differ more in their particular

standards and their ideas of relevance than in the

presence or absence of criteria" (Andrews & Withey, 1976,

p. 12). Eight value criteria were chosen to test their

model: standard of living, fun, independence or freedom,

beauty and attractiveness, freedom from bother and

annoyance, safety, accomplishing something, and acceptance

and inclusion by others. General affective evaluative

responses to questions about criteria such as "How do

you feel about your independence or freedom--the chance

you have to do what you want?" are represented by the

E j's in the matrix.

Feelings about domains and criteria are determinants

of one's assessed quality of life.

3. The most specific level involves a person's evaluation

of a specific domain with respect to a specific criterion. Affective

evaluative responses to a particular domain with respect to a

particular criterion such as "How would you feel about your own

family life if you considered only its effect on your independence

or freedom--the chance you have to do what you want?" are repre-

sented by the Eij's within the individual cells of the matrix.

The matrix suggests that the marginal evaluations (Ei and

E j) are some function or combination (not necessarily additive) of
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the evaluations in the respective rows and columns. For example,

how a person evaluates his/her family life may be a result of how

well family life meets several relevant criteria such as independence

or freedom, fun, and accomplishing something. Similarly, column-

wise combinations can be made for the criteria. How a person feels

about a particular value, goal, or standard in his/her life depends

upon its fulfillment in various domains according to the model.

Global evaluation of life-as-a-whole may result from a combination

of the marginal evaluations (general life concerns) across columns

(criteria) or down rows (domains). That is, at the second level of

specificity, some combination of feelings about several criteria

may predict POQL or feelings about several domains may predict POQL.

Affective evaluations are assessed with the Delighted-Terrible

(D-T) Scale1 (Figure 4) for all three levels of specificity. Andrews

and Withey have conducted extensive validity and reliability research

on several scales (including the D-T Scale) used in quality of life

studies and have tested the matrix model using the six domains and

eight criteria named previously. This information is reported in

the Review of Literature.

Although Andrews and Withey tend to define criteria rather

broadly (i.e., in terms of values, standards, aspirations, and

goals), the emphasis is placed on value criteria.

The quality of life is not just a matter of the conditions of

one's physical, interpersonal and social setting but also a

matter of how these are judged and evaluated by oneself and

others. The values that one brings to bear on life are in

 

1Used with the written permission of Frank M. Andrews and

Stephen B. Withey, September 1977.
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themselves determinants of one's assessed quality of life.

Leave the situations of life stable and simply alter the

standards of judgment and one's assessed quality of life

could go up or down according to the value framework. It

may well be that subjective quality of life is better

understood by studying the nature and determinants of

value structures than by assessing the more objective con-

ditions of living. It is undoubtedly better to try and

link them in a common understanding. (1976, p. 12)

Rescher (1969) has also reflected on the relationship between values

and well-being:

Values are intangibles. They are, in the final analysis,

things of the mind that have to do with the vision people

have of "the good life" for themselves and their fellows.

A person's values . . . represent factors that play a role

in his personal welfare function, the yardstick by which he

assesses the extent of his satisfactions in and with life.

(pp. 4-5)

The Andrews and Withey model places an evaluated object

within a valuation framework. According to Rescher (1969) this may

indicate either:

1. the extent to which the value is embodied in the object

[i.e., prediction of domains by domains-by-criteria

evaluations], or

2. the extent to which realization of the value is facili-

tated by the object, i.e., the extent to which the value

is realizable through the object [i.e., prediction of

value criteria by domains-by-criteria evaluations]. (p. 63)

Clothing is considered a domain of life about which people

have feelings. Clothing may be evaluated with respect to certain

value criteria. Most of the value criteria specified in the

original test of the matrix model seemed to provide a good cross-

section of those which have been studied previously in the clothing

literature. In addition, it was considered desirable to make some

comparisons of the findings of this study with the results of

implementation of the model in the July 1973 Toledo study (Andrews

& Withey, 1976). The matrix investigated in this study is presented
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in Figure 5. The only change from the 1973 Toledo study is the

addition of a seventh domain, clothing. By implementing a model

with preselected value criteria, one runs the risk of not tapping

those value criteria actually used by a respondent in the assessment

of a given domain or POQL. Therefore, the need to solicit additional

value information in a more indirect manner from the respondent when

investigating a new domain was recognized and implemented.

The compatibility of the Andrews and Withey model which

emphasizes implementation of value criteria within domains and the

human ecological framework which emphasizes need fulfillment by

resources in one's environment requires some explication. At the

outset the relation between needs and values is recognized as a

controversial, debatable issue.

According to Maslow, physiological and psychological needs

are "deficiencies which must be optimally fulfilled by the environ-

ment to avoid sickness and to avoid subjective ill-being" (1959,

p. 123). Value, defined by Maslow as the "gratification of any

such need" (1954, p. 6), is as important as deprivation in his

theory of motivation. Needs "press for gratification, which is to

say, [their] own obliteration" (Maslow, 1954, p. 133). Maslow pro-

posed a hierarchy of basic needs ranging from basic low level

physiological needs through safety, love and belonging, esteem by

self and others to self-actualization. For Maslow what one needs

one values, and there is thus a correspondence between the needs

hierarchy and an implicit values hierarchy. "A greater value is

usually placed upon the higher need than upon the lower by those
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who have been gratified in both" (Maslow, 1954, p. 148). And "the

human being is so constructed that he presses toward fuller and

fuller being and this means pressing toward what most people would

call good values . . ." (Maslow, 1959, p. 126), with the ultimate

value being self-actualization. Maslow (1954) also hypothesizes

that the basic needs are "instinctoid" or hereditary, part of the

constitution of every person and thus universal. Values, i.e.,

need gratification, stem from the need state of the organism.

Clyde Kluckhohn (1959) defined a value as "a conception,

explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual or characteristic

of a group, of the desirable which influences the selection from

available modes, means, and ends of action" (p. 395). He makes a

clearer distinction between values and needs than does Maslow:

Implicit values remain "conceptions" in the sense that

they are abstract and generalized notions which can be put

into words by the observer and then agreed to or dissented

to by the actor. Verbalizability is a necessary test of

value.

This is perhaps a way of saying that such matters as

instinctual behavior and needs are below the level of

abstraction and hence not part--directly--of the realm of

value. (p. 397)

Responding to Dorothy Lee's exposition of the belief that values

derive from culture and create needs, Kluckhohn (1959) states:

Since a value is a complex proposition involving cognition,

approval, selection, and affect, then the relationship

between a value system and a need or goal system is neces-

sarily complex. Values both rise from and create needs.

A value serves several needs partially, inhibits others

partially, half meets and half block [sic] still others.

(p. 428)

Thus, Kluckhohn allows for needs which are not intrinsic to the

organism but derive from the values of the culture.
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By adopting the model of Andrews and Withey this study is

engaged more directly with the benefit derived from the realization

of values than with the direct perception of need fulfillment, ;

although the former in some cases may reflect the latter. For

example, an answer of "mostly satisfied" to the question "How do

you feel about what you are accomplishing in your life?" may suggest

that a need is being fulfilled, but the specific need is not well

defined. Accomplishing something may meet a need for esteem by self

or others or for self-actualization. At the present, however, the

methods for directly measuring perception of need fulfillment within

the context of quality of life research have not been developed.

Since Andrews and Withey (1976) obtained a reasonably good fit of

empirical data in the 1973 test of their model, their model was

adopted as a close approximation to the assumptions and relationships

defined in the human ecological framework.

The D-T Scale does not measure the comparative extent of

subscription to a value but does measure the degree of feeling about

having been able to realize the benefits at issue in a certain value.

[Refer to Rescher (1969) for a discussion of value scales]. The

option of responding off scale provides an important alternative

for those for whom the value is not relevant.

Objectives

The objectives of the research are:

1. To determine the relationship between affective evalu-

ations of clothing and perceived overall quality of life for women

and men while controlling for several demographic characteristics.
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2. To determine whether the affective evaluation of clothing

is a significant predictor of perceived overall quality of life and

whether the extent to which eight value criteria are implemented in

the clothing domain is a significant predictor of (1) general affec-

tive evaluations of clothing and (2) general affective evaluations

of the eight value criteria.

3. To determine whether women and men differ in their

affective evaluations of clothing with respect to selected demographic

characteristics.

4. To determine whether wives and husbands differ in their

(1) affective evaluations of clothing and (2) affective evaluations

of clothing with respect to each of the eight value criteria.

5. To identify the proximity of clothing to the self in

the structure of perceptions of life concerns for women and men.

Hypotheses

The null hypotheses for each research objective are stated

below.

Hypothesis for Research Objective 1:

H : There is_no relationship between affective evaluations

l of clothing and perceived overall quality of life for

women and men controlling for (1) age, (2) total family

income, (3) education, (4) family size, and (5) occu-

pational prestige.

Hypotheses for Research Objective 2:

H : Affective evaluations of the clothing domain by women and

men do not explain perceived overall quality of life when

the clothing domain is added to other selected domains.
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Affective evaluations of clothing with respect to the

eight value criteria do not explain affective evaluations

of clothing for women and men.

H4: Affective evaluations of clothing with respect to each of

the eight value criteria by women and men do not explain

general affective evaluations of the eight value criteria

when the clothing-by criterion evaluation is added to

other selected domains-by-criterion evaluations.

Hypothesis for Research Objective 3:

H5: There is no difference in the affective evaluations of

clothing for women and men with respect to (1) age,

(2) total family income, (3) education, (4) family size,

and (5) occupational prestige.

Hypotheses for Research Objective 4:

H6: There is no difference between wives and husbands in their

general affective evaluations of clothing.

H There is no difference between wives and husbands in their

affective evaluations of clothing with respect to each of

the eight value criteria.

7:

Hypothesis for Research Objective 5:

H8: On a map of the perceptual structure of life concerns,

clothing is in closer proximity to the self for high

scorers on the Proximity of Clothing to Self Scale than

for low scorers.

The expectation was that null Hypotheses 1 through 7 would

be rejected and that Hypothesis 8 would fail to be rejected with

application of appropriate statistical tests and analytical techniques.

Assumptions
 

The assumptions of this study are:

1. A person's evaluation of life quality and life concerns

involves both cognitive and affective components.
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2. The domains and criteria selected for analysis in this

study do not represent an exhaustive list of life concerns but

reflect a sample of life concerns chosen to extend past research.

3. The domains-by-criteria matrix model assumes "that the

same set of elementary domain-by-criterion evaluations, when com-

bined in different ways, can account for bgph_concern-1evel evalu-

ations of the domain type and concern-level evaluations of the cri-

terion type" (Andrews & Withey, 1976, p. 233). The model also

assumes that either domain-level evaluations or criterion-level

evaluations can be used to account for global evaluations of life

quality.

4. The difference in meanings between adjacent scale cate-

gories on the Delighted-Terrible Scale is roughly equivalent thus

permitting the numerical responses to be treated as interval—level

data.

5. Value criteria used to evaluate clothing can be identified

through content analysis of responses to a question soliciting impor-

tant reasons for respondent's feelings about clothing.

6. Most likely there is a reciprocal influence between

wives' and husbands' beliefs and feelings about life concerns and

the quality of their lives which precludes the treatment of wives

and husbands as a single sample due to assumptions of independence

underlying many statistical models.

There is some supportive evidence for the legitimacy of

the fourth assumption. Andrews and Withey (1976) used
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multidimensional scaling techniques for analysis of data in which

the Delighted-Terrible Scale was used. A matrix of Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficients (r's) was the input to these

analyses. They report:

Strictly speaking, the data do not fully meet all the statis-

tical assumptions for r: Our scales are ordinal, many dis-

tributions are skewed, and some relationships are not per-

fectly linear. However, a careful check showed that the

pattern of relationships in a matrix of gamma coefficients

(for which the data gg_meet all the assumptions) was virtually

identical to that in a matrix of r's. (The rank correlation--

rho--between the r's and the gammas was .95 for sixty-six

pairs of variables we examined.) Whether our variables were

collapsed to reduce skew prior to computing r's also proved

to make virtually no difference. (Rho between r's based on

collapsed scales and those based on uncollapsed scales was

.98.) (Footnote 4, p. 36)

Additional explorations by Andrews and Withey (1976) into the magni-

tude of the intervals between adjacent D-T Scale categories determined

by comparison with responses on three other scales showed that the

intervals were approximately equal between the five least positive

scale categories with somewhat smaller intervals between Mostly

Satisfied and Pleased and between Pleased and Delighted. Taken

together, the correlation results, the comparative interval investi-

gation, and other evidence, give these researchers confidence that

the difference in meanings of adjacent scale categories is roughly

equivalent.

Theoretical Definitions
 

Affective Evaluation. The assessment of life quality and
 

life concerns involving both cognitive evaluation and some degree

of positive and/or negative feeling, i.e., affect.
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Clothing. All items of apparel including outerwear,

accessories, underwear, and footwear for all activities.

Perceived Overall Quality of Life (POQL). A person's affec-

tive evaluation of life-as-a-whole; a subjective assessment, involving

both cognitive and affective components, of the well—being of the

individual.

Life Concerns. Domains of life and criteria about which
 

people have feelings.

Domains. "Places, things, activities, people and roles"

(Andrews & Withey, 1976, p. 11). Domains of life are evaluated with

respect to criteria, and they contribute to a person's perceived

overall quality of life.

Criteria. "Values, standards, aspirations, goals, and--in

general--ways of judging what the domains of life afford" (Andrews &

Withey, 1976, p. 12). Changes in the importance and/or relevance of

criteria affect the perceived overall quality of life.

Proximity of Clothing to Self. The psychological closeness
 

of clothing to the self measured by the extent to which clothing is

perceived as a part of the self, as an aspect of appearance by which

the self is established and validated, as a symbol of one's identity,

mood, and/or attitude, as an expression of self-regard, and/or the

extent to which clothing is expressed as an element of an affective

response to self-evaluation and/or body cathexis.
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Occupational Prestige. "The phenomenon of differential
 

societal evaluations of occupations according to their social

standings" (Otto, 1975, p. 326). "The prestige position of an

occupation is apparently a characteristic of that occupation,

generated by the way in which it is articulated into the division

of labor, by the amount of power and influence implied in the

activities of the occupation, by the characteristics of incumbents,

and by the amount of resources society places at the disposal of

incumbents" (Hodge, Siegel, & Rossi, 1966, p. 322).

Self-Esteem. A multidimensional construct involving evalu-
 

ative and affectional aspects of the self-concept which are of a

processual nature. Self-evaluation is an attitudinal process which

involves cognitive comparisons of characteristics of the self with

some standard. As an affective process, self-esteem consists of

the emotional (cathectic) and behavioral response to self-evaluation

(Wells & Marwell, 1976).

Internal-External Locus of Control. "The extent to which
 

persons perceive contingency relationships between their actions

and their outcomes. People who believe they have some control

over their destinies are called 'Internals'; that is, they believe

that at least some control resides within themselves. 'Externals'

. . . believe that their outcomes are determined by agents or factors

extrinsic to themselves, for example by fate, luck, chance, powerful

others, or the unpredictable" (Robinson & Shaver, 1973, p. 169).
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Operational Definitions
 

_.v

Affective Evaluation. A person's response, selected from

seven on-scale categories and three off-scale categories on the

Delighted-Terrible Scale, to questions pertaining to life quality

and life concerns.

Affective Evaluation of Clothing. A person's response to

the question "How do you feel about your clothing?" on the Delighted-

Terrible (D-T) Scale (Appendix A, item 1.15a).

Perceived Overall Quality_of Life (POQL). The average of a

person's responses to the questions "How do you feel about your life

as a whole?" on the Delighted-Terrible (D-T) Scale (Appendix A,

items 1.1 and 9.2).

Domains. Seven domains are included in the matrix model of

this study: housing, clothing, job, family life, neighborhood,

spare time activities, and national government (Appendix A, items

1.3a, 1.7, 1.10, 1.12, 1.14-1.15a, 1.16). Additional domains are

included for the analysis of perceptual structures of life concerns:

self, changes in family's lifestyle to conserve energy, health,

and total family income (Appendix A, items 1.17-1.18 and 1.23-1.24).

Criteria. Eight criteria are included in the matrix model

of this study: standard of living,1 fun, independence or freedom,

 

1Standard of living as used by Andrews and Withey is oper-

ationalized as "the things you have like housing, car, furniture,

recreation, and the like" (Andrews & Withey, 1976, p. 33, item 85).

For purposes of comparison and ease of interpretation by
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beauty and attractiveness, freedom from bother and annoyance,

safety, accomplishing something, and acceptance and inclusion by

others (Appendix A, items 1.2, 1.4-1.6, 1.8-1.9, 1.11, and 1.13).

Additional criteria are included in the analysis of perceptual

structures of life concerns: financial security, interesting day-

to-day life, extent to which physical needs and social/emotional

needs are met, creativity and expressiveness, and learning and

exposure to new ideas (Appendix A, items 1.19-1.22 and 1.25—1.26).

Domains-by-Criteria. Specific evaluations of the seven

domains with respect to the eight criteria in the matrix model

(Appendix A, items 2.1a-2.7h). Under the assumptions of the model,

these evaluations predict general domain evaluations and general

criterion evaluations.

Proximity of Clothipg to Self. A person's score on the

Proximity of Clothing to Self Scale which embodies the criteria

previously specified in the theoretical definition at three levels

ranging from no perception of clothing to self to perception of a

close relation between clothing and the self. Scores are based

on responses to item 1.15b, "What are some of the most important

reasons why you feel as you do about your clothing?"

 

respondents the term "standard of living" was retained although the

accurate term for the operational definition is "level of living."

Standard of living is more accurately defined as "the level of

living that a family or individual desires and strives to attain

. . ." (Hafstrom & Dunsing, 1973, p. 120), i.e., what ought to be,

whereas level of living refers to what is.
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Occupational Prestige. Hodge, Siegel, and Rossi's two-digit
 

occupational prestige scores reported by the Social Science Research

Council (1975) generated by societal rankings of the social standing

of numerous occupations. Scores were assigned on the basis of

responses to items 13.9b-l3.9e and 13.9g (Appendix A). The prestige

scores were designed for use with the 1960 U.S. Census occupational

codes (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960) and have been adapted to

the 1970 Census listings (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1971). Hodge,

Siegel, and Rossi (1966) have reported the substantial stability of

occupational prestige scores over time, i.e., from 1925-1963.

Self-Esteem. Feelings of self-worth as measured by a person's
 

attitudes to the self on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Appendix A,

items 3.1-3.10).

Internal-External Locus of Control. A person's score on
 

four forced-choice items which constitutes the Index of Personal

Competence (Campbell et al., 1976). The higher the index (which

ranges from 0 - 4), the greater the degree of internal control

(Appendix A, items 4.1-4.4).



 

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The research reviewed in this chapter is organized in six

sections. The first section, determination of components of well-

being or quality of life, provides evidence that clothing meets the

criteria for inclusion as a potential component of quality of life.

A review of the few quality of life studies that have included

clothing among the life concerns constitutes the second section.

The third section is a discussion of the validity of perceptual

measures and the evidence for the validity of the domains-by-criteria

matrix model. The fourth section, perceptual structures of well-

being, describes the theoretical framework upon which maps of per-

ceptual structures are based and explores the known relationships

among life concerns as people perceive them. In the fifth section

the theoretical development of the relationship between clothing and

the self is accomplished by a review of the classics in the social

psychological literature and in the clothing literature. Selected

pertinent clothing satisfaction studies and associated evaluative

criteria comprise the sixth section.

34
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Determination of Components of Quality

of Life: The Case for Clothing

With the almost universal omission of clothing from the lists

of quality of life components, one must ask why. Is there an histori-

cal reason for the omission? Does clothing not meet the criteria

for inclusion as a quality of life component? Do perceptual and

objective indicators of clothing conform to the definition of quality

of life indicators?

These are important questions to answer before one can add

another factor to the already extensive QOL factor lists. If

Clothing does meet the criteria and indicators are consistent with

the definitions, then only empirical research will determine the

magnitude of its significance as a component of the quality of life.

Historical Identification of Quality

of Life Components

Historically, in 1966 President Lyndon B. Johnson mandated

the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) to develop

the necessary social indicators as a supplement to the economic

indicators prepared by the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the

Council of Economic Advisors. This resulted in the publication,

Toward a Social Report, which defined a social indicator as:
 

. . . a statistic of direct normative interest which facili-

tates concise, comprehensive and balanced judgments about

the condition of major aspects of a society. It is in all

cases a direct measure of welfare and is subject to the

interpretation that, if it changes in the "right" direction,

while other things remain equal, things have gotten better,

or people are "better off." (U.S. Dept. of HEW, 1969, p. 97)

The report clearly identified social indicators as measures

of "national well-being" or "the quality of American life" and
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named several aspects of life quality for which social indicators had

been or were being developed: health and illness, social mobility,

the physical environment, income and poverty, public order and safety,

learning, science, and art, and participation and alienation. HEW

recommended the preparation of a comprehensive social report to the

nation and the development of social indicators that would measure

social change and be useful in establishing social goals. In its list

of components of the quality of life, the physical environment was

defined as the natural and man-made environments. The latter, however,

was narrowly restricted to housing, urban space, and transportation.

Prior to publication of this report, former Senator Walter C.

Mondale introduced Senate Bill 5.843, the "Full Opportunity and

Social Accounting Act," which would have required the transmission

to Congress by the President of an annual social report since

. . . it is the continuing policy and responsibility of the

Federal Government, consistent with the primary responsi-

bilities of state and local governments and the private

sector, to promote and encourage such conditions as will

give every American the opportunity to live in decency

and dignity, and to provide a clear and precise picture

of whether such conditions are promoted and encouraged in

such areas as health, education, and training, rehabilitation,

housing, vocational opportunities, the arts and humanities,

and special assistance for the mentally ill and retarded,

the deprived, the abandoned, and the criminal, and by measur-

ing progress in meeting such needs. (3.843, 1967, p. 974)

Those areas were emphasized in which there was a visible,

obvious lack in the opportunity for every American to live in

"decency and dignity." Although this act was passed by the Senate,

it did not come to a vote in the House. The same outcome occurred

when it was reintroduced as 5.5 in 1972. Both the proposed bill
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and the HEW report set the stage for the development of social

indicators by researchers cognizant of the political and social

implications.

By 1972 there was confusion over and an obvious lack of

consensus in definition of the quality of life concept. The Environ-

mental Protection Agency sponsored the Airlie Symposium in August

of that year to explore the notion of quality of 1ife--its defi-

nition, its components, and its potential quantitative approaches

to its use in guiding public policy. The definition of QOL advanced

in the report of this symposium was "the well-being of people--

primarily in groups but also as individuals--as well as . . . the

'well-being' of the environment in which these people live" (Environ-

mental Protection Agency, 1973, p. I-l). Aside from the fact that

this definition introduces another loosely defined concept, i.e.,

"well-being," it does focus on an important issue--the unit of

analysis. The suggestion was made that it is appropriate to study

the quality of life of groups, the quality of life of individuals,

and the "quality of life" of environments in which people live.

Many conceptualizations of quality of life differ as to

which unit of analysis is emphasized. McCall, for example, empha-

sizes quality of life on the macro level. "QOL consists in the

obtaining of the necessary conditions for happiness in a given

society or region" (McCall, 1975, p. 234). He considers it

appropriate to talk in terms of societies with high QOL or low QOL

based on the equitable distribution of resources to meet human needs

(since the necessary conditions for happiness are the general
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happiness requisites, i.e., the fulfillment of human needs). "QOL

in a given region consists in the satisfaction of the GHR's (general

happiness requisites) throughout the region, i.e., for each inhabitant.

The greater the percentage of people in the region for which GHR's

are satisfied, the higher the level of QOL" (McCall, 1975, p. 239).

In this approach, if a certain percentage of the population's physical

needs for clothing were met and additional clothing was available,

distribution of the surplus clothing to those who already had a suf-

ficient amount would not result in an increase in QOL. But distri-

bution to those whose needs were not met would increase the QOL of

that society.

Joun emphasized the quality of life of the environment. "The
 

quality of life encompasses all aspects of the environment surround-

ing human beings. Such an environment could be divided into two

broad categories--human and natural environments" (Joun, 1973,

pp. II-lll). The human environment was defined as the man-made

environment consisting of economic, sociocultural, public service,

spatial, health, and other environments. The natural environment

was further categorized into biotic and abiotic components.

EPA (Environmental Protection Agency, 1973) Fellows concep-

tualized the environment similarly including the economic, political,

physical, social and natural environments, and health. They used

four criteria to generate this classification scheme and factor

list for QOL. The list was to be comprehensive, be free of redun—

dancies, deal with conditions that could be objectively and sub-

jectively measured and contain single dimensional characteristics

if possible. Imposition of the latter criterion seems unnecessary
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particularly when it was apparently difficult to meet as shown by

the number of multidimensional factors that appear in the final

classification scheme which is summarized in Table 1. They found

considerable similarity in the underlying structure common to

several studies.

By and large, the majority of research endeavors since 1972

have concentrated on the well-being of individuals with some attempts

at aggregation to formulate a quality of life index for a group or

region. (For an example of the latter the reader is referred to

Liu, 1974, 1975, and 1976.) Most of those who have laid the foun-

dation for the development of perceptual indicators of well-being

have necessarily adopted the individual as the unit of analysis

(Dalkey & Rourke, 1973; Mitchell et al., 1973), and many have recog-

nized the importance of the environment as an influencing factor in

the experience of life quality of individuals (Andrews, 1974;

Andrews & Withey, 1974, 1976; Campbell et al., 1976; Bubolz et al.,

in press).

On the individual level Land (1975) has proposed three

measurement domains within the person's life space:

(1) objective conditions (the external physical and social

conditions of the individual's existence); (2) subjective

value context (the individual's beliefs, expectations,

and aspirations; and (3) subjective well-being (the indi-

vidual's feelings, satisfactions, and frustrations con-

cerning components of the two sets). (p. 27)

Specific measurement items within each domain should have an empiri-

cal referent and covary with other core items in the domain.

Within the context of measuring individual's psychological

well-being as an indicator of life quality, Dalkey and Rourke (1973)
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TABLE l.--C1assification Scheme and Factor List for QOL Developed by

EPA Fellows

 

Economic Environment:

Work satisfaction

Income

Income distribution

Economic security

Political Environment:

Informed constituency

Civil liberties

Electoral participation

Non-electoral participation

Government responsibilities

Physical Environment:

Housing

Transportation

Material quality

Public services

Aesthetics

Social Environment:

Community

Social stability

Culture

Physical security

Family

Socialization

Recreation

Health:

Physical

Mental

Nourishment

Natural Environment:

Air quality

Water quality

Radiation

Solid waste

Toxicity

Noise

 

SOURCE: Environmental Protection Agency, The Quality of Life
 

Concept (Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and

Monitoring, Environmental Studies Division, 1973): I-47, exhibit A.
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developed a psychologically oriented factor list using a Delphi

procedure. The final list of thirteen QOL factors is shown in

Table 2. One can see that these psychologically oriented factors

are similar to the criteria as defined in Andrews' and Withey's

domains-by-criteria matrix model. The list includes factors which

would be expected to contribute to ill-being as well as to well-

being.

Ziller (1974) focused on changes in the self-concept as an

indicator of individual well-being:

It is proposed here that changes in the personal system

following an experience or event serves as an indicator

of the meaning of the event from the person's point of

view and is, thus, an indicator of the quality of life.

Changes in the higher components of the personal system

are assumed to indicate a more meaningful event. A more

profound meaning is associated with a change in the self-

concept as opposed to a change in attitude. (p. 308)

In an effort to overcome limitations of the survey approach to

measurement of QOL (e.g., difficulty in checking the reliability

of verbal reports and of relating verbal reports to behavior),

Ziller developed nonverbal structured projective techniques for the

determination of the meaning of life events as they contribute to

the individual's perceptions of the quality of life. Changes in

self-esteem as a result of social interaction of the self with sig-

nificant others within a social environment were measured.

On an international level, the Organisation for Economic

Co-operation and Development (1973), composed of twenty-three member

nations including the United States, agreed upon the following list

of fundamental (as opposed to instrumental) concerns of direct

importance to human well-being and of present or potential interest
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TABLE 2.--QOL Factors Developed by Dalkey and Rourke

 

l.

11.

12.

13.

Novelty, change, newness, variety, surprise; boredom; humorous,

amusing, witty.

Peace of mind, emotional stability, lack of conflict; fear,

anxiety; suffering, pain; humiliation, belittlement; escape,

fantasy.

Social acceptance, popularity; needed, feeling of being wanted;

loneliness, impersonality; flattering, positive feedback,

reinforcement.

Comfort, economic well-being; relaxation, leisure; good health.

Dominance, superiority; dependence, impotence, helplessness;

aggression, violence, hostility; power, control, independence.

Challenge, stimulation; competition, competitiveness; ambition;

opportunity, social mobility, luck; educational, intellectually

stimulating.

Self-respect, self-acceptance, self-satisfaction; self-confidence,

egoism; security; stability, familiarity, sense of permanence;

self-knowledge, self—awareness, growth.

Privacy.

Involvement, participation; concern, altruism, consideration.

Love, caring, affection; communication, interpersonal under-

standing; friendship, companionship; honesty, sincerity, truth-

fulness; tolerance, acceptance of others; faith, religious

awareness.

Achievement, accomplishment, job satisfaction; success; failure,

defeat, losing; money, acquisitiveness, material greed; status,

reputation, recognition, prestige.

Individuality; conformity; spontaneity, impulsive, uninhibited;

freedom.

Sex, sexual satisfaction, sexual pleasure.

 

SOURCE: Norman C. Dalkey and Daniel L. Rourke, "The Delphi

Procedure and Rating Quality of Life Factors," in The Quality of

Life Concept_(Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research

 

 

and Monitoring, Environmental Studies Division, 1973): II—218,

table 3 .
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to the member nations: health, individual development through learn-

ing, employment and quality of working life, time and leisure,

command over goods and services, physical environment, personal

safety and the administration of justice, and social opportunity and

participation. This list combines conditions of the environment as

well as individual growth and development.

Campbell (1972) wanted to use Maslow's hierarchy of human

needs as a basis for evaluating individuals' aspirations, satisfac-

tions, and achievements. In a later publication the difficulty of

operationalizing an abstract needs hierarchy was acknowledged:

It became apparent, however, that some of the abstractions

of Maslow's theory, self-actualization for example, are

difficult to convert directly into language which is suit-

able for a national survey; and we were forced to seek a

medium which was closer to everyday experience. (Campbell

et al., 1976, p. 12)

The model proposed by Campbell et a1. (1976) suggests that

people perceive attributes in their objective environment (which

includes domains). The perceived attributes are evaluated against

some internal standard of comparison, such as one's aspirations,

expectations, equity levels, reference group levels, or personal

needs and/or values. The result of this assessment contributes to

satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the domain. One's general

sense of well-being or perceived life quality is compounded in

some way from the satisfactions and dissatisfactions of several

specific domains. Their choice of domains was somewhat arbitrary

but designed to cover a broad spectrum of life yet be of everyday

concern to the majority of people in the population. "We were also

guided to some degree in our choices by past studies that have
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investigated, in a more open-ended way, where most people allocate

their time, thought and emotional energy, as well as the way in

which they tend to partition their roles and domains of experience"

(Campbell et al., 1976, p. 62). The domains selected were: marriage,

family life, health, neighborhood, friendships, housework, job, life

in the United States, city, or county, nonwork, housing, usefulness

of education, standard of living, amount of education, and savings.

As a result of a recent study of subjective well-being in

northern Wisconsin, Wilkening and McGranahan (1978) concluded that

the aspiration-achievement model of Campbell et a1. does not explain

all aspects of life satisfaction. They state that:

. . . satisfaction is not entirely a process of realizing

instrumental goals. It involves a feeling about being a

part of social relationships providing the individual with

the identity and the support as well as resources for

living. . . . Satisfaction results from the discrepancy

between the feeling of need for affection, acceptance and

identification and its realization. (p. 231)

In addition to the contribution of integrative-expressive processes

to subjective well-being, these authors also have proposed the

inclusion of measures of the adaptive processes by which individuals

overcome the disruptive effects of physical, social, and emotional

crises (e.g., unemployment, divorce, death). These recommendations

are compatible with the human ecological model previously explained

since these processes involve interactions between the human

environed unit and the human behavioral environment.

The model developed by Andrews and Withey has been

explained at length in the first chapter of this study. Again no

stringent criteria were enforced in the selection of life concerns

(domains and criteria) for investigation. Three sources generated
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a final list of 123 concerns which were subsequently investigated

in one local and three national surveys: (l) unstructured questions

in eight different surveys which focused on "substantive issues of

high social, political, and/or psychological interest" (1976, p. 30);

(2) structured interviews focusing on daily activities; and (3) pub-

lished lists of values.

The inclusion of value criteria is not without theoretical

precedent. Cantril (1965) said:

As human beings, we seem to seek a quality of experience far

different from that sought by any other type of organism

we know. Man's capacity to experience value satisfactions

propels him to learn and to devise new ways of behaving that

will enable him both to extend the range and heighten the

quality of value satisfactions and to insure the repeatability

of these value satisfactions already experienced. (p. 10)

Changes in satisfaction with values, moreover, may be more indicative

of long-term changes in the society (Inglehart, 1977) than of short-

term changes.

Bunge's (1975) formal definition of a quality of life indi—

cator has been previously given in Chapter I. His interpretation

of this definition is consistent with definitions of QOL advanced

by those who consider the QOL from the perspective of the individual

in his/her environment.

Well-being, or the quality of life, has a number of components--

physical, biological, social, economic, cultural, etc. All of

them pertain to the individual/environment interface, where

the environment is in turn the aggregate of the physical and

the social environments of the individual. (Bunge, 1975, p. 77)

Clothing as a Component of

Quality of Life
 

If one accepts the notion of quality of life with reference

to the well-being of individuals and the environments in which they
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live, clothing most certainly is a potential component of quality of

life. "The human body and its extension through clothing has been

referred to as the subject and object of perception. As such it

is part of our environment" (Compton, 1972, p. 10). From Figure l,

clothing can be classified as part of the human constructed environ-

ment primarily involving the sociophysical component. Using the v/

terminology of Andrews and Withey, clothing constitutes a domain

of life about which people have feelings. As such it deserves

investigation as a potential QOL component. At the minimum, if one's

car, housework, and organizations to which one belongs are included

among the domains, clothing should also be included. But because of

its physical, and perhaps psychological, proximity to the self,

there is reason to believe that clothing may play a_morefl§igpifigant

/’”“‘ “" “‘ "‘—-~..._.,,,,,__,_,"_. _ _..—_.....HH 1. .

role in one's sense of well-being or quality of life than some other

w.._.“_~__m _ 1... ¥ ‘ ‘ ’ ' '

components of the human constructed environment.
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aft

‘\CI5thingfm§y~H;ve been omitted from previous studies because

in the eyes of researchers it may not have met the criterion of

being one of the "substantive issues of high social, political,

and/or psychological interest" (Andrews & Withey, 1976, p. 30). In

a publication of Rockefeller's Commission on Critical Choices for

Americans, Campbell and Kahn (1976) comment:

Defining national goals exclusively or primarily in terms of

economic welfare was more suited to a past stage of American

life than to the present or the future. True, millions of

Americans are still "ill-housed, ill—clad, and ill-nourished";

their needs are apparent and urgent. But a larger proportion

of the population now take almost for granted the fulfillment

of their basic needs for food, clothing, and shelter. These

people are concerned increasingly with "higher order" needs--

for social recognition, community identification, achievement

in work, self-actualization, and the like. A nation long
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fixated on goals which are basically economic is changing to

include goals which are essentially psychological-~changing

from a concentration on being merely well-off to a concern

with well-being. (p. 163)

With reference to clothing this remark requires a response on two

levels--the physiological and the psychological.

Are the poor ill-clad? Michael Harrington (1962) remarks:

Clothes make the poor invisible too: America has the

best-dressed poverty the world has ever known. For a

variety of reasons, the benefits of mass production have

been spread much more evenly in this area than in many

others. It is much easier in the United States to be

decently dressed than it is to be decently housed, fed, or

doctored. Even people with terribly depressed incomes can

look prosperous.

It is not a matter of planning, though it almost seems

as if the affluent society had given out costumes to the

poor so that they would not offend the rest of society with

the sight of rags. (p. 5)

As an illustration of Harrington's concern, the writer of this dis-

sertation can present a mini N = 1 case study.

Mr. X came to the university cafeteria daily for the evening

meal, always purchasing the "Daily Dollar Deal" (about 51.00-31.50)

which generally consisted of a casserole, Italian dish, or meat

loaf and vegetable. One wondered whether this was his only meal

for the day. Extremely thin, Mr. X always seemed in good spirits

yet ate alone every evening. A distinguishing characteristic was

a large, gaping, ragged hole (not torn, just worn out) in the seat

of his trousers revealing his underwear. Day after day, he wore

the same trousers. The soles of his shoes had long lost their

integrity as a unit. He tried to engage other cafeteria diners

in conversation; but he embarrassed them, and only the bus girls

would talk with him. One evening he remarked to a young college
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woman dressed in white that his relatives were coming for a visit.

The next week Mr. X reappeared clad in a new pair of inexpensive

gabardine trousers and white tennis shoes which he was seen wearing

every day from that time onward.

The development of objective indicators of clothing adequacy

will not be easy. In fact the definition of clothing adequacy will

be a substantial task. Clearly there are the ill-clad, but not

quite so obvious are the poor who wear a few gifts or second-hand

clothing. In the present study, one respondent explained her negative

feelings about her clothing in the following way: "Because they

have been worn by someone before me."

Some progress has been made by Winakor (1971a, 1971b) and

the Family Economics Research Group, Agricultural Research Service

(Britton, 1973, 1974a, 1974b) in the development of standard clothing

budgets. Winakor (1971b) has explained the potential application of

these budgets:

A standard budget . . . is intended to serve as a model to

which the spending practices of many families can be com-

pared. It may be used to determine whether there is balance

among expenditures for various goods and services or whether

total money expenditures and, by implication, incomes of

individual families or groups of families are adequate; it

may be proposed as a long-term goal for improvement of the

level of consumption of a group of families; or it may

serve as a short-term guide to identify deficiencies or

to establish how much aid is needed by families in

temporary distress. (p. 256)

A comparison of family clothing expenditures with standard clothing

budgets may be a good starting point for "objective" QOL indicator

development.
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There is additional evidence that clothing is instrumental

in meeting higher-order needs, e.g., belongingness and esteem. Much

research has been conducted on the relationship between adolescents'

clothing and peer acceptance. For example, in a study of 231 high

school sophomores Smucker and Creekmore (1972) found significant

correlations between awareness of the clothing mode and peer accep-

tance and between conformity to the clothing mode and peer acceptance

for both boys and girls when the effects of social class were con-

trolled.

A four-year longitudinal sociometric analysis of one mid-

western high school class showed that clothing and appearance were

insufficient by themselves in explaining peer acceptance or exclusion.

Social class was another important contributing factor (Kelley &

Eicher, 1970).

Another study (Good & Kelley, 1971) investigated clothing

influence and occupational aspirations of high school boys. They

found that "regardless of their occupational aspirations, the

majority of these teenagers recognized that not only is clothing

used in the occupational world as a practical, functional item, but

also it is manipulated to create an impression and influence other

people" (p. 335).

There is a growing body of empirical evidence supporting the:

dirept effect of dress cues on impression formation.‘ Hamid (1972)!

manipulating the presence and absence of glasses and makeup on

female "social objects," demonstrated the importance of dress cues

(dress being more broadly defined than clothing) as a determinant
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of a person's perceptions in social situations. However, he also

demonstrated that subjects are not aware of the dress cues to which

they respond. Whether this is true of clothing was not analyzed.

His subjects were twenty-six male and twenty-six female students in

an introductory psychology course. Thus his results should be

interpreted with some caution.

In a pilot experiment designed to measure the extent to

whish4person and costume, takep separately §§§1§99§§h§£1m§££§33

initigijggressions (Connerleetergrs .Nasaseselmlfil?5:)4.Isa¢.?3.._iu2133'3

(249mqollege.women) was exposed to one photographic stimplus of one

0f £23.,Irssible combinatuisms or -,',',a‘9h.1sti¢g.'.'.158339.61-83391119353?“

lectual" costumes and control smock. Costume was a significant

 

and important (eta squared = .25) factor only for the formatipn

of the social impression. There was also a significant interaction

between persgp and costume_f9rwthe_sgcial impression. In the for-

mation of the athletic impression, person accounted for more of the

variance (eta squared = .26) than did costume (eta squared = .05).

Although costume was a significant factor in formation of the intel-

lectual impression, eta squared was only .05. Thus, some impressions

are based on clothing, some on person, and some on an interaction

between the two factors.

Another related study by Johnson, Nagasawa, and Peters (1977)

showed that differences in clothing style (in fashion and out of

fashion) worn by a college woman did significantly influence male

and female peers' impressions of sociability (eta squared = .51),
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and the sex of the subject did not alter the impression. The sub-

jects were sixty male and sixty female students enrolled in college

English.

Buckley and Roach (1974) demonstrated the significance of

clothing as a nonverbal communicator of one's social and political

attitudes for one population segment. Attitudes toward stimulus

photographs of male and female models wearing clothes of the counter-

culture and established culture were measured on bipolar scales as

were attitudes toward political and social issues, such as the

Pentagon and women's liberation. The findings indicate that the

sample (ninety-six college women and men including members of the

counterculture, the established culture, and a random sample of

students) did consistently attribute social and political attitudes

to wearers of the clothing in the photographs. In addition, the

subjects within the counterculture group actually wore clothing more

expressive of their social and political attitudes than did the

establishment group.

To a sample of one hundred male conservative and "hippie"

college students selected on the basis of their appearance, Kness

and Densmore (1976) administered questionnaires with items pertain-

ing to clothing attitudes and social-political beliefs. They found

that by observing the dress styles of these male students, one

could be correct in predicting their social-political beliefs (on

a scale designed to discriminate between conservatives and radicals)

76 percent of the time.

Most of the studies reported above used nonrandomly selected

college students as the subjects for their investigations. Thus
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the generalizability of results is limited. Worthy of further study

is the effect of the impressions formed in response to dress cues

on the esteem accorded to the self by others and the resultant

effect on self-esteem.

In a classic study of the relationship between clothing

"values" and parallel general "values,"1 Lapitsky (1961) used the

Allport, vernon, Lindzey (1960) instrument for the measurement of

four general values (aesthetic, economic, political, and social)

and developed a corresponding clothing value measure which reflected

the implementation of the general values within the clothing domain.

The five clothing values developed were: (1) aesthetic--"the desire

for, appreciation of, or concern with beauty in clothing";

(2) economic--"the desire for comfort in clothing and for the

conservation of time, energy, and money in relation to clothing

usage or selection"; (3) political--"the desire for obtaining

prestige, distinction, leadership, or influence through clothing

usage"; (4) social I--"the expression of regard for fellow beings

through clothing behavior"; and (5) social II--"the desire for

obtaining social approval through clothing usage with conformity

playing a prominent role" (pp. 3-4). Lapitsky administered these

 

1Not all people would agree that the instruments used were

actually measuring underlying values. The Allport, Vernon, Lindzey

measure is subtitled as a measure of dominant interests, and the

nature (forced-choice) and content of the items seem to suggest that

interests rather than values are being measured. Lapitsky defines

clothing values as "wishes, desires, interests, motives, or goals

which an individual considers worthwhile and thus are major determi-

nants of attitudes and behavior in relation to clothing choices and

usage" (p. 3). For a distinction between values and interests,

desires, goals, and preferences, the reader is referred to Kluckhohn

(1959).
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instruments to a group of eighty female teachers and eighty under-

graduate women between the ages of eighteen and forty-five, all of

whom were single. The strongest correlation for both groups occurred

between the general political value and the corresponding desire for

obtaining prestige, distinction, leadership, or influence through

clothing usage (r = .43,
= < .

teachers
'40! P -001) The

rstudents

next highest significant correlation was between the teachers'

aesthetic value and the corresponding desire, appreciation or

concern for beauty in clothing (r = .39, p < .001). For students

this relationship was a modest .27 (p < .05). Also for students

but not for teachers, the relationship between the general social

value and social I was moderate (r = .31, p < .01). To the extent

that these interests and preferences do reflect underlying values,

there is some evidence then for the implementation of one's general

values within the clothing domain.

In the same study Lapitsky also found that socially secure

teachers and students had significantly higher means on the aesthetic

clothing value than did socially insecure teachers and students,

whereas the latter had significantly higher means on the social II

value than did the socially secure groups. Thus one's clothing

interests, desires, and preferences may be indicators of the need

state of the human organism. This study warrants methodological

improvement and further testing on larger samples of both men and

women of different ages.

In another oft-cited study of three hundred female college

students, Creekmore (1963) studied the relationship between values

and needs as reflected in clothing behaviors. The Allport, Vernon,
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Lindzey measure of values was expanded to include the sensuous and

the exploratory values. Maslow's hierarchy of seven needs (1954)

was expanded by Creekmore to include an action need ["expressed as

the desire to be active physically and mentally" (p. 8)]. Eight

clothing behaviors developed by Creekmore and thought to be specific

to value types included altruism, emphasis on appearance, experimen-

tation, management of clothing, belief in and use of clothing as a

status symbol, interest in the symbolic meaning and theoretic aspects

of clothing, and emphasis on tactual aspects. Six general clothing

behaviors developed were conformity, clothing construction, modesty,

emphasis on fashion, tool use, and no concern. Appearance, status

symbol, and management were the three most important clothing

"behaviors" for this group.

As measured in this study Creekmore found stronger relation-

ships between need striving and clothing behaviors than between

values and clothing behaviors. Based on her findings she concluded

that for this sample, symbolic meaning was related to the aesthetic

value, modesty was related to the religious value, self-esteemmwmw

striving was related to four clothing behaviors (experimentation,

status symbol, fashion, and tool use), self-actualizing was related

to tool use, and the need for belongingness was related to appearance.

Some clothing behaviors were related to both needs and values, e.g.,

management was related to the economic value and to self-esteem,

altruistic use was related to the exploratory value and to the

striving for self-actualization, and clothing conformity was related

to the social value and to low cognitive striving. This study
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suggests that particular clothing behaviors may be one indicator of

the level of need striving and of subscription to certain values.

Perceptual Indicators of

Quality of Life

 

 

Whereas it has been shown that clothing meets the criteria

for inclusion as a component of QOL and that it is legitimate to

investigate the magnitude of its relationship to overall well-being,

it must still be shown that the indicators used conform to the defi-

nition of QOL indicators. The perceptual indicators used are those

developed by Andrews and Withey at the Institute for Social Research,

University of Michigan. There is some reason to concentrate initially

on perceptual indicators and to develop a series of objective indi-

cators at a later time:

Through the development of perceptual indicators . . . one

can empirically determine the aspects of life that do, in

fact, concern individuals, and how these aspects relate to

their sense of well-being. . . . knowledge about perceptions

of life quality can play a significant role in setting pri-

orities for the development of "objective" social indicators.

(Andrews, 1974, p. 284)

If clothing does not contribute to a significant amount of the

variance in overall quality of life, then there is little need to

develop objective indicators. If some of the criteria used to

evaluate clothing are more significant than others in terms of

general feelings about clothing, then priorities for development

of objective indicators can be set. F

To be a quality of life indicator, the items asked must

first be reliable indicators of the state of the individual compo-

nents of some human community, C. The reliability of the perceptual

l/
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indicators used by Andrews and Withey have been partially determined.

The observed reliability of the global Life measures assessed with

the D-T Scale in the three national surveys were: May 1972 data--.61;

November 1972 Form 2 data--.7l; April 1973 data--.68. The estimated

reliability of the July 1973 Toledo data was .70 which falls within

the range of the observed reliabilities (1976, pp. 188, 192). Relia-

bilities estimated in a similar manner from the July data were

derived for some domains and criteria assessed by the D-T Scale by

adding the square of the median method effect (based on three analy-

ses) to the square of the validity coefficient. The estimated relia-

bility coefficients obtained were: housing (.76), spare time activi-

ties (.55), national government (.83), standard of living (.70), and

independence or freedom (.75).

All of the life concerns including clothing are components of

some human community. Even Bunge admits that the second part of his

definition of a QOL indicator is somewhat difficult to demonstrate

due to the ambiguity of the term "well—being," i.e., "x is a quality

of life indicator if and only if x is an indicator of the physical,

psychical, social, or cultural well-being of the individual members

of C." Fortunately, Levy and Guttman (1975) have done some further

work to determine the "universe of well—being items."

Levy and Guttman limit their treatment to perceptual indi-

cators of well-being. They begin with the assumption that the

universe of well-being items is a subset of the universe of atti-

tudinal items which has been formally defined by Guttman and

reported by Gratch (1973):
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An item belongs to the universe of attitude items if and only

ognitive

if its domain asks about behavior in a ffective modality

'nstrumental

ery positive

toward an object, and its range is ordered from to

ery negative

towards that object. (p. 36)

The domain is the "question part" of the item, and the range consists E

of the possible answers to the items. The universe of well—being

items then consists of attitudinal items that possess specified facets.

An item belongs to the universe of wellbeing items if and only

ognitive

if its domain asks for ffective assessments of the evel

. reatment

nstrumental

of the state of a social group in some life area, and the range is

ordered from "very satisfactory" to "very unsatisfactory" accord-

ing to the normative criterion of the respondent for that area of

life. (Levy & Guttman, 1975, p. 364)

The universe of items and the population studied constitute the uni-

verse of observations. The facets included are: (l) the subject

whose well—being is being studied (i.e., an individual or group);

(2) the area of life in which the well—being is assessed, e.g.,

health, ecOnomic prosperity; (3) the type of assessment; (4) the

level or treatment.

It is easy to show that "How do you feel about your clothing?"

is one of the universe of well-being items. Facet l is the indi-

vidual, facet 2 is clothing, facet 3 is an affective evaluation, and

facet 4 is implicitly level. The range on the Andrews and Withey

D-T Scale goes from delighted to terrible rather than from very

satisfactory to very unsatisfactory. However, it is assumed that

Levy and Guttman meant these terms in a general rather than in a

literal sense since the range of their items varied from very happy
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to very unhappy, very good to not at all good, very satisfied to

very unsatisfied, definitely sufficient to insufficient, and defi-

nitely no to definitely yes.

In their research on the Continuing Survey conducted in

Israel, Levy and Guttman (1975) elaborated on the definition and

developed the technique of the mapping sentence which incorporates

both the universe of items and the population studied as well as a

larger number of facets than in their definition of well-being items.

The mapping sentence used in their research design is shown in

Figure 6. Each question can be associated with a structuple which

shows how each fits into the Cartesian set of six facets, ABCDEF.

For example, the question "In general, how do you evaluate the

current situation in the country with respect to work relations

between employers and employees?" (very good . . . not at all good)

is assigned the structuple, alblc3d6elfll' The question "How do

you feel about your clothing with respect to the fun it enables you

to have?" would be assigned the structuple, a2b1c1d3e2f(l4 = clothing)’

Therefore the perceptual indicators used in this study meet the

current definitional requirements of well-being items; and, in

addition, they meet the requirements of a QOL indicator with the

limitation that the reliability must be determined by replication

in future studies.

Clothing in Past Qualipy of Life Research

Very few studies have included clothing or related concepts

such as dress or personal appearance among the components of quality

of life to be investigated. The few that have are discussed in this

section.
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A

The [El cognitive] assessment by respondent (x) of the

a2 affective

B

[#1 state Of , I] the well being of his social (reference)

b2 government 5 treatment for

C

-Cl self ]

c2 government

c3 State

c4 institution

group cS new immigrants with respect to its

c6 poor

c7 other individuals

LCB on the whole   

  

D

Pdl primary internal 1

d2 primary social

d primary resource

d4 neighborhood

d town . .

5 secondary env1ronment, concerning a

d6 State

Ld7 World ‘

I" -I

f recreation

l .

f2 family

f3 on the whole

f4 security

E f5 health

[(31 general] aspect of life area f6 economic
spec1f1c f7 education

f8 religion

f9 society

£10 immigration

f1]. work

£12 information

L513 communication   
according to his normative criterion for that life area ————€>

very satisfactory

to in the sense of the element from facet B.

very unsatisfactory

SOURCE: Shlomit Levy and Louis Guttman, "On the Multivariate

Structure of Wellbeing," Social Indicators Research 2 (1975): 365.

Fig. 6. The mapping sentence of well-being items according

to Levy and Guttman.
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Scheer (1973) compared fifty-three objective indicators of

the quality of life in Austria with that of the six countries of

the European Economic Community, the latter including Italy, Luxem—

bourg, Belgium, France, Holland, and Germany, between the years 1957

and 1973. Quality of life was defined as level of living, i.e.,

the actual living conditions of a people. Indicators were developed

on the basis of a list of components of the level of living as pre-

viously defined by the United Nations in 1961.1 Clothing was among

the components, and the indicator used by Scheer was clothing expen-

diture as a percentage of personal consumption. Scheer plotted

expenditure for clothing as a percentage of personal consumption

against the independent variable, Gross National Product per head

of population. Over different periods of time within this sixteen-

year period, the GNP per head of population increased by 200 percent

(from 4300 to 8500 German Marks) for five of the seven countries.

As the GNP per head of population increased over this range, the

clothing expenditure as a percentage of personal consumption

decreased from about 14 percent to 13 percent for Austria, whereas

it increased from 9.5 percent to 11 percent for Belgium, from

 

1The list of twelve components included health, food and

nutrition, education, conditions of work, employment situation,

aggregate consumption and savings, transportation, housing, clothing,

recreation and entertainment, social security, and human freedom.

In a later revision of this list, the components were reduced to

nine: health, food consumption and nutrition, education, employment

and conditions of work, housing, social security, clothing, recreation,

and human freedom. For the components of the level of living in the

poverty budget, the following list of eight was proposed: food and

beverages, housing, clothing, medical care, education, transportation

and recreation, personal taxes, fees, dues, etc., and other goods

and services (United Nations, 1969).
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10 percent to about 13 percent for Germany, and from 11.5 percent

to 13 percent for France. It remained fairly constant at 15.5 per-

cent for Holland. Although not interpreted in terms of QOL by the

authors, one could conclude that as the proportion of personal

expenditures on clothing declined with increases in the GNP per

capita, the level of living was increasing or reaching a saturation

point with respect to clothing.

Gitter and Mostofsky (1973) proposed sixteen categories which

were meant to be an exhaustive set of quality of life components

containing "HEW" (refer to U.S. Dept. of HEW, 1969) and "non-HEW"

aspects of life. Personal physical appearance was identified as

a non-HEW aspect for which objective and subjective indicators of

QOL could be developed. Personal physical appearance is broader

than clothing since it includes one's body shape, posture, weight,

height, complexion, and hair as well as any additions to the body

such as clothing, cosmetics, and jewelry.

In three surveys the following question was asked by Andrews

and Withey (1976): "How do you feel about the goods and services

you can get when you buy in this area-—things like food, appliances,

clothes?" (p. 34). In the July 1973 Toledo survey this item clus-

tered with an item to measure feelings about services one can get

for the home such as repairs or painting. In the May 1972 survey

this item grouped together on a map of perceptual structures of

life concerns with schools, doctors, hospitals, and with "what you

have to pay for basic necessities such as food, housing, and

clothing" (p. 44). Only 12 percent felt mostly dissatisfied,
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unhappy, or terrible about the goods and services they could buy,

and 70 percent felt mostly satisfied, pleased, or delighted. For

the November 1972 survey, the item was surrounded by "the respect

other people have for your rights" and "nearby places you can use

for recreation or sports." Placing clothing within the context of

availability of goods likely taps only one dimension of people's

feelings about clothing.

Applying the human ecological model described in Chapter I,

Bubolz et al. (in press) investigated the quality of life of sixty-

five long-time residents of three rural neighborhoods in Ontonagon

County, Michigan in 1975. Clothing yap inoludedramongltwentyzone

lifeconcernsof the domain and criterion typeswhose importance

and satisfaction wereassessed using a five-step Self-Anchoring

In 1‘

Ladder of Importance (SALI) Scale and a seven-step Self-Anchoring

Ladder of Satisfaction (SALS) Scale. The responses of the D-T Scale

were the "rungs" of the SALS ladder. On the importance scale clothing

received the lowest mean score (;-= 3.0, s.d. = .9), and respondents

expressed a moderately high satisfaction with clothing (;'= 5.3,

s.d. = 1.0) with a rank of thirteen among twenty-one life concerns.

Satisfaction with clothing was positively correlated with POQL

(r = .27, p < .05). The median age of this sample was sixty-one.

They were rural farm and rural nonfarm residents, and over half had

incomes under $8,000. One would expect to obtain a stronger

relationship of clothing to POQL with younger, urban residents of

higher incomes for whom clothing may be more important to social

mobility, job advancement, social acceptance, and, perhaps, to

creative expression.
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Thirteen follow-up case studies of the Bubolz et al. sample

were conducted by Butler (1977) to determine the differences between

"high" and "low" scorers on POQL with respect to four near environ-

ments: clothing, family, shelter, and community. Few differences

in clothing evaluations were evident. An analysis of wardrobe

inventories showed that both groups owned clothing similar in source,

number, and age. In 1976, both groups rated clothing of "some

importance" (high POQL group: ;-= 3.2, s.d. = .4; low POQL group:

;.= 3.0, s.d. = .6) and "mostly satisfied" (high POQL group: ;.=

5.7, s.d. = .8; low POQL group: §= 5.0, s.d. = 1.0). Both high

and low POQL groups ranked clothing least important of all the life

concerns included, whereas somewhat less satisfaction with clothing

was expressed by members of the low POQL group than by the high POQL

group. Butler suggested that the age of the respondents (range: A

43-79) coupled with the rural setting in which everyone knew each I

other may result in the respondents' views of clothing as utilitarian E ‘3

rather than serving purposes of communication or status achievement. A

She concludes that "any differences between the high POQL group and

the low POQL group occurred in perceptions of satisfaction with

clothing rather than in perceptions of importance or in differences

in their wardrobes" (pp. 165-66). The trend held for the four

environments compared, i.e., perceptual measures of satisfaction

with family, community, Clothing, and shelter distinguished the two

groups. The only objective indicator of significance was the fre-

quency of communication between parents and Children.
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Domains-by-Criteria Matrix Model: Results

of an Empirical Test
 

A discussion of the measurement of affective evaluations is

presented first, followed by a report of the results obtained by

Andrews and Withey from the implementation of the domains-by-criteria

matrix model.

Measurement of Affective Evaluation

of Life Quality
 

Andrews and Withey (1976) hypothesized that "a person's

assessment of life quality involves both a cognitive evaluation and

some degree of positive and/or negative feeling, i.e., 'affect'"

(p. 18). The Delighted-Terrible (D-T) Scale (Figure 4) with seven

on-scale categories was designed to measure affective evaluations by

asking respondents to choose one of the categories that best repre- ‘

sents their feelings about life concerns and life-as-a-whole. In

addition, three off-scale categories (Neutral--neither satisfied

nor dissatisfied, Never thought about it, and Does not apply to me)

broaden the range of responses. These have been useful for evaluation

of concerns that are irrelevant or difficult for respondents. A

seven-point satisfaction scale developed by Campbell et a1. (1976)

produced highly positively skewed distributions of responses which

pose problems in analysis. The development of the D-T Scale was an

attempt to reduce the skew. Several methodological investigations

were conducted to determine the validity of the D-T Scale. One of

these, the degree to which covariation in affective evaluations is

representative of perceptual structures of people's general feelings,

is discussed in the next section of this chapter.
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A factor analysis of twelve global measures of life quality

was made. Three factors emerged from an input matrix of Pearson r's:

cognitive evaluation (Factor I), negative affect (Factor II), and

positive affect (Factor III). The latter two factors were readily

interpretable; but the first, cognitive evaluation, was named such

because of the authors' hypothesis that life assessments involve

both cognitive and affective elements. Factor I was not totally

independent of the other two factors. For Life 3, 91 percent of

the variance was explained by the three factors with Factor I con-

tributing to most of the variance (Factor I loading = .92, Factor II

loading = .18, Factor III loading = .17).

An investigation of the construct validity of various global

measures of well-being was made by Andrews and Withey (1976). Using

the July 1973 Toledo data, a six-by-six multimethod-multitrait matrix

(i.e., six different aspects of well-being assessed by six different

methods) was used to assess construct validity. After imposing a

set of theoretical assumptions, the validity of each of six "traits"

assessed by six measures was determined. The median validity for

the life concerns measured by the D-T Scale was .82 with the indi-

vidual validity coefficients as follows: housing--.83, spare time

activities--.69, national government—-.87, standard of 1iving--.79,

freedom or independence--.82, life-as-a-whole--.79. Assessment of

life concerns using the D-T Scale contains approximately 67 percent

valid variance, 7 percent correlated error variance, and 25 percent

residual variance. These results are comparable to those obtained

for the two other high validity measures: Faces Scale (median

validity = .82, median method effect = .27) and Circles Scale
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(median validity = .80, median method effect = .30). The authors

conclude that some perceptual measures have been shown to possess

fairly substantial validities and, therefore, should not be disputed

on grounds of low validity. Reliability has been reported in the

first section of this review.

Results of a Test of the Matrix Model

A nonrandom sample of 222 respondents living in or near

Toledo, Ohio were Chosen by an informal quota system to test the

domains-by-criteria matrix model in July 1973. On major demographic

variables, such as sex, age, marital status, and employment status,

the respondents were distributed similarly to a probability sample

of Toledo residents and to 1970 U.S. Census figures for the nation,

but the sample had slightly higher education and income levels than

the average American.

The model has been defined and explained in the conceptual

framework of this study. With the exception of clothing, the

matrix tested by Andrews and Withey in 1973 is the same as that

illustrated in Figure 5, i.e., six domains (housing, job, family

life, neighborhood, spare time activities, national government)

and eight criteria (standard of living, fun, independence or freedom,

beauty and attractiveness, freedom from bother and annoyance, safety,

accomplishing something, acceptance and inclusion by others). As

stated in the assumptions, domain-by-criterion evaluations can be

combined across columns to predict domain-level evaluations or down

rows to predict criterion-level evaluations. Operationally, one

need only ask, for example, "How would you feel about your house or
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apartment if you considered only the fun it enables you to have?"

Substituting each of the criteria in place of fun allows one to

determine which criteria are the best predictors of feelings about

housing in general, i.e., "How do you feel about your house or

apartment?" But one need not also ask "How would you feel about

the fun you have if you only considered your house or apartment?"

in order to determine which domains are the best predictors of

general feelings about a certain criterion, e.g., "How do you feel

about how much fun you are having?" The single item "How do you

feel about your house or apartment if you considered only the fun

it enables you to have?" suffices for both types of combinations.

Another assumption of the model is that either type of general

concern-level evaluations (domains or criteria) can account for

global evaluations of life-as-a-whole as suggested by the two

linkages to life-as-a-whole on the right of Figure 5.

Sixty-three measures were used in the initial, partial

implementation of the model with the July 1973 Toledo sample: one

global measure (Life 3), fourteen concern-level measures (six

domains, eight criteria), and forty-eight specific domain—by-

criterion measures (six domains-by-eight criteria). Although

models cannot be proven, certain patterns of bivariate relationships

should hold if the model fits with reality. The requirements of

the model and the results obtained are listed in Table 3. The

bivariate relationships did support the validity of the model.

Multivariate relationships were also analyzed. A series of

sixteen multiple regression analyses were performed to determine the
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predictive ability of each cell variable with respect to its rele-

vant domain and its relevant criterion as well as the predictive

ability of the global measure from the concern-level domains and

criteria. The results of these analyses (including standardized

beta values and the adjusted percentage of variance explained) appear

in Table 4.

The upper portion of the table reflects the ability of cell

measures to predict domain-type concerns and of using criterion

measures to predict Life 3. Prediction is made by combining data

for criteria. For example, data for the second row show the pre-

diction of affective evaluations of job by eight job-by-criterion

items. Accomplishing something (beta = .57) is the best predictor

followed by beauty and attractiveness (beta = .17). The negative

beta for job-by-fun means that when all other predictors are held

constant, the better one feels about his/her job with relation to

the fun it enables one to have, the less positive are one's feelings

about the job in general. Taken together the eight job-by-criterion

items explained 43 percent of the variance in the general job

evaluation.

For Life 3 a substantial 58 percent of the variance was

explained by the eight general criterion evaluations. In the lower

portion of the table, one sees that 43 percent of the variance in

people's feelings about life-as-a-whole (Life 3) were explained by

six domains with family life as the strongest predictor (beta = .35).

The other columns show the prediction of general level criterion

evaluations by domains-by-criterion items. For example, the family

domain is the best predictor of feelings about standard of living
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(beta = .23), and spare time activities is the best predictor of

feelings of being accepted and included by others (beta = .45).

However, spare time activities do nothing to predict how people

feel with regard to being free from bother and annoyance.

A final multivariate analysis lent considerable support to

the model. For any domain, only eight cell measures should exert

a direct causal influence. After removing the variance explained

by direct causes, nonrelevant cell measures should be unable to

explain the remaining variance, and thus the relationship between

these cell measures and the domain measure should be close to zero.

Four domains were analyzed in this fashion and the average explana—

tory power of the nonrelevant cell variables was .74 percent.

These bivariate and multivariate analyses provide considerable

support for the validity of the model. Andrews and Withey conclude:

Our several analyses . . . provided a variety of opportunities

in which the model could be shown wrong, and this has not

happened. On the contrary, a variety of expectations involv-

ing the size and direction of relationships, the relative

magnitudes of relationships, situations in which combinations

of variables should be able to predict a dependent variable,

and situations in which variables should be unable to pre-

dict, have all been borne out. To the extent that the model

has been testable against empirical data, it seems to accord

well with reality. (1976, p. 239)

Changes in the prediction of Life 3 and the eight value cri-

teria with the addition of the clothing domain is the focus of the

present study. Although the results will not be directly comparable

because of a different population, a comparison of the findings with

the 1973 study should be of methodological interest.
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Perceptual Structures of Well-Being»

Analysis of the perceptual structures of individual well-

being permits one to determine what patterns exist in the way

people organize their feelings about life concerns. Knowledge of

these dimensions should contribute to the development of theory and

help identify the major components of quality of life and other

domains and criteria with which they are related. In this section

the radex theory of satisfaction with life is developed in a pro-

gression from the simple to the complex. Results of the mapping of

perceptual structures for quality of life data obtained by two

research groups at the University of Michigan are then presented

and discussed.

The Radex Theory of Life Satisfaction

The development of the radex theory of life satisfaction has

been largely accomplished by Guttman and Levy over the past three

decades (Guttman, 1954; Levy & Guttman, 1975; Levy, 1976). A radex

is "a set of variables whose intercorrelations conform to the

general order pattern prescribed by the new theory. . . . [Radex]

is a word designed to indicate a 'radial expansion of complexity'"

(Guttman, 1954, p. 260). The radex is a doubly ordered system con-

sisting of (l) a simplex (the word "simplex" designates a simple

order of complexity) which is a set of variables which differ

primarily in their degree of complexity and which can be ranked

from least to most complex; and (2) a circumplex which is a set

of variables which differ in Eing_(the word "circumplex" designates

a "circular order of complexity").
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Guttman's early work involved examples of mental ability

tests which differ in kind (e.g., verbal and numerical reasoning).

Each kind also varies by degree of complexity, e.g., numerical

ability tests may contain addition, subtraction, multiplication,

and division which differ largely by degree of complexity. The

radex can be represented geometrically by a circular arrangement

in a plane. Figure 7A illustrates a radex with five sectors, each

sector representing a different content (circumplex) with four

different levels of complexity (simplex) which gives 5 x 4 or

twenty different elementary components. Figure 78 illustrates the

profile for a hypothetical test which has four different kinds of

content, each at different levels of complexity. A radex theory

of satisfaction with life has been demonstrated by Levy (1976) and

Levy and Guttman (1975) and is developed next.

In the first section of this review the notions of the uni-

verse of well-being items, facets, and the mapping sentence have

been introduced and illustrated. A simplified mapping sentence

was presented by Levy in order to compare results from two quality

of life studies completed in 1971, one in the United States at the

Survey Research Center, University of Michigan and one in Israel.

The items included in these two surveys fit the following mapping

sentence (Levy, 1976, p. 119): (See page 75.)
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The extent of satisfaction of respondent (x) with the

B

education -

economics

residence

spare time

family

health

work

general 4

A

[a1 state of

a resources f0

g] his activities in area of life

2

  

very positive

-———> to satisfaction with life.

very negative

The four facets of this sentence include: "X," the population of

respondents; "A" and "B," the content of the items (together they

define 2 x 8 = 16 varieties of satisfaction); and "R," the common

range of the response categories. The mapping is represented by

XAB --)'R. The elementary structuples of the domain are xab,

each of which has only one response in R.

Smallest Space Analysis (SSA), one of many nonmetric multi-

dimensional scaling programs, was developed by Guttman (1968) and

Lingoes (Lingoes, 1972; Lingoes & Roskam, 1973). This technique was

used to locate the questionnaire items on a perceptual map and to

detail the elements of the perceptual structure. Nonmetric multi-

dimensional scaling analysis is more completely described in

Chapter III. For the present, two items are placed close together

on the map if their covariation is large and at more remote distances

if they do not covary. Maximum distances on the maps approximate

statistical independence; minimum distances correspond to moderately

high correlations.
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Levy's SSA produced a two-dimensional radex (Figure 8) with

facet A ("state" versus "resources") serving as a modulating facet

which corresponds to the distance from the origin in the SSA space

(akin to the simplex). "The items closest to the origin, within

the inner circle, assess the satisfaction with the stgt§_of activi-

ties, while the outer band of items assess satisfaction with

resources for activities" (Levy, 1976, p. 123). Facet B (eight

areas of life) was the polarizing facet with elements corresponding

to regions in the SSA space emanating from the origin (akin to the

circumplex). The circular ordering was the same in both the United

States and the Israeli surveys. Levy concluded that evidence has

thus been provided for a radex theory of satisfaction with life.

Using the mapping sentence previously described and illus-

trated in Figure 6, Levy and Guttman (1975) analyzed data from the

Spring 1973 Continuing Survey in Israel and hypothesized that the

correspondence between the well-being mapping sentence and the SSA

is that of interpenetrating cylindrexes. A cylindrex is generated

by the rotation of an axis orthogonal to a radex with the radex

repeated at each segment of the axis. In addition to the two facet

roles required for the radex, i.e., polarizing and modulating, a

third facet role is needed for specifying order along the axis of

the cylinder. Two axial facets were postulated: facet C, reference

groups, with a dichotomy of self (and family) versus community

(country-as-a-whole) and facet E, state versus treatment. The two

axial facets of different content generate four cylindrexes which

occupy four-dimensional space. The four cylindrexes appear in

Figure 9.
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Fig. 8. Interrelationships among fifteen variables

of satisfaction with life areas in the United States. The

outer band contains "resources," and the inner circle con-

tains "state" of the respondents' activities.
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Fig. 9. The four intermeshing cylindrexes of well-

being.
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Empirically, the radex for the stratum of personal well-

being, i.e., the upper portion of cylindrex "d" and the lower portion

of cylindrex "b" took the following circular ordering of regions

with facet F (areas of life) playing the polarizing role: recreation

(fl), family (f2), general (f3), health (f5), economic (f6), edu-

cation (f7), and back to recreation (fl). Technically, if two

points are at an equal distance from the origin but are in different

regions, the correlation coefficients increase the closer together

the regions are in circular order.

The modulating facet for the cylindrex of personal well—being

was facet D, the environment of the respondent. This partitioned

the radex into circular regions at varying distances from the origin.

Variables (questionnaire items) corresponding to the primary internal

environment, happiness and mood, were in the circle closest to the

origin. Emanating outward were variables belonging to the primary

social environment, family life and recreation, followed by those

from the primary resource environment (i.e., health, income, edu-

cation, and dwelling) and finally to the secondary environment.

Without elaborating on the other cylindrexes which are of

less central concern to the present study, SSA in four dimensions

did derive a distribution that supports the cylindrex hypothesis.

Items were only asked that support three of the four cylindrexes;

no questions were asked about treatment of self. It is significant

that this SSA region was empty of points.
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Americans' Perceptual Structure of

Life Concerns

Campbell et al. (1976) used Smallest Space Analysis in

three dimensions (Figure 10) to analyze relationships among life

satisfaction data collected in a national survey of 2164 Americans.

The global Index of Well-Being was placed at the origin. Closest

to the origin was satisfaction with nonwork activities which was

followed by two economic items: satisfaction with standard of living

and savings or investments. Next in order of distance from the

origin were work; friendships; family life and marriage; physical

environments including housing, neighborhood, and community: country-

as-a-whole; and finally the amount and utility of education. Campbell

et al. interpret the results as follows:

Most of the large region on the left side of the diagram is

occupied by domains involving the less personal or intimate

features of the external environment, both physical in the

residential sense, and the broader social environment,

including secondary organizations and religious participation.

Apart from health, which is a domain unto itself, the right

side of the diagram is by contrast occupied by a set of

domains which define the individual's relationships or trans-

actions with the environment or social system. This region

draws together status-related terms that are linked more or

less directly with the individual's education, occupation,

and income. Indeed, if we see the domain of leisure-time

activities falling within this group, we are dealing with

the facets of experience which are often summarized by

sociologists as "life style." However, the spare time

domain is appropriately enough, very much on the central

region made up of the most intimate, microcosmic social

environment: the "primary" groups of family, marriage, and

friends. . . . In one sense, the radiation of the map . . .

from a central core of the most intimate microcosm outward

to increasingly impersonal features of the environment seems

 

llt was their data which Levy (1976) compared to Israeli

data using only a two-dimensional analysis. This resulted in a

slightly different configuration of domains.
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82

so basic to the structure of human life that it is hard to

imagine that it would not be characteristic of any segment

of the population or, for that matter, populations outside

the United States. (1976, pp. 71-72)

Differences in the structure of perceptions were contrasted for age,

income, and occupation. Although there were some differences (par-

ticularly with regard to health, work, friendship, spare time activi-

ties, the residential environment, and national government), they

concluded that the general structure of perceptions was relatively

stable.

Also using SSA, Andrews and Withey (1976) determined the

relationships among life concerns for the 222 respondents of the

July 1973 Toledo survey. They, however, interpreted the results

along rectilinear dimensions. The results of the three-dimensional

solution were mapped and are shown in Figure 11. The researchers

only labeled one dimension, the right to left dimension, which was

called "psychological closeness."

The right-left dimension begins with concerns about aspects

of the self, which presumably seem psychologically "close"

to oneself, and then proceeds in an orderly fashion to con-

cerns that are progressively more remote: to one's

relationships to other people, family members, and own

health; then to one's job, money, and house; then to one's

community and its various services and facilities: and

finally to one's local and national governments, societal

standards, media, weather, and taxes. Thus, psychological

closeness, or perhaps degree of control by the individual

varies systematically along the right-left dimension.

This may be one of the underlying principles by which indi-

viduals organize their feelings about life concerns. (p. 42)

Other national probability samples elicited the same basic structure

although fewer life concerns were mapped in each than in the July

survey. Unfortunately clothing was not represented as a single con—

cern among the mapped life concerns in any of the samples.
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In a methodological study designed to assess the correspon-

dence between perceptual structures resulting from covariation in

affective evaluations and those resulting from covariation in

feelings, clothing was included in one analysis. Each of the Toledo

respondents sorted thirty-five cards (each card naming a life con-

cern) into piles according to their similarity of feelings about

them. Similarity measures were computed and a map of their per-

ceptual structure based on general feelings was generated.1 Figure 12

shows that clothing was grouped with food, car, job, family income,

standard of living, and house or apartment and not with yourself,

what you are accomplishing, or fun. The map suggests that people do

not perceive clothing to be as psychologically close to the self as

some social psychologists and sociologists have suggested it is.

However, people may be accustomed to hearing the three necessities

i
a

(food, clothing, and shelter) mentioned as a group without consciously

considering the more abstract functions of clothing. In addition, E

i

one may think it somewhat egocentric to acknowledge the importance of!

a proximal external environment to the self. Further analysis of

the relationship between clothing and the self is made in the present

study to determine whether the same results hold for sex differences

and other more subtle indicators of the proximity of clothing to self.

This discussion of the perceptual structures of people's

feelings, satisfactions, and affective evaluations of life has shown

 

1Andrews and Withey concluded that the map based on affective

evaluations and that based on general feelings were similar. They

stated that "affective evaluations play a major role in governing the

organization of people's perceptions about life concerns" (1976, p. 59).
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that empirical support exists for both rectilinear interpretations

of multidimensional scaling results and for a radex theory of life

satisfaction in two-dimensional space. The hypothesis of inter-

meshing cylindrexes in four-dimensional space has been partially

supported by empirical data. Because clothing has not been included

among the lists of life concerns, its position in the perceptual

structure is undetermined. Preliminary results suggest that people

perceive it somewhat distal from the self and within the primary

resource environment.

Clothinggand the Self
 

The literature on the self and related constructs such as

self-concept and self-esteem is immense, and no attempt has been

made to review the entire literature here. Drawing primarily from

the social psychological literature, classical works which attempt

to clarify the self construct are reviewed particularly as they

show the relationship of clothing to the self. Research in the

clothing literature which attempts to empirically demonstrate these

relationships is also reviewed.

The Self

Wells and Marwell (1976) have attempted to synthesize the

various conceptions of the self found in the literature into a

definition that is compatible with most theorists with the exception

of some psychoanalytic theorists.

"Self" is some specialized cognitive or behavioral subset of

the personality. . . . the self represents that part of the

personality which is phenomenal (i.e., perceptual or

experiential) and, more specifically, reflexive--the
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perceiver and the perceived are the same organism. In this

way, the person and her body are related to the self insofar

as they may be experienced by the person herself, but it is

the experiences which constitute the self, not the person or

her body. The "self" involves only that portion of the

personality which consists of reflexive or self-conscious

cognitions and behaviors. (p. 39)

This definition of self builds on the historical works of James

(1890), Cooley (1902), Mead (1913, 1934), and Rogers (1950, 1951).

As a conscious phenomenon, for James "a man's Self is the

sum total of all that he CAN call his" (1890, p. 291). The three

constituents of the self were conceived to be:

1. the material self-—i.e., the person's body and material

possessions (e.g., clothes, family, home) which contribute to a

sense of unity with the person.

The body is the innermost part of the material Self in each

of us; and certain parts of the body seem more intimately

ours than the rest. The clothes come next. The old saying

that the human person is composed of three parts--soul, body

and clothes--is more than a joke. We so appropriate our

clothes and identify ourselves with them that there are few

of us who, if asked to choose between having a beautiful

body clad in raiment perpetually shabby and unclean, and

having an ugly and blemished form always spotlessly attired,

would not hesitate a moment before making a decisive reply.

Next our immediate family is a part of ourselves. Our

father and mother, our wife and babes, are bone of our bone

and flesh of our flesh. When they die, a part of our very

selves is gone. If they do anything wrong, it is our shame.

If they are insulted, our anger flashes forth as readily as

if we stood in their place. Our home comes next. Its scenes

are part of our life: its aspects awaken the tenderest feel-

ings of affection; and we do not easily forgive the stranger

who, in visiting it, finds fault with its arrangements or

treats it with contempt. All these different things are the

objects of instinctive preferences coupled with the most

important practical interests of life. We all have a blind

impulse to watch over our body, to deck it with clothing of

an ornamental sort, to cherish parents, wife and babes, and

to find for ourselves a home of our own which we may live in

and "improve." (James, 1890, pp. 292-93)
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2. the social self--i.e., the recognition received from

others with whom one interacts. "Properly speaking, a man has as

many social selves as there are individuals who recognize him and

carry an image of him in their mind" (James, 1890, p. 294). Thus

the multiplicity of selves is emphasized in contrast to a unitary

concept of the self.

3. the spiritual self--i.e., "a man's inner or subjective

being, his psychic faculties or dispositions taken concretely. . . .

the entire stream of our personal consciousness" (James, 1890, p. 296).

James perceives clothing as the most proximate external component of

the material self. Implicit in the definition of social self,

clothing may be part of the image of self carried by others. Accord-

ing to James one must not only understand the components of the self

but also the feelings which arise from the self and the behaviors

which the components prompt.

Cooley (1902) concentrated only on the social self as a

reflected or "looking-glass self." Perceptions of others' attitudes

to an individual determine the individual's conception of himself/

herself.

As we see our face, figure, and dress in the glass, and are

interested in them because they are ours, and pleased or

otherwise with them according as they do or do not answer

to what we should like them to be; so in imagination we

perceive in another's mind some thought of our appearance,

manners, aims, deeds, character, friends, and so on, and are

variously affected by it. A self-idea of this sort seems to

have three principal elements: the imagination of our

appearance to the other person; the imagination of his judg-

ment of that appearance, and some sort of self-feeling, such

as pride or mortification. (p. 152)
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George Mead built on and further systematized James' notion

of the I-Me dichotomy of the self, i.e., self as agent of experience

(James' ego) and self as object of experience. For Mead the self

is a structure acquired through social processes by which the indi-

vidual "enters his own experience . . . by becoming an object to

himself just as other individuals are objects to him or in his

experience; and he becomes an object to himself within a social

environment or context of experience and behavior in which both he

and they are involved" (Mead, 1934, p. 138).

Mead (1913) proposed that the self is presented in discourse

through the mechanism of sounds and gestures, especially vocal

gestures. The reflective self observes and evaluates the presented

self, and a new self may emerge in response of the reflective self

to an "essential problem." Through symbolic communication (i.e.,

language and the conversation of gestures) a person takes on the

role of another or group of others and internalizes the attitudes

of the others into a "generalized other" such that the self is

reflective of the behavior pattern of the social group to which he

belongs.

The "I" reacts to the self which arises through the taking of

the attitudes of others. Through taking those attitudes we

have introduced the "me" and we react to it as an "I." . . .

I become a "me" in so far as I remember what I said. . . .

It is because of the "I" that we say that we are never fully

aware of what we are, that we surprise ourselves by our own

action. . . . It is in memory that the "I" is constantly

present in experience. . . . The "I" is the response of the

organism to the attitudes of the others: the "me" is the

organized set of attitudes of others which one himself

assumes. (Mead, 1934, pp. 174—75)

Mead stresses the notion of self as predominantly a develop-

mental process rather than structure. "The self is not so much a

  



91

substance as a process in which the conversation of gestures has

been internalized within an organic form" (Mead, 1934, p. 178).

And again, "It is the social process of influencing others in a

social act and then taking the attitude of the others aroused by

the stimulus and then reacting in turn to this response, which

constitutes the self" (Mead, 1934, p. 171).

On the other end of the structure-process continuum, Rogers

(1951), representing the clinical perspective, adopts a structural

definition of the self:

As a result of interaction with the environment, and particu-

larly as a result of evaluational interaction with others,

the structure of self is formed--an organized, fluid, but

consistent conceptual pattern of perceptions of character-

istics and relationships of the "I" or the "me," together

with values attached to these concepts. (p. 498)

He further elaborates:

The self-structure is an organized configuration of perceptions

of the self which are admissible to awareness. It is composed

of such elements as the perceptions of one's characteristics

and abilities; the percepts and concepts of the self in

relation to others and to the environment; the value qualities

which are perceived as associated with experiences and

objects; and the goals and ideals which are perceived as

having positive or negative valence. (p. 501)

For Rogers there is an absence of a sharp demarcation between the

self and the environment. An object or an experience may be regarded

as part of the self to the extent that the self perceives its

ability to exercise control over it.

There are several distinguishing characteristics of the

structure-process dimension of the self which have been summarized

by Wells and Marwell (1976):

The processual model tends to be more social, stressing that

the self is a property of a social act and has an emergent

character--dependent on the social context of that act.
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Thus, the self is a manifest feature of ongoing behavior, and

the content of the self is describable only in terms of its

actual behavioral expression. . . . The structural model is

generally psychological in operation, involving properties of

cognitive structures which can be described without reference

to specific social acts--the characteristics of the cognitive

systems of individuals. Thus, the self is a latent element

underlying or affecting actual behavior rather than being

defined by it. Its content is not directly expressed in on-

going behavior, since there are numerous ways in which the

structure can be manifested in social conduct. (Italics mine.)

(p. 47)

 

Self-esteem may be considered the evaluative and/or affec-

tional aspect(s) of the self-concept. Self-evaluation is an atti-

tudinal process which involves cognitive comparisons with some

standard. Rosenberg (1965) defines self-esteem as "the evaluation

which the individual makes and customarily maintains with regard to

himself: it expresses an attitude of approval or disapproval" (p. 5).

Thus, one component of self-esteem is self-evaluation or self-regard.

As an affective process, the emphasis is placed on the emotional

(cathectic) and behavioral (conative) response to self—evaluation

(Wells & Marwell, 1976). Rogers refers to these affective responses

as "emotionalized attitudes and feelings directed toward the self"

(1950, p. 375).

Proximity of Clothing to Self

Discussing the question of why dress is an effective medium

of expression that permits one to differentiate oneself from as well

as conform to the standards of the social group, Hurlock hypothesized

this answer which seems congruent with James' notion of the material

self and at the same time incorporates elements of the processual

mOdel:
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We are apt to think of clothes as we do of our bodies, and u///

so to appropriate them that they become perhaps more than

any of our other possessions, a part of ourselves. . . .

In spite of the constant changes in clothing it is still

impossible to disassociate ourselves from this intimate

part of our material possessions. We appropriate the

admiration our clothes call forth, and this tends to

enhance our own self—esteem. (Hurlock, 1929, p. 44)

Stone (1965) has proposed a link between clothing and the

development of the self by expanding Mead's concept of symbolic

communication to include both discourse and appearance as ways in

which meaning is established in social transactions. In the role-

taking process, appearance is one phase of the social transaction--

the identification of one another--and is communicated by nonverbal

symbols such as clothing, grooming, and gestures. Stone postulates

that when programs (responses made about the wearer by the wearer)

and reviews (responses made about the wearer by others) coincide

. . . the self of the one who appears [the one whose clothing

elicited such responses] is validated or established; when

such responses tend toward disparity, the self of the one who

appears is challenged, and conduct may be expected to move

in the direction of some redefinition of the challenged self.

. . . The meaning of appearance . . . is the establishment

of identity, value, mood and attitude for the one who

appears by the coincident programs and review awakened by

his appearance. (pp. 221-22)

He contends that the self is established and mobilized in appearances.

"As the self is dressed, it is simultaneously addressed, for whenever

we clothe ourselves, we dress 'toward' or address some audience

whose validating responses are essential to the establishment of

our self" (p. 230).

Reed (1973) further investigated the validity of clothing

as an indicator of identity, attitudes, values, and moods. Two

hundred twenty-one respondents (undergraduate women) to a mail
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questionnaire were grouped as high-, low-, non-, and counter-fashion

subjects. Findings indicated that wearers of four different clothing

styles could be differentiated by identity, value, attitude, mood,

and personality variables. The best set of fourteen discriminators

which accounted for 89 percent of the discrimination attained among

all groups was: formal-informal actual self-concept, fashion

interest, conservative-liberal actual self-concept, Machiavellian

cynicism, attraction to a counter—fashion clothing style, attractive-

plain ideal self-concept, tough minded-tender minded actual self—

concept, sophisticated-unsophisticated actual self—concept,

sophisticated-unsophisticated ideal self-concept, fashionable-

nonfashionable actual self-concept, social climber-social nonclimber

actual self-concept, drug use to relieve or counteract anger or

irritability, dogmatism, and age.

Body cathexis is one response to the material self. Secord

and Jourard (1953) defined body cathexis as "the degree of feeling

of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the various parts or pro-

cesses of the body" (p. 343). They empirically demonstrated that

feelings about the body were positively correlated with feelings

about the self for seventy college males (r = .58) and for fifty-

six college females (r = .66). Likewise insecurity of the self

was associated with negative feelings about the body (i.e., low

cathexis). In a study of 521 high school students, Creekmore (1974)

found that for girls body satisfaction was related to attention

uses, interest in, and management of clothing. For boys body

satisfaction was related to aesthetic and attention uses of
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clothing. Body dissatisfaction was positively related to boys'

interest in clothing and in their use of clothing to draw attention

to themselves.

Compton (1964) has indicated that clothing can serve to L//m'

reinforce body walls or entirely transform one's body image, i.e.,

the "individual's organized model of himself against which he

measures many of his perceptions which influence his behavior and

total adjustment" (p. 40). Clothing fabric and design preferences

of thirty psychotic women were studied in relation to barrier and

penetration aspects of body image. She found that women with weak

body—image boundaries preferred highly saturated colors and strong

figure-ground contrasts in clothing fabrics in an attempt to rein-

force and define their body boundaries.

Several studies have related clothing and appearance to self—

concept or self-esteem. In a study of 520 high school girls and

boys, Humphrey, Klaasen, and Creekmore (1971) found that aesthetic

and attention uses of clothing were positively and significantly

related to self-esteem for boys (r = .24 and .17 respectively). The

actual correlations were relatively low, however. For the girls

aesthetic, attention, interest, and management uses were related

to self-esteem (r = .22, .16, .17, and .24 respectively). Since

the aesthetic and management scales did not have high reliability,

one cannot put too much weight on the correlations. They concluded

that boys and girls who had high self-esteem scores tended to use

clothing to attract attention to themselves. Girls with high self-

esteem were somewhat more interested in clothing and enjoyed experi-

mentation with it than were girls of low self-esteem.
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In another publication reporting additional results from

the same study (Creekmore, 1974, previously cited), perceived peer

self (i.e., the individual's estimate of peers' evaluations of

himself/herself) was found to be positively related to the same

clothing uses as for self-esteem with the addition of modesty for

girls and interest and management uses for boys. Again the cor-

relations were of low to somewhat moderate strength (e.g., the

largest correlation existed between perceived peer self and the

aesthetic use for girls: r = .33). From the results of a measure

of instability of the self-concept, Creekmore concluded that both

girls and boys with unstable self-concepts at one point in time were

more concerned with the buying, use, and care of clothing than were

those with stable self-concepts. Characteristics of the latter

were not reported.

In another study of 191 high school girls and boys, Hambleton,

Roach, and Ehle (1972) did not find strong relationships between con-

cepts of personal appearance and display of preferred appearance.

The latter relationship was positive and significant, however, for

girls of high socioeconomic status.

Using a sample of full-time homemakers, Olstrum (1972) did

not find a significant relationship between satisfaction with clothing

and self-esteem nor between concern over weight and self-esteem.

Significant positive relationships were found, however, between

satisfaction with clothing and concern over weight and between self-

esteem and participation in leisure time activities.

From the foregoing review of the social psychological and

clothing literature, the proximity of clothing to the self may be
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interpreted from five perspectives: (l) the structural model of

the self, (2) the processual model of the self, (3) the evaluative

process of self-esteem, (4) the affective process of self-esteem,

and (5) body cathexis. Each of these are developed below with

examples characteristic of each type as related to clothing. The

examples were obtained from responses made by subjects in this

study. Responses are enclosed in parentheses.

From the perspective of the structural model, clothing may

be regarded as a component of the material self which contributes

to a sense of unity with the person ("It fits my character." "I

make most of my own clothes; try to make things that reflect my

personality.") Clothing may be one aspect of the Rogerian notion

of the self as an "organized picture existing in awareness" with

both positive and negative values attached to it. ("My dress is

me.")

From the perspective of the processual model as described

by James (the social self), Mead, Cooley, and Stone, clothing may

be viewed as proximal to the self in the sense that it is a facet

of our appearance by which we perceive how we look to others and

imagine how others judge us on the basis of our appearance and from

which we develop a self-concept. ("I've always been very conscious

of how I look to others. If people tell me I dress nice, I feel

good." "Clothing is a first impression. I like it to be good.")

Also, clothing is one aspect of appearance, a significant symbol

by which we establish meaning in social transactions and from which

the self as object of experience is formed and modified. Clothing
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announces one's identity, shows one's value, expresses one's mood,

and proposes an attitude. Clothing also facilitates role-taking,

the essential process by which the "generalized other" is formed.

("Clothing is a disguise. I can be what I want to be when I want

to." "I can now afford to dress for my mood instead of just having

certain clothes for certain occasions.")

A person's self-esteem may be a result of a cognitive process

by which the self is evaluated on the basis of its usefulness, com-

petence, mastery of the environment, social adequacy, interpersonal

competence, and desirability (Wells & Marwell, 1976). For some

people clothing may facilitate the accomplishment of the above skills

and be an expression of the regard which they hold for themselves.

("I believe your clothes give an idea of what you think of yourself."

"They make me feel comfortable. They express the worldly success I

feel.")

One's affective or emotional response to self-evaluation

provides another perspective in which clothing may contribute to

feelings about the self. These may also result in behavioral

responses. ("When I look good, I feel good. And when I feel good,

I'm a nice guy." "Clothing i§_important in my occupation. I feel

I perform better when I am dressed well.")

Clothing may compensate for body dissatisfaction since it

can conceal some physical problems, or body satisfactions and/or

dissatisfactions may be translated to clothing and affect self-

esteem. ("Only one reason--I am very heavy right now and I look

awful in my clothes." "I am never satisfied with how I look--too

fat.")
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Proximity of clothing to self is thus conceived as the

psychological closeness of clothing to the self measured by the

extent to which clothing is perceived as a part of the self, as an

aspect of appearance by which the self is established and validated,

as a symbol of one's identity, mood, and/or attitude, as an expression

of self-regard and/or the extent to which clothing is expressed as

an element of an affective response to self-evaluation and/or body

cathexis.

Clothing Satisfaction and Evaluative Criteria

This section primarily reviews selected studies of clothing

satisfaction, particularly those which identify the components of

adults' satisfaction with clothing related to the value criteria

used in the matrix of this study.

In 1954 and 1955, 380 women living in four cities in the

northeast region of the United States were interviewed as part of

the Northeast Regional Study of buying practices and consumer satis-

faction with women's blouses (Whitlock, Ayres, & Ryan, 1959). Fifty-

six percent of the women were between the ages of twenty-five and

forty-four. Almost two-thirds were members of families whose heads

were in professional, business, or skilled worker groups. Women

rated blouses they had recently purchased according to general

I O . O I O 1

satisfaction and a predetermined list of components of satisfaction.

 

1Components of satisfaction are defined as "constituent in-

gredients of satisfaction that depend upon the attitudes and prefer-

ences of the individual who is reacting to the garment. They depend

upon subjective judgments and reflect the understandings and values

of the wearer. Examples are: durability, ease-of—care, appearance,

comfort, and becomingness" (Ryan, Ayres, Carpenter, Densmore, Swanson,

& Whitlock, 1963, pp. 22-23).
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The order of importance of the specific components of satis-

faction to general satisfaction was: (1) comfort, (2) becomingness,

(3) ease of care, (4) fit, (5) appearance, (6) receipt of compliments,

(7) looks well with other garments, and (8) suitability for a variety

of occasions. In general, individuals who rated their blouses high

in general satisfaction also rated them high with respect to satis—

faction with all the components.

Whereas attributes1 of the blouse such as fiber, fabric,

color, and style showed no relationship to general satisfaction, the

price of the blouse was related to general satisfaction. Less

expensive blouses were rated less satisfactory than more expensive

blouses. There was, however, no significant relationship between

socioeconomic level and general satisfaction.

Another Northeastern Regional Research study was conducted

to investigate the interaction of general satisfaction, components

of satisfaction, and attributes of garments that contribute to

satisfaction with men's shirts and with women's slips and casual

street dresses (Ryan et al., 1963). Three-fourths of the men and

women (most of whom were spouses) were between the ages of twenty-

five and fifty—five; one-fourth of the sample was over sixty-five

years of age. Random samples were drawn from male college faculty

populations and from lists of salesmen and male clerks in business

 

1Attributes are defined as "those concrete or specific char-

acteristics perceived as belonging to the garment itself and con-

tributing to satisfaction or dissatisfaction with it. They are

impersonal in that they are perceived as attributes of the garment

independent of the wearer. Examples are: color, fiber, fabric,

style, tailoring, and construction" (Ryan et al., 1963, p. 22).
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offices. Interviews were conducted in four small cities. Through

a series of open-ended questions, respondents were asked to evaluate

a favorite garment, a least-liked garment, and a reference garment.

The components of satisfaction in order of decreasing

importance to general satisfaction for the favorite garment of men

and women aged fifty-four and under were:

   

Men's Shirts Women's Slips Women's Casual Street Dresses

comfort comfort fit

appearance fit appearance

fit durability comfort

durability appearance durability

ease of care ease of care becomingness

ease of care

Most closely related to general satisfaction again in this study was

comfort. Fit and appearance were also closely related to general

satisfaction whereas ease of care and durability were least related.

Other findings included:

1. High general satisfaction was associated with increased

frequency of wear.

2. Higher satisfaction with shirts and dresses resulted

when they were purchased by the wearer rather than by others. That

is, satisfaction is related to source of acquisition.

3. The favorite garment was more expensive than the least—

liked garment. That is, satisfaction is related to expenditure.

4. In general, favorite shirts and dresses were newer than

least-liked shirts and dresses. That is, satisfaction is related

to age of garment.
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5. Formal education was not significantly related to satis-

faction.

6. Socioeconomic differences were not of importance for

most of the variables studied.

7. Working and nonworking women differed more in buying,

use, and care practices than in ratings of general satisfaction

and ratings of components of satisfaction.

8. Relationships between general satisfaction and compo-

nents of satisfaction varied with the age of respondents.

9. Values and motives identified by respondents as influ-

encing their liking or not liking to wear garments were:l social

acceptability (women and men), dress expectations (men), conformity

(men), neatness and attractiveness (women and men), impression

formation (men), appropriateness (women and men), effect on morale

(women), and physical comfort (women and men). However, no sig-

nificant relationships were found between these values and motives

and general satisfaction as measured by the differences in satis—

faction with the favorite and least-liked garment.

The findings in "9" above have implications for the present study

since some of the criteria in the matrix, e.g., acceptance and

inclusion by others, independence or freedom, beauty and attrac-

tiveness, closely parallel some of the values and motives investigated

in the 1963 study. One may expect that women may have greater

 

The respondents' sex according to frequency of expression

is in parentheses.
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satisfaction with clothing with respect to independence or freedom

than do men, that no differences may exist between men and women

for evaluations of clothing with respect to acceptance and inclusion

by others and to beauty and attractiveness.

One objective of a study by Slocum (1975) was the examination

of the relationship between components of satisfaction and general

satisfaction with one inventory item, shoes. For a group of female

college students aged nineteen to twenty-two, comfort and appearance

correlated more highly with general satisfaction with shoes in

inventory (r = .69 and .64 respectively) than did ease of care

(r = .38), durability (r = .50), and versatility (r = .50), with

comfort somewhat more important than appearance. With respect to

discarded shoes, similar relationships held except that comfort

was more highly correlated with general satisfaction (r = .74) than

was appearance (r = .38). Durability (r = .36) took on significance

similar to appearance.

Kundel (1976) asked male blue-collar workers to rate the

importance of various work clothing features on the scale: 3 =

very important, 2 = important, and 1 = little or no importance.

Comfort (;'= 2.7), fit (§'= 2.5), and price (;.= 2.5) were the

three highest in importance. Durability, easy care, and safety

were also considered important (;'= 2.4, 2.3, and 2.0 respectively).

Four characteristics identified by the wives as most important were

fit, comfort, price, and liking it. The two least important char-

acteristics for both women and men were latest style garment and

clothing similar to what friends or other women/men wear.
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In a study designed to identify the determinants of con-

sumers' (women eighteen and over living in Columbus, Ohio) clothing

performance satisfaction, Wall, Dickey, and Talarzyk (1976) assessed

the relative importance of demographic characteristics, lifestyle

characteristics, and textile knowledge as predictors. Stepwise

regression and discriminant analyses showed that product performance

problems were most effective in predicting consumer satisfaction

and discriminating between satisfied and dissatisfied consumers.

Higher levels of satisfaction were related to low social class,

older age, and lower income. High levels of education and textile

knowledge were not significant discriminators between satisfied

and dissatisfied consumers. However, self-perception of knowledge

and experience, relative to other variables, was a significant

discriminator and predictor of clothing satisfaction.

Using factor analysis, Jenkins and Dickey (1976) isolated

six clothing-related factors based on evaluative criterial under-

lying clothing decisions of mothers of preschool children. The

factors were: quality conscious, appearance-brand conscious,

economy conscious, approval conscious, care-performance conscious,

and refinement conscious. A two-factor solution was chosen as a

basis for benefit segmentation of clothing consumers. Factor I,

appearance orientation, contained items indicative of seeking

 

1Evaluative criteria are "the specification or standards

used by consumers in comparing and assessing alternatives and play

a prominent role in the decision process. . . . [They are] concrete

manifestations of the consumer's underlying values and attitudes,

stored information and experience, and various psychological, socio-

logical and economic influences" (Jenkins & Dickey, 1976, p. 151).
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benefits in clothing related to fashion, style, and appearance.

Factor II, practicality orientation, was composed of items indica-

tive of seeking benefits in clothing related to ease of care,

comfort, versatility, economy, construction details, performance,

and durability.

Four clothing consumer types were proposed on the basis

of high or low appearance orientation and high or low practicality

orientation: (1) "Fashion Advocates" (+ appearance; - practicality),

(2) "Quality Seekers" (- appearance; - practicality), (3) "Frugal

Aesthetes" (+ appearance; + practicality), and (4) "Concerned

Pragmatics" (- appearance; + practicality). The six aforementioned

clothing-related factors together with one personality factor

(pessimism) and one information-related factor (knowledgeable infor-

mation transmitter) were significant in discriminating among the

four consumer types. Lifestyle profiles of each of the four types

employing the eight variables were developed. Significant demo-

graphic variables were social class and education. Lower social

class groups were more likely to be members of segments 3 (Frugal

Aesthetes) and 4 (Concerned Pragmatics) than of segments 1 (Fashion

Advocates) and 2 (Quality Seekers).

In summary, comfort, fit, and appearance have repeatedly

been found to be components of general satisfaction with clothing

for adult women and men. Clothing satisfaction studies have been

oriented primarily to consumer issues rather than related to satis-

faction with life in general. Values and motives have been related

to clothing satisfaction, and the results of the studies reviewed
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in this section supported the use of several of the value criteria

included in the present study. The results of Wall et a1. reflect

the inverse relationships that have been found to exist between

demographic variables (particularly income and education) and satis-

faction with other domains of life (Campbell et al., 1976).



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the survey research design used to

test the research hypotheses of this study. Independent and depen-

dent variables are clarified. Pretest procedures, results, and

subsequent modifications of the questionnaire are discussed. The

basic elements of sampling design are outlined, and the sample and

pertinent field procedures are described. Post data collection

coding schemes including a value criteria coding frame and Proximity

of Clothing to Self Scale developed for analysis of responses to

the open—ended clothing question are presented. Data analysis

procedures and some of the less widely used test statistics are

explained.

Research Design and Instrument
 

This study was designed as one component within the broader

objectives of two cooperative research projects developed and

directed by members of two departments within the College of Human

Ecology at Michigan State University. Project number 1249, "Clothing

Use and Quality of Life in Rural and Urban Communities," is directed

by Dr. Ann C. Slocum, Department of Human Environment and Design.

107
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Project number 3151, "Families in Evolving Rural Communities," is

directed by Dr. Margaret M. Bubolz, Department of Family and Child

Sciences. Both studies focused on the development and measurement

of objective and subjective indicators of the perceived quality of

life with emphasis on clothing and family indicators. The Michigan

Agricultural Experiment Station provides the major financial support

for the projects. Additional funds were obtained in a reciprocal

agreement with the Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station.

A survey research design was employed by developing a ques-

tionnaire which was self-administered by wives and husbands living

in Oakland County, Michigan who had school-age children (five through

eighteen years old) living at home at the time of the study. The

data were collected during a four-month period extending from

November 15, 1977 to March 10, 1978 including the holidays of

Thanksgiving, Christmas, and New Years.

Since the questionnaire was designed to encompass the goals

of an interdisciplinary family ecological research team, several

sections of the questionnaire are not pertinent to the study reported

here. The final form of those sections of the questionnaire used in

this study is presented in Appendix A.

The items used to implement the matrix model (with the

exception of the clothing items developed by this researcher) were

used with the written permission of Dr. Frank Andrews and Dr. Stephen

Withey of the University of Michigan. The items were obtained from

the codebook (Andrews & Withey, 1975) made available by the Inter-

University Consortium for Political and Social Research of which

Michigan State University is a member. Other general life concern
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items were obtained from those used in previous quality of life

studies (Andrews & Withey, 1976; Bubolz et al., in press) and were

used with the permission of the authors. Still other general life

concern items were developed by the research team. Measures of

demographic variables were developed by the research team and,

whenever possible, corresponded closely with those recommended by

the Social Science Research Council (1975).

The measures and associated questionnaire item numbers used

to test the hypotheses as well as other variables used to complete

the matrix information and descriptive variables used to explain the

findings are summarized in Table 5. In some cases a composite score

was developed from the combination of several items. The derivation

of these scores is described in the next section of this chapter.

In October 1977 the research design was submitted to and

approved by the Michigan State University Committee on Research

Involving Human Subjects, which is responsible for reviewing

research proposals within this University to determine whether the

rights of human subjects are adequately protected.

Description of Variables
 

Matrix Variables

As the matrix (Figures 3 and 5) illustrates, the fifteen

general affective evaluations of life concerns are independent

variables with respect to the dependent variable, general evaluation

of life-as-a-whole (perceived overall quality of life); but they are
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TABLE ES.--Summary of Questionnaire Measures Used to Test Hypotheses

and of Other Descriptive Measures

 

 

. . Questionnaire

MQuestionnaire easures Item N lers Hypotheses

General evalgation of life- 1.1, 9.2 1' 2' 8

as-a-whole

General affective evaluations

of seven domains included 1.3a, 1.7, 1.10, 1.12,

in the matrix 1.14, 1.15a, 1.16 2, 8

General affective evaluations

of eight criteria included 1.2, 1.4-1.6, 1.8,

in the matrix 1.9, 1.11, 1.13 4. 8

General affective evaluation

of clothing onlyb 1.15a 1' 3' 5' 6

General affective evaluations 1.17-1.26 8

of other life concerns

Specific affective evaluations

of the clothing domain with 2.2a-2.2h 3, 4, 7

respect to eight criteriab

Proximity of clothing to

selfb 1.15b 8

Demographic characteristics:

Sex 13.1 1-8

Age 13.2a, 13.2b (check on 1 5

13.2a) '

Total family income 13.1la l, 5

Occupational prestigea 13.9a-13.9d, 13.9g 1, 5

Education 13.7a l, 5

Family size 15.1b l, 5

Specific affective evaluations

of six domains (excluding 2.1a-2.lh, .

clothing) with respect to 2.3a-2.7h N°t applicable

eight criteria

Self-esteema' C 3.1-3.10 Not applicable

Index of Personal Competencea' d 4.1-4.4’ Not applicable

Occupation 13.9b-13.9d Not applicable

Clothing importance (direct

measure)b 14.14 Not applicable

 

a I I O I I

CompOSite scores derived from questionnaire item numbers

listed.

bDeveloped by this researcher.

cMorris Rosenberg's Self Esteem Scale was used and reprinted

by permission of Princeton University Press. SOURCE: Morris Rosen-

berg, Society and the Adolescent Self-Imagg (Princeton, N.J.: Prince-

ton University Press, 1965), Scale D-l in Appendix D.

dUsed with verbal permission obtained from Dr. Angus

Campbell, Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research,

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
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also dependent variables with respect to the fifty-six independent

variables, the specific evaluations of domains with respect to

criteria.

General evaluation of life-as-a-whole. Life 3 is the simple
 

average of the responses (using the D-T Scale) to the same question,

"How do you feel about your life as a whole?" asked at two different

points in the questionnaire and separated by approximately thirty

minutes in response time. Life 1 is the first item in the question-

naire (item 1.1), and Life 2 is the response to the same question

asked again after people have had an opportunity to evaluate their

lives (item 9.2). The correlation between Life 1 and Life 2 can be

regarded as a short-term test-retest reliability coefficient. If a

respondent answered on scale to one of the "Life" items but off scale

to the other, Life 3 was assigned the on-scale response. This

assumes that people are not normally neutral to life in general,

that most have thought about it, and that the question applies to

everyone. Whenever the term "perceived overall quality of life"

(POQL) is used in this study it refers to the value of the variable,

Life 3, and is the global evaluation of well-being.

General affective evaluations of fifteen life concerns. Each

of the fifteen life concern variables are measured by the person's

response on the D-T Scale to a question in the form similar to "How

do you feel about Ei. (or E.j)?" Each of these concern-level

variables are predictors of the global-level variable, Life 3. In

addition, specific evaluations of each domain with respect to each
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criterion are predictors of the fifteen concern-level variables.

The fifteen domain and criterion concern-level variables are:

  

Domains (Ei ) Criteria (E j)

E1 Housing E 1 Standard of living

E2. Clothing E.2 Fun

E3 Job E 3 Independence or freedom

E4 Family life E 4 Beauty and attractiveness

E5 Neighborhood E 5 Freedom from bother and annoyance

E6 Spare time activities E 6 Safety

E7 National government E 7 Accomplishing something

E 8 Acceptance and inclusion by others

For example, ”How do you feel about your clothing?" is the general

concern-level variable developed by this researcher for the clothing

domain.

Specific affective evaluations of domains of life with respect
 

to criteria. Fifty-six elementary domain-by-criterion variables are
 

generated by a person's response on the D-T Scale to questions in

the form of "How would you feel about your Ei. if you considered

only its effect on your E.j?" These variables are represented by

the Eij's in the matrix. These should serve as predictors of general

affective evaluations of the fifteen life concerns and, in turn, of

the general evaluation of life-as-a-whole. One example of the eight

clothing-by-criterion items developed by this researcher is E2,8:

"How would you feel about your clothing if you considered only its

effect on your acceptance and inclusion by other people?" The other

items conform to a similar format.
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General Affective Evaluations of

Other Life Concerns

 

 

Ten additional life concern variables are included, which

together with the fifteen concern-level variables and global evalu-

ation of well-being included in the matrix, are mapped to show the

position of perceptions of clothing in relation to other life con-

cerns, to POQL, and especially to the self. The additional concern-

level variables include the affective evaluations (using the D—T

Scale) of:

Domains Criteria

self financial security

changes in family's lifestyle interesting day-to-day life

to conserve energy extent to which physical needs are

health met

total family income extent to which social and emotional

needs are met

creativity and expressiveness

learning and exposure to new ideas

Additional Clothing Variables
 

One coding frame and a scale were developed by this researcher

to analyze the content of responses to item 1.15b: "What are some

of the most important reasons ghy_you feel as you do about your

clothing?" The coding frame was developed to determine value cri-

teria (including and in addition to the eight matrix criteria) that

respondents use to evaluate the clothing domain. A Proximity of

Clothing to Self Scale was developed to assess the psychological

closeness of clothing to the self. On the basis of scores on this

scale respondents were divided into groups, and the perceptual

structure of their life concerns was determined by nonmetric multi-

dimensional scaling and cluster analyses. The development of the
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value criteria coding frame and the Proximity of Clothing to Self

Scale is described in separate portions of this chapter.

Contextual Variables
 

Contextual variables used in this study included demographic

variables and self-attitudinal variables. The demographic variables

were derived and/or defined as follows:

Age. The age in years of the respondent.

Total Family Money Income. Categorical estimate of 1977

money income from all sources before taxes received by the respondent

and all family members living in the household. This amount included

income from wages, property, stocks, interest, welfare, Aid to

Families with Dependent Children, child support from a previous

marriage, and other money income.

When a discrepancy occurred between wives' and husbands'

reported family income, the decision was made to code the higher of

the two income categories. This decision was based in part on an

examination of the working status of the wife and husband. In most

instances in which the wife was not employed, the husband reported

a family income larger than the wife's estimate and at least one

income category greater than his personal income. The assumption

was made that the employed member would know the family income with

greater accuracy than the unemployed member. In cases in which both

wife and husband were working, a comparison of the personal incomes

of both wife and husband with the total family income reports

generally indicated that the higher of the two estimates was more
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realistic than the lower one. In several cases, husbands tended to

underestimate total family income when the wife was employed.

Total family income was recoded as a factor with four levels

for the analysis of Hypotheses l and 5.

Occupational Prestige. Occupational prestige, defined as
 

the differential societal ranking of occupations according to their

social standing (Featherman & Hauser, 1973), has been proposed as a

summary measure of family social status within the context of con-

temporary society (Otto, 1975). However, a problem is posed by the

dual career family. Whose occupational prestige is indicative of

the family's social position?

In a paper presented at the 1977 annual meeting of the

American Sociological Association, Philliber and Hiller reported

findings from a study of the effect of working wives' occupational

prestige (using Hodge, Siegel, and Rossi prestige scores) on husbands'

subjective class identifications (i.e., perceptions of belonging to

working class or middle class). Data were obtained from three

General Social Surveys conducted in 1973, 1974, and 1975. Multiple

regression analyses indicated that husbands' subjective class

 identification was unaffected by wives' occupational prestige but

was predicted by his occupational prestige and family income. Results 4

from a previous study reported in the same paper suggest, however,

that working wives' subjective class identifications are influenced

by both their own and their husbands' occupational prestige as well

as by family income. They conclude that since subjective components
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of class differ between wives and husbands,l individual status may

be a more useful concept than family status.

However, one may also look at family status as a result of

societal evaluations. But until research shows how the occupational

statuses of wife and husband are combined or whose occupational

status takes prominence in family social status, assigning status

scores to families on the basis of one or the other's occupational

prestige (or some combination of the two) is arbitrary at best.2

In the present study occupational prestige was thus used as an

individual-level rather than family-level variable.

Occupations were classified according to the three-digit

code assigned by the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1971). Associated

with each occupational classification is a two-digit occupational

prestige score generated in a study by Hodge, Siegel, and Rossi and

reported by the Social Science Research Council (1975). The occu-

pational prestige rankings take on integer values ranging from nine

to seventy-eight for the U.S. Census occupational classification.

Occupational prestige was treated as an interval-level variable in

this study.

 

1Actual wife-husband pairs were not studied. The samples

which were used were composed of working women who were married and

men who were married to working women, but the working "wives" were

not married to the "husbands of working wives." The authors recog-

nized this as a limitation in their design.

2For a more thorough review of the complexity of this issue,

the reader is referred to a paper published by Carter (1973).



117

Hodge, Siegel, and Rossi (1966) list some of the determi-

nants of occupational prestige:

The prestige position of an occupation is apparently a

characteristic of that occupation, generated by the way

in which it is articulated into the division of labor,

by the amount of power and influence implied in the

activities of the occupation, by the characteristics of

incumbents, and by the amount of resources society places

at the disposal of incumbents. (p. 322)

Given the focus of the present study, evaluations of clothing may be

influenced by an individual's occupational prestige and/or by family

social status. By incorporating family income, education, and occu-

pational prestige as variables in the relevant hypotheses, it was

planned that the effects of both individual status and some components

of family status would be controlled.

Education. The highest categorical level of formal education

achieved by the respondent. For purposes of analysis of Hypotheses

1 and 5, item 13.7 was recoded as a factor with five levels.

Family45ize. The total number of persons living in the
 

household as reported by the wife. This included children, relatives,

and other persons living in the household at the time of the study.

The self-attitudinal variables, although not used directly to

test hypotheses but only to clarify the results of the tests, were

derived as follows:

Self-Esteem. Subjects' responses to the ten-item Rosenberg
 

Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) were scored by the procedures

developed by Rosenberg. Scores ranged from zero to six. The scoring

procedure was altered, however, so that a low numerical score cor-

responds to low self-esteem and a high numerical score corresponds
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to high self-esteem. In this study the rank order correlation

(Kendall's tau) of self-esteem with POQL was .36 for women and .38

for men, somewhat lower than expected. This may be due to the

measure of self-esteem used.

Index of Personal Competence. Subjects' responses to four
 

forced-choice statements (items 4.1 to 4.4, Appendix A) were scored

by summing the number of responses that represent internal control.

The resultant Index of Personal Competence ranges in integer values

from zero (external control or low subjective personal competence)

to four (internal control or high subjective personal competence).

The rank order correlation (Kendall's tau) of the Index of Personal

Competence with POQL in this study was .24 for women and .45 for men.

The rank order correlation (Kendall's tau) of the Index of Personal

Competence with self-esteem was .35 for women and .33 for men.

Pretest

A pretest of the complete questionnaire was conducted in

October 1977. One rural area and two suburban areas in Ingham

County, Michigan and one suburban area in Oakland County, Michigan

served as the pretest areas. Streets were randomly selected from

the designated areas, and households were contacted by five graduate

students working individually. Twenty households composed of wife-

husband pairs who met the criteria of (1) being married, (2) living

together, and (3) having at least one child between the ages of

five through eighteen living with them agreed to complete the

questionnaires.
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Written informed consent (refer to Appendix B) was obtained

from at least one spouse at the time of placement. Two question-

naires placed in separate marked folders were left with the family,

one to be completed by the husband and one by the wife. The

questionnaires were identical with the exception of household com-

position which was included in the wife's questionnaire only.

Parents were asked to complete the questionnaires independently

without consultation with the spouse. Completed sets of question-

naires were obtained from eighteen of the twenty families. One

wife-husband pair decided not to participate after placement, and

one husband refused to participate. In the latter case, the wife

was the only person home at time of placement.

Respondents were not informed that they were participating

in a pretest. A short evaluation of the instrument was administered

orally by the interviewer at pick up. Each family that completed a

set of questionnaires received a check for ten dollars for their

participation.

Modifications made in the instrument as a result of the

pretest which had impact for this study were:

1. Because some spouses gave frank responses to personal

questions that potentially could hurt the other spouse's feelings

and have odious repercussions, a decision was made to include a

manila envelope with each questionnaire with the specific written

instruction to seal the questionnaire in the envelope upon completion.

2. As a result of a female artist's criticisms, two life

concerns were added to section one: "How do you feel about how
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creative and expressive you can be?" and "How do you feel about the

chance you have to learn new things or be exposed to new ideas?"

These do not alter the matrix variables.

3. The position of the general concern-level clothing item

in section 1 was randomly placed Within the list of the fifteen

matrix life concerns (items l.2-l.16).

4. The eight clothing-by-criterion measures were moved

from first position to second position in order to provide the

respondents with a domain with which they could easily identify

(i.e., housing).

5. Domains and criteria were underlined in each item of

section 2 for emphasis.

6. The phrasing of the clothing—by-standard of living

item was modified to increase its clarity. The final form of the

question was "How would you feel about your clothing if you con-

sidered only its effect on your standard of living?"
 

7. Section 14, "Importance of Life Concerns," was

added. This included a direct measure of clothing importance,

the degree of which was acknowledged by respondents on a five-point

Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.

Sampling Design and Sample Selection
 

Three separate samples were drawn to meet the goals of the

major projects. This study reports results for only one of the

three samples. Eleven townships, excluding the city of Pontiac and

one census tract in Royal Oak Township, were chosen as the sampling
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area for this study because of their urban/suburban character. All

were within the Detroit Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.

Within the sampling area, 99 of 141 census tracts were purposely

selected based on an imposed criterion of a 1970 median family

income greater than or equal to $12,000. This criterion was imposed

as a rough indicator of an adequate educational level deemed necessary

because of the verbal level of the questionnaire. Following this

selection of census tracts, a two-stage systematic random sampling

procedure with clustering was implemented. First, thirty-seven

sampling points were systematically selected from the accumulated

list of occupied dwelling units with probability proportionate to

household count. Second, the original sample design required that

a randomly designated household be chosen and every fourth household

from it was to be contacted for eligibility until four households

were selected in each cluster.

The eligibility criteria required that the household consist

of (l) a wife and husband (2) presently living together (3) with at

least one child between the ages of five through eighteen living in

the same household. Three callbacks were to be made on the first

household after which if no contact was made or the household did

not meet eligibility requirements, substitution of the house to the

right of the designated household was made. If no contact was made

at that household or if the household did not meet eligibility

requirements, substitution was made to the left of the designated

household. The skip pattern was followed in serpentine fashion

through the cluster area.
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A nationally known market research agency, which was hired

to draw the samples and conduct the field procedures, informed the

research project staff midway through the data collection that the

following alterations in household selection were made because the

eligibility criteria greatly reduced the number of households that

could fall in the sample:

"At first designated household, if contact is made with

an adult, interviewer may ask which houses in the group of

19-20 included in the originally defined sampling cluster

(allowing for designated and substitute households) have

both children 5-18 and husband/wife living together. This

includes, of course, asking about this first designated

household.

 

"If only four households of the 20 qualify then these

four become the designated households. If eight qualify,

every-other-one becomes the designated household. If 12

qualify, then every third one (OBJECTIVE: Chose [gig] a

random sample of households in the originally chosen area

which fit the eligibility requirements).

"If the first designated household at which inquiry is

made is eligible, an interview is to be completed there.

"If no contact is made on the first call at the first

designated household, the interviewer may proceed imme-

diately to the right substitute household to try to reach

someone who can answer whether the originally designated

household meets the eligibility requirement. If it does,

three callbacks will be required on it. However, if it

does not, interviewers can proceed immediately at the sub-

stitute household, using the respondents there as source

of information on other households.

"If in any sampling point cluster block there are not

four eligible households, the interviewer adds additional

households beyond the first 20, including proceeding to

another block according to the original sampling instructions.

"If information on households in the block cannot be

obtained at the first contacted household, proceed with

the skip interval as originally planned and ask for such

information at second designated household."1

 

1Written communication received from the senior statistician

of the market research agency, December 12, 1977.
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This modification in sampling procedure preserved the original choice

of geographic sampling point-by-probability method and preserved the

random selection of households but changed the random selection of

all households to random selection of those which met eligibility

criteria.

At the termination of the data collection period by the

research project staff, 125 of the 148 sets of wife-husband question-

naires were completed and met eligibility criteria. One set was

immediately dropped from the sample because both husband's and wife's

questionnaires were identical in response throughout. This brought

the initial sample size to 124 wives and 124 husbands.

Unknown to the research staff at the date of termination of

data collection procedures, no attempt had been made by the market

research agency to place questionnaires in one of the thirty-seven

clusters (four wife-husband pairs). Information was not obtained

for the status of another cluster of four households in a different

township. Several attempts to place the remaining questionnaires

were unsuccessful, and in a few cases refusals were obtained after

placement.

As a result of the modifications and deviation from agreed

upon sampling procedures, one must assume that household informants

have accurate knowledge of the family composition of other house-

holds on the block(s). In addition, one must assume that the

clusters in which questionnaires were not placed were omitted as a

result of a random process and not as a result of any systematic

selection process. These assumptions are required to make
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inferences to the population of wife-husband families with school-

age children living at home within census tracts meeting the 1970

census median family income criterion of $12,000 or more.

Field Procedures
 

Before field work began, two-hour training sessions for

interviewers were conducted by the field supervisor from the market

research agency, this researcher, and the project directors.

Sampling procedures and interview instructions were reviewed. The

purpose of each section of the questionnaire was explained, and

editing suggestions were made.

Included in Appendix B are the following forms: (1) inter-

viewer instructions, (2) interviewer flow chart, (3) letter of

introduction of interviewer to family, and (4) consent form. The

first form was developed by the field supervisor, and the other

forms were developed by this researcher and were reviewed, revised,

and approved by the project directors and other graduate students on

the research staff.

Eight trained interviewers (seven women and one man) screened

households in this sample for eligibility criteria previously out-

lined. Written informed consent was obtained from one or both

spouses at time of placement. If only one spouse was home, his or

her consent was obtained; and the consent form was left for the

other spouse to sign before pickup. If both wife and husband

completed the questionnaires, the family received a check for ten

dollars from the research project and a summary of the findings in

appreciation for their participation in the study. Families were
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assured verbally and in writing of anonymity.1 Questionnaires were

left with the spouses to be self-administered and were picked up

several days later by the interviewer.

A tendency to give socially desirable responses on the part

of some subjects was considered to be minimized in this study by

the use of a self-administered questionnaire rather than a lengthy

direct contact interview. The written request to seal the question-

naire (but not the signed consent form) in the envelope provided and

the guarantee of anonymity by the project directors should have

further diminished this tendency.

Interviewers were instructed to keep a call record which

would give a history of the contacts and attempted contacts made.

This was done with variable accuracy, and the information presented

in Table 6 should be interpreted as a rough estimate of the contacts

made and disposition of households. Over five hundred attempted

contacts were made to obtain 124 completed sets of questionnaires.

Following the termination of field work, it was concluded that in

the future to ensure the sample size desired, one should overplace

and expect a refusal rate after placement. Obtaining completed

questionnaires from more than one family member is difficult, and

the ten dollar incentive payment and promise of feedback of findings

proved to be an asset.

 

1Anonymity was maintained by separating the consent forms and

call records from the questionnaires prior to coding. Consent forms

and call records were kept in a separate locked file in the research

office. The importance of anonymity was stressed in the interviewer

training sessions.
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TABLE 6.-—Dispositions of Households Contacted in the Sample Selection

 

 

Process

Disposition Frequency

Eligible and placement 139a

Eligible but refusal

before placement 58

Not eligible 182

Refusal before eligibility

determined 11

No answer 138

Vacant residence 3

Interviewer terminated

(e.g., language barrier) 5

Other (e.g., parents not

home) 3

Missing information for a

contact or attempted

contact 20

 

aOf this total, fifteen households refused to complete

questionnaires after placement, and a second placement was made

subsequent to the refusal.
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Descrippion of the Sample
 

Criteria for determining the extent of collaboration between

wife and husband in the completion of the questionnaires were

developed by one research project director and this researcher.

Five levels of collaboration were determined for sections 1, 2, and

14 based on percentages of response similarities and the presence

or absence of other evidence of collaboration such as similar hand-

writing or identical responses to open-ended questions. Wife-husband

pairs were assigned a score of zero if no collaboration was suspected

or scores of one to five based on the strength of evidence for

collaboration. An overall indicator of questionable sets was also

developed based on evidence throughout the entire questionnaire

that suggested possible collaboration. Cases were dropped from the

sample after a second examination if (1) the collaboration score

was greater than zero in sections 1, 2, or 14 and/or (2) handwriting

was the same in the demographic section and in other sections of the

questionnaire. Individual judgments were made in cases in which the

overall indicator suggested possible collaboration. Eight wife-

husband pairs were dropped from the sample for suspected collabor-

ation bringing the final sample size to 116 wives and 116 husbands.

The sample is comprised of predominantly white (97 percent),

middle age, middle-income, fairly well-educated wives and husbands

who hold a variety of occupations and have on the average 2.6 chil-

dren living at home.

A categorical age distribution is given in Table 7.
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TABLE 7.--Age Distribution of Sample

 

  

 

 

 

 

Women Men

Age (years)

N % N %

Under 35 42 36.2 34 29.3

35-44 48 41.4 50 43.1

45 and over 25 21.5 32 27.6

Missing data 1 .9 - -

Total 116 100.0 116 100.0

TABLE 8.—-Family Income Distribution of Sample

1977 Total Family N %

Income Before Taxes

Under $20,000 29 25.0

$20,000 - $29,000 41 35.3

$30,000 - $34,999 19 16.4

$35,000 and over 26 22.4

Missing data 1 .9

Total 116 100.0
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The women range in age from 25 to 55 with an average age of 38.2.

The men range in age from 25 to 58 with an average age of 40.2.

Table 8 shows the relative affluence characteristic of the

sample. Only one-fourth of the sample had incomes under $20,000,

and only nine families had incomes under $10,000. Thirty-eight per-

cent had incomes greater than $30,000, and seven families exceeded

$50,000 in total family income.

Men in general were more highly educated than women. Forty-

one percent of the men were college graduates or had completed work

beyond college compared to 22 percent of the women. Forty-three

percent of the women were high school graduates, but another 15 per-

cent had not completed high school. About an equal proportion

(20 percent) of men and women had some college education but not a

college degree.

A crosstabulation of wives' education and husbands' education

in Table 9 shows that the women with a college background or advanced

degrees tend to be married to men of comparable or higher educational

levels than themselves. Men who had not completed high school were

generally married to women who had completed high school or even had

some college background. Men who were high school graduates or who

had some college tended to be married to women at or below the same

education level. Men who were college graduates or who had com-

pleted advanced degrees or post college course work were married

to women at all educational levels. In general, the sample was

well educated.

The types of occupations held by the women and men in this

sample are summarized in Table 10. Sixty-one percent of the women
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TABLE 10.--Comparison of Types of Occupations Held by Women and Men

in the Sample

 

  

 

a Women Men

Occupational Classification

N % N %

Professional, technical, and

kindred workers 14 12.1 23 19.8

Managers and administrators,

except farm - - 37 31.9

Sales workers 7 6.0 7 6.0

Clerical and kindred workers 11 9.5 7 6.0

Craftsmen and kindred

workers - - 24 20.7

Operatives, except transport 1 .9 8 6.9

Transport equipment operatives 2 1.7 3 2.6

Laborers, except farm 1 .9 - -

Service workers, except

private household 5 4.3 5 4.3

Private household workers 3 2.6 - -

Not employed for remuneration 71 61.2 2 1.7

Missing data 1 .9 - -

Total 116 100.1b 116 99.9

 

a1970 U.S. Census occupational classification (U.S. Bureau of

the Census, 1971).

Percentages do not sum to 100.0 due to rounding.
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were not employed in remunerative occupations at the time of the

study. This figure is somewhat atypical in comparison with the

national trend (Weitzman, 1978). Of those women who were employed,

about one-third were engaged in professional and technical positions

of which the majority were teachers. The next most frequent occu-

pation for women was clerical work. In contrast, the men predomi-

nantly occupied a wide variety of professional and technical positions

(such as lawyers, engineers, computer analysts, teachers), and 32 per—

cent were in managerial and administrative positions, often middle-

management level jobs. The twenty-four craftsmen were frequently

employed by the auto industry.

Occupational prestige ranged from seventeen to seventy-eight

for women (;'= 42) and from twenty-two to seventy-eight for men (;.=

48). Categorical distributions are summarized in Table 11. The men's

scores reflect the high proportion of managers, administrators, and

professional and technical workers in the sample. The greater

proportion of women among the low prestige levels reflect their par-

ticipation in sales, clerical, and service occupations.

There were forty-three households (37.1 percent) in which

both spouses were employed. In ten of these cases (23.2 percent),

the wife's occupational prestige was greater than her husband's.

In eight cases (18.6 percent), both the wife and husband had the

same occupational prestige. In the remaining twenty-five of the

forty-three dual-career families (58.1 percent), the wife's occu-

pational prestige was less than that of her husband.

At this point it became apparent that the influence of

wives' occupational prestige on affective evaluations of clothing
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TABLE ll.--Distribution of Occupational Prestige Scores

 

  

 

Range of Women Men

Occupational

Prestige Scores N % Adjusted N % Adjusted

% %

10 - 19 2 1.7 4.5 - - -

20 - 29 9 7.8 20.5 8 6.9 7.0

30 - 39 14 12.1 31.8 16 13.8 14.0

40 - 49 7 6.0 15.9 32 27.6 28.1

50 - 59 l .9 2.3 35 30.2 30.7

60 - 69 9 7.8 20.5 14 12.1 12.3

70 - 78 2 1.7 4.5 9 7.8 7.9

Missing data 1 .9 - - - -

Not applicable 71 61.2 - 2 1.7 -

Total 116 100.1a 100.0 116 100.1a 100.0

 

aPercentages do not sum to 100.0 because of rounding.
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could not be analyzed because of the relatively small proportion of

all wives who were gainfully employed. Occupational prestige was

dropped as a variable in the analysis of Hypotheses 1 and 5 for

women but was maintained for men.

Determination of Value Criteria Used

by the Sample
 

In order to determine whether respondents used the same and/or

other value criteria to evaluate the clothing domain than the eight

included in the matrix, a coding frame was developed to determine the

value content of responses to the question, "What are some of the

most important reasons ghy_you feel as you do about your clothing?"

Responses to this item may help explain the proportion of variance

in affective evaluations of clothing unaccounted for by the eight

criteria of the matrix.

The coding frame was developed empirically from the responses

of the subjects. Approximately one-third of the responses to

item 1.15b was transferred to cards. These were sorted and grouped

according to implicit positive value criteria expressed by the

respondent. By "implicit positive" is meant that expressed feelings

of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with clothing for various reasons

were interpreted to mean that a particular value criterion was held

by the respondent. For example the comments, "I believe your

clothing gives an idea of what you think of yourself," "Have to

save up much too long in order to pay cash and avoid debt," and

"Only one reason--I am very heavy right now and look awful in my

clothes" were judged to imply values of self-expression, economy,
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and beauty and attractiveness respectively. Thus, responses were

coded as to what respondents feel should be rather than what ig,

i.e., coded according to normative value criteria.

Sixteen major categories of value criteria were derived from

the responses. Each major category was further subdivided into

additional subcategories. The coding frame was reviewed by one

values expert and by one textiles and clothing expert. Revisions

were made on the basis of their suggestions, and the final set of

sixteen value criteria with subcategories plus a miscellaneous

category into which value neutral responses could be placed is

found in Appendix C.

A response could be coded for up to four distinct subcategories

of value criteria. A judgment was made by the coders as to the number

of distinct value criteria being expressed in the response. An

effort was made to evaluate the major ideas expressed rather than to

code key words. Two trained coders (the researcher and one textiles

and clothing graduate student) coded the first ten responses together.

The next one hundred responses were coded by the researcher and

independently check coded by the textiles and clothing graduate stu-

dent. This was done to establish a satisfactory level of consistency

between the two coders. Thereafter, the researcher coded the remain-

ing responses for the three samples defined in the overall project.

Every fifth response (20 percent) was check coded by the graduate

student and whenever there was uncertainty regarding a particular

category. When differences occurred between the two coders which

could not be resolved upon discussion, the response was submitted

to an arbiter (the values expert) for a decision.

 



An index of inter—coder agreement, N, for the three samples

was .744 based on the formula reported by Scott (1955):

where:

where:

:
1

II (PC - Pe)/<1 - Pe)

observed agreement (proportion of judgments on which

the two coders agree when coding the same data indepen-

dently).

proportion of agreements to be expected on the basis of

chance alone.

"
M
W

"
0

i

total number of categories which could be used and pi is

the proportion of the entire sample that falls in the

ith category.

Pi (N), which can take on values between 0 and l, is the ratio of

the actual difference between obtained and chance agreement to the

maximum difference between obtained and chance agreement. The index

corrects for the number of categories in the code and for the fre-

quency with which each category is used.

For the final analysis, subcategories of the sixteen value

criteria were collapsed and subsumed under their major category

headings.
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Proximity of Clothing to Self (PCS) Scale

Development of the PCS Scale

A Proximity of Clothing to Self (PCS) Scale was also devel-

oped to classify subjects' responses to item 1.15b, "What are some

of the most important reasons ghy_you feel as you do about your

clothing?" The PCS Scale was developed for the purpose of clarify-

ing some of the relationships among the general life concerns.

Specifically it was meant to determine whether people who verbalize

a relationship between the self and clothing actually have a dif-

ferent perceptual structure of life concerns. One would hypothesize

that high scorers on this scale would show a closer relationship

between affective evaluations of clothing and the self than would

low scorers or people whose responses showed no connection between

clothing and the self.

On the basis of the social psychological literature pre-

viously reviewed, a three-point scale was developed. Each point

on the scale varies in the degree to which clothing is:

1. perceived as one with the self or as a component of

the self (structural model);

2. recognized as an aspect of appearance by which the

self is established and validated (processual model);

3. recognized as a significant symbol of one's identity,

mood, and attitude (processual model);

4. clearly perceived as an expression of self-regard,

self-worth, or self-concept (evaluative process of self-esteem);

 
 

 5E
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5. recognized as an element of an affective response to

self-evaluation (affective process of self-esteem);

6. related to body cathexis (the physical self).

The scale criteria which represent operationalization of

self theory and self-esteem theory were critiqued by the head of

the dissertation committee and revised twice. The final form was

reviewed by the textiles and clothing expert. The scale with

illustrative examples of responses obtained from subjects in this

survey is presented in Figure 13.

Some responses could not be coded on this scale because they

did not meet any of the criteria. A few examples of nonscalable

responses are:

"The clothes I like I can't afford. The quality of

'affordable' clothes is substandard. Women's clothes

on the whole are overpriced."

"I can have most anything I want and my needs and desires

are not excessive. Clothing is not an extremely important

factor to me."

"Have to save up much too long in order to pay cash and

avoid debt."

The same two coders who previously coded the responses for value

criteria also coded the responses for this scale.

In order to establish consistency in coding, the first

thirty responses were coded by the two coders working together until

ten responses were coded on scale. Thereafter, the two coders

worked independently and coded the remaining responses. Differences

which were not resolved by discussion between the two coders were

submitted to an arbiter for a decisive third opinion. Several
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responses were also submitted to the arbiter for a third opinion

whenever there was agreement between the two coders but some uncer-

tainty. In four such cases, the arbiter did not concur with the

coders, and the coders deferred to the judgment of the arbiter.

Reliability of the PCS Scale
 

Two different methods for determining the reliability of the

PCS Scale were required since some responses could not be coded for

the construct defined by the scale. The first measure of reliability

determined the extent of agreement among judges (coders and arbiter)

of the dichotomous choice of coding the response on scale or off

scale. A second method was used to determine the extent of agree-

ment between the two coders when both coded a response on scale.

The first measure is that reported by Schutz (1952). The

method assumes that (l) a judgment is made between two exhaustive

possibilities which amounts to making the dichotomous decision

whether the response possesses the property defined by the scale

or not; (2) the sample of responses being classified is representa-

tive along the dimensions of the population to which the results

are being inferred; and (3) the judges are from the same population

of competence, i.e., possess the same knowledge for deciding whether

a response possesses the property described by the scale. First,

the empirical percent agreement is calculated which is defined as

Empirical percent agreement = (

"
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where:

s = number of judges agreeing with the correct classifi-

cation (i.e., on scale or off scale) for the ith

response.

t = total number of judgments made for the ith response.

The correct classification was defined as the one which was finally

coded. The empirical agreement was 94 percent for the PCS Scale.

Schutz next introduced a statistic which gives the probability that

all the judges are using the scale criterion and not chance factors

in making their decision. The statistic takes into account the part

of the empirical percent agreement due to chance and the total

number of judgments made. The empirical percent agreement level

achieved was compared with that which would need to be achieved or

exceeded in order to be reasonably certain that the judges were

using the scale criterion in the same way 90 percent of the time

at the .95 level of confidence. This requirement was met for the

PCS Scale. Thus one may conclude that the judges were using the

proximity of clothing to self criterion in the same way 90 percent

of the time.

To determine the intercoder reliability for responses which

both coders judged on scale, the statistic, the sample proportion

(E), was used (Neter, Wasserman, & Whitmore, 1966). The sample

 

1If two or three judges decided a response should be coded

on scale but differed in the place on the scale, this was considered

an agreement for this method since it measures only the reliability

of coding the response on scale or off scale.



144

proportion is defined as the proportion of responses coded on scale

in which agreement was reached by the two coders. The null hypothe-

sis was that the population proportion (p) was less than or equal to

the preset reliability criterion of .80. The test statistic was

calculated as follows:

(3 - p)/[p(l - p)/n]5t*=

where:

E'= sample proportion

p = population proportion

n = number of responses coded on scale

The test statistic was compared with a Student's t distribution at

the .95 level of confidence. The sample proportion was .889 for

the PCS Scale. The null hypothesis was thus rejected. Confidence

limits for the reliability of the PCS Scale for responses coded on

scale are .81 f_p §_.97.

Data Analysis Procedures
 

Both parametric and nonparametric statistics were used

depending on the nature of the data and the assumptions made. All

analyses were conducted separately for wives and husbands because

one could not assume that their responses would be independent of

each other even if there was no evidence of collaboration. For

example, a wife's evaluation of her family life would not be

expected to be entirely independent of her husband's evaluation

of his family life.
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The probability of a Type I error, i.e., rejecting the

null hypothesis when it is true, was set at .05 for all hypotheses

unless otherwise indicated.

The data analysis procedures are presented in some detail

for several reasons: (1) this aspect of the research process was

the particular strength of the researcher and of most interest to

her; and (2) some of the analytical procedures are not widely known,

and it seemed desirable to explain them to the reader. This

researcher worked closely with a statistical consultant at the

University for the regression and covariance analyses, but the

actual data analysis was carried out by the researcher using the

Michigan State University CDC 6500 computer.

Statistical Models and Assumptions
 

Pearson product moment correlations were computed between

affective evaluations of clothing and POQL (Hypothesis 1). Partial

correlations were then computed controlling for age, total family

income, education, family size, and occupational prestige (men only).

Matched-pair t-tests (between wives and husbands) were used

to test Hypotheses 6 and 7.

Multiple regression. Multiple regression was used to
 

evaluate the strength of prediction of (l) perceived overall

quality of life by affective evaluations of seven selected domains

(Hypothesis 2), (2) affective evaluations of clothing by eight

criteria (Hypothesis 3), and (3) affective evaluations of each of

the eight criteria by domain-by-criterion evaluations (Hypothesis 4).
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A formal statement (Neter & Wasserman, 1974) of the first-order

multiple regression model is:

where:

Yi = the value of the response variable (dependent

variable) in the ith trial;

8 , B , . . ., B are parameters; 8 is the Y interceptl

o 1 p—l o

and Bk represents the change in the mean response E(Y)

with a unit increase in the independent variable Xk

when all other independent variables included in the

model are held constant, i.e., 8k = 8E(Y)/8Xk

X are the values of the independent

11' ' ' " xi,p—1

variables in the ith trial

(
7
) ll random error terms which are assumed to be independent

(i.e., uncorrelated) and normally distributed with mean

E(E.) = 0 and 02(8.) = 02. E. = Y. - E(Y.)

i i i 1 i

 

18 is identified in the multiple regression tables as

(Constant)?
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In addition to the assumptions of independence, normality and

constant variance of the error terms, the first-order model implies

that the XR are independent and additive.

The appropriateness of the model for the present research

design was evaluated by an examination of residuals (ei) which are

the differences between the observed value and the fitted value of

the response variable (i.e., ei = Yi - I) and which are regarded as

the observed error. It is assumed that the errors are uncorrelated

since separate analyses were performed for husbands and wives. A

Chi-square goodness of fit test was used to evaluate departures of

the residuals from a normal distribution. This test was performed

on the residuals of four equations for two hypotheses: Hypothesis 2,

full model, women and men separately, and Hypothesis 3, women and

men separately. The goodness of fit tests failed to reject the

assumption of normality at the .05 level of significance.

Plots of the residuals against the fitted values (Yi) for

these same four equations failed to reveal any serious departures

from the assumption of constancy of the error variance. Departure

of the regression function from linearity is difficult to determine

in the multiple regression situation. The value of R2, the pro-

portion of variance accounted for by a linear relation between the

independent variables and the dependent variable, may be an indi-

cation of the fit of the variables to a linear model. High values

of R2 indicate a good fit provided the mean square error is relatively

small; however, the reverse may not be true. Low values of R2 may

simply reflect a poor choice of independent variables or a high

error variance.
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When the independent variables are intercorrelated among

themselves1 (a condition which exists among many of the variables

in this study), the regression coefficient of any independent

variable depends on the particular set of independent variables

included in the model. "Thus, a regression coefficient does not

reflect any inherent effect of the particular independent variable

on the dependent variable but only a marginal or partial effect,

given whatever other correlated independent variables are included

in the model" (Neter & Wasserman, 1974, p. 252). Any results must

then be viewed as nonunique and must be considered within the con-

text of the variables included.

To test the hypothesis that the regression coefficient for

the clothing domain, 8 , equals zero (Hypothesis 2), an F statistic

2

was derived from the mean squares of the full and reduced models.

Seven domains, including clothing, were incorporated in the

regression equation for the full model; and six domains, excluding

clothing, were incorporated in the reduced model. The full model

may be represented by:

Bp-lxi p-l + 8i Full Model= ...+

Yi 8o + B1x11 +

The reduced model is given by:

Y. = B + 8 X, + . . . + B + 6. Reduced Model

1 o 1 il

 

1This condition is sometimes referred to as multicollinearity,

a term which is often reserved, however, for situations in which the

intercorrelations are very high or nearly perfect.
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There are p-l independent variables in the full model and q-l indepen-

dent variables in the reduced model.1 A standard form of regression

analysis was used in which all variables were entered into the

regression equation in a single step and were not required to meet

any statistical criteria to enter. An analysis of variance of the

sums of squares due to linear regression and the sums of squares

due to error was computed for both the full model and the reduced

model.

The F statistic appropriate for the test of the null hypothe-

sis that beta for the clothing domain equals zero (i.e., B = O) is

2

(Neter & Wasserman, 1974, p. 264):

2

F* = {[SSE(R) - SSE(F)]/(p - q)} / {[SSE(F)]/(n - p)}

where:

SSE(R) = sum of squares due to error in the reduced model

SSE(F) = sum of squares due to error in the full model

p = number of parameters to be estimated in the full model

q = number of parameters to be estimated in the reduced

model

n = number of cases

 

1For Hypothesis 2, p - 1 = 7 and q - 1 = 6. For Hypothesis 4,

p - 1 = 8 and q - 1 = 7 for men; p - l = 7 and q - l = 6 for women.

2"F*" is used in place of "F" since the actual F ratio for

the test of the hypothesis is computed by using results from the full

and reduced model regression analyses and not the individual F ratios.



.
.
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This value was compared with a tabled value of F at a = .05 with

p - q degrees of freedom in the numerator and n - p degrees of

freedom in the denominator. If F* exceeded F(1-a; p-q, n-p)’

the null hypothesis was rejected. If rejected, one may conclude

that the regression coefficient of the independent variable omitted

in the reduced model is greater than zero, and the best estimate

of 82 is the observed regression coefficient. When the null

hypothesis is rejected, one may also conclude that the increase

in R2 resulting from the addition of the independent variable to

the model is significant.

The full and reduced regression models were also used to

test Hypothesis 4. In this case one tests the null hypothesis that

the beta coefficient for each clothing-by-criterion measure is equal

to zero and, therefore, not predictive of affective evaluations of

each of the eight criteria. Failure to reject the null hypothesis

would also indicate that inclusion of clothing-by-criterion measures

does not result in a significant increase in R2.

To test whether there is a relation between the dependent

variable, affective evaluations of clothing, and the set of indepen-

dent variables, affective evaluations of clothing by eight criteria

(Hypothesis 3), the F statistic (Neter & Wasserman, 1974, p. 228),

F = MSR/MSR

where:

MSR = mean square variation due to regression

MSE = mean square variation due to error
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was used. This tests the null hypothesis that the entire set of

eight beta coefficients (one for each of the eight criteria) equals

zero. This h othesis is re'ected if F > F .
YP 3 (1-a;p-1,n-p)

Accompanying the analysis of variance tables for Hypotheses 2,

3, and 4 are the following:

Multiple R2 = SSR/SSTO, the coefficient of multiple determi—

nation, i.e., the proportionate

reduction of total variation in the

dependent variable associated with

the use of the set of independent

variables

where:

SSR sum of squares due to regression

SSTO = total sum of squares

. 2

Adjusted R 1 - [(n — 1)/(n — P)][(SSE/SSTO)],

the coefficient of multiple determi-

nation adjusted for the number of

independent variables in the model.1

Multiple R (R ) , the coefficient of multiple cor-

relation

 

1This coefficient is particularly appropriate for interpre-

tation of the results of this study since full and reduced models

were used. Neter and Wasserman (1974) state:

"Adding more independent variables to the model can only

increase R2 and never reduce it, because SSE can never become

larger with more independent variables and SSTO is always the

same for a given set of responses. Since R2 often can be

made large by including a large number of independent
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Accompanying the multiple regression tables are (l) the

unstandardized regression coefficients which are estimates of the

population parameters, 8 - (2) the standard error of the regressionk'

coefficient from which confidence intervals for Bk may be developed;

(3) the computed F statistic; (4) the probability that the sample

was drawn from a population with Bk = 0; and (5) the standardized

regression coefficients which are termed beta weights. The latter

have been computed on standardized values of the independent and

dependent variables.

The coefficient of partial determination, which measures

the marginal contribution of one independent variable when all

other independent variables are already included in the model, is

computed for the results of Hypotheses 2 and 4 only. For the

first-order multiple regression model with two independent

variables, it is defined as:

2
rY1°2 — [SSE(XZ) - SSE(X1,X2)]/SSE(X2)

Neter and Wasserman (1974) state:

Here, r2Y1.2 is the coefficient of partial determination

between Y and X1, given that X2 is in the model. It

measures the proportionate reduction in the variation of

Y remaining after X2 is included in the model which is

gained by also including X1 in the model. (p. 265)

 

variables, it is sometimes suggested that a modified measure

be used which recognizes the number of independent variables

in the model. . . . This adjusted coefficient of multiple

determination may actually become smaller when another inde-

pendent variable is introduced into the model, because the

decrease in SSE may be more than offset by the loss of a

degree of freedom in the denominator n — p." (p. 229)
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This is easily extended to more than two independent variables.

For example, the coefficient of partial determination between per-

ceived overall quality of life and affective evaluations of the

clothing domain given that the other six domains are in the model

is given by:

r32.1’3_7 = [SSE(R) - SSE(F)]/SSE(R)

where:

SSE(R) = sum of squares due to error in the reduced

model

SSE(F) = sum of squares due to error in the full model

The simple difference between the two R2 values in the full and

reduced models is the proportion of variation due to regression

explained by the addition of another independent variable. If the

set of variables in the reduced model already explains a substantial

amount of the variance, one would not expect an additional variable

to increase R2 much further. The coefficient of partial determi-

nation, by contrast, is based on the residual variation unexplained

by the set of independent variables in the reduced model which is

reduced by the addition of another independent variable.

Treatment of off-scale responses. Because of the sample
 

respondents' frequent use of off-scale responses in the domains-by-

criteria evaluations, these cases could not under ordinary means

be incorporated into the regression analysis. Thus, a significant
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drop in the number of valid (i.e., on-scale) cases occurred with

the use of the preferred method of listwise deletion of "missing

data."1 Because of the sound statistical reasons for listwise

deletion of missing data, this method was used in the computations.

However, the resultant N for many of the regression equations

reported was reduced substantially, and one must interpret the

results of any equation with N < 100 with considerable caution.

In an effort to incorporate valid off-scale responses,

indicator variables (sometimes referred to as dummy variables) were

created for the three off-scale responses, i.e., "Neutral--neither

satisfied nor dissatisfied," "Never thought about it," and "Does

not apply to me." Indicator variables quantify the classes of a

qualitative variable (Neter & Wasserman, 1974). Regression equations

incorporating the on-scale variable and the off-scale indicator

variables were computed for Hypothesis 3 only.

Essentially the model used represents a combination of the

factor approach of the analysis of variance and the multiple

 

1Strictly speaking, off-scale responses are not missing data;

but since they cannot be included in the calculation of a correlation

coefficient, they are treated as missing data. Under listwise

deletion of missing data, if a case has a missing value for any of

the variables in a given regression model, the case is not included

in the computation of the equation. Pairwise deletion, the deletion

of a case from calculations involving only that variable, is not

recommended whenever some variables have many missing values because

of computational inaccuracies and estimations which were not judged

to be suitable for these data. With listwise deletion, all compu-

tations are based on the same universe of data (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,

Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975; statistical consultation and assistance

obtained from Frank Pont, Department of Statistics, Michigan State

University).
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regression approach.1 An off-scale indicator variable took on

values of 1 or O: 1 if the respondent used a particular off-scale

category, 0 if the respondent used an on-scale or another off-scale

category. The on-scale quantitative variable took on the value

of the on-scale category if the respondent answered on scale or

zero if the respondent answered off-scale. In the regression

analysis, the term for the on-scale variable (since it equals zero

for those answering off scale) does not enter into the prediction

of the mean for the dependent variable for the group who answered

with a particular off-scale category.

The strength of this approach is that off-scale responses

are treated as valid responses [an apparent assumption made by

Andrews and Withey (1976) in the development of the D-T Scale] and

as predictive of the dependent variable. A weakness of the approach

as applied to these data is that a large number of variables enter

the regression equation (potentially one on-scale variable and

three off-scale indicator variables for each item acting as an

independent variable) without being balanced by a larger sample

size than was available in this study. In view of this limitation,

results of the analyses which employ these indicator variables

reported in Chapter IV should be interpreted as demonstrative of

the potential importance of off-scale responses rather than as con-

clusive predictive results.

 

l .
The author acknowledges the aSSistance of Frank Pont,

Department of Statistics, Michigan State University with the

derivation and application of this model.
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Analysis of covariance. An analysis of covariance, which

permits the analysis of the effects of metric independent variables

(called covariates or concomitant variables) in conjunction with

nonmetric factors on a given dependent variable, was used to test

Hypothesis 5. The effects of the covariates [i.e., age, occupa-

tional prestige (men only) and family size] were examined con-

currently with the effects of the factors (education and family

income) since both factor and covariate effects were of equal

interest.

An example of the model for two factors and one covariate

is given by Neter and Wasserman (1974):

Yijk = u + oi + Bj + (a8)ij + Yxijk + Eijk

where:

Yijk = the dependent or response variable

u = the Y intercept

ai = the main effect of factor A at level i

Bj = the main effect of factor B at level j

(0L8)ij = the interaction effect when factor A is at level i

and factor B is at level j

Y = the regression coefficient for the relation between

Y and X
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the values of the covariatesX

ll

ijk

2

Eijk independent N (0, O ) random error terms

1 = 1, . . .,a; j = 1, . . .,b; k = 1, . . .,n

In this study factor A was education with five levels, and factor B

was total family income with four levels. Results show the inter-

action of the two factors. In addition, two factor-covariate inter-

action terms were added to the model: education with occupational

prestige (men only) and total family income with age. From pre-

liminary analyses, these two variable pairs were known to correlate

moderately. The assumptions of the analysis of covariance model

used in this study are: (1) normality and independence of error

terms, (2) equality of error variances for different factors, and

(3) linearity of regression. The overall alpha level for testing

the main effects and interaction was .05.

Accompanying the analysis of covariance results is a

multiple classification analysis (MCA) which is used to examine the

pattern of changes in the factors as covariates are introduced as

controls. Eta squared represents the proportionate reduction of

the variation in the dependent variable, affective evaluations of

clothing, explained by one factor, e.g., education or family income.

Beta is analogous to a standardized partial regression coefficient.

The relative importance of a factor as a predictor of the dependent

variable after the effects of other factors and covariates have

been removed is indicated by the rank order of the betas. Unlike

normal regression coefficients, no sign is attached to these betas
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2 .

(Andrews, Morgan, Sonquist, & Klem, 1973). Multiple R is the

proportion of variance in the affective evaluations of clothing

explained by the additive effects of all factors and covariates.

Nonmetric Multidimensional Scaling

Analysis

The general purpose of multidimensional scaling methods is

to reduce a complex matrix of proximity relations (e.g., correlations,

similarities, distances) between objects (variables) to a simple

geometrical representation of the pattern or structure underlying

the relationships. The objects are represented by points in an

m-dimensional spatial model. Generally the lowest possible dimen-

sionality is sought while at the same time accommodating the complex

relations in the data. Substantive interpretation of the axes may

show what properties gave rise to the relations in the data (Shepard,

1972).

Nonmetric multidimensional scaling (NMDS) methods begin with

a rank order of the n(n-l)/2 possible interobject proximities for n

objects. Given an arbitrary or rational initial arrangement of

n coordinate points in a space of some trial number of dimensions,

the n(n-l)/2 interpoint distances between the coordinate points

are computed and the distances are ranked. The stress index, which

is a measure of the degree of correspondence between the rank

order of the computed distances and the rank order of the input

proximities, is then computed. Close agreement between the two

orderings is signalled by low stress values, whereas high stress

values indicate a poor correspondence and lack of a good fit.
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Through an iterative process known as the "method of gradients,"

the configuration of points is rearranged until the stress index

is minimized. The final configuration of points gives the best

representation of the original proximity relations. Stress can

always be minimized further by increasing the number of dimensions

because there is more freedom in the location of points which

results in closer agreement between the two rank orderings. How-

ever, one generally sacrifices interpretability as one increases

the number of dimensions. Therefore, a trade-off is made between

accepting some stress for ease of interpretation (Subkoviak, 1975).

More formally, stress is the departure from desired monoto-

nicity between the input proximity data sij and the distances dij'

Shepard (1972) summarizes:

Most of the functions that have been adopted as a measure

of departure from monotonicity resemble Kruskal's "stress"

measure in that they are based, in one way or another,

upon the sum of squared discrepancies between the actually

reconstructed distances di- and corresponding numbers dij

that minimize this sum subject to the constraint that

they are monotonic with the corresponding sij in the sense

thatA
A

d.. - d whenever sij < s

l] kl (p. 8)kl'

In this study the proximity values were input as a square

matrix of Pearson correlations of the affective evaluations of

general life concerns of section 1 of the questionnaire and of

perceived overall quality of life, Life 3. For men the total

number of life concerns mapped was twenty-six whereas for women,

the number was twenty-five. "How do you feel about your job?" was

deleted from the women's analysis since a large number of women
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answered "C--Does not apply to me." Thus the structure of per-

ceptions of life concerns cannot be directly compared for women

and men.

KYST, named for Kruskal, Young, Shepard, and Torgerson, was

the NMDS program used at Michigan State University (Kruskal, Young,

& Seery, 1973). A rational starting configuration was generated to

avoid the problem of entrapment in local minima sometimes reached

when the initial configuration has been randomly generated. The

KYST program also rotates the final configuration for each dimen-

sionality to principal components. The program supplies the coordi-

nate projection of each life concern on each axis.

The life concerns (including Life 3) were mapped for all

the women and all the men separately. Women and men were then

separated into two groups each: one group consisted of those who

were assigned a score of two or three on the PCS Scale and the

other group consisted of those who left item 1.15b blank or whose

responses were coded off the PCS Scale or who were assigned a score

of one on the PCS Scale.

To determine whether entrapment in local minima had occurred,

analyses were repeated using random start configurations. If the

stress index obtained with a random start is substantially less

than that obtained with a rational start, one would suspect that

entrapment in a local minimum had occurred. Table 12 gives the

Kruskal stress indices obtained for three-dimensional solutions

beginning with rational and random start configurations for the six

analyses.
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TABLE 12.--Kruskal Stress Indices Obtained for Three-Dimensional

Solutions of Six Nonmetric Multidimensional Scaling Analyses Beginning

with Rational and Random Configurations

 

Kruskal's Stress Index

 

Analysis Group

 

Rational Start Random Start

All women .153 .153

High-scoring women .145 .152

Low-scoring women .164 .164

All men .138 .139

High-scoring men .139 .136

Low-scoring men .133 .145

 

In all but one analysis (high-scoring men), rational

start configurations resulted in stress indices equal to or lower

than those obtained with random start configurations. The slightly

lower value obtained with the random start (stress = .136) for the

one group was not judged to be substantially different from the

stress index obtained with the rational start (stress = .139).

Thus, one can be reasonably confident that absolute minima were

reached. Results are thus reported for three-dimensional solutions

using rational start configurations.

Schultz and Hubert (1976) have published a nonparametric

test of the null hypothesis that there are no comparable patternings

between two proximity matrices which include the same set of

variables. The criterion, gamma (F) was used to assess the relation-

ship between the two square matrices, S1 and 82.
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F=§ g s..‘“ s..(2)

j=l i=1 13 13

where:

Sij(1) = the entries in the ith row and jth column of S1

Sij(2) = the entries in the ith row and jth column of $2

:
3 II

the number of variables in each matrix.

Given the actual values of the entries in the two matrices

S1 and 82, F can be interpreted as an unnormalized cor-

relation coefficient between the elements of $1 and 82

where larger values of F denote greater degrees of corres-

pondence between the two matrices. The index I measures the

amount of common patterning of high and low entries across

51 and 82, and in particular, will be relatively large if

the higher entries from 51 and $2 tend to be in the same

matrix positions. (Schultz & Hubert, 1976, p. 61)

Equations are also presented for computing the exact randomi-

zation mean and variance of F and the normalized statistic

[F - E(F)]/[Var(F)]5 which is compared with the Cantelli inequality:

P {F - E(F) Z k [Var(T)]5} 5 l/(l + k2). If this probability is

less than the alpha level for the test, the null hypothesis is

rejected, and one would conclude that the two proximity matrices

reflect a comparable patterning of high and low entries. Proximity

matrices in a form suitable for this test (1 - rij' where rij are

the Pearson correlations) were computed for each of the groups who

differed with respect to their scores on the PCS Scale. Tests were

performed separately for women and men. Results of the NMDS pro-

cedures and for F are presented and discussed in Chapter IV.
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Cluster Anaiysis

To increase (or perhaps decrease) one's confidence in the

NMDS results, the results of cluster analysis are frequently embedded

within the results of NMDS. If the clustering of objects closely

matches the groupings of objects in the m-dimensional space, then

one can be reasonably sure that there is an underlying structure

to the data that is being revealed and validated by the two tech-

niques.

Hubert and Baker (1976) have summarized the basic principles

of clustering as follows:

Most of these [clustering] techniques deal with the same

problem of constructing an "optimal" sequence of partitions

of a basic object set. Specifically, each partition in the

sequence is defined by a grouping of the objects into

mutually exclusive and exhaustive subclasses, where sup-

posedly objects that are similar are placed together. In

addition, the notion of a "sequence" implies a successive

reduction in the number of subclasses in the classification

scheme as a function of the criterion used to construct each

of the individual groupings. Thus, the first partition can

be defined by a trivial decomposition consisting of as many

subclasses as there are objects, the second partition is

composed of one less subclass, and so on until the last par-

tition merely places all objects together within a single

class. The general purpose of such a procedure is to generate

a progression of partitions that mirror the underlying

structure of the objects, and at the same time, provide some

control over the "coarseness" of the grouping criterion.

Since a complete sequence of partitions, i.e., a hierarchy, is

produced, the researcher is free to choose particular par-

titions within the hierarchy for a further substantive

analysis. (p. 88)

Complete-link hierarchial clustering was used in this study.

The admission criterion for a variable or subset of variables to

join a cluster is as follows:

Assume the level k partition has been obtained; the level

k + 1 partition is constructed by uniting those two sub-

sets from level k that produce a subclass of the smallest
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diameter. Within this context, a diameter is defined as

the largest proximity value among all the pairs of objects

constituting a subset within a partition. (p. 93)

Program STRUCTR developed from the HICLUS program written

at Bell Laboratories was used in this study. The absolute values

of the Pearson correlations of affective evaluations of general

life concerns and global well-being as described in the previous

sections of this chapter served as the input similarity matrices

to STRUCTR since the program does not accept negative values.

Substantive decisions are made by the researcher for the level of

optimal partitioning.

In this study, optimal partitioning was judged to have

occurred at maximum diameter values ranging from .47 to .60 for

the six analysis groups. In all but one instance this partitioning

permitted the clustering of the clothing domain with at least one

other life concern. This partition level also made the most sub-

stantive sense in the clustering of other life concerns.

Results of the cluster analyses were embedded within the

NMDS solutions. Successive partition levels rather than only final

partition levels are shown in a manner analagous to that proposed

by Napior (1972).



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter descriptive data pertaining to the major

variables are presented, and the results of the tests of hypotheses

are given and discussed.

Descriptive Data for the Major Variables
 

Perceived Overall Quality

of Life

Consistent with findings reported in other quality of life

studies (Bubolz et al., in press; Andrews & Withey, 1976; Campbell

et al., 1976), this sample also tended to evaluate life positively.

The mean POQL (Life 3) score for women was 5.3 (s.d. = .8), and the

mean for men was also 5.3 (s.d. = .9).

A crosstabulation of wives' and husbands' perceived overall

quality of life in Table 13 rather dramatically illustrates that

few respondents used the low end of the D-T Scale. In a methodo-

logical study of the meaning of the D-T Scale categories, Andrews

and Withey (1976) found that people who responded at level 4 (Mixed)

generally tended to find life no better than tolerable, whereas

people who responded at level 6 (Pleased) found life highly satis-

fying.
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Nineteen percent of the men and 21 percent of the women

in this study had POQL scores of 4.5 or lower, certainly not an

insignificant proportion; but the positive outlook on life predomi-

nates for the group as a whole. Thirty-seven percent of the wives

and husbands had virtually identical evaluations of life quality

as shown on the main diagonal, and another 52 percent differed only

by one scale point. The direction of this difference was equally

shared by wives and husbands. Thirty wives evaluated life slightly

below (one point) their husbands, and thirty husbands found life

slightly less satisfying than their wives.

Whereas somewhat over one-third of the sample had highly

congruent perceptions of life quality, slightly under two-thirds

of the wife-husband pairs differed in their evaluations. Given the

interpretations of the scale descriptors, these differences may be

larger than is immediately apparent. At any rate, neither sex (in

this study) bears the burden of dissatisfaction exclusively.

Reliability of Global Evaluations

of Life-as-a-Whole

 

 

The Pearson correlation between Life 1 and Life 2 was .61

for women and .70 for men. These are values within the same relia-

bility range as those obtained by Andrews and Withey (1976) in

four surveys (r = .61 to .71).

Crosstabulations of the two variables for both women and

men are given in Tables 14 and 15. The majority of women (54 percent)

and men (58 percent) gave identical responses to the same question

asked twice in the questionnaire. Seventeen percent of the women

and 15 percent of the men lowered their evaluation by one scale
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point, whereas 22 percent of the women and 22 percent of the men

raised their evaluations of life quality by one point after review-

ing many life concerns. Only three women and six men changed their

evaluations of life-as-a-whole by two scale points. The fact that

94 percent (109) of the women and 94 percent of the men used the

identical or adjacent response to both global evaluations of life-

as-a-whole explains the relatively strong association of Life 1

and Life 2.

Matrix Life Concerns
 

Tables D-1 and D-2 that detail the frequencies with which

women and men used the D-T Scale categories to evaluate the seven

domains and eight value criteria (general life concerns) may be

found in Appendix D. Examination of these tables shows the tendency

of some respondents to use both the on-scale and off-scale responses

of the D-T Scale. This gives some evidence of their ability to

discriminate between two potentially difficult categories, that is,

"Mixed--about equally satisfied and dissatisfied" and "Neutral--

neither satisfied nor dissatisfied." The former has the conno-

tation of ambivalent feelings whereas the latter implies no feelings.

The most frequent use (N = 10) of the "Neutral" category was for

evaluations of clothing by men. Most respondents did, however, use

the on-scale responses for evaluations of general life concerns.

The frequency data are summarized in Table 16 which gives

the mean and standard deviation of each of the general life concerns

as well as of the global evaluations of well-being. Both women

and men evaluated family life higher than any of the other domains
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TABLE l6.--Means and Standard Deviations of Women's and Men's Affec-

tive Evaluations of Life-as-a-Whole and of Matrix Life Concerns

 

  

 

Women Men

Standard Standard

Mean . . N Mean . .

DeViation DeVlatlon

Life 1 5.3 8 113 5.2 .9 116

Life 2 5.3 9 115 5.4 1.0 115

POQL (Life 3) 5.3 8 116 5.3 .9 116

Housing 5.3 1.2 115 5.4 1.2 115

Clothing 4.8 1.1 107 5.1 .9 100

Job 5.1 1.2 78 5.0 1.4 113

Family Life 5.6 1.0 114 5.9 .9 116

Neighborhood 5.4 1.0 113 5.4 1.2 116

Spare Time Activities 4.8 1.1 114 5.0 1.1 114

National Government 4.0 1.0 107 3.8 1.2 114

Standard of Living 5.4 1.0 115 5.3 1.1 115

Fun 4.9 1.1 111 4.7 1.1 115

Independence or Freedom 5.1 1.2 113 5.0 1.2 114

Beauty & Attractiveness 5.0 .8 104 4.7 1.2 109

Freedom from Bother 4.8 1.2 102 5.1 1.1 109

Safety 5.0 1.0 106 5.0 1.1 107

Accomplishing Something 4.9 1.1 112 5.0 1.2 113

Acceptance & Inclusion 5.4 .9 109 5.4 .9 108
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and criteria. Men in particular were pleased with family life

(;'= 5.9) whereas women were somewhat less so (;'= 5.6) but still

quite high in comparison to other life concerns. In general women

and men were mostly satisfied with their housing, neighborhood,

standard of living, and acceptance and inclusion by others. Evalu-

ations of job, independence or freedom, safety, and accomplishing

something were somewhat less positive but still within the category

of "Mostly satisfied." Women tended to express less positive feel-

ings about clothing (;'= 4.8) than did men (2': 5.1). The same

imbalance held for spare time activities (E' = 4.8; E' = 5.0)

women men

and for freedom from bother and annoyance (E' = 4.8; i’ = 5.1).

women men

Men, however, tended to express less positive evaluations of the

fun they were having (2' = 4.9; E' = 4.7) and of the beauty

women men

and attractiveness in their world (iQomen = 5.0; Egen = 4.7).

Evaluated least positively of all was national government with a

mean of 4.0 for women and 3.8 for men.

The specific domain-by-criterion evaluations should help

explain some of the above findings. These are discussed within the

context of results of the multiple regression analyses in a later

section of this chapter.

Since the emphasis in this study is on the clothing domain,

a crosstabulation of wives' and husbands' affective evaluations of

clothing is presented in Table 17. Both on-scale and off-scale

responses are included and are clearly delineated from each other

by the horizontal and vertical dashed lines within the table.

Working first with the column and row totals which summarize the
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distribution of the responses for women and men, only about one-

fifth (19 percent) of the men but 30 percent of the women expressed

mixed or negative feelings about their clothing. The modal response

for both sexes was mostly satisfied. A few more men than women (six)

were pleased with their clothing. Only a few of both sexes were

delighted. Fifteen men and nine women replied with one of the off—

scale responses. Nine percent of all the men and 4 percent of all

women felt neutral about their clothing. Another 4 percent of the

men and women said they never thought about it. Appropriately, no

one replied with "Does not apply to me."

Thirty percent of the wives and husbands gave identical

evaluations of their clothing (values along the main diagonal). Of

the ninety-three wife-husband pairs answering on scale, thirty-five

wives felt worse about their clothing than did their husbands.

Thirteen of these wives differed by two or more scale points from

the evaluations given by their husbands. Of the twenty-three

husbands who responded more negatively than their wives, only five

differed by more than two scale points from their wife's evaluation.

Finally, and perhaps most important, those individuals who

have low evaluations of their clothing (i.e., mixed, mostly dis-

satisfied, unhappy, or terrible) tend to be married to spouses who

are mostly satisfied, pleased, or delighted with their clothing.

This raises some interesting questions. Are resources for clothing

inequitably distributed within the family, or does one spouse tend

to use different criteria to evaluate clothing than the other and

weight such criteria differently? Objective indicators of resource
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use for clothing could help answer the first question. Findings

from this study should provide clues to the latter.

Tests and Discussion of Hypotheses
 

A detailed description of the statistical models, procedures,

and test statistics for the hypotheses has already been given in

Chapter III. In this section each research hypothesis is stated

within the context of the research objective, and the tabular

results of the statistical test(s) for each hypothesis are given

and discussed.

Hypothesis 1: Affective Evaluations

of Clothipg and Perceived Overall

Qualityipf Life

 

 

 

To determine the relationship between affective evaluations

of clothing and perceived overall quality of life for women and

men while controlling for several demographic characteristics, the

following null hypothesis was formulated and tested:

H : There is no relationship between affective evaluations

of clothing and perceived overall quality of life for

women and men controlling for (1) age, (2) total family

income, (3) education, (4) family size, and (5) occu-

pational prestige.

Results of Hypothesis 1. As indicated in Chapter III,

occupational prestige was dropped as one of the control variables

for women since many were not engaged in remunerative occupations.

The zero-, first—, and fourth-order partial correlations for women
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and the zero-, first-, and fifth-order partial correlations for

men are given in Table 18.1

Immediately evident in the zero-order matrices is the much

stronger correlation of men's affective evaluations of clothing with

POQL (r = .45) than that of women (r = .25). This is one of the

most unexpected findings in the study perhaps because of the stereo-

type of the greater importance of clothing and fashion to women's

well-being than to men's well-being. Although a direct causal

relationship is not proposed by a correlation, the size of the dif-

ference between the correlations for women and men is rather

impressive. Possibly women may have higher levels of aspiration

for achievement within the clothing domain than do men.

Also evident in the zero-order matrices are the low cor-

relations of the control variables with clothing and with POQL.

Not surprisingly then, the effect on the relationship between affec-

tive evaluations of clothing and POQL when controlling for these

variables was quite small. For both women and men, the correlation

increased by an insignificant amount (.03) when controlling for all

variables simultaneously.

Although the control variables proved to be ineffective in

modifying the clothing-POQL relationship, the actual correlations

 

1Zero-order correlations are the simple uncontrolled cor-

relations among all the variables. First-order partial correlations

represent the correlations between clothing and POQL while controlling

for each of the control variables separately. The higher-order

partial correlations represent the degree of association between

clothing and POQL while simultaneously controlling for the effects

of the other variables.
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between these two variables (rwomen = .28; rmen = .48), however,

were significant. Whereas for women only 8 percent of the variance

has been accounted for by a linear relationship between POQL and

affective evaluations of clothing, the coefficient of determination

(r2) for men is .23. The 95 percent confidence intervals for the

population parameter, 0, were computed. For women .09 S p 5 .45;

for men .30 5 p 5 .62.

The highest correlation for men with feelings about clothing

was with age (r = .18) initially suggesting that there is a slight

tendency for feelings about clothing to increase positively with

age. For women this correlation was close to zero, but family

income had a comparable association (r = .18) with feelings about

clothing for women that age had for men. Thus at first glance

there seems to be a slight tendency for women with high family

incomes to evaluate clothing positively. As a later analysis

(Hypothesis 6) will show, however, the age and income correlations

with clothing are influenced by each other and by other variables.

The directions of the effect of these variables change as these

and other variables are controlled.

gypotheses 2, 3, and 4: Analyses

of Matrix Variables

 

 

The second research objective was to determine the predictive

ability of the clothing variables in the domains-by-criteria matrix

model. Three major hypotheses were generated. Each null hypothesis

is presented separately and discussed.
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gypothesis 2: Prediction of POQL by Affective Evaluations
 

of Clothing, The null hypothesis is:
 

H : Affective evaluations of the clothing domain by women

and men do not explain perceived overall quality of

life when the clothing domain is added to other

selected domains.

Results of Hypothesis 2. The results of the multiple
 

regression analyses for the reduced and full models are given in

Table 19 for women and Table 20 for men. In order to maintain a

relatively large sample size, a dichotomous job status indicator

variable (the value determined by whether the wife was employed or

not) was substituted for the women's job variable as measured by

the D-T Scale response to the question "How do you feel about your

job?"

For women the hypothesis is not rejected. The addition of

the clothing domain to the model does not significantly increase

the explanation of POQL. The increase in the adjusted R2 was only

.011, and the coefficient of partial determination was .034. In

the full model, however, the standardized beta for clothing (.142)

was second only in magnitude to that for family life (.607), and

the probability that the regression coefficient for the clothing

domain equals zero is relatively small (p = .077) in comparison to

those for the remaining domains.

For the men, however, clothing i§_a significant predictor

of POQL. The null hypothesis was rejected; and a 95 percent con-

fidence interval for the population parameter, 8 , was computed

2

to be .048 5 82 5 .360. The interval does not include zero, and
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one concludes that the beta value for prediction of men's POQL by

clothing is significantly different from zero. There is a high

probability (.95) that the confidence interval covers the true value

of beta. The best estimate of beta is .204 (unstandardized). The

standardized regression coefficient is .209. This value ranks

third in magnitude with that for family life (beta = .410, p = O)

and job (beta = .258, p = .002) exceeding it. The coefficient

of partial determination (.072) reflects a substantial reduction

- in residual variance, and the increase in adjusted R2 (.029) is

significant.

These analyses demonstrate the contribution of the clothing

domain to married men's perceptions of life quality relative to the

contribution of the other domains included in the model. Relative

to these same domains, one cannot conclude that clothing evaluations

add significantly to the prediction of POQL for the married women

of the underlying population in this study. But the F* test sta-

tistic is large enough to warrant the suspension of judgment for

the present. The remaining hypotheses should help clarify these

findings.

Hypothesis 3: Prediction of Affective Evaluations of Clothing

by Eight Value Criteria. The null hypothesis is:
 

H : Affective evaluations of clothing with respect to the

eight value criteria do not explain affective evaluations

of clothing for women and men.

First, descriptive frequency data are presented and possible

explanations for the relatively high frequency of off-scale responses
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to clothing-by-criterion items are discussed. Additional value

criteria used by respondents are presented. Next the results of

the test of Hypothesis 3 and the results of additional analyses

using indicator variables for off-scale responses are given.

Descriptive frequency data and off-scale responses. Table 21

gives the frequencies and relative frequencies of women's and men's

affective evaluations of clothing with respect to the eight matrix

criteria. From this table the frequent use of off-scale responses

is immediately apparent.

The most prolific use of off-scale responses occurred for

the clothing-by-safety evaluations, in which 44.9 percent of the

men and 40.4 percent of the women answered off scale. The least

severe use of off-scale responses occurred with clothing-by-standard

of living for men (19.9 percent) and clothing-by-beauty and attrac-

tiveness for women (16.4 percent). This suggests that the latter

two are some of the more applicable criteria by which clothing is

evaluated. The persistent use of off-scale responses, particularly

the category "Never thought about it," by over 15 percent of the

sample posed methodological problems, the solution of which has

been discussed in Chapter III.

From Table 22 which gives the means and number of respondents

answering on scale for each of the seven domains with respect to

eight criteria, one can see that, with the exception of the job

domain for women which has already been discussed, the use of off-

scale responses was more frequent throughout the clothing domain

than for any other domain. Occurrences of fewer than one hundred
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on-scale responses occur in all domains, however, particularly

with the domain-by-acceptance and inclusion evaluations.

Several explanations seem plausible. First, the use of

off-scale categories occurred more frequently for specific domain-

by-criteria evaluations than for evaluations of general life con-

cerns. Other measures for determining the value criteria by which

domains are evaluated may be more appropriate than the repetitive

domain-by-criterion evaluations used in this and other studies.

These are discussed in the final chapter.

Second, adults may simply not be cognizant of the instru-

mental and expressive functions of clothing; or, if they are, the

questions may not be phrased with enough clarity to be meaningful

to the respondent. Modification of the statement of domain-by-

criterion items to more closely reflect the manner of expression

of the respondents (as determined in responses to the open-ended

item 1.15b) may result in greater use of on-scale responses.

Third, the criteria included in the matrix may not be the

major criteria by which adults evaluate their clothing.

Value criteria stated by respondents. There is some

empirical evidence for the explanations proposed above which is

obtained from the coded responses to the open-ended question "What

are some of the most important reasons why_you feel as you do

about your clothing?" Table 23 lists the value criteria content

of the sample's responses to this item.
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TABLE 23.--Frequencies and Relative Frequencies of Value Criteria Used

by Women and Men to Evaluate Clothing

 

  

 

Women Men

Number Number

of Coded % of Coded %

Criteriaa Criteriaa

Standard of Living 49 22.3 39 20.4

Fun 1 .4 - -

Independence or Freedom 7 3.2 9 4.7

Beauty & Attractiveness 54 24.5 31 16.2

Freedom from Bother l 4 4 2 1

Safety - - - -

Accomplishing Something 5 2.3 3 1.6

Acceptance & Inclusion by Others 14 6.4 11 5.8

Self Regard 7 3.2 8 4.2

Self Expression 5 2.3 7 3.7

Fashion 9 4.1 13 6.8

Variety 3 1.4 5 2.6

Creativity 4 1.8 - -

Functionality 12 5.4 21 11.0

Economy 18 8.2 9 4 7

Sexuality 2 .9 - -

Miscellaneous 29 13.2 31 16.2

Total 220 100.0 191 100.0

 

aEach subject's response could be coded for

up to a maximum of four.

multiple criteria
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For women 59.5 percent of the value criteria evoked by

this item refer to the eight matrix criteria. A somewhat smaller

percentage (50.8 percent) does so for men.

Standard of living, beauty and attractiveness, and acceptance

and inclusion by others were the most frequent matrix criteria

mentioned by respondents. These were also the clothing-by-criteria

evaluations which had the largest number of on-scale responses for

both women and men. Safety was never mentioned as an important

criterion which is consistent with the high frequency of off-scale

responses to this item.

With respect to the criteria included in the matrix, many

respondents, both women and men, expressed the desire to have more

and better quality clothing than what they now have or can afford

(standard of living). Many recognized that others form impressions

of a person on the basis of one's clothing and appearance (acceptance

and inclusion). The achievement of a socially acceptable or

presentable appearance (acceptance and inclusion) and the desire

to dress the way they want without social pressure to conform

(independence or freedom) were other expressed criteria. The

latter two were sometimes mentioned together indicating ambivalent

feelings with respect to conformity and freedom.

More women than men expressed dissatisfaction with their

body image, frequently mentioning weight problems, and at the same

time expressing a desire for a becoming appearance (beauty and

attractiveness). Men more frequently mentioned the desire for a
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clean, neat appearance (beauty and attractiveness), sometimes

praising their wives for doing a good job of keeping them neat

and clean.

Additional criteria not included in the matrix but of

importance to married men are functionality, fashion, economy,

self-regard, self-expression, and variety. For women the decreas-

ing order of frequency is economy, functionality, fashion, self-

regard, self-expression, creativity, variety, and sexuality. A

few women expressed two criteria not mentioned by men: creativity

and sexuality. If one combines self-regard and self-expression,

these criteria take on added importance for both women and men.

Many respondents expressed dissatisfaction with the high

cost of clothing and the desire for more reasonable prices (economy),

the desire for both physiological and psychological comfort in

clothing (functionality), the wish to be up-to-date and have new

clothing (fashion), the desire to express one's personality through

clothing (self-expression), and the recognition that a good

appearance gives them a feeling of worth as an individual (self-

regard).

The types of responses given do suggest a recognition of

the instrumental and expressive functions of clothing. But the

specification of the matrix value criteria in the clothing-by-

criterion items may have been too global or too abstract for some

respondents. This could lead one to question the validity of the

test of the hypothesis since the constituent items (independent

variables) may lack construct validity.
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Results of Hypothesis 3. The results of the statistical
 

tests of Hypothesis 3 using the standard multiple regression model

presented in Chapter III are given in Table 24. The null hypothesis

was rejected for women but not for men.

Since the multiple regression analysis failed to reject

the null hypothesis that all beta coefficients for men were equal

to zero, this set of eight matrix criteria was not a good predictor

of men's feelings about clothing. Adjusted R2 for men was only

12.4 percent. Of the eight criteria, beauty and attractiveness and

accomplishing something had the largest regression coefficients;

but the probability is also high that the true beta values for the

population are no different from zero. Thus the eight matrix

value criteria have not accounted for men's evaluations of clothing

and provide us with little information about the explanation of the

significance of clothing to men's POQL.

For women the null hypothesis is rejected. The entire set

of eight matrix criteria accounted for a substantial 64 percent

of the variance in women's affective evaluations of clothing.

One concludes that for women not all of the beta coefficients

equal zero. Five have probability values ranging from .000 S p

S .029. These include standard of living, fun, independence or

freedom, safety, and accomplishing something. The largest positive

standardized beta coefficient (.522) was obtained for clothing-by-

independence or freedom followed by clothing-by-standard of living

(beta = .506) and clothing-by-accomplishing something (beta = .464).

The negative regression coefficients (-.543 and -.304) for
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clothing-by-fun and clothing-by-safety respectively mean that the

more positive these evaluations, the lower is the general evaluation

of the clothing domain when other predictors are held constant.

Bonferroni joint confidence intervals (Neter & Wasserman,

1974, p. 231) were computed around the estimated beta values of

the five criteria named in the preceding paragraph. The probability

that all of the following confidence intervals are valid is .95:

clothing-by-standard of living (-.019 5 81 5 1.025), clothing-by-

<

fun (-l.169 S B - -.Oll), clothing-by-independence or freedom
2

<

(.142 B 5 .840), clothing-by-safety (-.895 5 86 5 .079).
3

<

clothing-by-accomplishing something (.001 5 B7 - 1.023). Zero is

not included in the confidence intervals for clothing-by-fun,

independence or freedom, and accomplishing something. Thus, there

is considerable evidence that the population beta does not equal

zero for these three criteria used by women to evaluate the clothing

domain. The meaning of the latter two criteria for women will be

clarified in the results of Hypothesis 8.

Somewhat difficult to interpret is the negative sign of the

regression coefficient for fun. More information is required to

determine what people consider when they think about clothing and

fun. Perhaps the type of clothing one wears to have fun (as fun

is defined by the respondent) is different from the type of

clothing or evaluated dimensions of clothing that elicited more

negative evaluations when asked about clothing in general. The

present study provides no evidence to clarify this result.
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Additional analyses using indicator variables for off—scale
 

responses. If one looks at the ANOVA results accompanying the

regression analyses (Table 24), it becomes apparent from the total

degrees of freedom that these results are based on a subset of the

total sample. For women, N = 49 and for men, N = 46.1 The results

presented in Table 24 are based on those respondents who answered

on scale to every clothing-by-criterion item and to the general

clothing concern item.

To determine whether this subset of the sample differed

from that portion of the sample who made one or more off-scale

responses to the eight clothing-by-criterion items, independent

t-tests and median tests for differences on important demographic

and contextual variables were made.

There were no differences between groups for POQL or for

general affective evaluations of clothing. However, women and men

who answered one or more items off scale were more highly educated

but did not differ in age or family income from those who answered

all eight items on scale. Women answering some items off scale

had significantly higher occupational prestige (;-= 47.2) than did

women who exclusively answered on scale (;.= 35.7). The same

trend, although not Significant, was true for men (xoff scale = 50.0;

 

1This occurred because the multiple regression program used

drops an entire case whenever one variable takes on an off-scale

value. Reasons for this have been previously discussed in Chapter

III.
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xon scale = 46.1). Thus the subset of the sample for whom the

hypothesis was tested differs from the rest of the sample on some

important status variables.

Since the off-scale responses are valid responses and not

simply "missing data," an effort was made to perform the regression

analyses on the entire sample with the inclusion of off—scale cate-

gories as indicator variables, an analytical technique described in

Chapter III. The results are significant again for women but not

for men and are reported in Tables 25 and 26 respectively.1

In this analysis the adjusted R2 (.297) is substantially

lower than in the preceding analysis for women (adjusted R2 = .640).

This decline is partially a result of the increase in the number of

variables in the equation and the resulting loss of degrees of

freedom.

An inspection of the standardized regression coefficients

and probabilities shows that some different variables take on

importance compared with the previous analysis. Using the notation

in the table, these are Fun—ON (beta = -.655, p = .064), Fun-B

(beta = -.649, p = .017), Beauty-A (beta = .338, p = .052),

Beauty-B (beta = .320, p = .099), Freedom from Bother-B (beta =

.522, p = .058), Accomplishing Something-B (beta = .512, p = .069),

and Accomplishing Something-C (beta = .407, p = .071).

 

1Not all off-scale indicator variables entered the regression

equation. For some clothing-by-criterion items (e.g., clothing-by-

standard of living for women) no respondent used a particular off-

scale category (e.g., Does not apply to me). Therefore, the variable

is essentially a constant with a value equal to zero.
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From these results it appears that feeling neutral about

a clothing-by-criterion inquiry or having never thought about it

may be as explanatory of general evaluations of clothing as are

on-scale responses. Whether the same is true for other domains

was not determined in this study, but further investigation of the

meaning and use of off-scale responses is warranted since they

constitute a valid and frequently used option on the D-T Scale

for specific domain-by-criterion evaluations. These results

suggest that clothing-by-criterion items may lack construct

validity.

From Table 26, the inclusion of off-scale indicator

variables increased the number of men represented but decreased

the F value. Adjusted R2 is essentially zero. Thus when the

entire sample of men is taken into account, the set of eight

criteria (including off-scale indicator variables) has done very

poorly in explaining affective evaluations of clothing.

Hypothesis 4: Prediction of Value Criteria by Clothing-

by-Criteria Evaluations.
 

According to the assumptions of the matrix model, not only

may clothing-by-criterion evaluations predict general evaluations

of clothing but also general evaluations of the criteria. This

assumption led to the formulation of the following null hypothesis:

Affective evaluations of clothing with respect to each

of the eight value criteria by women and men do not

explain general affective evaluations of the eight

matrix value criteria when clothing—by—criterion

evaluations are added to other selected domains-by-

criterion evaluations.
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Results ofggypothesis 4. Reduced and full model multiple

regression analyses employed in Hypothesis 2 were again used to

determine whether the addition of a clothing-by-criterion evaluation

significantly increased the proportion of variance accounted for

in the affective evaluations of each of the eight matrix criteria.

Job-by-criteria evaluations were omitted from the analyses for

women because of the small number of women who responded to these

items due to the job screen which preceded the items (refer to

Appendix A).

The next sixteen tables, eight for women (Tables 27-34) and

eight for men (Tables 35-42) demonstrate the overall failure to

reject the null hypothesis. When added to the other five (for

women) or six (for men) domains-by-criterion evaluations, clothing-

by-criterion evaluations did not result in beta values significantly

different from zero. Thus one may not conclude that implementation

of value criteria in the clothing domain significantly increases

the proportion of variance accounted for in general evaluations of

the value criteria.

In most instances the beta weights for the clothing-by-

criteria evaluations were low, often less than .10, and the associ-

ated probabilities that the beta values are equal to zero are

relatively high. However, in one instance, the results approached

significance for women with the prediction of the acceptance and

inclusion by others criterion. The F* test statistic (3.92)

approached the tabled P value (4.17). The clothing-by-acceptance

and inclusion beta value was .485 (p = .056), the largest positive



T
A
B
L
E

2
7
.
-
M
u
1
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

W
o
m
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

o
f

L
i
v
i
n
g

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

.
_

r
'
-
—
v
-
.
—
e
—
-
—
1
-
—
-
_
.
-
.
.
.
-
_
_
.
.
.
.
-
.
'
_
_
-
.
_
.
_
.
_
.

_
_
'
_
-
.
.
—
-
_
.
.

.

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

 

M
e
a
n

P

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

S
u
m

o
f

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

d
f

_
f
.
_
.
.
.
p

-
e
—
P
.
"
—

_
_
.
r
_
-
-
_
-
-
,
.
_
'
_
'

.
.
.
.
.
-
-
-
-
-
_
.
,

_
-
.
.
3
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

-
-
,
.
.
.
_
,
-
V
-

_
.
-
”
.
.
.
~
7
—
1
'
—
—
"
'

—
—
.
.

—
_
.
-
-
.
?
.
_
.
.
_
-

.
1

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

_
-
T
-
-
-

-
'
1
.
"
w
,
”
m

.
_
_
.
.
?
-
W
r
-
-
.
.
_
.
-
'

'
1
—
-
—
-
‘
r
‘

.
.
_

#
9
9
-

 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

(
F
s
t
i
m
a
t
n
d

R
e
t
a
)

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
f
b
l
i
p
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
: 

5
.
3
1

(
.
0
0
0
)

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

1
6
.
0
5

5
3
.
2
1

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

3
9
.
8
9

6
6

.
6
0

T
o
t
a
l

5
5
.
9
4

7
1

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
=

.
5
3
6

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

-
.
2
8
7

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

-
.
2
3
3

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

 
 

4
.
4
4

(
.
0
0
1
)

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

1
6
.
2
6

6
2
.
7
1

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

3
9
.
6
8

6
5

.
6
1

T
o
t
a
l

5
5
.
9
4

7
1

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
I

.
5
3
9

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

=
.
2
9
1

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

=
.
2
2
5

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
—
S
.
0
.
L
.
a

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
S
.
0
.
L
.

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
—
S
.
0
.
L
.

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
~
b
y
—
S
.
O
.
L
.

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
o
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
S
.
0
.
L
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
—
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
—
S
.
O
.
L
.

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

.
3
4
6

-
.
0
7
9

.
1
2
0

-
.
0
7
1

“
.
0
3
8

4
.
0
5
1

.
3
1
8

o
n
e

-
.
0
8
8

.
1
4
1

-
.
0
n
s

-
.
0
5
8

3
.
9
5
5

.
1
0
8

.
1
0
5

.
1
3
1

.
0
9
8

.
0
9
4

.
6
1
6

.
1
1
8

.
1
1
5

.
1
0
7

.
1
3
6

.
1
0
1

.
1
0
1

.
6
4
0

1
0
.
3
2

.
5
6

.
8
4

.
5
3

.
1
6

4
3
.
3
1

7
.
3
0

.
3
5

.
6
8

1
.
0
7

.
7
1

.
3
3

3
8
.
1
9

.
0
0
2

.
4
5
5

.
3
6
1

.
4
7
0

.
6
8
9

.
0
0
0

.
0
0
9

.
5
5
8

.
4
1
2

.
3
0
4

.
4
0
1

.
5
6
7

.
5
3
5

-
.
l
0
4

.
1
4
6

-
.
0
9
4

-
.
0
4
2

.
4
9
2

.
0
8
2

-
.
1
1
6

.
1
7
1

-
.
1
1
4

-
.
0
6
5

 

N
O
T
.
:

F
'

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

=
.
3
4
;

a
8
.
0
.
1
.
.

=
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

o
f

L
i
v
i
n
g

t
a
b
l
e
d

F

(
.
9
5

a I
1
,

6
5
)

.
0
0
5
.

1539



T
A
B
L
E

2
9
.
-
M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f
W
o
m
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

F
u
n

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 
-
—
1
:
.
—
°
~
'
—
.
-
-

.
x

-
.
-

.
.
.
_
.
.
.

-
~
:
—
_
-
<
v
-
—
,
—
-
—
v
.
.

-
—
-
_
-
-
e
-
?
-
r

-
—
—
.
-
r

.
_
.

.
l
r
‘
r

r
.

-
1

i
.

.
-
v
—
—
-
.
-
r
r
fi
‘
T
~
9
1
»
-
-
1
-
-
r
—
r
-
—
-
v

r
-
—
—
-
r
—
-
-
v
-
v
~
.
—

'
I
’
"
‘
¢
—
-
—
_
-

-
P
9
-
.
.
—
,
~
.
—
_
-
—
~
9
-
?
_
_
_
_
:

_
.
.
,
.
.
.
P
-
-
.
-
,
.
,
,
_
_
.
.
.
_
_
_
_
¢
_
.
_
.

_
_
.
.
,
W
r
—
T
H
?

—
.
_
.
.
.
_
1
r
-

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 
 S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

S
u
m

o
f

M
e
a
n

F
U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

.
,

v
.

i
b
l

R
.

-
.
i

C
.

'
.

.
.
.

'
-

-
.
'

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

d
f

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

1
r

a
e

e
g
r
e
s
s

o
n

o
e
f
f
i
c
x
e
n
t

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

B
e
t
a
)

C
o
e
f
f
1
c
1
e
n
t

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
:
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
£
}
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
—
b
y
-
F
u
n

-
.
0
2
0

.
0
9
9

.
0
4

.
8
3
6

-
.
0
2
3

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

.
5
2
7

.
1
2
1

1
8
.
8
8

.
0
0
0

.
5
1
9

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

3
2
.
6
6

5
6
.
5
3

8
.
9
6

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
O
O
d
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

-
.
0
3
7

.
1
0
4

.
1
2

.
7
2
4

-
.
0
4
2

(
.
0
0
0
)

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
—
b
y
-
F
u
n

.
2
3
0

.
1
1
8

3
.
9
0

.
0
5
6

.
2
5
4

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

4
1
.
5
6

5
7

.
7
3

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

-
.
0
7
6

.
0
8
3

.
8
4

.
3
6
2

-
.
0
9
4

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

1
.
7
8
8

.
6
7
3

7
.
0
6

.
0
1
0

 
 

 

T
b
t
a
l

7
4
.
2
2

6
2

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
=

.
6
6
3

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

a
.
4
4
0

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

=
.
3
9
1

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
N
i
t
h
C
1
0
t
b
}
n
g
:
b
y
:
§
r
i
t
e
r
i
g
n

E
g
a
l
u
a
t
i
g
n
l
:

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

—
.
0
2
5

.
1
0
1

.
0
6

.
8
0
4

-
.
0
2
8

-
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

.
0
3
9

.
1
2
0

.
1
0

.
7
4
7

.
0
3
7

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

3
2
.
7
4

6
5
.
4
6

7
.
3
7

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
P
u
n

.
5
3
2

.
1
2
3

1
8
.
6
5

.
0
0
0

.
5
2
4

(
.
0
0
0
)

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

-
.
0
4
0

.
1
0
6

.
1
4

.
7
0
4

-
.
0
4
6

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

4
1
.
4
8

5
6

.
7
4

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

.
2
1
7

.
1
2
5

3
.
0
1

.
0
8
8

.
2
4
0

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

-
.
0
8
0

.
0
8
4

.
9
0

.
3
4
8

-
.
0
9
8

T
o
t
a
l

7
4
.
2
2

6
2

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

1
.
6
8
8

.
7
4
6

5
.
1
2

.
0
2
8

 

 

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

=
.
6
6
4

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

.
4
4
1

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

0
2

=
.
3
9
1

 

O
.
:

F
'

.
'

9
.

1
.

-
=

.
8
:

=
.
0
0
2
.

N
T
?

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

1
1

t
a
b
l
e
d

F
(
.
9
5
:

1
'

S
6
)

4
0

r

2(30



T
A
B
L
E

2
9
.
-
—
M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

W
o
m
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
c
e

o
r

F
r
e
e
d
o
m

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 

 

~
P
m
‘
1
-
1
fi
-
-
c
-
r
v
fi
—
"
P
-
T

-
-
.
.
-
m

«
”
7
3
1
.

.
r
v
-
v
’
?
’
fi
.
—
?
-
—

"
‘
9
‘
?
—
r
‘
°
—
-
7

.
1
r

Y
r

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

1
1
'
fi
‘
fl
-
W
-
r
’
q
-
f
‘
r
'

1
r
-
Y
—
.
-
-
.
-
-
c
fi
-
-
1
9
r
-
—
:
.
—
-
—
-
.
—
.
—
-
'
—
-
.
-

 

.
,
—
.
V
—
-
.
'

-
‘
-
.
.
.
.
-
q
»
q
.
_
—
.
'
9
+
fi
_
.
_
!
7
.
.
_
?
q
-
*
_

.
—
.
.
—
—
—
‘
r
“
?
m
—
—
:
‘
r
‘
—
”
-
-
.
.

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 
 

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

F

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

R
e
t
a
)

S
u
m

o
f

M
e
a
n

F
S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

a
t

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

 R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:
 

 
 

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
I
/
F
a

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

4
0
.
5
7

5
8
.
1
1

8
.
0
3

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
—
b
y
-
I
/
F

(
.
0
0
0
)

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
—
I
/
F

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

6
2
.
6
5

6
2

1
.
0
1

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
3
.
2
2

6
7

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
I

.
6
2
7

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

a
?

-
.
3
9
3

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

n
2

=
.
3
4
4

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
e
b
y
—
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

R
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

4
1
.
2
8

6
6
.
8
8

6
.
7
8

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

(
.
0
0
0
)

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

6
1
.
9
4

6
1

1
.
0
2

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
—
I
/
F

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
3
.
2
2

6
7

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

.
6
3
2

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

n
2

=
.
4
0
0

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

3
2

=
.
3
4
1

-
.
0
0
7

.
4
8
0

.
1
0
0

.
1
7
7

.
0
9
9

1
.
0
0
3

.
0
0
9

.
1
0
4

.
4
5
2

.
1
0
1

.
1
3
8

.
0
8
7

.
7
7
8

.
1
3
5

.
1
2
1

.
1
5
4

.
1
2
3

.
1
3
0

.
9
3
8

.
1
3
6

.
1
2
4

.
1
2
6

.
1
5
4

.
1
3
2

.
1
3
1

.
9
7
8

.
0
0

1
5
.
6
2

.
4
2

2
.
0
7

.
5
8

1
.
1
4

.
0
0

.
7
0

1
2
.
8
6

.
4
3

1
.
1
0

.
4
4

.
6
3

.
9
6
0

.
0
0
0

.
5
1
9

.
1
5
6

.
4
4
8

.
2
8
9

.
9
4
6

.
4
0
6

.
0
0
1

.
5
1
5

.
2
9
8

.
5
0
9

.
4
2
9

-
.
0
0
6

.
4
7
6

.
0
8
4

.
1
7
4

.
0
8
0

.
0
0
8

.
0
9
9

.
4
4
9

.
0
8
5

.
1
3
6

.
0
7
0

 

N
O
T
E
:

F
'

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

=
.
7
0
:

t
a
b
l
e
d

F

(
.
9
5
3

1
'

6
1
)

a
I
/
F

=
I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
c
e

o
r

F
r
e
e
d
o
m

2
4
.
0
0
:

r
=

.
0
1
1
.

2()1



T
A
B
L
E

3
0
.
-
M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

W
o
m
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

B
e
a
u
t
y

a
n
d

A
t
t
r
a
c
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 

‘
f
w
m
w

v
.
.
-

-
—
—
—

_

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

—
—
t
—
—
-
w

E
t
—
l
’
w
—
I
Y
v
w
—
v
r
-
J
x
m

.
r
'

4
-

_
.
.

 

M
e
a
n

F

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

S
u
m

o
f

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

6
'

-
v

r
v
—
r
'
w
r
w

Y
v
o
n
-
r
"
r
-
V
-
m
’
f
‘
r
—
‘
r
'
 

 
 

-
‘
1
‘
.
.
.

.
.

w
-
r

‘
f
f
f
i
'

-

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

t
w
i
i
r
.

 

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

B
e
t
a
)

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

 

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

 

 

8
.
7
5

5
1
.
7
5

3
.
4
0

(
.
0
0
9
)

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

2
9
.
8
6

5
8

.
5
1

T
o
t
a
l

3
8
.
6
1

6
3

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
=

.
4
7
6

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

-
.
2
2
7

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

-
.
1
6
0

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
w
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

§
g
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

_
_
-
a

 

 

9
.
4
2

6
1
.
5
7

3
.
0
7

(
.
0
1
1
)

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

2
9
.
1
9

5
7

.
5
1

T
o
t
a
l

3
8
.
6
1

6
3

.
4
9
4

.
2
4
4

.
1
6
4

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

.

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

0
2

-

M
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
B
/
A
a

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
h
y
-
B
/
A

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
—
b
y
-
B
/
A

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
—
b
y
-
B
/
A

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
—
B
/
A

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

.
1
7
3

.
1
3
5

.
1
0
6

.
2
1
5

-
.
0
1
8

2
.
9
5
4

.
1
3
7

.
0
9
1

.
1
2
4

.
1
2
7

-
.
0
0
3

-
.
0
2
2

2
.
7
0
2

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
B
/
A

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
B
/
A

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
R
/
A

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
B
/
A

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
B
/
A

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
B
/
A

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

.
1
0
2

.
1
0
6

.
1
0
6

.
1
0
6

.
0
9
8

.
7
1
3

.
1
0
7

.
0
8
0

.
1
0
6

.
1
0
7

.
1
0
8

.
0
9
9

.
7
4
4

.
0
9
5

.
2
0
8

.
3
1
7

.
0
4

.
8
4
1

.
1
5

.
7
0
0

1
7
.
1
8

.
0
0
0

.
2
5
4

.
1
7
4

.
1
5
7

.
0
2
8

-
.
O
4
7

1
.
6
5

1
.
3
1

1
.
3
6

.
2
4
8

1
.
4
1

.
2
4
0

.
0
0

.
9
7
5

.
0
5

.
8
2
8

1
3
.
1
9

.
0
0
1

.
2
0
4

.
2
5
7

 

N
O
T
E
:

P
'

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

=
1
.
3
1
;

a
B
/
A

a
B
e
a
u
t
y

a
n
d

A
t
t
r
a
c
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s

t
a
b
l
e
d

F

(
.
9
5
;

2()2



T
A
B
L
E

3
1
.
-
M
u
l
t
i
p
1
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

W
o
m
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

F
r
e
e
d
o
m

f
r
o
m

B
o
t
h
e
r

a
n
d

A
n
n
o
y
a
n
c
e

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 
 

 

m
w
fi
fi
w
r
C
W
T
‘
W
fi
P
m
—
‘

-
.

-
r
.
|

v
r
.
.
.
7
.

v
-

.
1
7

-
.
.
_
—
—
_
‘
m
r
-
v
‘
:

"
9
'
-

-
—
r
1
-
w
—
.
r
—
I
7
.
1
.
.
-
-
-
-
-
'
-
r
4
v
—
r
fl

”
r
fi
r
v
—
y
v
i
—
v

w
r

..
_

i
—
‘
r

x
—

v
.
.
s
—
r
e
—
r
—
m
w
—
e
—
r
-
fi
-
e
—
e
fi
?
*
-
—
r
~
T
’
T
fi
.
1
“
I
—
’
?
T
T
"
S
‘
9
?

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 
 

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

F

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

B
e
t
a
)

S
u
m

o
f

M
e
a
n

r

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

d
f

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

 

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
N
i
t

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

1
6
.
3
4

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

7
3
.
4
1

T
o
t
a
l

8
9
.
7
5

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

a
-

.
4
2
7

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

0
2

-
.
1
3
2

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

n
2

-
.
1
1
2

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h

C

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

1
7
.
1
8

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

7
2
.
5
7

T
o
t
a
l

8
9
.
7
5

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

.
4
3
8

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

I
.
1
9
1

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

-
.
1
0
6

h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

S
3
.
2
7

2
.
5
8

(
.
0
3
6
)

l
o
t
h
i
n
g
:
b
y
—
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

6
2
.
8
6

2
.
2
5

(
.
0
5
1
)

5
7

1
.
2
7

6
3

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
—
B
o
t
h
e
r
a

-
.
0
8
4

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
3
2
2

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
2
1
0

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
1
4
9

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
—
R
o
t
h
e
r

-
.
0
1
1

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

2
.
0
0
4

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
R
o
t
h
e
r

-
.
0
8
7

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

-
.
1
0
5

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
—
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
3
2
9

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
2
4
3

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
1
7
3

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
0
1
0

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

2
.
1
3
2

.
1
7
6

.
1
3
7

.
1
3
0

.
1
7
9

.
1
2
1

1
.
0
2
2

.
1
7
6

.
1
2
9

.
1
3
8

.
1
3
6

.
1
8
2

.
1
2
4

1
.
0
3
7

.
2
4

5
.
7
0

3
.
1
7

.
9
1

.
0
1

4
.
2
2

.
6
3
2

.
0
2
2

.
1
1
1

.
4
0
7

.
9
2
8

.
0
5
5

.
6
2
4

.
4
1
8

.
0
2
0

.
0
8
0

.
3
4
4

.
9
3
7

.
0
4
4

-
.
0
7
9

.
3
1
9

.
2
3
3

.
1
0
6

-
.
0
1
2

-
.
0
8
1

-
.
1
1
1

.
3
2
6

.
2
6
9

.
1
2
2

.
0
1
0

 

N
O
T
E
:

F
’

a
B
o
t
h
e
r

=

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

s
.
6
6
:

t
a
b
l
e
d

F

(
.
9
5

F
r
e
e
d
o
m

f
r
o
m

B
o
t
h
e
r

a
n
d

A
n
n
o
y
a
n
c
e

l
,

5
7
)

Y
2
°
1
,

4
-
7

2(33



T
A
B
L
E

3
2
.
-
M
u
1
t
i
p
1
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

w
o
m
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

S
a
f
e
t
y

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 
w
r
fi
r
“

-
T
“
.
?
?
.
_
.
'
—
.
"
T
i
g
—
‘
L
-
I
'
R
s
-
Q
-
‘
I
-
O
P
T
-
‘
r
'
q
.
£
-
9
f
‘
-
Y
—
'
1
-
!
—
e
'
r
Y
—
'

.
r
"

..
.
.

r
-

.
-
-

,
.
.

r
s

.
.

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

 S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

S
u
m

o
f

d
f

M
e
a
n

F

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

‘
.

e
.
-

‘
.
r

1
.

.
r
.
.

‘
v
.
.
.
.
;
—
‘
-
.
.
.

w
‘
v
-

V
n
—
P
"

_
;
.
fi
‘
.
i

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
a
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

f
"
~
g
—
~
_
~
1
—
P
-
g
r
r
-
-
Q
~
—
.
—
.
-
P
~
$
.
.
I
_
.
?
.
.
~
-
.
Y
—
_
.

-
_

_
.
_
.
.
_
.
E
_
.
_
,
.
_
.
_
—
_
_
-

-
-
h
—
_
_
.
q
—
.

 

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

B
e
t
a
)

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
—
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

g
y
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

 R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

1
5
.
1
0

5
3
.
0
2

3
.
6
2

(
.
0
0
8
)

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

3
7
.
5
3

4
5

.
8
3

T
o
t
a
l

5
2
.
6
3

5
0

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
s

.
5
3
6

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

=
.
2
8
7

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

n
2

-
.
2
0
3

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
w
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

  

 

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

1
5
.
2
0

6
2
.
5
3

2
.
9
8

(
.
0
1
6
)

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

3
7
.
4
3

4
4

.
8
5

T
o
t
a
l

5
2
.
6
3

5
0

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
a

.
5
3
7

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

.
.
2
8
9

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

a
2

=
.
1
9
2

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
—
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
2
3
7

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
2
8
8

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
—
S
a
f
e
t
y

-
.
0
6
8

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

-
.
0
3
2

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
2
0
8

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

2
.
0
5
5

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
2
3
5

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
0
4
7

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
2
6
2

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

-
.
0
8
6

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

—
.
O
S
6

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
2
0
7

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

2
.
2
0
3

.
1
5
7

.
1
6
8

.
1
6
4

.
2
4
0

.
0
9
4

1
.
1
8
5

.
1
5
8

.
1
3
7

.
1
8
7

.
1
7
4

.
2
5
2

.
0
9
5

1
.
2
7
3

2
.
2
8

2
.
9
3

.
1
7

.
0
2

4
.
8
9

3
.
0
0

1
.
9
5

.
1
3
8

.
0
9
4

.
6
8
1

.
8
9
5

.
0
3
2

.
0
9
0

.
1
4
5

.
7
3
5

.
1
7
0

.
6
2
5

.
8
2
6

.
0
3
5

.
0
9
1

.
2
4
0

.
2
7
2

-
.
0
6
0

-
.
0
2
2

.
3
0
0

.
2
3
8

.
0
6
2

.
2
4
6

-
.
0
7
6

-
.
0
3
8

.
2
9
9

 

N
O
T
E
:

F
‘

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

=
.
1
2
:

t
a
b
l
e
d

F
(

9
5
.

=
4
.
0
8
:

r
-

.
0
0
3
.

1
,

4
4
)

Y
2
°
1
,

4
—
7

2()4



T
A
B
L
E

3
3
.
-
M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

W
o
m
e
n
’
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

A
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

S
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 
 

'
"
I
r
—
v
'

v
v

m
.
"

.
.

v
3
w

o
v

,
’
r
v

—
1
’
.
—

1
"
v
—
v
—
r
—
r
r
w
e
-
w
-
v
—
r
—
w
w
—
P
e
—
s
“
'
_
P
.
m
r
r
l
.
.
"
P
T
—
'
fi
'
fi
?
r
"
'
-
,
W
fi
F
W
’
W
"
"
’
”
H
"
H
~
Q
~
O

‘
7

7
.

f
f
.

_
1
7

v
v

.
‘
fi

.
1

‘
..

'
'
7
1
:
?

_
I
V

V
.

-

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 
 

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

S
u
m

o
f

M
e
a
n

F
U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

d
f

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

P
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

R
e
t
a
)

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

5
3
1
3
.
2
5
2
)
:

N
o
u
s
i
n
g
—
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
u
a
p
.
a

-
.
0
5
9

.
0
9
7

.
3
9

.
5
4
3

-
.
0
9
3

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

.
1
5
8

.
1
3
8

1
.
3
2

.
2
5
5

.
1
6
0

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

7
.
6
2

5
1
.
5
2

1
.
7
8

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

.
0
0
9

.
1
3
7

.
0
0

.
9
4
8

.
0
0
9

(
.
1
3
3
)

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

.
1
2
8

.
1
0
8

1
.
3
9

.
2
4
4

.
1
6
9

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

4
4
.
5
3

5
2

.
8
6

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

.
1
7
4

.
1
0
8

2
.
5
7

.
1
1
5

.
2
1
6

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

3
.
1
4
7

.
9
3
8

1
1
.
2
4

.
0
0
1

 

T
o
t
a
l

5
2
.
1
5

5
7

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
a

.
3
8
2

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

-
.
1
4
6

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

-
.
0
6
4

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
N
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

fi
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

N
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
—
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

-
.
0
8
5

.
1
0
1

.
7
1

.
4
0
4

-
.
1
1
8

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

.
1
3
3

.
1
4
6

.
8
4

.
3
6
5

.
1
4
2

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

8
.
3
4

6
1
.
3
9

1
.
6
2

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
—
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

.
1
3
5

.
1
4
0

.
9
3

.
3
3
9

.
1
3
6

(
.
1
6
1
)

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

-
.
0
4
0

.
1
4
7

.
0
7

.
7
8
8

-
.
0
4
1

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

4
3
.
8
1

5
1

.
8
6

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

.
1
2
5

.
1
0
8

1
.
3
3

.
2
5
4

.
1
6
6

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
—
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

.
1
6
6

.
1
0
9

2
.
3
2

.
1
3
4

.
2
0
6

T
o
t
a
l

5
2
.
1
5

5
7

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

3
.
0
2
5

.
9
4
9

1
0
.
1
5

.
0
0
2

 

 

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
r

.
4
0
0

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

a
:

-
.
1
6
0

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
=

.
0
6
1

2(35

 

.
:

‘
‘
.

9
.

:
,
.

s
.

8
:

=
.

6
.

N
O
T
?

F
t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

8
4

t
a
b
l
e
d

P
(
.
9
g
;

1
'

5
1
)

4
0

f
y
2
.
1
'

4
-
7

0
1

a
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

a
A
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

S
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g



T
A
B
L
E

3
4
.
-
M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

W
o
m
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

A
c
c
e
p
t
a
n
c
e

a
n
d

I
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n

b
y

O
t
h
e
r
s

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

 

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

m
t

 
 

"
r
9
3
-

 S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

8

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

I
n
n
o
f

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

d
f

M
e
a
n

S
q
u
a
r
e

F

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

r
r
!
“
r
‘
s
-
9
9
"

 

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

.
-
‘
.
'
_
.
'
Y
'
.
‘
-
-
9
1
-
e

I
!

 

r
'
r
‘
r

 

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 
W
—
V
—
F
-
i
.
a
r
'
?
‘
1
—
f
'
—
.
“
.
Y
"
?

"
P
fi
t

r
f
r

1
V

1

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

B
e
t
a
)

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
w
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
.
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n
 E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

T
o
t
a
l

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
:

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
=

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
h
b
y
—
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

T
o
t
a
l

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
=

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

2

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

I

3
.
6
7

1
7
.
3
0

2
0
.
9
7

.
4
1
8

.
1
7
5

.
0
5
0

5
.
5
7

1
5
.
4
1

2
0
.
9
8

.
5
1
5

.
2
6
5

.
1
2
8

3
3

3
8

3
2

3
8

.
7
3

.
5
2

.
9
3

.
4
8

1
.
4
0

(
.
2
5
0
)

1
.
9
3

(
.
1
0
7
)

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.
a

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
—
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
—
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

-
.
l
7
7

-
.
0
8
1

.
2
2
8

.
1
6
0

.
0
7
0

4
.
5
6
2

-
.
3
0
0

.
2
8
1

-
.
0
5
5

.
2
3
9

-
.
0
4
8

.
0
6
5

4
.
7
3
8

.
0
9
7

.
1
5
7

.
1
3
0

.
1
9
9

.
1
3
9

.
8
0
7

.
1
1
2

.
1
4
2

.
1
5
1

.
1
2
5

.
2
1
8

.
1
3
3

.
7
7
8

3
1
.
9
4

3
7
.
0
4

.
0
7
7

.
6
0
8

.
0
8
9

.
4
2
8

.
6
1
5

.
0
0
0

.
0
1
1

.
0
5
6

.
7
1
7

.
0
6
5

.
8
2
7

.
6
2
6

.
0
0
0

-
.
3
3
7

-
.
1
4
1

.
3
5
1

.
2
0
2

.
0
9
8

-
.
5
7
0

.
4
8
5

-
.
0
9
6

.
3
6
7

-
.
0
6
0

.
0
9
1

 

N
O
T
.
:

F
*

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

a
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

=

3
.
9
2
;

t
a
b
l
e
d

F

A
c
c
e
p
t
a
n
c
e

a
n
d

I
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n

b
y

O
t
h
e
r
s

(
.
9
5
:

1
.

3
2
)

206



T
A
B
L
E

3
5
.
-
M
u
1
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

"
.
9
“
.

9
:
.

 

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

 
 

_
.

 

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

o
f

M
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

o
f

L
i
v
i
n
g

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

 
m
W
—
~
r

m
fi
R
W
-
r
m
fi
-
r
fl
-
—
'
P
-
H
O
-
w
r
f
?
f
-
r
~
fi
—

_
.
-

.

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

F

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

M
e
a
n

F
_

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

5
"
"

°
f

d
f

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

R
e
t
a
)

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
N
i
t
h
o
u
t
_
g
l
p
t
h
i
n
g
:
b
y
—
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
y
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

 

 

4
6
.
6
4

6
7
.
7
7

1
6
.
8
2

(
.
0
0
0
)

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

2
6
.
8
1

5
8

.
4
6

T
o
t
a
l

7
3
.
4
5

6
4

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

n
.

.
7
9
7

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

-
.
6
3
5

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

-
.
5
9
7

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
N
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

S
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

 R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

4
6
.
9
3

7

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

2
6
.
5
1

5
7

.
4
6

T
o
t
a
l

7
3
.
4
4

6
4

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

.
7
9
9

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

-
.
6
3
9

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

8
2

-
.
5
9
5

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.
a

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
~
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
S
.
0
.
L
.

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
—
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
S
.
O
.
L
.

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

.
0
1
8

.
2
6
2

.
1
5
8

.
2
2
9

.
2
0
0

.
0
5
6

.
6
5
4

-
.
0
1
9

.
0
8
1

.
2
6
3

.
1
5
7

.
2
2
6

.
1
7
1

.
0
7
5

.
4
9
0

.
0
9
4

.
0
9
0

.
1
0
3

.
0
9
6

.
0
8
7

.
0
8
9

.
5
2
5

.
1
0
5

.
1
0
2

.
0
9
0

.
1
0
4

.
0
9
6

.
0
9
5

.
0
9
3

.
5
6
5

.
0
4

8
.
5
0

2
.
3
3

5
.
6
7

5
.
2
9

.
3
9

1
.
5
6

.
0
3

.
6
4

8
.
8
0

2
.
3
0

5
.
5
0

3
.
2
7

.
6
6

.
7
5

.
8
4
6

.
0
0
5

.
1
3
2

.
0
2
1

.
0
2
5

.
5
3
6

.
2
1
7

.
8
5
5

.
4
2
8

.
0
0
4

.
1
3
5

.
0
2
2

.
0
7
6

.
4
2
1

.
3
8
9

.
0
2
0

.
3
1
3

.
1
4
7

.
2
6
2

.
2
4
1

.
0
6
3

-
.
0
2
1

.
0
8
4

.
3
2
0

.
1
4
7

.
2
5
9

.
2
0
6

.
0
8
6

 

N
O
T
E
:

F
'

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

-
.
6
4
;

t
a
b
l
e
d

F

a

S
.
O
.
L
.

=
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

o
f

L
i
v
i
n
g

(
.
9
5
:

r
.
0
1
1
.

2(37



T
A
B
L
E

3
6
.
-
M
u
l
t
i
p
1
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

M
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

F
u
n

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 
 

'
-
’
v
-
—
.
.
.
—
1
>
‘
r
1
-
f
-
s
—
—
-
—
-
v
—
-
'
-
.
—
-
'
-
.
-
—

.
w

.
~

1
w
-

v
.

7
*

.
r
T

..
r

Y
..
—
W
—
—

'
F
’
?
?
.
9
“
.
.

.
t

_
r
.

v
—
.
.

..
‘
t
x
‘
x
r
—
x

7
w

w
‘
7
'
-

 

_
_
.
—
-
,
=
.
.
_
_
—
_

.
—
q
—
.
_
.
_
.
.
‘
—
'
-
.
Y
,
.
.
'
-
_
_
.
_
_
_
Y

_
_

w
—
r
—
—
-
t
—
-

.
.
.
v
s
-

 
 

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 
 

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

B
e
t
a
)

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

S
u
m

o
f

d
f

M
e
a
n

F
V
a
r
i
1
b
1
e

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

‘

 R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
f
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

.
_
.
_
‘
—
-
.
—
.
-
—
—
_

 

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

.
1
8
7

.
1
3
3

1
.
9
8

.
1
6
5

.
1
9
2

J
o
b
-
b
y
—
F
u
n

-
.
1
1
1

.
1
1
9

.
8
8

.
3
5
3

-
.
1
3
4

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

3
0
.
9
8

6
5
.
1
6

6
.
5
8

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

.
2
5
7

.
1
7
6

2
.
1
3

.
1
5
0

.
2
3
5

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

4
4
.
7
5

T
o
t
a
l

7
5
.
7
3

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

.
6
4
0

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

a
?

a
.
4
0
9

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

n
2

s
.
3
4
7

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

5
7

.
7
8

6
3

 R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

3
0
.
9
8

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

4
4
.
7
5

T
o
t
a
l

7
5
.
7
3

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

.
6
4
0

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

s
2

-
.
4
0
9

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

3
2

a
.
3
3
5

7
4
.
4
3

5
6

.
8
0

6
3

(
.
0
0
0
)

5
.
5
4

(
.
0
0
0
)

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

.
1
0
8

.
1
3
2

.
6
7

.
4
1
7

.
1
2
6

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
P
u
n

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
—
b
y
-
F
u
n

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
a
n

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
F
u
n

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

.
3
2
7

-
.
0
2
5

.
9
1
8

.
1
8
6

.
0
0
2

-
.
1
1
2

.
7
5
7

.
1
0
8

.
3
2
7

-
.
0
2
4

.
9
1
3

.
1
3
7

.
1
0
8

.
7
7
4

.
1
3
8

.
1
2
4

.
1
2
1

.
1
7
9

.
1
3
7

.
1
4
0

.
1
1
0

.
7
9
5

1
.
6
1

.
0
2
0

.
8
2
1

.
2
1
0

.
1
8
3

.
9
8
8

.
3
6
1

.
1
5
6

.
4
3
4

.
0
2
3

.
8
2
6

.
2
5
6

.
3
6
3

-
.
0
3
0

.
1
9
2

.
0
0
2

-
.
1
3
4

.
2
3
5

.
1
2
5

.
3
6
2

-
.
0
3
0

 

N
O
T
E
:

F
'

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

=
0
:

t
a
b
l
e
d

F

2(38



T
A
B
L
E

3
7
.
-
M
u
1
t
i
p
1
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

M
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
c
e

o
r

F
r
e
e
d
o
m

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 

r
fi
-
W

f
r
‘
n
—
l
-
z
-
e

-
.
.
_

fl
w
'
m
n
fl
r
r
?
-
*
r
’
n
f
—
P
—
T
~
T
r
"
7
‘
fl

-
-
r
—
e
—
v
-
..
«
r
—
.
-
‘
—
-
.
-
-
.
T
~
—
1
-
v
-
-
v
—
-
.
—
-
r
r
?

-
s
h
e
—
1
:
:
—
-

1
"
.
—
-

.
-
-
—
.
-
v
-
r
r
-
v
e

f
—
—
-
r
-
.
-
-
s
-
—
.

.
—
.
—
—
-
.
.
w
h
o

-
-
r
-
—
—
-
.
1
—
‘
0
—
2
-
-
w
e
n
-
h
.

.
-
1
-
—
—
.
.
—
‘

r
v
r
—
r
r
-
z
—
w
-

.
—
‘
-
-
r
.
Q
—
W

.

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 

 
 

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

B
e
t
a
)

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

S
u
m

o
f

d
f

M
e
a
n

F

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

 

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
w
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

a

E
y
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

-
.
1
8
2

.
1
5
0

1
.
4
8

.
2
3
0

-
.
1
5
4

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

.
1
9
4

.
1
1
8

2
.
7
1

.
1
0
5

.
2
3
6

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

3
5
.
4
2

6
5
.
9
0

6
.
3
4

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

.
3
6
1

.
1
4
6

6
.
1
6

.
0
1
6

.
3
2
2

(
.
0
0
0
)

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
I
/
P

-
.
0
1
2

.
1
6
2

.
0
0

.
9
3
9

*
.
0
1
1

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

5
1
.
1
7

5
5

.
9
3

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

.
2
9
0

.
1
4
3

4
.
1
2

.
0
4
7

.
3
0
1

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
1
/
P

.
0
3
3

.
1
0
6

.
1
0

.
7
5
7

.
0
3
8

T
o
t
a
l

8
6
.
5
9

6
1

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

1
.
6
7
6

.
8
3
0

4
.
0
7

.
0
4
8

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

.
6
4
0

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

-
.
4
0
9

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

.
.
3
4
4

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
:
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
g
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

-
.
1
2
7

.
1
6
3

.
6
0

.
4
4
0

—
.
1
0
7

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

-
.
1
2
9

.
1
5
4

.
7
1

.
4
0
4

-
.
1
0
8

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

3
6
.
0
8

7
5
.
1
5

5
.
5
1

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

.
2
1
0

.
1
2
0

3
.
0
7

.
0
8
5

.
2
5
5

(
.
0
0
0
)

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

.
3
7
4

.
1
4
7

6
.
4
9

.
0
1
4

.
3
3
3

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

5
0
.
5
1

5
4

.
9
4

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
I
/
F

-
.
0
0
3

.
1
6
2

.
0
0

.
9
8
6

-
.
0
0
2

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
—
I
/
F

.
2
9
7

.
1
4
4

4
.
2
8

.
0
4
3

.
3
0
8

T
b
t
a
l

8
6
.
5
9

6
1

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
~
b
y
-
1
/
F

-
.
1
0
7

.
1
1
8

.
0
1

.
9
2
9

-
.
0
1
2

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

2
.
0
4
6

.
9
4
2

4
.
7
2

.
0
3
4

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e

.
6
4
6

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

-
.
4
1
7

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

n
2

-
.
3
4
1

 

:
"

'
'

=
.
7

:
3

.
:

=
.

.
N
O
T
E

P
t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
l
s
t
l
c

0
t
a
b
l
e
d

F
(
.
9
5
;

1
'

5
4
)

4
0
8

r
Y
2
°
1
,

3
_
7

0
1
3

a
I
/
F

=
I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
c
e

o
r

F
r
e
e
d
o
m
.

2(39



T
A
B
L
E

3
8
.
-
M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

M
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

B
e
a
u
t
y

a
n
d

A
t
t
r
a
c
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 
'
?

.
:
-
'
r
-
a
‘
fi
"
f
—
.
‘
m
.
'
—
P
’
”
,
3
.
-
q

-
o
f
‘
-
,

,
.
,
.
.
_
_
.
‘

—
.
-
_
'
.
.
-
_
—
.

o
.
_
.
_
.
.
_
-
.
_
_
_
r

_
.
r

r
‘
s

.
H
-

T
-
-
-
-
.
'
_
.
_
.

.
.
_
.
-
.
1
_
.
,
.
-
_
.
.
‘
_
_
,
.
_
_
_

 

7
'
w
—
t
f
'
fi
O

e
"
f
—
‘
r
s
w
e
r
v
e
-
"
v
?
F
—
‘
P
‘
-
.
—
—
r
—
—
v
'
—
—
r
—
O
-
-
“
.
.
"

'
l
‘
P
fi
l
—
‘
V
—
T
f
"
‘
.
V
‘
-
_
.
'
fl
?

.

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 
 

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

F

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

B
e
t
a
)

M
e
a
n

7
.

6
‘

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

v
a
'
1
3
h
1
9

S
u
m

o
f

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

 

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n
 E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

T
o
t
a
l

0
“

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
a

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

9
2

-
.
3
9
2

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

a
.
3
2
0

2
9
.
8
0

4
6
.
1
3

7
5
.
9
3

.
6
2
6

5
0

5
6

4
.
9
7

.
9
2

5
.
3
8

(
.
0
0
0
)

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n
 

o
n
)
:

E
g
a
l
u
a
t
i

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

T
o
t
a
l

0
"

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

8

N
O
T
.
:

3
0
.
3
1

4
5
.
6
2

7
5
.
9
3

.
6
3
2

O
3
9
9

.
3
1
3

F
.

7

4
9

5
6

4
.
3
3

.
9
3

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

z

4
.
6
5

(
.
0
0
0
)

.
5
5
:

t
a
b
l
e
d

P

8
B
/
A

=
B
e
a
u
t
y

a
n
d

A
t
t
r
a
c
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s

(
.
9
5
;

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
R
/
A
a

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
B
/
A

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
B
/
A

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
—
R
/
A

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
R
/
A

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
B
/
A

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

M
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
R
/
A

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
B
/
A

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
R
/
A

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
R
/
A

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
R
/
A

S
r
o
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
—
b
y
—
B
/
A

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
B
/
A

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

1
'

4
9
)

r
4
.
0
8
;

r
=

.
0
1
1
.

-
.
1
5
9

.
2
9
6

.
1
2
7

.
3
2
2

.
1
4
8

.
0
8
5

.
6
2
7

-
.
1
9
0

.
1
4
0

.
2
6
5

.
1
0
2

.
2
8
0

.
1
1
5

.
1
1
8

.
1
4
0

.
1
0
7

.
1
6
8

.
1
6
0

.
1
8
1

.
1
3
7

.
9
0
3

.
1
4
7

.
1
8
9

.
1
1
5

.
1
7
2

.
1
7
0

.
1
8
7

.
1
4
5

1
.
6
7

.
5
4

5
.
3
0

.
3
6

2
.
7
0

.
3
8

.
6
6

.
2
6
2

.
0
0
8

.
4
5
4

.
0
4
9

.
4
1
9

.
5
4
0

.
4
9
1

.
2
0
2

.
4
6
4

.
0
2
6

.
5
5
4

.
1
0
7

.
5
4
1

.
4
1
9

-
.
1
5
0

.
3
4
3

.
1
0
7

.
2
9
2

.
1
4
1

.
0
8
6

-
.
1
8
0

.
1
2
4

.
3
0
8

.
0
8
6

.
2
5
4

.
1
1
0

.
1
2
0

2113



T
A
B
L
E

3
9
.
-
M
u
1
t
i
p
1
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

M
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

F
r
e
e
d
o
m

f
r
o
m

B
o
t
h
e
r

a
n
d

A
n
n
o
y
a
n
c
e

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

-
v
a
—
y
-
7
.
.
.
-
“

-
-
—
-
3
.
-
—
r
-
r
r
—
fl
.
—
.
_

1
.
.
_
,
.

 

_
.
w
,
’
-
-
Y
_
.
_
,
.
.
_
?
_
.
-
.
-
—
-
.
—
.
_
.
?
,
q
.
.
_
,
.
-
_
<
.
_
-
fi
,
.
.
_
f
_
-
,
T
—
-
—
—
-

_
.
.
.
H
.
.
.
”

,
.
y

-
.
‘
.
.
_
_

1
.
“
.
.
.
_
_
.
.

7
.
.
.
.

-
_
.
.
,

-
.
-

'
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
.
—
¢

-
.
“
$
7
.
,

.
.
-
-
-

'
-
-
—
—
-
r
r
-
7
-
—
-
-
‘
.
.

.
_
.
-

_
-
.
.
_
,
-
-

_
.
-
-
_
.
,
-
.
-
-
-
,

-
m
—
-
—
—
-

V

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 
 

 

l
s

a
d

i
i
-

d
S
t

d
.

.
.

.

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

S
u
m

o
f

M
e
a
n

F
i
n

t
n
3
"

7
°

3
"

1
r
d

F
r
r
o
r

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
r
e
d

d
f

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

S
-
.

S
P

.
b

1
V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

q
u
a
r
e
s

q
u
a
r
e

(
r
o
b
a

i
l

t
y
)

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

R
e
t
a
)

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 8
9
9
9
9
9
9

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t
C
l
o
t
h
i
r
s
fi
l
r
g
i
g
g
p
n

a

E
y
a
l
u
g
t
i
o
n
)
:

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
—
B
o
t
h
e
r

-
.
l
2
6

.
1
7
0

.
5
5

.
4
6
2

-
.
1
3
3

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
1
6
4

.
1
1
5

2
.
0
2

.
1
6
1

.
1
9
5

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

2
1
.
8
8

6
3
.
6
5

3
.
4
8

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
R
o
t
b
e
r

.
1
3
8

.
1
7
3

.
6
4

.
4
2
9

.
1
2
9

(
.
0
0
6
)

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
2
9
5

.
1
9
4

2
.
3
1

.
1
3
5

.
2
6
7

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

5
3
.
5
0

5
1

1
.
0
5

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
'
8
0
t
h
e
r

.
1
4
1

.
1
8
9

.
5
5

.
4
6
0

.
1
2
5

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
R
o
t
h
e
r

.
1
0
9

.
1
1
9

.
8
5

.
3
6
2

.
1
3
8

T
o
t
a
l

7
5
.
3
8

5
7

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

1
.
5
7
8

.
8
3
6

3
.
5
6

.
0
6
5

 

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
=

.
5
3
9

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

-
.
2
9
0

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

a
?

=
.
2
0
7

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
a
o
t
b
e
r

-
.
1
2
2

.
1
7
1

.
5
1

.
4
7
9

-
.
1
2
9

‘
7
‘
7
‘
"
"
”
_
“
'

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
—
b
y
-
R
o
t
b
e
r

-
.
0
7
2

.
1
3
5

.
2
3

.
5
9
9

-
.
0
6
9

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

2
2
.
1
8

7
3
.
1
7

2
.
9
8

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
1
7
6

.
1
1
8

2
.
2
2

.
1
4
3

.
2
0
9

(
.
0
1
1
)

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
R
o
t
h
e
r

.
1
4
4

.
1
7
5

.
6
8

.
4
1
2

.
1
3
6

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

5
3
.
2
0

5
0

1
.
0
6

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
R
o
t
h
e
r

.
3
0
4

.
1
9
6

2
.
4
0

.
1
2
7

.
2
7
6

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
R
o
t
h
e
r

.
1
4
6

.
1
9
1

.
5
8

.
4
4
8

.
1
3
0

T
o
t
a
l

7
5
.
3
8

5
7

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
B
o
t
h
e
r

.
1
0
1

.
1
2
0

.
7
0

.
4
0
7

.
1
2
7

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

1
.
8
0
7

.
9
4
6

3
.
6
4

.
0
6
2

 M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

a
=

.
5
4
2

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

=
.
2
9
4

A
d
i
u
s
t
e
d

a
?

.
.
1
9
5

 

 

.
2

P
.

.
.

'
.

=
.

;
;

4
.
0

;
a

.
0
0
6
.

N
O
T

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
l
s
t
i
c

2
8

t
a
b
l
e
d

F
(
.
9
5
:

1
,

5
0
)

8
r

y
‘

a
B
o
t
h
e
r

=
F
r
e
e
d
o
m

f
r
o
m

B
o
t
h
e
r

a
n
d

A
n
n
o
y
a
n
c
e

2211



T
A
B
L
E

4
0
.
-
M
u
1
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

M
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

S
a
f
e
t
y

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

-
_
.
-
q
—
.
-
-
_
_
,
_
.
,
.
.
_
!
.
!
—
-
.
"
_
"
,
_
I
.
_
,
_
,
_
g
l
-
.
-
f
_
_
h
—
-
V
.
—
.
.
W
.
.
_
.
_
.
.
_
’
_
_
.
.
_
-
y
-
.
’
—
"

-
—
7
—
1
—
-
'
-
>
-
n
"
-
n

.
1
"
‘
1
v
a
w

-
—
—
-
r
-
Y
H
—
l
.

g
w
-
v

y
-
—
-
—
-
F
—
—
—
,
_
_
_

—
-
¢
!
—
.
-
<
1
.
-
-

-
—
—
-
—
°
~
—
<
.
—

_
.
—
_
W
”
-
.
.
.
fi
q
.
,
.
-
_
-
-
_
_
.
_

.
_
.
_
.
H
‘
.

-
—
.
_
.
.
W
—
-
.

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 
 

 

‘
I

n
.
.

I
,

.

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

S
u
m

o
f

M
e
a
n

F
U
n
s
t
a
n
c
a
r
d
l
z
e
d

s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

F
r
r
o
r

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

.
d

V
i

b
l

R
.
.
.

_
'

.
-
'

'
.
n

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

f
S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

a
t

a
e

e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

P
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

R
e
t
a
)

C
o
e
f
f
i
C
l
e
n
t

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 
 

 

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t

E
l
g
t
h
i
n
g
:
b
y
:
§
r
i
t
g
£
l
o
n

E
X
E
l
H
§
£
}
9
fl
l
i

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
—
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
2
3
4

.
2
0
1

1
.
3
5

.
2
5
1

.
1
8
8

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

-
.
0
5
3

.
1
2
6

.
1
8

.
6
7
3

-
.
0
6
0

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

2
8
.
1
3

6
4
.
6
9

5
.
7
2

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
0
1
6

.
2
0
2

.
0
0

.
9
3
9

.
0
1
4

(
.
0
0
0
)

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
—
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
0
9
9

.
1
9
2

.
2
6

.
6
1
1

.
0
8
2

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

3
2
.
8
1

4
0

.
8
2

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
1
1
9

.
1
7
5

.
4
6

.
5
0
1

.
1
1
0

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
3
8
7

.
1
0
9

1
2
.
6
7

.
0
0
1

.
5
0
7

T
b
t
a
l

6
0
.
9
4

4
6

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

1
.
3
5
4

.
9
0
8

2
.
2
2

.
1
4
4

 

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

.
6
7
9

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

:
2

-
.
4
6
2

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

2
2

-
.
3
9
1

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
:
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
g
a
l
u
a
t
i
g
n
l
:

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
2
4
2

.
2
0
2

1
.
4
3

.
2
3
8

.
1
9
4

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

-
.
1
5
7

.
1
8
5

.
7
2

.
4
0
1

-
.
1
2
8

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

2
8
.
7
2

7
4
.
1
0

4
.
9
7

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

-
.
0
1
8

.
1
3
3

.
0
2

.
8
9
4

-
.
0
2
0

(
.
0
0
0
)

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
h
y
—
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
0
3
3

.
2
0
4

.
0
2

.
8
7
3

.
0
2
8

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

3
2
.
2
1

3
9

.
8
3

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
0
9
4

.
1
9
3

.
2
3

.
6
3
1

.
0
7
7

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
—
b
y
-
S
a
f
e
t
y

.
1
7
5

.
1
8
8

.
8
7

.
3
5
7

.
1
6
2

T
o
t
a
l

6
0
.
9
3

4
6

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
—
S
a
{
e
t
y

.
3
7
1

.
1
1
1

1
1
.
2
2

.
0
0
2

.
4
8
6

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

1
.
6
7
5

.
9
8
6

2
.
8
8

.
0
9
7

 M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
a

.
6
8
6

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

n
2

-
.
4
7
1

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

8
2

-
.
3
7
6

 

~
2

.
:

F
.

f
.

,
=

.
7

3
.

.
=

.
7
;

=
.

.
N
O
T

e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

3
t
a
b
l
e
d

F
(
.
9
5
:

l
.

3
9
)

4
1

r
Y
2
'
1
.

3
_
7

0
1
9

2142



T
A
B
L
E

4
1
.
-
M
u
1
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

M
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

A
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

S
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 

 
 
 
 

,
_
m
m
.

.
4

.
7
‘
7
-

.
-

A
.
m
-

 
 

~
.

-
.

.
—

-
.
.
-
.
—
-
t
—
r
h
r
.

.
-
.
.
.
«
-
V
i
—
‘
w

~
I
‘
.
_

.
.

.
.
_
m
w
”
.
T
T
T
T
—
"
fi
r
l
m
n
'
fi
—
W
P
P

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
-
~
1
~
r
~
.
-
7
~
.
-
=
~
l
~
f
m
m
-

3
1
'
!
-

r
1
-
~
P
~
T
~
1
-
~

 
 

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

B
e
t
a
)

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

S
u
m

o
f

d
f

M
e
a
n

F
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
q
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

 R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
W
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

 R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

3
1
.
9
8

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

3
6
.
1
4

T
o
t
a
l

6
8
.
1
2

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

.
6
8
5

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

:
2

-
.
4
6
9

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

a
?

=
.
4
0
4

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
w
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
—
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

{
I
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
;

 

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

3
2
.
9
2

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

3
5
.
2
1

T
o
t
a
l

6
8
.
1
3

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
H

.
6
9
5

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

=
.
4
8
3

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

.
.
4
0
3

5
.
3
3

.
7
4

4
.
7
0

.
7
3

7
.
2
3

(
.
0
0
0
)

6
.
4
1

(
.
0
0
0
)

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
—
A
c
c
o
m
p
.
a

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
—
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
—
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
—
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

‘
.
0
9
2

.
2
7
0

.
1
6
7

.
4
4
2

.
0
5
7

.
0
3
4

.
6
0
2

-
.
l
4
8

.
1
6
1

.
2
6
4

.
1
5
5

.
4
0
7

.
0
6
0

.
1
1
7

.
1
5
2

.
1
0
4

.
1
4
1

.
1
7
0

.
1
0
4

.
1
2
0

.
8
0
0

O
1
6
0

.
1
4
2

.
3
6

6
.
7
5

1
.
4
0

6
.
7
8

.
3
0

.
0
8

.
5
7

.
8
6

1
.
2
7

6
.
4
7

1
.
2
1

5
.
6
2

.
4
2

.
2
4

.
0
2

.
5
5
0

.
0
1
2

.
2
4
3

.
0
1
2

.
5
8
7

.
7
8
2

.
4
5
5

.
3
5
9

.
2
6
5

.
0
1
4

.
2
7
6

.
0
2
2

.
5
2
1

.
6
2
7

.
8
9
8

-
.
0
7
7

.
3
0
8

.
1
5
9

.
3
8
2

.
0
6
7

.
0
3
6

-
.
1
2
4

.
1
3
5

.
3
0
0

.
1
4
8

.
3
5
2

.
0
8
0

.
0
6
3

 

N
O
T
E
:

F
‘

a
A
c
c
o
m
p
.

=

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

1
.
2
7
:

A
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

S
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
gt
a
b
l
e
d

F

2213



T
A
B
L
E

4
2
.
-
M
u
l
t
i
p
1
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

M
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

A
c
c
e
p
t
a
n
c
e

a
n
d

I
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n

b
y

O
t
h
e
r
s

b
y

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

D
O
m
a
i
n
s
:

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

a
n
d

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l
s

 
 

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

 S
o
u
r
c
e

o
f

S
u
m

o
f

M
e
a
n

F

V
a
r
i
a
t
i
o
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

d
f

S
g
u
a
r
e

(
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
)

 
_
.
.
?
?
?
7
-
9
-
!
_
~
r
'
-
.
-
n
~
f
-
—
r
~
f
-
T
7
9
1
9
"
?
"

~
‘
P
*
7
—
‘
—
f
9
T
~
—
.
3
.
—
.
t
-
~
.
7
$
2
7
7
—
$
7
7
7

V
'

-
e

.
‘
v
_
.

.
'
1
r
—
7
1

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

 
v

w
i
t

a
.
:
:
a
-
r
u
-
.
'
1
-
r
'
~
.
'
-
!
~
?
7
—
r
.
r
v
w
—
—
v
r

 

U
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

(
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

B
e
t
a
)

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

F
P
r
o
b
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 

R
e
d
u
c
e
d

M
o
d
e
l

(
w
i
t
h
o
u
t

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
:
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
)
:

 R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

1
0
.
4
9

6
1
.
7
5

2
.
7
5

(
.
0
2
5
)

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

2
4
.
8
2

3
9

.
6
4

T
o
t
a
l

3
5
.
3
1

4
5

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
-

.
5
4
5

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

-
.
2
9
7

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

n
2

.
.
1
8
9

F
u
l
l

M
o
d
e
l

(
w
i
t
h
C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

E
x
g
i
g
g
t
i
o
n
)
:

 R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

1
0
.
9
0

7
1
.
5
6

2
.
4
3

(
.
0
3
7
)

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

2
4
.
4
0

3
8

.
6
4

T
o
t
a
l

3
5
.
3
0

4
5

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
.
5
5
6

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

R
2

.
3
0
9

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

R
2

=
.
1
8
2

ll (‘1

R
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.
a

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

H
o
u
s
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

J
o
b
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e
—
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
—
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
.
-
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

N
a
t
l
.

G
o
v
t
.
—
b
y
-
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

(
C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t
)

-
.
1
8
2

.
1
6
9

.
2
3
4

-
.
2
8
2

.
3
2
7

.
1
8
4

3
.
0
6
6

-
.
?
0
3

.
1
6
6

.
1
3
1

.
2
1
6

-
.
3
4
6

.
2
9
7

.
2
0
7

2
.
9
8
9

.
1
4
1

.
1
2
5

.
1
6
9

.
2
1
0

.
1
4
9

.
1
4
2

.
8
6
9

.
1
4
4

.
2
0
6

.
1
3
4

.
1
7
1

.
2
2
6

.
1
5
4

.
1
4
5

.
8
7
8

1
.
6
5

1
.
8
2

1
.
9
2

1
.
7
9

4
.
8
0

1
.
6
9

1
2
.
4
5

1
.
9
7

.
6
5

.
9
5

1
.
5
9

2
.
3
4

3
.
7
1

2
.
0
3

1
1
.
5
9

.
2
0
7

.
1
8
4

.
1
7
4

.
1
8
9

.
0
3
5

.
2
0
1

.
0
0
1

.
1
6
8

.
4
2
5

.
3
3
5

.
2
1
5

.
1
3
4

.
0
6
2

.
1
6
2

.
0
0
2

-
.
2
0
3

.
2
1
9

.
2
5
9

-
.
3
1
4

.
4
0
6

.
2
0
5

-
.
2
2
6

.
1
8
1

.
1
6
9

.
2
3
9

—
.
3
8
5

.
3
6
9

.
2
3
1

 

N
O
T
E
:

F
*

t
e
s
t

s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c

s
.
6
5
;

t
a
b
l
e
d

F

a
A
c
c
e
p
t
.

=
A
c
c
e
p
t
a
n
c
e

a
n
d

I
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n

b
y

O
t
h
e
r
s

=
4
.
1
7
:

r
=

.
0
1
7
.

2214



215

beta for the group of seven domain-by-criterion evaluations. The

coefficient of partial determination for clothing-by-acceptance and

inclusion was .109, and the difference between the adjusted R2 for

the full and reduced models was a sizable 7.8 percent.

Although not statistically significant, there is some sup-

port for the hypothesis that the extent to which women feel that

clothing affects their acceptance by others is predictive of their

general feelings about this value criterion. This finding makes

considerable theoretical sense because clothing is a portable

environment which acts as a source of information about the self

in social interaction. A larger sample size would contribute to

a more valid test of the hypothesis.

Whereas none of the other analyses approached significance

to the extent that the above did, it should be recognized that the

probabilities for other domain-by-criterion betas were also quite

high. Usually there were only one or two domains for a given

criterion that had low probability values that Bk = O, and in some

cases all probabilities were high. For example, for women housing-

by-standard of living was the best predictor of standard of living

evaluations (beta = .492, p = .009). Family life-by-fun (beta =

.524, p = .000) and spare time activities-by-fun (beta = .240,

p = .088) were the best predictors of fun, and family life-by-

independence or freedom (beta = .449, p = .001) was the only good

predictor of independence or freedom. Clothing (beta = .146,

p = .257) does almost as well as housing (beta = .201, p = .204),
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family life (beta = .160, p = .248), and neighborhood (beta = .187,

p = .240) as a predictor of feelings about beauty and attractiveness

for women.

Prediction of value criteria by other domains-bygcriterion

evaluations. Since there were few differences between the full and
 

reduced models, the following discussion will focus on the full

model.

Family life is of significance for women's feelings about

being free from bother and annoyance (beta = .326, p = .020).

National government was the domain which best accounted for women's

feelings about safety in general (beta = .299, p = .035). None of

the domains did well to account for a sense of accomplishment among

women.

For men, job (beta = .320, p = .004) and neighborhood (beta =

.259, p = .022) were the domains most predictive of general feelings

about standard of living. That men evaluate standard of living

from the reference point of a job makes considerable sense because

the job provides the income which makes it possible to acquire

goods and services and achieve a desired lifestyle.

Implementation of fun in the spare time domain best accounts

for men's feelings about fun in general (beta = .362, p = .023).

Independence or freedom is best realized within the family (beta =

.333, p = .014) and in spare time activities (beta = .308, p = .043).

Surprisingly, men's feelings about beauty and attractiveness

were best accounted for within the job domain (beta = .308, p =

.026). Their mean response for beauty and attractiveness in general
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was 4.7, and for job-by-beauty and attractiveness the mean was 4.2.

The attractiveness of the working environment apparently is of some

importance to men, but their relatively low evaluations suggest

that those conditions may be somewhat unattractive.

Men's neighborhood is the domain which best accounts for

their feelings about freedom from bother and annoyance (beta = .276,

p = .127). As was true for women, feelings about safety are best

accounted for by the national government (beta = .486, p = .002).

Accomplishing something is best implemented within the job

domain (beta = .300, p = .014) and in the neighborhood (beta = .352,

p = .022). Neighborhood is also the domain which best explains

men's feelings of acceptance and inclusion by others.

As can be seen from the tables, clothing does not appear to

be a domain considered to be important for the realization or imple-

mentation of the value criteria included in this study with the

possible exception of acceptance and inclusion by others for women.

This finding warrants additional analysis.

As was true for the previous hypothesis, the sample size

for many of these analyses falls substantially below one hundred.

The results should be interpreted with this limitation in mind.

Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses

of Matrix Variables
 

Although the prediction of POQL by the eight matrix cri-

teria and the prediction of the other six matrix domains by the

eight criteria were not formal hypotheses in this study, the analy-

ses were conducted for the sake of completion.
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Prediction of POQL by eight matrix criteria. The results
 

of the prediction of POQL by the eight matrix value criteria are

presented in Table 43.

For women, freedom from bother and annoyance (beta = .519,

p .000), fun (beta = .337, p = .003), and safety (beta = -.l98,

p .028) were the most important predictors of POQL in the set of

eight criteria. For men, accomplishing something (beta = .435,

p = .000) and fun (beta = .362, p = .000) were the two most important

predictors of POQL.

The fact that fun is an important criterion for both sexes

speaks to the increasing value placed on recreation and leisure in

the American culture. Accomplishing something, as a value for

assessing one's life quality, addresses the work ethic and its

historical primary importance for the American male particularly

if he is the major family breadwinner at a time of greatest family

economic need.

Freedom from bother and annoyance, as a value by which women

assess their life quality, is subject to several interpretations.

Over one-third (39 percent) of the women were employed for pay and

at the same time claimed to be housewives.1 The time demands on

women with such dual roles have been well documented (Robinson,

1977; Walker & Woods, 1976), and it is conceivable that being free

from bother and annoyance is essential to accomplishing the two

jobs and/or to reducing stress. For the unemployed wife who has

 

1Ten working men (8.6 percent) also identified themselves

as househusbands. This identification may show a growing responsi-

bility in the management of the home for such men.
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children of school age, the number of demands, service responsi-

bilities, and interruptions during the day may lead one to place

a high value on being free from bother and annoyance.

The set of eight criteria accounted for 54.5 percent of the

variance for men and 44.8 percent of the variance for women, fairly

substantial amounts.

Prediction of seven domains and POQL by eight criteria. The

multiple regression tables for the prediction of the other six

domains by eight criteria for women and men are presented in

Appendix E. The beta values and adjusted R2 values for the pre-

diction of the seven domains and POQL by eight criteria are sum-

marized in Table 44. The results for POQL and clothing have already

been discussed. It should be kept in mind that no attempt was made

to test the statistical significance of results for other than

the clothing domain. The results discussed should be considered

descriptive only. Within the discussion to follow, only those

variables with relatively low probabilities for beta will be high-

lighted.

As an example of how to read Table 44, the domain of housing

will be used. The set of eight criteria listed across the top of

the table explain 50 percent of the variance in women's general

evaluation of housing with beauty (beta = .42), standard of living

(beta = .39), and freedom from bother (beta = .30) as the most

important predictors of this general evaluation. For men also,

freedom from bother (beta = .31), beauty (beta = .30), and standard

of living (beta = .30) were the most important explanatory value
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criteria for their evaluations of housing, but only 40 percent of

the variance in the latter have been explained by the set of eight

criteria. These results are based on a sample size (N) of seventy-

nine women and seventy-five men.

This set of eight criteria do fairly well in explaining

women's evaluations of four domains (housing, clothing, family life,

and national government) and POQL (adjusted R2 values range from

41 percent to 66 percent) and men's evaluations of four domains

(housing, job, family life, and spare time activities) and POQL

(adjusted R2 values range from 40 percent to 64 percent). Addi-

tional important value criteria must be used by women to evaluate

neighborhood and spare time activities and by men to evaluate

clothing, neighborhood, and national government. The open-ended

item which gives people a chance to express their value criteria

in terms that are meaningful to them proved helpful in suggesting

additional possibilities for future research on the clothing domain.

For men, having fun, accomplishing something, and being

independent were relevant criteria for evaluation of the job domain.

For the domain of family life, women with positive feelings

about being accepted by others tend to have less positive feelings

about family life when other predictors of family life are held

constant. Positive predictors are accomplishing something, being

free from bother, and having fun. Freedom from bother was not a

relevant criterion for men. Instead beauty and attractiveness was

the best predictor of men's feelings about family life.
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With respect to neighborhood, its beauty and attractiveness

was important for women, whereas fun was a more relevant evaluative

criterion for men.

Having fun was also the most important criterion for both

men and women with regard to spare time activities. Freedom from

bother and the effect of spare time activities on standard of living

were additionally relevant criteria for men. The large negative

beta for beauty and attractiveness suggests that these married men

do not engage in spare time activities for the beauty and attrac-

tiveness they are able to enjoy.

National government, the domain with which most quality of

life studies report considerable dissatisfaction (and the present

study is no exception), was evaluated most strongly by its effect

on standard of living and safety by both women and men.

Although there are patterns of similarity between women and

men in the value criteria they employ to evaluate domains, there

appears to be many differences as well. The actual differences

between wives and husbands with respect to the value criteria within

the clothing domain will be explored in Hypothesis 7.

Prediction of value criteria by implementation in domains

andgprediction of POQL_by domains. Table 45 summarizes the full

and reduced model regression analyses for the prediction of value

criteria by domains-by-criteria evaluations and POQL by domains.

These relationships have already been discussed within the context

of Hypotheses 2 and 4. Of additional significance in this table is

the large proportion of variance in POQL accounted for by the
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domains included (52 percent for women and 56 percent for men).

The overriding importance of the family to POQL especially for

women but also of substantial import for men can be partially

explained by the dependence on it for the realization of values

which are relevant to adult married women and men.

The reader is invited to make additional comparisons within

and between the two summary tables keeping in mind, however, that

the probabilities associated with the beta values in many cases are

quite high. There is also little information on the job domain

for women due to the small number of women (thirty) who responded

to the job-by-criterion items. The lower proportion of variance

in several value criteria (e.g., adjusted R2 = .06 for accomplishing

something) accounted for by the domains for women when compared

with that for men suggests that the job (or household work) domain

may provide substantial information which unfortunately was not

obtained for enough women in this study to make the analysis mean-

ingful.

In general, the lower proportion of variance in value cri-

teria accounted for by domains-by-criteria evaluations, in contrast

to the variance in domains accounted for by the same specific

evaluations, suggests that the implementation of values is spread

over a wide variety of domains. By comparison a few value criteria

are sufficient to account for a large proportion of variance in

domain evaluations.

Comparison of findings with 1973 Toledo study. The Andrews

and Withey (1976) study of 222 Toledo respondents in 1973 grouped
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the results for women and men together even though some were from

the same household. In addition, a greater proportion of black

respondents and a substantial percentage of adults younger and

older than the respondents in the present study were included in

the Toledo sample. The Toledo study was not limited to married

respondents. Approximately one-third of the respondents were never

married, widowed, divorced, or separated. Thus the results of the

two studies are not directly comparable.

However, by comparing the values for adjusted R2 in Table 4

with those in Tables 44 and 45, one can see that the value criteria
 

did not do quite as well in the present study to explain the variance

in POQL (Life 3) as they did in the Toledo study (Toledo study:

adjusted R2 = 58 percent; this study: adjusted R2 = 54 percent for

men and 45 percent for women). The present study, however,

accounted for a greater proportion of the variance in the prediction

of POQL by domains (with clothing: adjusted R2 = 52 percent for

women and 56 percent for men; without clothing: adjusted R2 =

50 percent for women and 53 percent for men) than did the 1973

Toledo study (adjusted R2 = 43 percent).

A few differences between the studies stand out in sharp

contrast. For the men in this study 60 percent of the variance in

general evaluations of standard of living and 40 percent of the

variance for accomplishing something were explained by the imple-

mentation of these values in six domains (reduced model) compared

with 29 percent and 16 percent respectively in the Toledo study.
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For the prediction of domains by criteria, this study

accounted for more of the variance in the job domain for men

[adjusted R2 = 60 percent (this study) and 43 percent (Toledo

study)], in the family domain for women and men [adjusted R2 =

41 percent for women, 50 percent for men (this study) and 24 per-

cent (Toledo study)], in the spare time activities domain for men

[adjusted R2 = 64 percent (this study) and 27 percent (Toledo study)],

and in the national government domain for women [adjusted R2 =

66 percent (this study) and 38 percent (Toledo study)].

The purpose of the Toledo study was to conduct a test of

the model, not to arrive at group differences. The present study

does, however, demonstrate the importance of analyzing groups which

are homogeneous on some variables (for example, marital status) and

making comparisons between groups on other variables (for example,

sex). The present study shows that women and men do not yet con-

stitute a unisex in values and the sources of perceived life quality.

gypothesis 5: Affective Evaluations

of Clothing with Respect to

Demographic Characteristics

 

 

To determine whether women and men differ in their general

evaluations of clothing according to differences in selected demo-

graphic characteristics, the following null hypothesis was formulated:

H : There is no difference in the affective evaluations

of clothing for women and men with respect to (1) age,

(2) total family income, (3) education, (4) family

size, and (5) occupational prestige.
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Results of Hypothesis 5. The analysis of covariance results

for women and men are presented in Tables 46 and 47 respectively.

For both women and men the analyses failed to reject the null

hypothesis both for the main effects of factors (education and

family income) and covariates [age, family size, and occupational

prestige (men only)] and for interactions of factors and factor-

covariates at the overall Type 1 error rate of .05 for each sex.

Factor effects in general. Eta squared for education was

.025 for women but .068 for men. This means that education explained

2.5 percent and 6.8 percent of the total variation in general affec-

tive evaluations of clothing for women and men respectively.

Eta squared for family income was .044 for women and .006

for men. The beta values associated with each of the two factors

show that family income is a more important predictor of affective

evaluations of clothing than is education for both women and men.

An examination of the adjusted deviations of affective

evaluations from the grand mean for education and family income

does, however, reveal some trends which are noteworthy and not

without some precedent in the subjective quality of life literature.

These deviations from the grand mean have been converted to values

on the D-T Scale and are plotted for the five educational levels

and four family income levels in Figure 14 for women and men.

Factor effect: Education. For education, one sees the

familiar negatively tilted "W" for men, a pattern which has been

reported by Campbell et al. (1976) as characteristic of the
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relation of education to domain satisfaction. Campbell and his

colleagues proposed two mechanisms to account for this pattern.

One explanation is that the second low point in their

results corresponded to those who had not completed a college

degree. Termination of their education prior to its completion

for whatever reasons tends to result in lower satisfaction with

domains, perhaps because of "bruised expectations and quirks of

social comparison" (Campbell et al., 1976, p. 137). However, in

the present study, the two low points come at levels of education

where a terminal degree was earned. Whether the same pattern holds

across other domains was not examined in this study.

The comparatively high evaluations of two groups of less

educated men may, however, be explained by the second mechanism

proposed by Campbell et a1. That is, people with higher education

generally have a broadened perspective on the possibilities of life

and tend to be more aware of many alternatives to the present situ-

ation. Therefore, expectations rise, and people become more critical

of their situation than those who have been exposed to fewer alterna-

tives. This may hold in part for clothing because the less educated

may not be as sensitive to the nuances of quality differences or

as aware of the status differential in brand names or couture

designs. Clothing has not been widely advertised on television,

although this has begun to change in recent years with commercials

by nationally known department store chains.

This same argument, however, does not seem to hold for

women. The least well educated and the most well educated have

lower feelings about their clothing than do the middle groups.
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The inverted U-shaped curve for women is in direct contrast to

the W-shaped curve for men. Women also are more dissatisfied with

their clothing than men at all but the college graduate level.

The reasons given in the preceding paragraphs may explain the dis-

satisfaction of the highly educated women, but new explanations

are required for the group which did not finish high school. An

examination of the reasons these two groups of women gave for their

feelings about clothing sheds additional light on their evaluations.

In the low education group, the lowest evaluations were

given by women who expressed dissatisfaction with their weight

("10 pounds too much!") or appearance in the current fashions.

A few women were dissatisfied with the quantity ("I don't have

all that much!") and the durability ("It doesn't last as long as

it should for the money it costs.") of their clothing. Some women

in this group seemed to attach low importance to clothing ("I don't

worry about having a lot of clothing--just basics are all I need.")

but always in the context of quantity or fashion. Comments like

the latter were characteristic of some of the women in the high

education group as well, but they characterized their wants as "not

extravagant" or "not excessive." (One woman did, however, wish

she could have an unlimited budget for clothing so she could update

her wardrobe often.) Only one woman in this group expressed dis-

satisfaction with her physical size, whereas more women in this

group placed a value on economy ("The clothes I like I can't afford.

The quality of 'affordable' clothes is substandard. Women's clothes

on the whole are overpriced.").
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Notably absent from the range of concerns of both groups

is a value placed on clothing as a manifestation of self-regard

or as a means of self-expression. Little emphasis is also placed

on the use of clothing to gain acceptance and inclusion by others

or to accomplish things (such as, the facilitation of role per-

formance). No woman in either group mentioned other competing

family needs or clothing needs of other family members.

The size of each group is relatively small so conclusions

need to be made with caution. Both groups seem to attach lower

importance to clothing and do not verbalize the symbolic character

of clothing. The more highly educated women seem to be concerned

with management of the clothing budget and the control of their

wants. Lower educated women are concerned with weight problems,

their appearance in today's styles, and the quality and quantity

of clothing in their wardrobes. The low education group thus

seems to have a resource accession problem and a concern with

their physical appearance.

Factor effect: Family income. The decline in affective

evaluations of clothing with increasing family income for both women

and men is a surprising finding. Although the differences among

groups were not found to be significant, the trend is obvious.

One might have expected the reverse given the high cost of clothing.

However, the mechanism of rising expectations with rising incomes

may be operative here. In addition, as incomes increase, social

obligations and pressures for greater variety and quality in

clothing may also be contributing factors.
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Since these results have been controlled for family size,

the negative relationship between income and clothing evaluations

is most likely not a result of a strain on economic resources to

meet the needs of a large family even though family income is

positively associated with family size (r = .10). Further investi-

gation of the relationship between objective and subjective clothing

adequacy is warranted on the basis of these findings.

Covariate effects. Although it appears that the regression

coefficients for the covariates of occupational prestige (men only),

age, and family size are close to zero for both women and men, the

model sums the effects of these covariates after the regression

coefficient (y) is multiplied by the value of the covariate. Thus,

the contribution of covariates to the prediction of the affective

evaluation of clothing of a forty-year-old husband with an occu-

pational prestige of forty-eight and a family size of four is:

-.02 (40) -.02 (48) + .05 (4) = -.80 -.96 + .20 = -1.56.

The effects of age and occupational prestige on affective

evaluations of clothing are not small. Together with the effects

of the covariates, the effects of education, family income, the

interaction effects, and the error estimate [(MSE)5] are added to

the grand mean to predict the value of the dependent variable,

affective evaluations of clothing. Age has a greater effect on

women's affective evaluations of clothing (Y = -.05) than it does

on men's (Y = -.02), and in both cases the effect is negative.
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For clothing researchers the negative relationships of age and

occupational prestige with general evaluations of clothing requires

further study.

With respect to age, is there increasing dissatisfaction

with physical appearance in clothing due to physiological changes?

Are other family needs more pressing as children (and parents) get

older requiring delay of fulfillment of clothing needs?

With respect to occupational prestige, is the clothing

required of prestigious occupations uncomfortable to wear and/or

inconsistent with the current trend toward informality in dress,

or do people in more prestigious positions have higher aspiration

levels than those in less prestigious positions?

The factor-covariate interaction of family income with age

is more explanatory than the interaction of education with occu-

pational prestige. Although the trends reported here are of con-

siderable theoretical interest, one must bear in mind that they

are not statistically significant; and, overall, the factors,

covariates, and interactions accounted for only 8.8 percent of

the variance in women's evaluations of clothing and 12.5 percent

of the variance in men's evaluations.

gypotheses 6 and 7: Wife-Husband

Differences in Affective

Evaluations of Clothing

 

 

 

Since data were gathered from wife-husband pairs, two

hypotheses were formulated to assess differences between wives

and husbands with respect to clothing domain evaluations. The

null hypotheses are:
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H ' There is no difference between wives and husbands in

their general affective evaluations of clothing.

H : There is no difference between wives and husbands in

their affective evaluations of clothing with respect

to each of the eight value criteria.

Results of Hypothesis 6. Table 48 shows that whereas wives

in general evaluated their clothing less positively than did their

husbands, the difference was not significant. Table 17, presented

earlier in this chapter, showed the actual distribution of responses

which was discussed at that point.

TABLE 48.--Results of Matched Pair T-Test for Differences between

Husbands' and Wives' Affective Evaluations of Clothing

 

 

 

Husbands' Wives' Difference Standard Standard t Pearson

Mean Mean Mean Deviation Error r

5.06 4.84 .22 1.37 .14 1.59a .14

NOTE: N = 93; tabled t(.95; 92) = 2.00.

ap = .115.

The phenomenon that was observed (that is, that persons with

low evaluations of clothing tended to be married to those with rela—

tively high evaluations) apparently does not occur with enough fre-

quency (30.2 percent) or with enough difference within pairs to make

it a significant finding. However, it does clarify and enrich the

interpretations of the mean evaluations.

Results of Hypothesis 7: General. Significant differences

are found when wives' and husbands' specific affective evaluations
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of clothing-by-criteria are contrasted. Six of the eight contrasts

were found to be significant, and Table 49 displays these results.

A 95 percent confidence interval for the difference mean was calcu-

lated for each significant result.

In all cases husbands' specific evaluations were higher than

their wives. Only in the case of clothing-by-freedom from bother

and annoyance and clothing—by-safety were the differences not sig-

nificant. Each specific contrast is discussed below in the order

of appearance in the matrix.

Clothing-by-Standard of Living. Why are wives less pleased

than husbands with the effect of clothing on their level of living?

Whereas an almost equal number of responses were coded for women

and men with respect to standards of clothing quantity, quality,

and adequacy, more women than men mentioned the desirability of

being able to have, provide, or buy what they need, want, or like.

No attempt has been made in this study to determine the character-

istics of those who mentioned needs versus those who mentioned

wants or likes.

Another explanation may be that wives are more aware of

the cost of clothing and its effect on money available for other

family needs. Many more responses regarding clothing financial

management were given by women than men. Some wives attempted to

reduce clothing expenditures by making clothes. Some mentioned

spending a great deal of time shopping around to "get the most

from the dollar." Many women, particularly those who were

employed, expressed concern that they did not have enough time
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to sew and shop for sale items. Both women and men expressed

dissatisfaction with the high cost of clothing.

Clothing-byfFun. There are virtually no clues to the dif-

ference in husbands' more positive views than wives' about clothing

with respect to the fun it enables them to have. Only one open-

ended response from a woman who enjoyed socializing with others

addressed this value. Without knowing what constitutes fun in

clothing, it is difficult to account for the difference.

Clothing-by-Independence or Freedom. Only a few more

responses from men than women addressed the desire or condition

of being free from social pressure or the dictates of the fashion

industry with regard to their clothing habits. It is generally

believed that women have a greater variety in selection and freedom

in the types of apparel to be worn than do men. Men often must

meet their employer's or occupation's dress standards. (As women

become employed, this will be true for them as well.) In addition,

they do not have the option in this culture of wearing both skirts

and slacks as women do. Thus, the lower evaluation of clothing-by-

independence or freedom by women is difficult to explain. Perhaps

women feel social status pressures more so than do men or they

may not feel free to be able to purchase what they would like.

Clarification of the components of wives' evaluation of clothing—

by-independence or freedom is warranted because of its high pre-

dictive power for overall clothing evaluations (beta = .52) for

some women .
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Clothing-by-Beauty and Attractiveness. In comparison to

other clothing-by-criterion evaluations, husbands are less satisfied

with clothing with respect to beauty and attractiveness than with

most others (with the exception of standard of living), and wives

are least satisfied with the beauty and attractiveness they enjoy

in their clothing.

More verbal responses by women addressed this criterion

than the others; and, for men, this value elicited responses second

only to standard of living.

The reason for the difference in evaluations is most likely

due to wives' dissatisfaction with their weight and their View that

the current fashions are unbecoming. Husbands' reasons tended to

be more positive particularly with respect to the neat appearance

they can achieve. Some men expressed dissatisfaction with weight

(much fewer than women) and also with the fit of their clothing.

What constitutes the American adult man's and woman's pre-

sent ideal of beauty? Apparently, whatever it is, women find it

more difficult to achieve than do men; or they are more dissatisfied

than men when they don't achieve it. Further, women may have

higher aspirations with respect to beauty and attractiveness than

do men because of social conditioning processes and large amounts

of fashion advertising to which they are continually exposed.

When responding on satisfaction scales, they are thus more likely

to use the low end. One may hypothesize, however, on the basis

of this dissatisfaction and potentially higher achievement motivation

that women's ratings on objective indicators of clothing with
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respect to beauty may be higher than men's. Finally beauty and

attractiveness are words with feminine connotations and may have

been interpreted quite differently by women and men.

Clothingfby-Freedom from Bother and Annoyance. Although
 

there is no significant difference between the somewhat higher

evaluation of clothing with respect to freedom from bother by hus-

bands than wives, some husbands mentioned the shopping and cleaning

services provided by the wife. Although clothing care is still

predominantly a female activity as pretest results suggested, the

ease of clothing care provided by equipment and man—made fibers

may indeed free the wife from bother and annoyance.

Clothing-by-Safety. Apparently both wives and husbands
 

are fairly satisfied with the safety offered by their clothing.

Occupational clothing hazards may not be relevant for this group

of people as it would be for firefighters, construction workers,

and those working with radioactive materials, for example. Clothing

flammability issues are only beginning to be directed toward adults

by government.

Clothing-byjAccomplishing Something. By far the greatest

difference occurred for clothing-by-accomplishing something. Given

this result and the importance of this value criterion as a pre-

dictor of the subsample of women's general evaluations of clothing

(beta = .46), one may speculate that wives may not have the clothing

required to carry on the activities which will facilitate the

realization of this value. One wife, in response to the open-ended
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clothing question (item 1.15b), commented "I am in-between careers--

going from full-time mother to part-time teaching." Her general

evaluation of clothing was 4 = Mixed on the D-T Scale.

Clothing-by-Acceptance and Inclusion bngthers. Very close

to beauty and attractiveness are the evaluations of clothing’s

effect on acceptance and inclusion by others (Eines = 4.65;

= . . . , . . .

xhusbands 5.09). This criterion 5 importance for the prediction

of women's feelings about acceptance and inclusion in general is

great (beta = .48).

In responses elicited from the spouses, several mentioned

the requirement of presenting a socially acceptable appearance at

the basic minimum ("My wife picks it out and she has great taste.

Clothing is not all that important to me--just that I look pre-

sentable.") Some are more emphatic: "I think clothing is a very

important part which people use to judge you." Perhaps wives have

higher standards of what constitutes an acceptable and presentable

appearance than do their husbands. Or, perhaps, women are engaged

in more contacts with strangers (e.g., school administrators and

teachers, sales and service personnel, physicians) than are their

husbands and thus are more conscious of judgments. One could,

however, suggest that employed men may come in contact with new

clients, other business persons, and so on.

Is this lower evaluation by wives characteristic of a more

pervasive concern for acceptance than is so for men? The two

betas for the prediction of perceived overall quality of life by

acceptance and inclusion would not lend much affirmative support
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to this question (women's beta = .10, p = .267; men's beta = .07,

p = .406). Once again the results of this study show where more

thorough investigation is needed to clarify the relationships and

differences found.

Substantive questions. The general pattern of higher affec-
 

tive evaluations of clothing-by-criteria by husbands than by wives

prompts one to speculate as to the cause(s). Are husbands more

successful than their wives in the implementation of these value

criteria in the clothing domain because of the distribution of

clothing resources? Are the wife-husband differences reported

here reflective of situations which occur within families and/or

of sexual differences in the perceptions of and attitudes toward

clothing? Perhaps women have a wider gap between their aspirations

and what they are able to achieve in the clothing domain than do men.

Such an explanation would be consistent with the aspiration—

achievement theory proposed by Campbell et al. (1976).

Does the overall evaluation of clothing (or perhaps any

domain) color all domain-by-criterion evaluations in the same way?

One methodological observation should be noted here. The manner

in which domain-by-criterion questions are asked is tedious and

boringly repetitive for respondents. Some respondents either could

not make the fine discriminations required by these items or they

developed a response set using the same scale response within a

given domain. This tendency did not predominate for the majority

of the sample, but it did occur with enough frequency to cause some

concern about the validity of the items.
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Hypothesis 8: Perceptual Structures

of Life Concerns and Proximity

of Clothing to Self

First, the perceptual structures of the entire sample of

women and men are presented separately and interpreted. Following

this the sample is divided on the basis of their scores on the

Proximity of Clothing to Self Scale, and the changes in the per-

ceptual structures are analyzed. The Pearson correlation matrices

for the six analysis groups are found in Appendix F. The gamma

statistic defined in Chapter III, in conjunction with an inspection

of multidimensional scaling and cluster results, was used to test

the following hypothesis:

H8: On a map of the perceptual structure of life concerns,

clothing is in closer proximity to the self for high

scorers on the Proximity of Clothing to Self Scale

than for low scorers.1

Representation of dimensional scaling results. The three-

dimensional solutions were chosen for representation of the multi-

dimensional scaling results for two reasons: (1) stress indices

were substantially lower than those obtained with two-dimensional

solutions, and (2) cluster results fit as well and in some cases

better in three- than in two-dimensional solutions.

In the figures, the coordinate of the third dimension is

represented by the positive or negative value within the circle of

 

1High scorers include those who were assigned scores of two

or three on the PCS Scale on the basis of their response to item

1.15b. Low scorers include those with scores of one on the PCS

Scale, those who gave no response to item 1.15b, and those whose

response did not meet the scale criteria.
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each domain and criterion. One can visualize the third dimension

as projecting above and below the plane of the paper passing

through the origin. Coordinates in all three dimensions were

translated so as to position POQL (life-as-a-whole) at the origin.

The most interpretable dimensions have been chosen for

representation in the plane of the figure along the abscissa and

ordinate. Very thorough study and comparison of the arrangement

of life concerns in space among the analysis groups have governed

the selection of the dimensions to represent. In some cases,

axes have been reflected 180 degrees and/or rotated 90 degrees to

facilitate comparison among groups. No conclusive interpretation

of the ordering of concerns along the third dimension could be made.

Perceptual structure of life concerns for all women. The

dimensional scaling and cluster results for all women are repre-

sented in Figure 15. The history of the cluster partitioning is

shown by successively embedded curves.

The fact that clothing clusters with the domain of the self

(r = .49) and with accomplishing something, fun, an interesting

day-to-day life, and the extent to which social and emotional needs

are met provides evidence that clothing is not perceived as similar

. 2 . . . .

to houSing. This result is in contrast to that obtained by a

 

l . . . .
The innermost closed curve contains life concerns which

joined first at a smaller diameter than did those within successive

outwardly progressing curves.

2 . . . . .
The dashed curve which jOins clothing to the cluster which

contains the self, accomplishing something, fun, an interesting

life, and the extent to which social and emotional needs are met
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Fig. 15. Nonmetric multidimensional scaling configuration

for life-as-a-whole (POQL) and twenty-four life concerns for all

women.

LEGEND: Hierarchical clustering solution is embedded in three-

dimensional scaling solution. Value for the third dimension is

given in the circle for each life concern. POQL is at the origin.

Kruskal stress index = .153. Pearson correlation matrix is given

in Table F-2.
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sorting experiment conducted by Andrews and Withey (1976) and

shown previously in Figure 12.

Although not linked immediately with the self, clothing

is, however, apparently perceived by women as a domain in which

one can have fun (r = .41) and maintain an interesting life (r =

.50) at the same time as having one's social and emotional needs

met (r = .49) and accomplishing things (r = .35). Although not

in the cluster but near to clothing in the multidimensional space

is acceptance and inclusion by others (r = .30), a value criterion

which was realized by implementation within the clothing domain.

Other clusters follow logically from the multiple regression

results. Joining with feelings about life-as-a-whole are family

life (r = .63) and freedom from bother and annoyance (r = .40), the

domain and criterion found to be the best predictors of POQL for

women.

Housing and standard of living cluster together (r = .65).

This suggests that the residential environment is a visual manifes—

tation of one's level of living, and one's level of living is also

frequently constrained by housing costs. Financial security is

obtained from family income which women perceive as meeting their

physical needs.

The organization of concerns along the horizontal axis
 

(i.e., the order of their occurrence as one goes from right to left)

may represent penetration of the self into a broadening environment

 

indicates that clothing joined this cluster at a larger diameter

(.64) than the criterion diameter values (.47 to .60) specified in

Chapter III.
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or, perhaps, organization of self in the environment. In view of

this label for the horizontal dimension, the cluster of beauty and

attractiveness with independence or freedom (r = .48) is an inter-

esting union. Women who have positive feelings about being inde-

pendent and free may rely on a beautiful and attractive appearance

for psychological support for achievement of independence; or,

alternatively, those who are surrounded by a beautiful and attrac-

tive environment (for example, housing, neighborhood, community,

clothing) may have a greater opportunity or the resources to be

independent and free.

The degree to which women feel they can be creative and

expressive is coupled closely with the opportunity they have to

learn new things or be exposed to new ideas (r = .51). Somewhat

on the periphery are neighborhood, national government, and changes

in lifestyle due to energy conservation.

Summarizing the horizontal dimension from right to left,

the concerns of family life, freedom from bother, housing, and

neighborhood constitute aspects of private life within which women

have traditionally held responsibility. Feelings about the self,

accomplishing things, and having an interesting life are not linked

closely with family life and neighborhood. Rather these concerns

seem to straddle a boundary between family life and housing and a

more independent existence that provides social and educational

opportunities. The link may be spare time activities which stands

as a separate domain closely centered along this dimension. This

structure may portray the changes occurring with the position of
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women in society today. Thus, although family life is the most

significant predictor of perceived life quality, the woman's self

is perceived as extending beyond this domain. -

The identification of structure taking the life concerns

in order from top to bottom along the ordinate (vertical axis) is
 

somewhat ambiguous. With the exception of the position of neighbor-

hood, one would be tempted to identify the dimension as psycho-

logical closeness. The self is surrounded by internal value

criteria and needs for self-definition, expression, acceptance,

and accomplishments. Clothing is the first external environment

of the individual followed by family life and housing. Feelings

of financial security are derived from the resource of family income.

Safety, energy lifestyle changes, and finally national government

constitute more remote aspects of the environment. But because of

the position of neighborhood (which one would have expected to be

positioned around housing or safety), no conclusive identification

of this dimension as psychological closeness can be made with con-

fidence.

Perceptual structure of life concerns for all men. The men
 

present quite a different structure of perceptions. The results

for the entire sample of men are illustrated in Figure 16. Central

 

1One professional colleague, Kathryn Rettig, has suggested

that neighborhood may indeed be psychologically close to the self

for women, particularly those who are not employed for pay. The

neighborhood may be a source of friends and companions who contribute

information and supportive resources. Thus, neighborhood may be

both a primary social and primary resource environment for women,

whereas for men it may be a secondary environment.
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to their perception of life quality are feelings about the self

(r = .67) and then family life (r = .60). Somewhat more distant

is spare time activities (r = .52). Whereas women's feelings about

family life were not closely associated with feelings about spare

time activities (r = .26), for men the association is more direct

(r = .42).

Clothing clusters with feelings about the job (r = .42)

which provides some basis for understanding the potential importance

of accomplishing something as a criterion for the evaluation of

clothing by some men (beta = .30; p = .170). The image which men

present and perhaps the comfort clothing provides may facilitate

the achievement of their goals.

The clusters on the left side of the figure seem to address

the concepts of public roles, responsibility, and resource acqui-

sition. The clusters on the right suggest private or personal

roles, relaxation, and self-development. Having fun is closely

linked with having independence and an interesting life. Although

not within the cluster, being free from bother is relatively close

to independence (r = .55). One could again label the horizontal

dimension as organization of the self in the environment, but the

organization seems to be in terms of personal or private, familial,

and public roles as one proceeds from right to left.

The alternative label which is almost as convincing is

degree of responsibility. Provision of family income is closely

linked with feelings of financial security (r = .71), and both

are very close in perception to achieving their standard of living

particularly through housing. The fact that social-emotional needs
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and acceptance by others are closely related in space to these

domains suggests the social pressures on men to achieve in the job

and provide the financial resources for the family. As one pro-

ceeds to the right, responsibilities decrease, and life becomes

fun and interesting. One should note that men's perceptions about

their job are not very closely related to their feelings about what

constitutes an interesting day-to-day life (r = .39). Since the

job domain was not included in the women's analysis, this relation-

ship is not mapped for women.

If the vertical dimension is psychological closeness,

clothing is definitely not psychologically close to the self. In

fact, it would be almost as psychologically distant as national

government. On the men's map, neighborhood is in a better position

to support this label than it is on the women's map. But the

position of changes in the family's lifestyle due to energy con-

servation seems inconsistent with this label.

Domains are oriented in the lower half of the figure,

whereas criteria predominate in the upper half. Perhaps this axis

represents values and needs versus resources, or criteria versus

domains. This interpretation is not true for women since needs

and values are more closely integrated with the domains on this

axis.

Results of Hypothesis 8. The next step in the analysis was

to divide the women and men into two groups each, based on their

scores on the Proximity of Clothing to Self Scale as previously

described. A crosstabulation of wives' and husbands' scores on
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the PCS Scale is given in Table 50. Half of the sample of wives'

responses (N = 58) were assigned scores on the scale; that is, the

content of their responses to "What are some of the most important

reasons why_you feel as you do about your clothing?" included

some reference to the proximity of clothing to self as defined by

the scale criteria. The content of the responses of fifty-six

wives did not meet the scale criteria and were coded off scale.

Only two did not respond to the question. Of the husbands,

forty-four (37.9 percent) gave a response which met the scale cri-

teria. Slightly over half (50.9 percent) did not, and thirteen

(11.2 percent) men did not respond to the question. As the table

shows, there were few wife-husband pairs who viewed clothing simi-

larly in terms of its relationship to self.

Figure 17 illustrates the perceptual structure of wives who

were assigned scores of 2 or 3 on the PCS Scale (high scorers:

N = 49). Figure 18 gives the perceptual structure of women who

scored 1 on the PCS Scale, who were not assigned an on-scale score

or who gave no answer to item 1.15b (low scorers: N = 67).

Amazingly strong is the correlation between clothing and

the self for the high-scoring women (r = .71, p = .001), the close

proximity of these two life concerns in space, and their immediate

clustering. In contrast, low scorers do not perceive clothing as

close to the self (r = .25, p = .058) as they do to housing (r =

.49, p = .001) and standard of living (r = .57, p = .001). These

results provide considerable evidence for the construct validity of

the PCS Scale.
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Fig. 17. Nonmetric multidimensional scaling configuration

for life%as-a-whole (POQL) and twenty-four life concerns for women

with high scores on the Proximity of Clothing to Self Scale.

LEGEND: Hierarchical clustering solution is embedded in three-

dimensional scaling solution. Value for the third dimension is

given in the circle for each life concern. POQL is at the origin.

Kruskal stress index = .145. Pearson correlation matrix is given

in Table F-3.
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Being creative and expressive is more closely linked with

clothing (r = .46) and the self (r = .59) for the high scorers

whereas for the low scorers, these relationships are close to zero

(r = .04 and .06 respectively). For the low scorers feelings about

self are linked with acceptance and inclusion by others (r = .46).

For the high scorers, the correlations between clothing and fun

(r = .50), clothing and beauty (r = .45), and clothing and the

extent to which social and emotional needs are met (r = .36) are

all higher than for low scorers. The values of these correlations

for the latter are .40, .37, and .04 respectively.

For wives the value of F under the null hypothesis was 3.59

standard deviation units above its mean. Using the Cantelli

inequality, the probability that F under the null hypothesis is

more than 3.59 standard deviation units above its mean is less

than or equal to .072. Whereas this leads one to question the

validity of the null hypothesis, the null hypothesis is not

rejected. One may conclude that the two matrices have somewhat

different patternings of high and low entries. This result,

together with the results of multidimensional scaling and cluster

analyses, lend support to Hypothesis 8 that perceptually clothing

is in closer proximity to the self for women who have high scores

on the PCS Scale than for those with low scores.

The same result was found to be true for men. The value

of F was 3.58 standard deviation units above its mean. Again

using the Cantelli inequality, the probability that F under the

null hypothesis is greater than 3.58 standard deviation units
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above its mean is less than or equal to .072. The same conclusion

was reached with regard to the null hypothesis for men as was

for women.

The perceptual structures for the male high and low scorers

are illustrated in Figures 19 and 20 respectively. Unlike high-

scoring women, however, clothing clusters first with fun (r = .59)

and then with beauty and attractiveness (r = .65), an interesting

life (r = .57), and independence (r = .54) for high-scoring men.

Clothing is less strongly related to feelings about the self

(r .44, p = .004) for high-scoring men than for high-scoring women

(r .71). However, the dramatic shift of the clothing domain for

high-scoring men (in comparison to all men) does bring it substan-

tially closer to the self than for low-scoring men (r = .26, p = .048).

For the latter, clothing remains close to feelings about the job

(r = .40, p = .002), the pattern that predominated for the entire

sample of men. A stronger association exists between clothing and

accomplishing something for high scorers (r = .57, p = .001) than

for low scorers (r = .31, p = .017).

Whereas low-scoring men's social and emotional needs and

feelings of acceptance and inclusion are closely aligned with the

family, this does not appear to be true for high-scoring men. Rather

the latter perceive fulfillment of these needs at some distance from

the family, perhaps with one's neighbors or occupational cohorts.

Family life is more intimately linked with spare time (r = .60) for

these men (high scorers).
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The concept of organization of self in the environment

according to social roles seems to be a more accurate label of

the horizontal dimension for the high-scoring men than is degree

of responsibility particularly with the shift of family life to

the far right. Interestingly enough, however, for low scorers

family life shifted to the far left, the side of high responsibility

as previously described.

The radex interpretation of scaling results. Levy and

Guttman (1975) have proposed a circular interpretation of multi-

dimensional scaling results. The radex theory of life satisfaction

has been fully described in Chapter II. Shepard (1974) has sug-

gested that a circular interpretation of such results is as inviting

as interpretation of rectilinear dimensions. From an inspection

of the figures previously interpreted for rectilinear dimensions,

one can see that the areas or domains of life do seem to serve as

a polarizing facet if one proceeds in circular fashion around life-

as-a-whole at the origin. For example, Figure 20 for low-scoring

husbands shows this progression clearly. Beginning with the area

of the family and proceeding clockwise, the areas of self, life-

style, health, education, spare time, government, neighborhood,

job, clothing, housing, and economy follow in succession around

the circle until one returns again to the family.

One modulating facet which may govern the distance from

the origin outward along a particular radius may be the environment:

primary (internal, social, and resource) and secondary. For the

dimensions represented in the six figures of this study, however,
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this interpretation is clearly not without ambiguity. Further

analysis of the patterns of correlations among the life concerns

and comparisons of the axes in two-dimensional solutions for the

six analysis groups is warranted before further conclusions about

the fit of Guttman's radex theory of well-being to these data can

be made. For example, some dimension of values may serve as a

modulating facet or, perhaps, different modulating facets may be

operative in various life areas.

Additional contrasts for high and low scorers on the PCS

S3313. Since the structure of perceptions differed for both women

and men according to their scores on the PCS Scale, additional

contrasts of the groups were made. Although the two groups of

women did not differ in median family income, 59 percent of the

high-scoring men had incomes above the median family income category

($25,000-$29,999) compared to only 28.9 percent of the low-scoring

men.

There were no differences in the median education levels

(high school graduates) of the two groups of women, but high-scoring

men were more highly educated than low-scoring men. Fifty-five

percent of the high-scoring men had college degrees or better com-

pared to only one-third of the low-scoring men.

Of the high-scoring women 32.6 percent said clothing was of

high or very high importance to them, whereas only 16.9 percent

of the low—scoring women said this. The respective proportions

for the two groups of men were 35.0 and 24.0 percent. Thus,
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high scorers tended to acknowledge that clothing was highly impor-

tant to them to a greater degree than did low scorers.

On the Index of Personal Competence, a somewhat larger

proportion of low-scoring women (28.3 percent) were internally

controlled (Index = 4) than was true for high-scoring women

(16.3 percent). The differences do not seem substantial. For

men, there was virtually no difference between groups on this

variable. The respective proportions were 24.3 and 28.2 percent.

Table 51 further summarizes differences and similarities

between the two groups. Immediately striking is the higher average
 

POQLirating for both women and men who perceive the proximity of

clothing to self. An independent t-test for differences between

the two groups on this variable showed that the difference in POQL

was significant for women (p = .04) but not for men (p = .25).

The correlations between POQL and clothing are also higher for

people who perceive clothing in close relation to the self. For

high scorers, the correlation (r) is .36 for women (p = .014) and

.45 for men (p = .004). For low scorers the correlation is .16 for

women (p = .218) and .34 for men (p = .007).

High-scoring men were employed in occupations with higher

prestige (§'= 52.6) than were low-scoring men (§'= 46.2). The dif-

ference was not as large for the two groups of women. Both groups

of women and of men did not vary widely in their feelings about

themselves. Thus, although clothing is perceived closer to the

self by the high scorers, the effect on self-feeling does not appear

to be great.
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TABLE 51.--Means and Standard Deviations of Selected Variables Descriptive of Differences and

Similarities between Groups Classified by Scores on the Proximity of Clothing to Self (PCS) Scale

 

 
 

 
  

 

 

Women Men

Variable High PCS Low PCS High PCS Low PCS

Standard Standard Standard Standard

Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation

Life-as-a-whole (POQL) 5.5 .7 5.2 .8 5.4 .8 5.2 .9

Self-Esteem 5.0 1.2 5.0 1.2 5.3 1.0 5.1 1.1

Age 38.3 7.2 38.1 7.2 40.0 8.0 40.3 7.9

Occupational Prestige 42.6a 13.6 40.8a 17.4 52.6 11.5 46.2 11.6

General Life Concerns:

Self 5.1 1.1 5.0 .9 5.3 .9 5.2 1.2

Clothing 4.9 1.2 4.8 1.0 5.3 .8 5.0 1.0

Family Life 5.7 .9 5.6 1.1 5.9 .8 5.9 .9

Job 5.2b 1.0 5.0b 1.3 5.2 1.4 4.9 1.3

Family Income 4.9 1.2 4.8 1.3 5.0 1.1 4.8 1.3

Standard of Living 5.4 .9 5.3 1.1 5.4 1.0 5.2 1.1

Fun 5.0 1.0 4.8 1.2 4.7 1.0 4.8 1.2

Beauty 4.9 .7 5.0 .9 4.7 1.2 4.8 1.2

Accomplishing Something 5.1 1.1 4.7 1.0 5.2 .9 4.8 1.3

Acceptance and Inclusion 5.5 .9 5.4 .9 5.4 1.0 5.4 .8

Creative/Expressive 5.1 1.2 5.2 1.1 5.2 1.2 5.1 1.3

Social and Emotional

Needs Met 5.4 1 O 5.2 1.1 5 2 .9 5.2 1.0

Physical Needs Met 5 6 .8 5.6 1.2 5 7 .7 5 5 8

Clothing by:

Standard of Living 4.6 1.2 4.6 1.2 5.3 1.0 4.8 1.1

Fun 4.6 1.2 5.0 .9 5.2 1.2 5.2 1.0

Independence/Freedom 4.8 1.2 5.0 1.3 5.2 1.1 5.1 1.0

Beauty 4.5 1.3 4.7 1.2 5.2 1.1 4.8 1.1

Freedom from Bother 4.7 1.2 5.0 1.2 5.0 1.1 5.2 1.1

Safety 4.7 1.3 5.4 1.0 5.3 .8 5.3 1.0

Accomplishing Something 4.6 1.0 5.0 1.2 5.6 .8 5.2 1.0

Acceptance and Inclusion 4.6 1.2 4.7 1.5 5.1 1.0 4.9 1.2

 

NOTE: N based on 49 high PCS women, 67 low PCS women, 40 high PCS men, and 76 low PCS

men unless otherwise noted.

aFor high PCS women, N = 22; for low PCS women, N = 22.

bFor high PCS women, N = 33; for low PCS women, N = 45.
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Positive feelings about clothing are not substantially

higher for women with a high PCS score, but the difference is more

substantial for men. High-scoring men feel more positively about

their clothing than do low-scoring men. They are also more satis-

fied with their job and tend to be somewhat more satisfied with

their family income and standard of living. The same is true for

high-scoring women although the differences are not as large.

Another important finding of differences between the groups

is their feeling of accomplishment. Both women and men who perceive

clothing close to the self have a more positive feeling of self-

accomplishment than those who do not. Acceptance and inclusion by

others, creativity and expressiveness, and beauty are not distin-

guishing life concerns.

One rather unusual finding is the consistently lower feelings

expressed by high-scoring women for most of the eight clothing-by—

criterion items. Perhaps because they view clothing in close

relation to the self, they tend to be more critical of specific

clothing evaluations than do low scorers. However, the reverse

direction is observed for men.

It is apparent from these results and the results of Hypothe-

ses 2, 3, and 4 that married men must view clothing differently than

married women. This difference is expressed in the criteria by

which clothing is evaluated and by its relationship to social status

variables such as education, income, and occupational prestige.

For both groups, however, who do perceive clothing in close

proximity to the self, perceived overall quality of life is evaluated
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more positively than by those who do not. Given the low correlations

of education, family income, and occupational prestige to POQL (refer

to Table 18), the higher POQL with high proximity of clothing to

self scores is not likely the result of a spurious relationship

which might be expected if these variables correlated more positively

with POQL, and clothing correlated less positively with POQL.

Summary of the Findings
 

The findings are summarized by achievement of each research

objective.

Research Objective 1:

To determine the relationship between affective evaluations

of clothing and perceived overall quality of life for women

and men while controlling for several demographic character-

istics.

There was a significant correlation between affective evalu-

ations of clothing and POQL for both women (r = .28) and men (r =

.48) with the effects of occupational prestige (men only), age,

family income, education, and family size controlled. The control

variables did not substantially affect the original correlations.

The change in the Pearson correlation coefficients with the control

of the combined effects of the above variables was only .03 for

both women and men. Thus, the proportion of variance in POQL

accounted for by a linear relationship with affective evaluations

of clothing was 8 percent for women and 23 percent for men. After

controlling for the demographic variables, one can state that the

probability is .95 that the population correlation coefficient
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between affective evaluations of clothing and POQL is covered by

the interval (.09, .45) for women and (.30, .62) for men.

Research Objective 2:
 

To determine whether the affective evaluation of clothing is

a significant predictor of perceived overall quality of life

and whether the extent to which eight value criteria are

implemented in the clothing domain is a significant pre-

dictor of (1) general affective evaluations of clothing, and

(2) general affective evaluations of the eight value criteria.

The results of the multiple regression analyses were sum-

marized in Tables 44 and 45. Affective evaluation of the clothing

domain was a significant predictor of men's POQL (beta = .21) but

not of women's POQL (beta = .14). Reduced and full model multiple

regression analyses show that when clothing is added to other

selected domains (housing, job, family life, neighborhood, spare

time activities, and national government), the significant increase

in the adjusted coefficient of multiple determination for men was

.029. The corresponding reduction in residual variance as measured

by the coefficient of partial determination was .072. The standard-

ized beta weight for clothing for men was third in magnitude

exceeded by that for family life and job. Although the results were

not significant for women, the standardized beta weight for clothing

was second in magnitude to that for family life which was the most

important predictor of women's POQL.

The set of eight matrix value criteria was not significantly

predictive of men's affective evaluations of clothing accounting for

only 12.4 percent of the variance in feelings about the clothing

domain. From their responses to an open-ended question, additional
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value criteria by which men evaluate their clothing emerge: function-

ality, fashion, economy, self-regard, self-expression, and variety.

The set of eight matrix value criteria was significantly

predictive of women's affective evaluations of clothing accounting

for 64 percent of the variance in feelings about the clothing domain.

Of the eight criteria, independence or freedom and accomplishing

something had large positive beta weights and fun had a large nega-

tive beta weight significantly different from zero.

The additional value criteria mentioned by women were

the same as those for men with the addition of two, creativity and

sexuality. The relative decreasing frequency with which women men-

tioned these additional criteria was: economy, functionality,

fashion, self-regard, self-expression, creativity, variety, and

sexuality. Thus, many value criteria are used to evaluate the

clothing domain, and the importance of these as predictors of

general affective evaluations of clothing differ for women and men.

The regression results for Hypothesis 3 are based on a

relatively small (about 40 percent) subset of the sample who

answered on scale to all eight clothing-by-criterion items and

to the general evaluation of clothing. Descriptive analyses showed

this group was less highly educated and tended to have lower occu-

pational prestige scores than those not included in the analyses

because they responded off scale to one or more of these items.

Multiple regression analyses were repeated with the inclusion of

off-scale responses as indicator variables. Results indicate that

off-scale responses are potentially important predictors of general

evaluations of clothing.
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Affective evaluations of clothing with respect to each of

the eight matrix criteria did not significantly increase the pre-

diction of general affective evaluations of the eight criteria

when included with other selected domains-by-criterion evaluations.

This was true for both women and men. Clothing-by-acceptance and

inclusion by others did approach significance as a predictor of

women's affective evaluations of acceptance and inclusion by others

with a 7.8 percent increase in the adjusted R2 and a 10.9 percent

reduction in the residual variance.

Finally, the prediction of the other six matrix domains by

criteria and the prediction of POQL by the eight matrix criteria

were determined. In the prediction of women's POQL, freedom from

bother and annoyance, fun, and safety were the most influential

value criteria. For men, accomplishing something and fun were the

two most important criteria. WOmen and men tended to weight the

value criteria differently in the evaluation of domains. The reader

is referred to Table 44 for a summary of these relationships. In

general the seven domains accounted for 52 percent and 56 percent

of the variance in POQL for women and men respectively. The eight

value criteria accounted for 45 percent and 54 percent of the

variance in POQL for women and men respectively.

Research Objective 3:
 

To determine whether women and men differ in their affective

evaluations of clothing with respect to selected demographic

characteristics.
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Analyses of covariance failed to reject the null hypotheses

of no difference in affective evaluations of clothing for women and

men with respect to occupational prestige (men only), age, total

family income, education, and family size. These factors, covariates,

and interactions accounted for only 8.8 percent and 12.5 percent of

the variance respectively in women's and men's affective evaluations

of clothing. Occupational prestige (men only) and age, although not

significant, did show negative effects on affective evaluations of

clothing. The effects of the two factors, education and total

family income, were graphed. The effect of education differed for

women and men, but the inverse effect of family income on affective

evaluations of clothing was the same for both sexes. Results were

discussed in terms of exposure to alternatives, rising expectations,

clothing importance, and appearance satisfaction.

Research Objective 4:
 

To determine whether wives and husbands differ in their

(1) affective evaluations of clothing and (2) affective

evaluations of clothing with respect to each of the

eight value criteria.

Wives tended to evaluate the clothing domain less positively

than did their husbands, but the difference was not significant. Of

the eight specific clothing-by—criterion evaluations, husbands gave

significantly more positive evaluations to six: clothing-by-

(1) standard of living, (2) fun, (3) independence or freedom,

(4) beauty and attractiveness, (5) accomplishing something, and

(6) acceptance and inclusion by others. Explanatory reasons for
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these differences were postulated on the basis of responses to

item 1.15b (Appendix A).

Research Objective 5:
 

To identify the proximity of clothing to the self in the

structure of perceptions of life concerns for women and

men.

One dimension along which women tend to structure their

life concerns was tentatively identified as penetration into a

larger environment or perhaps organization of self within the

environment. Clothing clustered as the domain which may facilitate

this penetration into the larger environment since the cluster

encompasses, in addition to the self, the value criteria of

accomplishing something, having fun and an interesting day-to-

day life, and the extent to which social and emotional needs are

met. For men clothing was closely linked in space with the job

domain along a dimension tentatively labeled as organization of

self within the environment according to private, familial, and

public roles or alternatively degree of responsibility.

When women and men were divided on the basis of their

scores on the Proximity of Clothing to Self Scale, clothing became

more proximal to the self for high scorers than for low scorers.

This conclusion was based on the test for similar patternings

between high and low entries of two proximity matrices and by an

examination of the multidimensional scaling and cluster results.

High scorers who perceived the proximity of clothing to the self

tended to have higher POQL scores, higher correlations between
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POQL and clothing, and higher scores on a direct measure of

clothing importance than did low scorers. Social status char-

acteristics differentiated the two groups of men but not the

women. Feelings about the self did not vary widely between the

high- and low-scoring groups, but both high-scoring women and men

had more positive feelings of self-accomplishment than did the low-

scoring groups. High-scoring women made somewhat less positive

clothing-by-criterion evaluations than did low-scoring women. The

reverse was generally true for men.

The limitations of this study, conclusions derived from

the above results, and implications for future research are dis-

cussed in the next chapter.



CHAPTER V

LIMITATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter outlines the major limitations of the study,

conclusions, and implications of the findings for future research.

Limitations
 

The limitations of the study arise primarily from the research

design, measures used, and field procedures.

1. The validity and reliability of the nine perceptual

clothing indicators assessed on the D-T Scale are not known. The

validity of the general concern-level clothing indicator is likely

close to .8 given Andrews and Withey's (1976) careful methodological

analysis of six aspects of well-being which were spread widely over

the perceptual structure. On the basis of their results they inferred

that "single item measures using the D-T, Faces, or Circles Scales

to assess any of a wide range of different aspects of perceived

well-being contain approximately 65 percent valid variance" (p. 189).

The validity of the eight specific clothing-by-criterion cell

measures is likely not as high given the relatively large number of

respondents who answered off scale and the tendency for some

respondents to develop a response set (not only in the clothing
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domain but in other domains as well) because of the repetitive

nature of the items. The reliability of the perceptual clothing

indicators will need to be determined in another study by the

inclusion of parallel forms of clothing indicators or by restating

the same item(s) at a later point in the interview or questionnaire.

2. The use of off-scale responses by subjects in domains-

by-criteria evaluations substantially reduced the sample size on

which the test of Hypotheses 3, 4, and 7 are based. This reduced

the power of the statistical tests of the hypotheses which may have

resulted in failure to reject the null hypotheses when they were

false.

3. By contracting a research agency to select one's sample

and conduct the field work, one loses some control over the quality

and accuracy of the data collection procedures no matter how careful

one has been to anticipate problems, to train interviewers, to

provide explanatory materials, and to work as closely as one can

with the field supervisors. Although not considered a very serious

limitation, changes in sampling procedure and failure to place some

questionnaire sets may affect the sampling error. Lack of careful

editing by the interviewers at pickup increased the occurrence of

missed or skipped items. Finally one sacrifices a certain familiarity

with the respondents' feelings, attitudes, living conditions, and

reactions which most likely would enrich one's understanding and

interpretation of their quality of life.
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Conclusions
 

The results of this study have been discussed and summarized

in the preceding chapter. Conclusions based on the findings are

limited to the population of married women and men from which this

sample was drawn.

1. There is a stronger positive association between affec—

tive evaluations of clothing and perceived life quality for men than

for women, and the control variables of occupational prestige (men

only), age, family income, education, and family size do not sub-

stantially alter the strength of association for either sex. There

is some evidence, however, that having a job outside the home may

account for the higher correlation of clothing with POQL for men

than for women. Close to two-thirds of the women were not employed

for pay.

2. Affective evaluation of clothing, which was found to be

a significant predictor of married men's perceived overall quality

of life, has been left substantially unexplained by the value cri-

teria included in this study. One can pose three potential reasons:

(1) men use value criteria not included in the matrix of this study

to evaluate clothing; (2) the questionable validity of the clothing-

by-criterion items did not give an accurate measure of the importance

of the value criteria included in this study; or (3) men's evaluation

of clothing involves a more complex assessment, perhaps not a

function of linear and additive combinations of clothing-by-value

criteria assessments. Evidence exists to support the first expla-

nation. The fact that the criteria did account for 64 percent of
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the variance in women's evaluations make the second and third

reasons less likely. However, only further research can clarify

which of the above is operative.

3. Affective evaluation of clothing approached significance

as a predictor of women's perceived life quality. With the exception

of family life, the clothing domain did better as a predictor of

POQL than did any other domain. For this population of married

women with school-age children, of all the domains included in the

matrix family life is by far the most important predictor of POQL.

The set of eight clothing-by-criterion items did substantially well

in explaining the general clothing evaluation. But further research

needs to be conducted to ascertain the specific meanings attached

to evaluations of clothing with respect to independence or freedom,

accomplishing something, and fun--the three most important pre—

dictors.

4. Implementation of value criteria within the clothing

domain as measured in this study did not add significantly to the

prediction of affective evaluations of the value criteria. There

is some support, however, for the importance of clothing for women's

general feelings of being accepted and included by others. This

finding is consistent with the approval conscious factor underlying

clothing decisions of mothers of preschool children identified by

Jenkins and Dickey (1976).

This finding also suggests that specially designed clothing

for handicapped individuals should conform closely to the current

styles of the reference group. Although ease of dressing and comfort
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are important considerations for handicapped individuals, the

consequences of being perceived differently from one's peers on

the basis of clothing differences may have serious ramifications

for the self-concept of one who is already dealing with a physical

or mental abnormality.

5. Occupational prestige (men only), age, family income,

education, and family size are not significantly influential factors

in one's feelings about clothing although certain trends do warrant

further investigation. Family income, age, and occupational prestige

tend to have inverse effects on men's clothing evaluations as do

family income and age for women. Education tends to affect clothing

evaluations to a lesser degree than family income, and the effect

is not linear.

6. Wives tended to evaluate clothing less positively than

did husbands, but these differences were significant only for six

specific clothing-by-criterion evaluations and not for general

clothing evaluations. Explanatory responses given by subjects

suggest that wives may have higher levels of aspirations for acqui—

sition than do husbands, feel greater social pressures for achieving

the cultural norm of beauty, and rely more on clothing than on other

domains for being accepted and included by others than do husbands.

7. Both married women and men tend to organize their life

concerns along a dimension which may be called organization of self

in the environment. For women, the self is perceived to be distinct

from the family and penetrating into the larger social system.

Clothing eventually joined the partition including the self and
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other value criteria which suggests that it may be important as

a domain which facilitates this penetration. For men, clothing

was viewed as being closer in their perceptual structure to their

job. Taken together with other results of this study, clothing

may be of importance to men with respect to its instrumental

function particularly with respect to accomplishment of or achieve-

ment in public roles.

8. The Proximity of Clothing to Self Scale was found to

have substantial construct validity on the basis of the perceptual

maps obtained when the sample was divided according to their scores

on this scale. Affective evaluations of clothing were more strongly

correlated with affective evaluations of the self for both high-

-scoring women (r = .71) and men (r = .44) than for low-scoring

women (r = .25) and men (r = .26), and these correlations were

reflected in the multidimensional scaling and cluster results.

Results of the statistical test of the hypothesis of no comparable

patternings between two proximity matrices and dimensional scaling

and cluster results provided evidence that high scorers on the PCS

Scale have a somewhat different perceptual structure of life con-

cerns than do low scorers. Further contrasts showed that high

scorers tend to evaluate life more positively and have more positive

views of what they are able to accomplish in life than do low

scorers. But general feelings about the self did not distinguish

the two groups. High-scoring men did, however, tend to have some-

what higher self-esteem as measured by the Rosenberg Self-Esteem
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Scale as well as higher socioeconomic status than did low scorers.

Status characteristics did not differentiate the two groups of

women.

In general, the results of the study provide some empirical

evidence to support the inclusion of clothing among the components

of quality of life. The evidence is stronger for adult men than for

adult women; but relative to other life concerns, clothing does very

well as a predictor even for women. However, there is only limited

and nonsignificant (i.e., statistical) evidence that clothing is a

domain upon which people rely for the implementation of the values

included in this study. The study has also demonstrated that some

people perceive clothing in psychological proximity to the self with

the concomitant occurrence of increased satisfaction with life-as-a-

whole. For men this result was related to increased self-esteem

and level of living suggesting that psychological proximity of

clothing to self may be able to occur at higher need states or

levels of existence (Graves, 1970).

Implications for Research
 

If those involved in the support of quality of life research

are at all convinced by this study of the relative importance of

clothing as a predictor of perceived life quality, the next step

would be the determination of the validity and reliability of the

clothing indicators used in this study and the development of addi-

tional, improved perceptual clothing indicators. The development

of objective indicators of clothing adequacy would require the

concerted efforts of those who have worked closely with the
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development of standard clothing budgets based on actual inventories

of families' clothing and on clothing expenditures. Minimal levels

of clothing adequacy could be established and the relationship

between objective and subjective clothing adequacy determined for

different groups. Objective and perceptual indicators may be able

to be developed for source of acquisition, frequency of wear, and

length of time in active inventory. Obviously before objective

indicators are developed, the uses to which they will be put and

the potential effects on families and individuals in a variety of

environmental settings should be assessed.

Alternative methods should be derived to measure the imple-

mentation of values in the various domains. Present measures used

in this study have dubious validity and are subject to response set.

Measurement techniques such as the semantic differential or Q-sort

methodology may provide additional insights from which efficient,

valid, and reliable measures could eventually be developed.

This study has shown that additional value criteria stated

by the respondent would most likely improve the prediction of general

clothing evaluations, particularly for men. Attention should be

given to explicating the relationship between clothing and job for

men and women. Further research is also needed for the determi-

nation of the meaning of independence or freedom, fun, and accomplish-

ing something with reference to the clothing domain since these

were important criteria by which married women evaluated their

clothing.
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For those with interests in the family, the discrepancy

between husbands' and wives' evaluations of their clothing would

be worthy of further research to answer the question of whether

there are some family situations which contribute to this gap or

whether there is a more pervasive sexual difference in aspiration

levels that transcends the boundaries of the family.

Since the Proximity of Clothing to Self Scale proved to be

a good discriminator with demonstrated construct validity, this

researcher plans to conduct further methodological analyses on it

with the intent of devising items which can be scored for the

construct and administered efficiently to large groups of adults.

Further study of the relationships between proximity of clothing

to the self, POQL, self-esteem, and internal-external locus of

control is also warranted on the basis of this study's results.

Since theory would suggest that self-esteem and self-concept may

change on the basis of others' evaluations of the self, one could

hypothesize that those who perceive clothing to be psychologically

close to the self may be able to use clothing to accomplish their

roles and achieve status and prestige with a resultant positive

effect on self-esteem. One could see how this could result in

increases in perceived life quality.

A circular interpretation of the multidimensional scaling

results reported in this study warrants further analysis. It is

recommended that the data from this study be analyzed in two

dimensions to identify the fit of the radex theory to the results

even though the stress index may be higher than is normally desirable.
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In future quality of life studies it is recommended that

the life concern, "at-home work" be added. This would give women

and men the opportunity to evaluate the work they perform in the

home.

The Andrews and Withey model once again seemed to provide

a good fit to reality as indicated by the substantial proportion of

variance accounted for in the dependent variables by the sets of

independent variables. But if one considers quality of life to be

a measure of need fulfillment, then one should devise measures for

need assessment. As discussed earlier, a value may stand in the

service of several needs. Determining what one values may not

always identify the need state of the individual or in what manner

that need can be met by a particular domain such as clothing.

Theoretical clarification of the relation of needs and values to

quality of life seems appropriate at this point in indicator

development.

Because clothing is the most proximate constructed and

visible environment of the individual, it has been the purpose of

this study to examine its potential contribution as an indicator

of the quality of life. By no means has it been suggested that

clothing is more important than family life, the integrity of the

self, or one's relationships with people. Rather the omission of

clothing--a component of the human constructed environment which

emphasizes the diversity of individuals, families, and cultures

and which serves instrumental and expressive functions for the

individual--from quality of life studies has been considered a

potentially serious deficit in the measurement of quality of life.
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If one is to assess the quality of life of human environed units,

one needs to determine which components of the environment are

important to well-being. The findings of this study lend moderate

support to the importance of clothing as a constructed environment

with meaning for the individual.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

CDLLEGEOIHUWMY MW'W'“

Fall 1977

Dear Friend:

Most of us are aware of the rapid changes taking place in our society today. As

we face energy shortages and resulting changes in the material products we use.

changes in the patterns of family activities and in the roles of men and women, it

becomes essential to plan for change that will contribute to one's sense of well

being and satisfaction with life.

The College of Human Ecology at Michigan State University is concerned with the

quality of life of families in the state of Michigan. Two departments within the

college. Family and Child Sciences and Human Environment and Design, have under-

taken the task of determining what components of life are important to the quality

of life of Michigan families and to what degree they are satisfied with those

aspects of their lives. You will find questions about various aspects of your

life such as your spare time activities and your neighborhood, and many questions

which focus on your family life. your clothing and your Job.

Your participation in this study is very important. You will provide us with

information necessary to understand the feelings people now have about their

quality of life, and this will suggest possible ways to improve satisfaction with

life in our changing society.

This is a questionnaire on how you feel about your life. It is rather long, and

it will take some time to fill it out. Most of the questions should be interest-

ing. some may be dull and tiring, many will be easy because it is about your life.

but some questions will require more thought. Answer them all as well as you can.

There are no ”right“ or ”wrong“ answers. It is your experiences and opinions that

are most important.

By signing the consent form you agree to complete the entire questionnaire to the

best of your ability. Our signatures guarantee you anonymity. When both of you

complete separate questionnaires, we will send your family a check for $10 shortly

after the interviewer picks up the two questionnaires.

He sincerely appreciate your participation in this study and thank you in advance

for your time, effort and interest. A summary of research findings will be sent

to you when the study has been completed. If you have any questions about the

study, please call 5l7-3S3-5389 or 517-355-l895.

Sincerely.

71W?»
Dr. Margaret M. Bubolz. Professor

Family and Child Sciences

(£9141! ‘::.A£ZL¢ZA-I

Dr. Ann C. Slocun, Assistant Professor

Human Environment and Design
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GENERAL DIRECTIONS

Please read the directions at the beginning of each section before answering

the questions. It is very important that you answer each question as care-

fully and as accurately as you can. Be sure to respond to all the questions

on both front and back of each page. Both you and your spouse are asked to

complete separate questionnaires. Please do not discuss your answers before

both of you have finished the entire questionnaire. When you have completed

the questionnaire, return it to the manila envelope provided and seal the

envelope.

YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT LIFE CONCERNS

In this section of the questionnaire, we want to find out how you feel about

various parts of your life. and life in this country as you see it. Please

include the feelings you have now--taking into account what has happened in

the last year and what you expect in the near future.

All of the items can be answered by simply writing on the line to the left

of each question one of the following numbers on letters to indicate how you

feel. For example write in "l" for terrible, "I" if you have mixed feelings

about some question (that is, you are about equally satisfied and dissatisfied

with some part of your life), and so forth on to "7" if you feel delighted

about it. If you have no feelings at all on the question, write in "A.“ If

you have never thought about something, write in "B." If some question

doesn‘t apply to you, write in “C."

For two of the questions we also ask you to write in some important reasons

for why you feel as you do. Please finish this section before going on to

the next section.

 
 

I feel:

.r'n r'-1 l"1 r'1 .F‘W

-—EL 1:, a. do us 13. @—

Terrible Unhappy Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

[Z] Neutral-oneither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

[:3 Does not apply to me

1.1 How do you feel about your life as a whole?

1.2 How do you feel about the freedom you have from being

bothered and annoyed?
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I feel:

("1 .F'1 1"1 F‘1 1"1

—{T_} to L11 15.! 13s to E]—

Terrible Unhappy Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

E] Neutral-«neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

Does not apply to me

1.3a How do you feel about your own family life--your husband or

wife. your marriage, and, your children, if any?

1.3b what are some of the most important reasons for why_you feel

as you do about your family?

1.4 How do you feel about the amount of beauty and attractiveness

in your day to day life?

1.5 How do you feel about your independence or freedom-~the

chance you have to do what you want?

1.6 How do you feel about how much you are accepted and included

by others?

1.7 How do you feel about your job?

1.8 How do you feel about your standard of 1iving--the things you

have like housing, car, furniture, recreation, and the like?

1.9 How do you feel about your safety?

1.10 How do you feel about what our national government is doing?

1.11 How do you feel about how much fun you are having?

1.12 How do you feel about your house or apartment?

1.13 How do you feel about what you are accomplishing in your life?

1.14 How do you feel about your particular neighborhood as a

place to live?
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I feel:

1"1 I"l .r'fi r'1 1"1

—E a. 13.. m a; m E1—

Terrible Unhappy Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

[:1 Neutra1~-neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

[:3 Does not apply to me

1.15a How do you feel about your clothing?

l.le what are some of the most important reasons ghy_you feel as

you do about your clothing?

1.16 How do you feel about the way you spend your spare time.

your non-working activities?

1.17 How do you feel about yourself?

1.18 How do you feel about changes in your family's lifestyle you

have made or may need to make in order to conserve energy?

1.19 How do you feel about how secure you are financially?

1.20 How do you feel about how interesting your day to day life is?

l.2l How do you feel about the extent to which your physical needs

(for example, food, sleep, shelter and clothing) are met?

1.22 How do you feel about the extent to which your social and

emotional needs (for example, friends, acceptance by others,

belonging and affection) are met?

1.23 How do you feel about your own health?

1.24 How do you feel about your total family income, the way it

enables you and your family to live as comfortably as you

would like?

1.25 How do you feel about how creative and expressive you can be?

l.26 How do you feel about the chance you have to learn new things

or be exposed to new ideas?
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Now we shall ask you to try to "take apart" your feelings and to give us your

reactions when you think about some things and disregard others.

The questions on this page ask you to give your reactions to how you would feel

about your house or apartment.

Each item should be answered by writing one of the following numbers 93 letters

on the line to the left of each question.

About my HOUSE OR APARTMENT I would feel:

—m
Terrible

2.1a

2.1b

2.1c

2.ld

2.le

2.lf

2.lg

2.lh

Unhappy

l'2‘l 1? '7‘ Fl r‘1

u LJ 1...] LJ L6_l El—

Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

[:1 Neutral--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

Does not apply to me

How would you feel about your house or apartment if you considered

only the standard of living it enables you to have?

How would you feel about your house or apartment if you considered

only the jug lt enables you to have?

How would you feel about your house or apartment if you considered

only the independence or freedom--the chance you have to do what

you want--it enables you to have?

How would you feel about your house or a artment if you considered

only the beauty and attractiveness it enables you to enjoy?

How would you feel about your house or apartment if you considered

only the freedom from bother and annoyance it enables you to have?

How would you feel about your house orvapartment if you considered

only the safety it enables you to have.

How would you feel about your house or apartment if you considered

only how it enables you to accomplish’what you want?

How would you feel about your house or a artment if you considered

only its effect on your acceptance and inclusion by other people?
r
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The questions on this page ask you to give your reactions to how you would feel

about your clothing.

About my CLOTHING I would feel:

—m
Terrible

r'2"
1—1 r71 r1r—i

1.1—fill L_J 1.5.1 flii El—

Unhappy

2.2a

2.2b

2.2c

2.2d

2.2e

2.2f

2.29

2.2h

Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equaflly

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

[:3 Neutral--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

[:J Does not apply to me

How would you feel about your clothing if you considered

only its effect on your standa o iving?

How would you feel about your clothi if you considered

only the jgg_it enables you to have?

How would you feel about your clothin if you considered

only the independence or freedom--t e chance you have to

do what you want-éiflenables you to have?

How would you feel about your clothing if you considered

only the beauty and attractiveness t enables you to enjoy?

How would you feel about your clothin if you considered

only the freedom from bother and annoyance it enables you

to have?

How would you feel about your clothin if you considered

only the safety it enables you to Have?

How would you feel about your clothing if you considered

only how it enables you to accomp s whatyyou want?

How would you feel about your clothin if you considered

only its effect on your acceptance a inclusion by other

people?
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The questions on this page ask you to give your reactions to how you would feel

about your 19p,

Do you have work or a Job from which you receive income and at which you usually

work at least 20 hours per week? CHECK ONE [o/J.

[ 1 N0 ---€;> GO TO QUESTION 2.4a ON THE NEXT PAGE.

[ ] YES ---{;> GO TO QUESTION 2.3a BELDN.

About my JOB I would feel:

   

F'1 r'n, r-1, r'1 r'1

—1:1 a: a; 1.14 do is.

Terrible Unhappy Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

[Z] Neutral--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

Does not apply to me

2.3a How would you feel about your ob if you considered only

2.3b

2.3c

2.3d

2.3e

2.3f

2.39

2.3h

the standard of living it enab es you to have?

How would you feel about your 1gp if you considered only

the fpp.you have?

How would you feel about your 1pp_if you considered only

{:Z}...

Delighted

its effect on your independence or freedom--the chance you

have to do what you want?

How would you feel about your ipp if you considered only

the beauty and attractiveness you get to enjoy?

How would you feel about your ipp if you considered only

the freedom from baths; and annoyance that you have?

How would you feel about your 12p if you considered only

your safety?

How would you feel about your job if you considered only

how much it enables you to accomp ish thipgs?

How would you feel about your jpp if you considered only

its effect on your acceptance a inclusion by other

people?
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The questions on this page ask you to give your reactions to how you would feel

about your family life.

About my FAMILY LIFE I would feel:

  

I'"l l-‘l rm fl l—l

—E% 12.1 a. d.. us 111 E1—

Terrible Unhappy Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

[:3 Neutral--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

E Does not apply to me

2.4a How would you feel about your own fgmjly lifg--your marriage.

husband or wife, and children--if you considered only its

effect on your standard of living?

2.4b How would you feel about your own famil life if you

considered only the fpp it enables you To have?

2.4c How would you feel about your own famil life if you

considered only its effect on your independence or freedom--

the chance you have to do what you want.

2.4d How would you feel about your own family life if you

considered only the a5t;ag;1ygng5;_gng_pgagjy_it enables

you to enjoy?

2.4a How would you feel about your own famfi1y_111g_if you

considered only the freedom from bother and annoyance

that it enables you to have?

2.4f How would you feel about your own famil life if you

considered only the safety it enables you to have?

2.49 New would you feel about your own famil life if you

considered only how it enables you to accomplish what

you want?

2.4h How would you feel about your own family life if you

considered only its effect on your acceptance and inclusion

by other people?
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The questions on this page ask you to give your reactions to how you would feel

about your neighborhood.

About my NEIGHBORHOOD as a place to live I would feel:

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

r"1 r"L¥_A r'1, r'n, r'1

—LTJ is 9., .11 1:; 1.6.1 1:}—

Terrible Unhappy Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

[:1 Neutral--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

Q Does not apply to me

2.5a How would you feel about your own neighborhood as a place

to live if you considered only the standard 0 living it

enables you to have?

2.5b How would you feel about your own nei hborhood as a place

to live if you considered only the fpn_you have?

2.5c How would you feel about your own neighborhood as a place

to live if you considered only its ef ect on your

independence or freedom--the chance you have to do what

you want?

2.5d How would you feel about your own nei hborhood as a place

to live if you considered only the amount of Beauty and

attractiveness it enables you to enjoy?

2.5a How would you feel about your own neighborhood as a place

to live if you considered only the freedom you have fron

bother and annoyance?

2.5f How would you feel about your own neighborhood as a place

to live if you considered only your sa ety

2.59 How would you feel about your own nei hborhood as a place

to live if you considered only how it enables you to

accomplish things?

2.5h How would you feel about your own neighborhood as a place

to live if you considered only how much you are accepted

and included by other people?
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The questions on this page ask you to give your reactions to how you would feel

about your spare time.

About my SPARE TIME I would feel:

 

—E‘ E

Terrible Unhappy

2.6a

2.6b

2.6c

2.6d

2.6e

2.6f

2.69

2.6h

 

r'1 .r'1 r-n, .F‘l

1.3.1 14.: er LL {:1—

Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

E] Neutral--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

Does not apply to me

How would you feel about the way you spend your spare time.

your non-working activities, if you considered only its

effect on your standard of living?

How would you feel about the way you spend your spare time

if you considered only how much fpn_you have?

How would you feel about the way you spend your spare time

if you considered only your independence or freedom--t e

chance you have to do what you want?

How would you feel about the way you spend your spare time

if you considered only the beauty and attractiveness you

enjoy?

How would you feel about the way you spend your 5 are time

if you considered only the freedom you have from EElng

bothered and annoyed?

How would you feel about the way you spend your spare time

if you considered only your safety?

How would you feel about the way you spend your spare time

if you considered only how it enables you to accomp 5

things?

How would you feel about the way you spend your spare time

if you considered only how much you are accepted an inc uded

by others?



3(92

The questions on this page ask you to give your reactions to how you would feel

about our national government.

About our NATIONAL GOVERNMENT I would feel:

 —i3 .2
Terrible Unhappy

2.7d

2.7e

  

F'1 F'W. F'14_, F'W

to new to El—

Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

[:1 Neutral--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

Does not apply to me

How would you feel about the way our national government

is operating if you considered only itSTEffect on your

standard of living?

How would you feel about the way our national government

is operating if you considered only the Egg it enables

you to have?

How would you feel about the way our national government

is operating if you considered only the independence or

freedom-~the chance you have to do what you want--that it

enables you to have?

How would you feel about the way our national government

is operating if you considered only the beauty and

attractiveness it enables you to enjoy?

How would you feel about the way our national government

is operating if you considered only the’fFeedom from bother

and annoyance that you have?

How would you feel about the way our national government

is operating if you considered only your safety?

How would you feel about the way our national government

is operating if you considered only how it enables you

to accomplish things?

How would you feel about the way our national government

is operating if you considered only its effect on how much

you are accepted and included by other pepple?
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YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT YOURSELF

Below are ten statements about how one feels about oneself. He are interested

in knowing how ygg feel about each statement. For each item, CIRCLE THE NUMBER

which best indicates the extent of your agreement or disagreement. For example,

circle “1" if you strongly disagree with the statement. and “4“ if you strongly

agree.

 

 

Strongly . Strongly

disagree Disagree Agree agree

3.1 I feel that I'm a person of

worth, at least on an equal

plane with others. 1 2 3 4

3.2 I feel that I have a number of

good qualities. 1 2 3 4

3.3 All in all, I am inclined to

feel that I am a failure. 1 2 3 4

3.4 I am able to do things as well

as most other people. 1 2 3 4

3.5 I feel I do not have much to be

proud of. 1 2 3 4

3.6 I take a positive attitude

toward myself. 1 2 3 4

3.7 On the whole, I am satisfied

with myself. l 2 3 4

3.8 I wish I could have more

respect for myself. 1 2 3 4

3.9 I certainly feel useless at

times. 1 2 3 4

3.10 At times I think I am no good

at all. 1 2 3 4       
[Morris Rosenberg’s Self Esteem Scale (items 3.1-3.10) was used and

reprinted by permission of Princeton University Press. SOURCE: Morris

Rosenberg, sggiggy ing gag agelegcent Self Image (Princeton. N.J.:

Princeton University Press. 1965).]
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Now we have some questions of a different kind. For each of the following

four questions check one of the two responses that best describes how you

feel. .

4.1 Have you usuall felt pretty sure your life would work out the way you

want it to. or Fave there been times when you haven't been sure about it?

CHECK ONE:

[ ] I have felt pretty sure life would work out the way I want it to.

[ J There have been times when I haven’t been sure about it.

4.2 Do you think it's better to plan your life a good way ahead, or would

you say life is too much a matter of luck to plan ahead very far?

CHECK ONE:

[ J I think it's better to plan my life a good way ahead.

[ ] I think life is too much a matter of luck to plan ahead very far.

4.3 When you do make plans ahead, do you usually get to carry things out the

wpy ypu expected, or do things usually come up to make you change your

p ans

CHECK ONE:

[ ] I usually get to carry things out the way I expected.

[ ] Things usually come up to make me change my plans.

4.4 Some pe0ple feel they can run their lives pretty much the way they want

to: others feel the problems of life are sometimes too big for them.

Hhich one are you most like?

CHECK ONE:

[ ] I feel I can run my life pretty much the way I want to.

[ ] I feel the problems of life are sometimes too big for me.
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Now that you have done some thinking about your family life and your life in

general, we would like to ask you how you feel about them. Please write on

the line to the left of each question one of the following numbers OR letters

to indicate how you feel. For example, if you feel terrible about TE write in

“1,“ if you have mixed feelings about it (that is, you are about equally

satisfied and dissatisfied) write in “4," and if you feel delighted about it

write in "7." If you feel neutral about it (that is, you are neither satisfied

nor dissatisfied), write in “A." If you have never thought about it, write

in "B." If it does not apply to you, write in “C."

 

I feel:

r-1 r"1 r"1 I"1 F—d

—F‘_J .1: er a is L64 El—

Terrible Unhappy Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

E Neutral-oneither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

E Does not apply to me

9.1 How do you feel about your own family life--your husband

or wife, your marriage, and your children, if any?

9.2 How do you feel about your life as a whole?

9.3 This study has asked you to tell us how you feel about various parts of

life. Are there things which affect your quality of life which have

not been included? If so, please write them below.

 

 

 

 

 

 

NON HOULD BE A GOOD TIME TO TAKE A BREAK BEFORE GOING ON TO THE NEXT PAGE.
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YOUR FAMILY SITQATION

This study is about the quality of life of family members. Therefore, we are

interested in knowing some things about yourself and your family. As you answer

the questions, please consider only yourself and the family members npy_1iving in

your household.

FOR EACH QUESTION. PLACE A CHECK MARK IN THE BRACKETS [v’] OR HRITE THE ANSHER ON

THE LINE PROVIDED.

l3.l

13.2a

l3.2b

13.3

l3.4

l3.5

Hhat is your sex?

[ J Male

[ J Female

How old were you on your last birthday?

__ Age at last birthday

What is the month, day, and year of your birth?

 

Month Day Year of Birth

Hhat is your religion, if any?

[ J Protestant:

J Catholic

 

(please speCify)

[

[ J Jewish

[ J None

[ J Other:
 

(please specify)

What is your race?

[ J Nhite

[ J Black/Negro/Afro-American

[ 1 Other:
 

(please specify)

Do you (or does a member of your family who lives with you) own your home,

do you rent, or what? (CHECK ONE)

[ J Own or buying

[ J Renting

[ J Other:
 

(please specify)



l3.6a

13.7a

l3.7b
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Is this your first marriage?

[ J YES —> In what year were you married?

 

[ 1 NO 9 13.6b In what year did your

present marriage begin?

13.6c How did your last marriage end? CHECK ONE.

[ J Death ——->Year of death:

[ J Divorce —9Year of divorce:

[ J Annulment —-—-—€;>Year of annulment:   
Hhat is the highest level of formal schooling that you have completed?

CHECK ONE.

[ J Less than B grades of elementary school

[ J 8 grades of elementary school

[ J 1-3 years of high school

[ J Completed high school and received diploma or

passed high school equivalency exam

J 1-3 years of college

J College graduate. bachelor's degree

J Post bachelor's course work

J Master‘s degree

J Post master's course work

J PhO. EdD

H
H
F
‘
H
f
—
‘
f
—
‘
H

J Other professional degree (such as MD, DO. JD, DDS):
 

(please speEify)

Are you Q! attending or enrolled in one of the programs listed above?

 

I 1 YES ---€;> 13.7c If YES, is that full-time or part-time?

[ ] no [ J Full-time student

[ J Part-time student

13.7d Please specify in which one of the above programs

you are now enrolled (such as high school,

college, master‘s program).

Type of school or program
 

  
  



13.8a

l3.8d

l3.9a
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IN THE PAST, have you been enrolled in any type of educational program

other than high school or college, such as vocational school?

 

[ J YES -—-€E»w13.8b If YES, please specify your field of training

I a] N0

13.8c

 

(such as business, office work. practical

nursing, beautician, mechanic, electrician).

Field of training
 

 

Did you complete the training program?

[ J YES

I 1 NO

[ J DOES NOT APPLY  
 

Are you NOH enrolled in any type of educational program other than high

school, Ebllege or graduate school, such as vocational training program,

arts and crafts classes, or religion classes?

 

[ J YES% 13.8e

I 1 N0

 

If YES, what type of educational program

is it?

Field of training or type of program

 

 

 
 

Are you presently employed. unemployed, retired, or what?

CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY TO YOU.

[ J Housewife or househusband

J Student

GO TO QUESTION l3.l0a ON PAGE 38.

J Permanently disabled (unless you also check one of

E

I

[ J Retired

I

the categories below in which

case go to 13.9b on the next

page).

J Unanployed (that is, previously

employed for pay and/OR

presently looking for a job)

[ J Temporarily laid Off

OR on strike

OR on sick leave GO TO QUESTION l3.9b ON THE NEXT PAGE.

 

[ J Working now
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13.9b If you are working now OR are temporarily laid Off OR on strike OR on sick

leave, what kind of work do you do? What is your main occupation called?

(If you have two jobs, your main occupation is the job on which you spend

the most time. If you spend an equal amount of time on two jobs, it is the

one which provides the most income.)

Main occupation
 

13.9c Nhat do you actually do in that job? Hhat are some of your main duties?

Duties
 

 

13.9d Hhat kind of business, industry or organization is your job in? Hhat do

they do or make at the place where you work?

Kind of business, industry or organization
 

 

Hhat they make or do
 

 

13.9e About how many hours a week do you do this work? CHECK ONE.

J Less than 20 hours per week

J 20 hours per week

J 21-39 hours per week

[

I

I

[ J 40 hours per week

[ J 41-50 hours per week

[ J 51-60 hours per week

[ J More than 60 hours per week

13.9f Do you do this work inside your home, outside your home but on your own

property. or away from your home and property? CHECK THE ONE PLACE IN

HHICH YOU DO MOST OF THIS HORK.

[ J Inside my home

[ J Outside my home but on my property

[ J Away from my home and property

13.9g Are you an hourly wage worker, salaried, on commission, self-employed, or

what? CHECK ONE.

[ J Hourly wage worker

[ J Salaried

[ J Hork on commission, tips

E J Self-employed in own business, professional practice, or farm

E J Hork without pay in family business or farm
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13.9h How long have you been in your present job?

years and months

13.9i Is this your first job?

[ ] NO —->i3.9i that kind of work did you do in your first full-timel

job after completing your education or training?

[ J YES Hhat was your occupation called?

Occupation

 

 

 

13.9k Hhat did you actually do in that job? What were

some of your main duties?

Duties
 

   
 

13.91 Hould you be satisfied to stay in your present position indefinitely?

[ J YES

[1N0

13.9m Do you anticipate a change from your present occupation or your position

within the near future?

 

[ J YES -—-€;>l3.9n If YES, please describe your anticipated new

I J position, what your title will be and what you will

NO do.

Anticipated new position
 

 

Title
 

 

Duties
 

   
 

13.90 Are you currently employed in a second job?

[ J YES -—9 3.9p If YES, about how many hours a week do you do this

work?

[ 1 NO [ J Less than 20 hours per week

 

[ J 20 hours per week

[ J 21-39 hours per week

 [ J 40 hours per week  
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13.10a DO you do any volunteer work in the cannunity?

[MES—9

[3N0

 

 

l3.lOb

l3.lOc

13.lOd

l3.l0e

l3.lOf

13.109

If YES, what kind of volunteer work do you do?

 

 

 

~Hhat do you actually do in that work? Hhat

are some of your main duties?

Volunteer duties
 

 

 

 

For what organization do you do this work?

Kind or name of organization
 

 

 

How Often do you do this volunteer work?

CHECK ONE.

[ J About once or twice a year

J About 3-6 times a year

J About once a month

[

[

[ J About once a week

[ J Almost every day

I J Other
 

(please specify)

Hhat are some of the reasons why you do

volunteer work?

 

 

 

Hhat satisfactions do you get from doing

volunteer work?
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13.11a What do you estimate will be your total family income before taxes

in 1977? Please include income from all sources before taxes.

including income from wages, property, stocks, interest, welfare,

Aid to Families with Dependent Children, child support from a

previous marriage, and any other money income received by you and

all family members who live with you.

ESTIMATED TOTAL FAMILY YEARLY INCOME, l977

E J Under 53,000 E J 512.000 - $l4,999

E J $3,000 - 53,999 E J Sl5,000 - Sl9,999

E J $4,000 - 54,999 E J $20,000 - $24,999

E J $5,000 - $5.999 E J $25,000 - $29,999

E J 56.000 - 35,999 E J $30,000 - $34,999

E J $7,000 - 57,999 E J 535.000 - $49,999

E J $8,000 - 59,999 E J $50,000 - $74,999

I J 510.000 - $11,999 E J $75,000 and over

13.11b About how much of this total family yearly income do you estimate that

19U_will earn in 1977? ‘

ESTIMATED PORTION OF TOTAL FAMILY INCOME,nl97Z, EARNED BY YOURSELF

[ J Does not apply, not employed in 1977

I 1 Under $3,000 I ] $12,000 - $14,999

I 1 $3,000 - $3,999 I ] $15,000 - $19,999

I ] $4.000 - $4,999 I ] $20,000 - $24,999

I ] $5,000 - $5,999 I ] $25,000 - $29,999

I ] $6,000 - $6,999 I 1 $30,000 - $34,999

I 1 $7,000 - $7,999 I ] $35,000 - 549.999

I 1 $8,000 - $9,999 I ] $50,000 - 574.999

I 1 $10,000 - $11,999 I ] $75,000 and over

13.12 In the coming year, would you say your financial situation will get

worse, stay about the same, or get better? CHECK ONE.

[ J Get worse

[ J Stay about the same

I ] Get better
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IMPORTANCE OF LIFE CONCERNS

All of us have an idea of what we think is important in life. Now that you

have done a lot of thinking about various parts of your life, we would like to

ask you how important you think various life concerns are. Take a few moments

to think about what is important to you. CIRCLE THE NUMBER in the column that

best represents the degree of importance of each life concern to you. For

example, circle ”1" if it is of no importance, circle "3” if it is of some

importance, and circle "5" if it is of very high importance.

 

 

 

 

9‘:

14.1 Having freedan fran bother and annoyance l 2 3 4 5

14.2 My family life 1 2 4 5

14.3 Beauty and attractiveness in my day to day

life 1 2 3 4 5

14.4 My independence or freedan 1 2 3 4 5

14.5 Being accepted and included by others 1 2 3 4 5

14.6 My job 1 2 3 4 5

14.7 My standard of living-~the things I have

like housing, car, furniture, recreation,

and the like 1 2 3 4 5

14.8 My safety 1 2 3 4 5

14.9 Hhat our national government is doing 1 2 3 4 5

14.10 Having fun 1 2 3 4 5

14.11 My house or apartment 1 2 3 4 5

14.12 Accomplishing something 1 2 3 4 5
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14.13 My neighborhood 1 2 3 4 5

14.14 My clothing 1 2 3 4 5

14.15 The way I spend my spare time, my

non-working activities 1 2 3 4 5

14.16 Myself 1 2 3 4 5

14.17 Making changes in my fanily's lifestyle

in order to conserve energy 1 2 3 4 5

14.18 Having financial security 1 2 3 4 5

14.19 Having an interesting day to day life 1 2 3 4 5

14.20 Having my physical needs met 1 2 3 4 5

14.21 Having my social and enotional needs met 1 2 3 4 5

14.22 My own health 1 2 3 4 5

14.23 Our total fsnily incone 1 2 3 4 5

14.24 Being creative or expressive l 2 3 4 5

14.25 Our children 1 2 3 4 5

14.26 Having the opportunity to learn new

things 1 2 3 4 5

14.27 Having love and affection 1 2 3 4 5      
 

14.28 that other things are very important to you? Please list than below.
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lS.la He would like to know something about the people who live in your household.

In the chart below, please list forAW:

their birth date, age at last birthday, sex and mar ta status. npp’ i t

any person more than once.

Please use the following numbers to indicate marital status:

 

[1] Never married [4] Separated

[2] Married [5] Divorced, not remarried

   
[3] Hidowed, not remarried [6] Don't know

 

Date of’ Age at Sex

birth last (circle g:;l::i

mp./day/yr. birthday M or F)
 

SPOUSE (husband or wife) p

 

CHILDREN BORN TO THIS
 

MARRIAGE. LIVING IN

THIS HOUSEHOLD
 
 

 

Please list in order

 from oldest to youngest

 

 

 

 

 

CHILDREN BORN TO HIFE PRIOR
 

TO THIS MARRIAGE, LIVING

IN THIS HOUSEHOLD  

 

Please list in order

 from oldest to youngest

 

CHILDREN BORN TO HUSBAND
 

PRIOR TO THIS MARRIAGE.

LIVING IN THIS HOUSEHOLD  

 

Please list in order  
 from oldest to youngest

 

ADOPTED CHILDREN NOT BORN
 

TO EITHER SPOUSE. LIVING

IN THIS HOUSEHOLD  

 

Please list in order

 

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
1
3
3
3
3
3

'
n
'
n
fi
a
m
‘
n
'
n
'
n
-
n
'
n
'
n
-
n
-
n
'
n
‘
n
m
'
n
fl
'
n
'
n
m
m
m
m
'
n

from oldest to youngest      
 

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE.

NOTE: If there are not enough spaces, please finish the list on the last page.



3165

 

Date of Age at

birth last Sex Marital Relation

mo.[ggy[yr. birthday status t° Y0“
 

OTHER RELATIVES

LIVING IN THIS

HOUSEHOLD

(such as niece,

nephew, grandchild,

parent, sister,

uncle, brother,

brother-in-law,

mother-in-law,

husband's uncle)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OTHER PERSONS

LIVING IN THIS

HOUSEHOLD

(such as foster

child, friend,

household help.

boarders )

 

 

 

 

 

a
.

U
V
#
u

N
—
‘
m
N

0
‘

U
V
.
U
N

—
‘

e
e

e
e

e
e

e
e

e
e

e
e

e
e

T
I

‘
1

1
"

'
n

'
7
.

‘
H

W
I

T
.

'
l
'
!

'
1
1

'
fl

‘
1

‘
T
I

'
7
'

  l.

V

‘      
NOTE: If there are not enough spaces, please finish the list on the last page.

15.1b Counting yourself, how many people now live in your household?

People

15.2a Are there any other children born to you and/or your spouse (including

children from previous marriages) who were not listed in the preceding

 

chart?

[ J YES -—9 15.2b If YES, how many?

Females

15.2c Please list their ages at last birthday from Oldest

to youngest by sex.

Males
 

Females
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INTERVIEWER PROCEDURES AND FORMS

USED IN THE FIELD

November, 1977

OAKLAND COUNTY LIFESTYLE

Interviewer Instructions

TYPE OF INTERVIEHING TECHNIQUE

For this study you will not be doing any actual interviewing with a respondent.

You will, however, screen households within each area to determine eligibility

for placement of questionnaires, and you will be required to return to those

households to pick up and verify completion of those questionnaires.

ELIGIBLE RESPONDENT/HOUSEHOLD

 

In order for a household to be eligible for placement of questionnaires, the

following criteria must be met:

1.; The household must be occupied by a married couple.

2. The couple must have one or more children from five years of age

through 18 years of age.

3.) The husband and wife must both consent to filling out a questionnaire.

In order for a household to be considered complete, BOTH questionnaires are to

be completely filled out and must be accompanied by a signed consent form.

RESPONDENT INCENTIVE

In order to show their appreciation for respondent's co—Operation, Michigan

State University will issue a $10.00 check to each family who participates in

this study. These checks will be mailed directly to the household approximately

four to six weeks after they have completed the questionnaires. Additionally,

a summary report of the findings of this research project will be mailed to the

participating households upon completion (this will be a couple of months after

receipt of the check.)

UOTA

Each area has a quota of four completed households. This means that four

husband/wife sets and consent forms will be completed for a total of eight

questionnaires per area.

SAMPLING PROCEDURE

Standard sampling procedure is to be used for this study. Proceed to the corner

indicated by a red x on your area mapsheet. Begin at the household indicated in

the bottom right-hand corner of your mapsheet, this becomes your first designated

household and should be written in on your first call record. If you are unable

3137
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Oakland County Lifestyle

Interviewer Instructions

to place the questionnaires at the designated household, you will substitute

by going to the residence to the right, then to the left, then by skipping

four households from your designated one, and continuing this pattern until you

have placed them with an eligible household. Please look at the following

examp e:

I 11“ Deals.

ugmiuauio
This is the pattern that you will fellow in covering your blocks to determine

eligibility for placement.

guests

There are three callbacks required on the first household attempted for each

set of questionnaires to be completed. Let's examine some possible field

situations. Since you can only place your questionnaires in households meeting

certain criteria it would be futile to make three callbacks on a household

containing a widow over 65. When you begin work in an area and run into a

no answer at one of your designated households, check with the residence to the

right. explain the purpose of your visit and ask if their neighbor meets the

eligibility requirements. If they do, you should continue to call on that

household: if not, ask the person you are speaking to if they meet the

requirements and attempt placement. In other words, screen your neighborhood

efficiently for eligible households before attempting callbacks and you will

minimize the number of trips made to an area considerably.

INTERVIENING HINTS

* Make sure that at least one (either husband or wife) has signed the consent

fOrm and is certain that the other spouse will do so before leaving the

questionnaires.

' Stress confidentiality.

* Remind respondents that the $10.00 and the summary report will only be sent

to households who successfully complete both questionnaires and sign the

consent form.

' State a specific date and time for pick-up of questionnaires and arrange for

both spouses to be present if possible.

' Call your respondents before you return to your area to pick-up the

questionnaires.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

COLLEGEOPHUIANECOLNY MW'W'M

November 15, 1977

This is to introduce an interviewer from (name of market research agency).

interviewer is asking your participation in a study of the quality of life of

families in Oakland County, Michigan. The research project and questionnaire

have been developed by the Departments of Family and Child Sciences and Human

Environment and Design, College of Human Ecology at Michigan State University.

The project has been funded by the Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station.

You and your spouse's cooperation in granting a short interview and in completing

self-administered questionnaires will be sincerely appreciated. and your names

will in no way be linked to your responses.

Sincerely,

, yea/5e

Margar M. Bubolz, Professor

Family and Child Sciences

MOM
Ann C. Slocum, Assistant Professor

Human Environment and Design
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

C(XLEGE OF HUMAN ICOLMY EAST LANSM ' m5“ ' 4'14

Fall l977

CONSENT FORM

He, the undersigned, willingly consent to participate in a study about the

quality of life of Michigan families. He do so with the understanding that our

responses will contribute to the goals of the research project being conducted

by the College of Human Ecology at Michigan State University and the Michigan

Agricultural Experiment Station. The purposes of the study have been explained

to us, and they are repeated in the letter attached to the questionnaire. Thus,

we have knowledge of the aspects of the study.

He agree to complete the questionnaires as accurately and completely as we

are able. He further understand that our names will in no way be linked to the

answers we have given, and we reserve the right to withdraw from the study at

any time. He desire to participate in this research and consent and agree.

PLEASE SIGN YOUR FIRST AND LAST NAMES.

 

Hife's Signature Date Husband's Signature Date

 

Street Address City/Town, State Zip Code

He, the undersigned, guarantee complete anonymity to the persons whose

signatures are above. Their names will in no way be linked to the responses given.

He further agree to pay the abovesigned family an amount of $10.00 upon receipt of

the two completed questionnaires. He will be happy to answer any questions they

might have about completing the questionnaires. Please call 517-353-5389 or

517-355-1895.

fiat/2.247674 X42221"? @a: 6’, thccmm/

Dr. Margzret M. Bubolz, ProfeSEbr Dr. Ann C. Slocum, Assistant Professor

Family and Child Sciences Human Environment and Design
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APPENDIX C

VALUE CRITERIA CODES FOR OPEN-ENDED

RESPONSES TO ITEM 1.15b

"What are some of the most important reasons 32y you feel

as you do about your clothing?"

Standard of Living::the things you have

Ability to have, provide or buy or desirability of being able to have,

provide or buy what one needs, wants, and likes

Standards of quality (e.g. best of clothing, better clothing, good

clothing, custom-made clothing, well-made, more expensive clothing)

Quantity desirable (e.g., would like more or be able to afford more,

could use more, sew to increase quantity)

Sufficiency; adequacy (e.g., have enough, do not have enough)

Other

Fun

Enjoyment derived from process of sewing

Sociability (e.g., enjoy going out and being with others)

Enjoyment derived from being dressed well or from wearing what one has

Enjoyment derived from being able to participate in activities (such

as sports, parties)

Other

Independence or Freedom--the chancenyou have to do what you want

Freedom to dress the way one wishes or to wear what one wants; dress

to please self

Freedom from social pressure (i.e., from other people, social

institutions such as fashion industry) to conform to standards of

clothing quality, expense, etc.

Other (e.g., self sufficiency in shopping)

Beauty and Attractiveness

Body image (weight, height, body build)

Becomingness (e.g., appearance conscious, clothes look good on

self, like to look nice)

Cleanliness

Neatness; good repair

Fit

Attainment of desirable aesthetic attributes such as color,

form, harmony, design

Other

Freedom from Bother and Annoyance

Ease of care

Freedom from responsibilities or necessity of shOpping

Services received from others (e.g., wife selects them, keeps

them clean)

0th
er 322
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Safety

Safety with respect to fire, fabric finishes, dyes

Safety with regard to occupational hazards

Other

Accomplishing Something--ability to accomplish what one wants

Achievement of what one wants through home sewing (without

specifying what one wants)

Achievement of desirable status (instrumental function)

Facilitation of role performance

Service grants to family and others (e.g., through home sewing)

Other

Acceptance and Inclusion by Others

Esteem by others; receipt of compliments

Social acceptability and approval; decency and propriety

(e.g., feel presentable)

Appropriateness of clothing for the occasion/situation

Other

Self Regard
 

Self esteem, self worth, self regard (including pleasurable

feelings about self; feel well dressed; clothes make self

feel good)

Promotion or attainment of self confidence

Other

Self Expression
 

Expression of self and/or personality (e.g., my dress is me,

clothes are what you are)

Expression of feelings, attitudes, moods

Expression of status, success (expressive function); general

reference to status

Identification of self by type of dresser

Other

Fashion

Newness

In style or stylish; in fashion or fashionable; up-to—date

Other

Variety

Variety desirable in wardrobe; freedom from boredom; variety

in styles from which to choose in the marketplace

Other
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Creativityr-value clothing as an art form which can express unigue-

ness of the individual
 

Combination of desirable design elements and fabric/garment

characteristics achieved by home sewing or having clothes made

Ability to experiment with clothing or accessories and/or

desirability of time for such experimentation

Other

Functionality_
 

Functional (e.g., functional, serviceable, practical)

Durability

Meets physiological needs and climatic conditions: physiological

comfort (e.g., I dress comfortably, I'm comfortable, comfortable,

it's comfortable), freedom of movement, absorption of moisture, etc.

Psychological comfort; makes one feel comfortable (e.g., I feel

comfortable)

Other

Economy

Reduction of clothing expenditures by making clothes

Value reasonable prices

Ability to purchase clothing within financial means

Management emphasis: value shopping around, getting most from the

dollar; variety of prices from which to choose; conservation of

time or management of time for shOpping or sewing; management of

wardrobe size

Versatility of styles and types (e.g., "I can mix and match and thus

make my wardrobe stretch.")

Other

Sexuality

Sexual distinction (e.g., desire for more feminine clothing)

Sexual attraction or attractiveness to mate or opposite sex; dress

to please mate

Other

Miscellaneous
 

Clothes are not important and/or other areas of life are more

important; not interested in clothing

Never thought about it; don't think about it much

Clothes don't make the person

Expression of general satisfaction

Like or love clothes or general statements of importance

without further qualification; like nice clothes

Deemphasis on fashion

Sew own clothes without underlying value stated

Other neutral statements otherwise uncodable

Other
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF WOMEN'S AND MEN'S

AFFECTIVE EVALUATIONS OF LIFE CONCERNS



325

A
P
P
E
N
D
I
X

D

F
R
E
Q
U
E
N
C
Y

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
S

O
F

W
O
M
E
N
'
S

A
N
D

M
E
N
'
S

A
F
F
E
C
T
I
V
E

E
V
A
L
U
A
T
I
O
N
S

O
F

L
I
F
E

C
O
N
C
E
R
N
S

T
A
R
L
E

D
-
l
.
-
F
r
e
q
n
e
n
¢
i
e
s

a
n
d

—
r
1
—
-
.
-
q
-
-

D
o
m
a
i
n
s

H
o
u
s
i
n
q

W
o
m
e
n

M
e
n

C
l
o
t
h
i
n
g

W
o
m
e
n

M
e
n

J
o
b

W
o
m
e
n

M
e
n

F
a
m
i
l
y

L
i
f
e

w
o
m
e
n

M
e
n

N
r
i
q
h
h
o
r
h
o
o
d

W
o
m
e
n

M
e
n

S
p
a
r
e

T
i
m
e

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

w
o
m
e
n

M
e
n

N
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

G
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t

W
o
m
e
n

M
e
n

R
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
i
e
s

o
f

H
o
n
r
n
'
s

a
n
d

M
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
v
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

S
e
v
e
n

D
o
m
a
i
n
s

"
-
"
!
l
'
!
-
.
—
.
.
-
—

-
.
—
.
_
-
-
,
.
.
-
-
~
-
-
-
'
—
.
~
_
.

-
.
.
-

.
,
—
.
-

-
.
s
—
-

T
e
r
r
i
b
l
e

N
(
‘
)

N

.
9
)

l

2
(
1
.
7
)

2

.
9
)

J

.
9
)

.
9
)

.
9
)

l

2
(
1
.
7
)

l

3
(
2
.
6
)

3

4
(
3
.
4
)

1
1

v
-
.
-
r
-

U
n
h
a
p
p
y

w
.
.
.
.
-
_
—
_

(
‘
)

(
.
9
)

(
1
.
7
)

(
2
.
6
)

(
6
.
9
)

(
2
.
6
)

(
9
.
5
)

-
—

y
-
v
—
-
.

M
o
s
t
l
y

D
i
s
s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

N
(
\
)

r
.

(
5
.
2
)

A

0"

N

v

H

1
8

(
1
5
.
5
)

2
7

(
2
3
.
3
)

q
.
,
.
.
-
.
.
.
-
_
_

f
_
.

)
4

1
2

2
3

1
9

l
l

2
4

1
7

3
4

2
6

5
9

3
9

_
_
f

4
-
—
-
.
_
.
-
.
-
,
_
.
.
.
_
<
_
.
—
7
.
_

(
1
2
.
1
)

(
1
0
.
)
)

(
1
9
.
8
)

(
1
6
.
4
)

(
9
.
5
)

(
2
0
.
7
)

(
1
3
.
8
)

(
5
.
2
)

(
1
4
.
7
)

(
1
3
.
8
)

(
2
0
.
1
)

(
2
2
.
4
)

(
5
0
.
9
)

(
3
3
.
6
)

M
o
s
t
l
y

S
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

N
(
‘
)

3
6

(
3
1
.
0
)

3
9

(
3
2
.
8
)

4
5

(
1
8
.
9
)

(
1
8
.
8
)

2
8

(
2
4
.
1
)

2
8

(
2
4
.
1
)

2
8

(
2
4
.
1
)

2
1

(
1
8
.
1
)

3
6

(
3
1
.
0
)

3
4

(
2
9
.
3
)

4
5

(
3
8
.
8
)

4
2

(
3
6
.
2
)

1
9

(
1
6
.
4
)

2
6

(
2
2
.
4
)

4
1

4
3

7
4

)
0

2
2

3
3

4
8

6
1

4
2

4
0

.
v
-
.
_
.

~
—
—
—
-

P
l
e
a
s
e
d

(
\
)

(
3
5
.
)
)

(
3
7
.
1
)

(
2
0
.
7
)

(
2
5
.
9
)

(
1
9
.
0
)

(
2
8
.
4
)

(
4
1
.
4
)

(
9
2
.
6
)

(
1
6
.
2
)

(
1
4
.
5
)

(
1
9
.
9
)

(
2
2
.
4
)

 

N
O
T
E
:

T
o
t
a
l

N
a
c
r
o
s
s

a
l
l

c
o
l
u
m
n
s

f
o
r

e
a
c
h

r
o
w

=
1
1
6

(
1
0
0
.
0
\
)
.

D
o
l
i
q
h
t
e
d

N
(
\
)

-
_
_
-
.
_
.
.
_
.
—
-
,
—

.
.
-
-
.
-

N
e
u
t
r
a
l

-
.
_

-
.
1
.
-
.
-
-
-
_
-

_
-
.

N
e
v
e
r

T
h
o
u
g
h
t

N
(
\
)

l
k
m
s

N
o
t

A
p
p
l
y

N
(
‘
)

_
—

_
.
-
.
y
fi
.
_
_
,

N
o

A
n
s
w
e
r

N
(
\
)

 

2
1

(
1
8
.
1
)

2
7

(
2
3
.
3
)

1
5

(
1
2
.
9
)

1
8

(
1
5
.
5
)

3
(

2
.
6
)

9
(

7
.
8
)

2
(

1
.
7
)

 

4
(
3
.
4
)

(
fl
.
6
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

.
9
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

S
(
4
.
)
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

5
(
4
.
3
)

S
(
4
.
3
)

.
9
)

4
(
3
.
4
)

l
(

l
(

 
 



T
A
B
L
E

D
—
2
.
—
-
F
r
e
q
u
e
n
v
i
e
s

a
n
d

R
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
i
e
s

o
f

W
o
m
e
n
'
s

a
n
d

M
e
n
'
s

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

E
i
g
h
t

C
r
i
t
e
r
i
a

M
o
s
t
l
y

,
H
o
s
t
l
y

.
N
e
v
e
r

D
o
e
s

N
o
t

N
o

_
M
i
x
e
d

.
.

P
l
e
a
.
e
d

D
e
l
i

h
t
_
d

D
i
s
s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

S
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

q
q

9
N
e
u
t
r
a
l

T
h
o
u
g
h
t

A
p
p
l
y

A
n
s
w
e
r

_
.
-

_
-
n
—
a
-

_
.
.
.
-
.

_
-
.
—
.
—
_
fl
m
-

_
.
.
-
_
.
.
.
_
.
-
-
-
-
-
_
.
.

-
w

.
5
.
.
—

.
.
.
.
.
.
_
_
_

—
-
—
—
—
—
—
—
~
—
—
—
.
-

_
.
_
.
_
_
_
.
.
.
-
_
.
.
.
.
.
i
.
_
_
.

-
-
_

_
_
_
_
.
.
.
.
_
_

_
_

_
.

_
_
_
_
_

C
r
i
t
e
r
i
a

T
e
r
r
i
b
l
e

U
n
h
a
p
p
y

”
p
-
.
~
w
m

~
—
.
.
—
—
~
—
.
~
-
—
_
.

N
(
\
)

N
(
\
)

N
(
‘
)

N
(
\
)

N
(
\
)

N
(
‘
)

N
(
\
)

N
(
\
)

N
(
3
)

N
(
‘
)

N
(
\
)

—
—
.
.

.
—
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
—

_
.
.
_
_
.
—
.
_
“
_
_
—
_
-
—
-

_
.
.
_
_
—
.
_
.
-
.

.
.

 

 

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

o
f

L
i
v
i
n
g

W
o
m
e
n

?
1

(
.
9
)

4
(
3
.
4
)

1
5

(
1
2
.
9
)

4
0

(
3
4
.
5
)

4
3

(
3
7
.
1
)

1
2

(
1
0
.
3
)

M
e
n

-
2

(
1
.
7
)

7
(
6
.
0
)

1
1

(
9
.
5
)

4
3

(
3
7
.
1
)

4
3

(
3
7
.
1
)

9
(

7
.
8
)

I
(

.
9
)

-
-

—1

I

I

A

0‘

u

.

F4

F
u
n

W
o
m
e
n

1
(

.
9
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

S
(
4
.
3
)

2
7

(
2
3
.
3
)

4
3

(
3
7
.
1
)

2
8

(
2
4
.
1
)

(
1
.
7
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

-
—

M
e
n

1
(

.
9
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

1
1

(
9
.
5
)

2
4

(
2
0
.
7
)

5
5

(
4
7
,
4
)

1
3

(
1
1
.
2
)

8
(
6
.
9
)

-
1

(
.
9
)

-
-

N

A

Q

n

v

Q

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
c
e
/
F
r
e
e
d
o
m

W
o
m
e
n

1
(

.
9
)

4
(
3
.
4
)

S
(
4
.
3
)

2
1

(
1
8
.
1
)

3
6

(
3
1
.
0
)

3
3

(
2
8
.
4
)

1
3

(
1
1
.
2
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

1
(

.
9
)

-
-

M
e
n

1
(

.
9
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

9
(
7
.
8
)

2
1

(
1
8
.
1
)

3
9

(
3
3
.
6
)

2
9

(
2
5
.
0
)

1
2

(
1
0
.
3
)

1
(

.
9
)

-
l

(
.
9
)

-

B
e
a
u
t
y

W
o
m
e
n

-
(

.
9
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

2
3

(
1
9
.
8
)

5
1

(
4
4
.
0
)

2
5

(
2
1
.
6
)

1
(

_
9
)

M
e
n

1
(

.
9
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

1
1

(
9
.
6
)

3
1

(
2
6
.
7
)

3
6

(
3
1
.
0
)

2
2

(
1
9
.
0
)

6

p.

(
1
.
7
)

9
(
7
.
8
)

-
1

(
.
9
)

(
1
.
7
)

5
(
4
.
3
)

-
-

NN

A

N

r.

at

F
r
e
e
d
o
m

f
r
o
m

B
o
t
h
e
r

W
o
m
e
n

1
(

.
9
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

8
(
6
.
9
)

2
1

(
1
8
.
1
)

4
2

(
3
6
.
2
)

2
2

(
1
9
.
0
)

(
1
.
7
)

1
1

(
9
.
5
)

l
(
.
9
)

—

M
e
n

1
(

.
9
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

6
(
5
.
2
)

1
4

(
1
2
.
1
)

4
9

(
4
2
.
2
)

3
0

(
2
5
.
9
)

7
(
6
.
0
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

4
(
3
.
4
)

l
(
.
9
)

-

N

A

P)

v

w

L")

S
a
f
e
t
y

W
o
m
e
n

~

M
e
n

2
(
1
.
7
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

4
(
3
.
4
)

1
7

(
1
4
.
7
)

4
6

(
3
9
.
7
)

3
0

(
2
5
.
9
)

6
(

5
.

N

(
1
.
7
)

5
(
4
.
3
)

1
9

(
1
6
.
4
)

4
6

(
3
9
.
7
)

3
0

(
2
5
.
9
)

4
(

3
.
4
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

7
(
6
.
0
)

-
~

2
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

7
(
6
.
0
)

'
‘

A
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

S
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g

W
o
m
e
n

1
(

.
0
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

4
(
3
.
4
)

2
8

(
2
4
.
1
)

4
8

(
4
1
.
4
)

2
2

(
1
9
.
0
)

6
(

S
.

.
1

(
.
9
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

1
(
.
9
)

-

M
e
n

1
(

.
9
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

6
(
5
.
2
)

2
4

(
2
0
.
7
)

4
4

(
3
7
.
9
)

2
6

(
2
2
.
4
)

9
(

I

I

I

A

\C

O

N

v

M

A“

Nfl

1‘

A
c
c
e
p
t
a
n
c
e

a
n
d

I
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n

W
o
m
e
n

-
-

M
e
n

~
1

(
.
9
)

2
(
1
.
7
)

9
(

7
.
8
)

4
5

(
3
8
.
8
)

4
2

(
3
6
.
2
)

9
(

m

(
2
.
6
)

1
0

(
8
.
6
)

4
4

(
3
7
.
9
)

4
1

(
3
5
.
3
)

1
1

(
9
.
5
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

4
(
3
.
4
)

-
-

7
.
8
)

4
(
3
.
4
)

3
(
2
.
6
)

l
(
.
9
)

-

 

N
O
T
E
:

T
o
t
a
l

N
a
c
r
o
s
s

a
l
l

c
o
l
u
m
n
s

f
o
r

e
a
c
h

r
o
w

=
1
1
6

(
1
0
0
.
0
\
)
.

326



APPENDIX E

MULTIPLE REGRESSION TABLES FOR THE PREDICTION OF SIX
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APPENDIX F

PEARSON CORRELATION MATRICES



APPENDIX E

PEARSON CORRELATION MATRICES

TABLE F-l.--Key to Variable Numbers in Pearson Correlation Matrices:

Tables F-2 to F-7

 

Variable Number

 

 

. . . Questionnaire
Domain or Criterion

Number

Women Men

Perceived Overall Quality of Life 1 1 1.1 & 9.2a

Housing 2 2 1.12

Clothing 3 3 1.15a

Job - 4 1.7

Family Life 4 5 l.3a

Neighborhood 5 6 1.14

Spare Time Activities 6 7 1.16

National Government 7 8 1.10

Standard of Living 8 9 1.8

Fun 9 10 1 11

Independence or Freedom 10 ll 1 5

Beauty and Attractiveness ll 12 1 4

Freedom from Bother & Annoyance 12 13 1.2

Safety 13 14 1.9

Accomplishing Something 14 15 1 13

Acceptance & Inclusion by Others 15 16 1.6

Self 16 17 1.17

Energy Lifestyle Changes 17 18 1.18

Total Family Income 18 19 1.24

Financial Security 19 20 1.19

Interesting Life 20 21 1.20

Physical Needs 21 22 1.21

Social-Emotional Needs 22 23 1.22

Health 23 24 1.23

Creative & Expressive 24 25 1.25

Learn New Things 25 26 1.26

 

a . . . .
POQL is the arithmetic mean of responses to items 1.1 and 9.2.
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