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ABSTRACT

FAMILY LIFE SATISFACTION AND JOB SATISFACTION

AS PREDICTORS OF PERCEIVED WELL-BEING

BY

Carrie Baptiste Jackson

The purpose of this research was to examine the

linkages between work and family satisfactions and to dis-

cover the combined effects of satisfactions in both spheres

on perceived overall well-being.

Data were obtained through a survey conducted in

the fall and winter 1977-1978. A self-administered question-

naire was given to husbands and wives residing together

with their school aged children (5-18 years) in Oakland

County,Michigan. The sample consisted of 233 husband-wife

couples, well-educated, from relatively small, and middle-

income households and employed in a variety of occupations.

There were 193 white and 40 black males, 194 white and 39

black females.

Through multiple regression analysis, Pearson corre-

lation and multivariate analysis of variance, the study

sought to answer the following research questions:
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To what extent do affective evaluations of the

domains family life and job predict perceived over-

all well-being for women and men when added to other

variables?

To what extent are affective evaluations of job and

family life related?

What are the values held by women and men which

best predict their affective evaluation of family

life and job?

To what extent are selected contextual variables

(locus of control, self-esteem, race, educational

level, occupational prestige, dual worker family,

personal income and family life cycle stage) pre-

dictors of family life, job and perceived overall

well-being?

Do women employed full time for pay differ from un-

employed women on self-esteem, locus of control,

family life satisfaction and perceived overall well-

being?

Conclusions gleaned through the statistically signi-

ficant research findings were:

1. Family life is a central life concern for both

women and men. It is the domain which yields the

greatest amount of satisfaction and is the strongest

predictor of perceived overall well-being for both

men and women.



Carrie Baptiste Jackson

2. Family life satisfaction is a stronger predictor of

perceived overall well-being for women, regardless

of their employment status, than it is for men.

3. The job is a stronger predictor of perceived overall

well-being for employed men than it is for employed

women.

4. Women who work for pay do not differ from women who

are employed for pay on self-attitudes, family life

and perceived overall well-being evaluations. Thus

having a job as Opposed to not having a job does

not distinguish women, particularly those in this

sample who have on the average a high school edu-

cation.

5. Leisure time activities are important to individuals'

perceptions of well-being.

This study provided support for and highlighted the

need for organizational and public policy which integrates

work and family life. Organizational and public policy must

be evaluated and reevaluated in the light of the structural

and psychological barriers they impose between individuals

and their families. Such policies as full employment, flex

time, shared jobs, and part-time employment could be ex—

pected to enhance both work and family life satisfactions

and hence perceived overall well-being.

The study also suggested hypotheses for further

study.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The primary goal of domestic public policy is pre-

sumably to secure, increase, enhance and maintain individual

well-being among the nation's citizens. The extent to which

this goal is being realized has historically been measured

by such proxy economic, social and environmental indicators

as years of schooling attained, job prestige, money income,

health status, area of residence and the level of possession

of material goods. The implication was that such objective

states were inherent to the definition of the good life and

that the direction of change in these conditions could be

normatively evaluated (Schneider, 1974). Conceptually then,

individual well-being became a function of the objective

environment in which one lived. The focus was primarily on

measuring the extent to which one was well off rather than

on measuring one's sense of well—being.

Growing recognition of certain limitations associ-

ated with objective indicators has given rise to the per—

ceptual indicators movement in social indicators research.

Objective indicators have limited explanatory power in

accounting for the overall well-being and/or satisfaction

1



of persons. Principally because they are objective and

quantitative, they do not capture the qualitative or sub-

jective nature of the human condition. Objective conditions

and perceptions of these conditions are often incongruent

and one cannot a priori assume a one-to-one relationship

between them. Commenting on this phenomenon, Andrews and

Withey (1976) wrote:

[It is] quite possible for the external conditions

of life to "improve" while peOple's sense of well-being

decline . . . . We know of cases where people who live

in areas with relatively low recorded crime rates feel

less safe than those in areas with high crime rates

. . . . The perceptual indicators complement the

externally based ones because they provide different

but no less important information about individual

well-being . . . . People's evaluations are important

. . . . It is their perceptions of their own well-

being or lack of well—being that ultimately define the

quality of their lives (pp. 7-10).

One of the early preponents of perceptual indicators,

Cantril (1965) focused his research on discovering the

nature of human concerns or those aspects of life which are

important to peOple. He stated:

Everyone--whether of high or low status . . . has sub-

jective standards which guide behavior and define

satisfactions . . . . The problem is to learn what

these standards are in a person's own terms and not

judge them by our own standards (p. 21).

Much of the perceptual indicators research has as

the underlying theoretical perspective theories related to

values, emotions, aspirations, motives, goals and roles.

(Campbell, Converse and Rodgers (1976) undertook a study,

The Quality of American Life, in which they identified a

variety of life concerns which accounted for much of the



variance in their measure of overall life satisfaction.

They concluded that when assessing their well-being, people

mentally partition aspects or concerns of their lives and

evaluate them according to aspiration levels, expectation

levels, equity levels, reference group levels, personal

needs and personal values (Campbell 35 31., 1976, p. 14)}

Because all concerns of life are not of equal importance,

people's perception of their life quality becomes a weighted

sum of feelings and evaluations of various life concerns.

Building on the work of Cantril (1965), Campbell

gt El- (1976) and others, Andrews and Withey (1976) under-'

took research to further identify and examine structures of

life concerns and people's evaluations of these concerns.

Employing a number of statistical procedures, they were

able to generate broad categories of common concerns and

spatially map these concerns in relation to the self.

They subsequently dichotomized these concerns into domains‘E

of life and criteria by which domains are evaluated. It

is their work which provided the perspective for this

research which focused on the domains of work and family g

life as they relate to each other and predict overall well-

being.

Few studies have focused on the domains of work and

family life from the perceptual perspective--a central con-

cern of family ecologists who deal with the family and those

environments which directly impinge on family functioning.



Since in an industrial society the world of work (the job)

provides a source of identity for many, because it provides

the money resources basic to acquiring many of the neces—

sities of life and because considerable time is spent in 1

paid employment activities, it seems reasonable to believe

that feelings, emotions and perceptions derived from the i

work environment can affect family functioning. Conversely,

since the family is the locus of nurturance and affective

and expressive relationships for most individuals, it is

reasonable to believe that feelings, emotions and percep-
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tions derived from this domain can impact on the world of

work. Satisfactions derived from both of these domains

could be expected to contribute to overall life satis—

faction or well-being.

Rationale
 

Quality of life research has only recently begun

to document the importance of work and family life satis-

faction as indicators of well-being (Andrews & Withey,

1976; Campbell et_al., 1976; Bubolz, 1977; Trafton, 1977;

Anderson, 1977). Family life research is a severely under—

researched area. Family life researchers have generally

focused more narrowly on the marital dyad and the conse-

quences of satisfaction or dissatisfaction for the sta-

bility of the marriage rather than on the consequences for

the individual or for life outside the marriage.



By comparison, while job satisfaction research is

extensive, industrial and organizational psychologists have

focused primarily on its antecedents and its consequences

for the world of work, e.g., absenteeism, turnover, pro-

ductivity. Relatively little has been done to explore the:

consequences of job satisfaction for individual Well-

being or the possible interactions between employees'

reactions to the job and their attitudes toward life out-

side the work situation.

Few attempts have been made to link feelings and

perceptions of the spheres of work and family empirically,§

to document their relationships and to discover the com-

bined effects of satisfaction in each sphere to overall

life satisfaction or well-being. These are the central

concerns of this study.

Commenting on this problem, Rap0port (1965) stated:

The interrelationships between work and family have

seldom been studied explicitly, for specialists in

family sociology, kinship, industrial sociology and

occupational sociology have tended to treat each of

these areas as a relatively closed subsystem. It is

as though family structure, organization and function-

ing depended entirely on factors associated with the

family and the individual personalities within it,

while work groups could be explained exclusively in

terms of the work situation (p. 382).

Psychologists have also treated work and family as I

independent domains:

To date psychology has treated the dimensions as if

they were independent. The labels employed to identify

certain of the helping professions (e.g., vocational

psychology, family therapist) attest to this. If these

dimensions do not Operate independently, a more holistic

view of peOple is in order (Trafton, 1977, p. 6).



This research direction has been influenced by the

ideology or myth that the job and the family comprise two

separate worlds-~a myth which deve10ped parallel to and has

been sustained and perpetuated by the growth of industrial-

ization (Kanter, 1977, p. 8) and capitalism (Zaretsky,

1976).

Work and family are, nevertheless, inextricably tied

to each other in many subtle and not so subtle ways.

According to Kanter (1977, p. 25) work may influence family

relationships and family life satisfaction by its relative

absorptiveness, its time and timing of events, its rewards

and resources, its socialization and teaching of values and

its emotional climate. Conversely, family life may simi-

larly impact on the attitudes toward the job.

Although the myth of separateness prevails, several

cross trends or forces have develOped which questioned the

ideology of separateness. Kanter (1977, p. 2) cited and

discussed several social and intellectual trends which have

developed to highlight the importance of studying work and

family life in relationship to each other. These trends

can be summarized thusly:

1. National policy makers, in their concern for the

increased well-being of citizens, have recently

focused attention on the impact of the structure

and availability of work on the life chances of

individuals, especially children.



Requests for family impact statements to accompany

governmental legislation and corporate organizational

decisions are on the increase.

The increase in women in the paid labor force

coupled with the rise in the number of single

parent households has directed attention to the

need for bridging the worlds of work and family.

The patterns of middle class work and family life

which emphasized career strivings and acquisition

of material goods as a dominant measure of success

were challenged by the social movements of the

1960s which place greater emphasis on personal

growth and private family life.

A revival of interest in the disciplines of soci-

ology and economics in Marxist theory and research

took as a first premise that no part of modern life

goes uninfluenced by the structure of capitalist

institutions. Thus, families have been shaped by

the demands of capitalism on workers and consumers.

Interest in adult develOpment has led to questions

about the ways in which peOple are shaped by and

manage their multiple involvements in private as

well as in organizational lives, especially in

regard to the timing and impact of events in both

work and family worlds.



7. Open systems theory and a family ecological per-

spective provide a useful way for the examination

of work-family linkages.

Quality of life researchers Gitter and Mostofsky

(1973) highlighted a number of problems which have scarcely

been considered in relation to life satisfaction. Among

the problems articulated and for which continuing gaps exist

are 3 ’f'

d

How are various aspects of a person's life related to

each other? . . . What is the relative importance of

the respective components which constitute the entries

for a single estimate of quality of life (as perceived

by respondents)? . . . How do ratings of the level of

importance of various aspects of life vary from one

group to another? . . . How are a person's ratings of

the level of quality and importance of various aspects

of his life related to his personality and demographic

characteristics? (p. 289)

The usefulness and importance of measuring people's

perceptions of well-being has been elaborated by Andrews

and Withey (1976). They proposed six products of value to

social scientist, policy makers and implementers of policy,

and to peOple who want to influence the course of society:

There is value in getting some baseline measures against

which we can compare subsequent measures and trends of

change . . . . There is value in knowing how satis-

factions and dissatisfactions are distributed in

society . . . . There is value in getting to under-

stand the structure and independence of various satis-

factions, e.g., Does marital satisfaction contribute

to or relate to job satisfaction? . . . There is

value in understanding how peOple evaluate and feel

about them if the judgments are made about domains of

life such as their families, their houses, their

jobs . . . . And comparing such a picture with how

they judge their lives if they consider the degree to

which their values or criteria for evaluations are

met . . . . There is value in understanding how peOple



combine their feeling into some overall evaluation of

the value of life. What aspects of life are more

important than others in determining one's global

evaluations? How do different domains and value cri-

teria relate to feelings about life as a whole? How

do parts of life add together, or are they isolated

and compartmentalized? There is value in understand-

ing the whole process of human evaluating (p. 9).

The awareness of the need for and value of quality

of life research coupled with the growing recognition of

the importance of the domains of work and family life

satisfactions as important indicators of individual well—

being, provided the impetus for and suggested the apprOpri—

ateness of a study which focuses upon the relationships

of family life satisfaction, work satisfaction and overall

life satisfaction.

Conceptual Model for Measuring Indicators

of Well-Being

 

 

The conceptual model which provided the framework

for this research is herein described.

Andrews and Withey (1976) of the University of

Michigan Institute for Social Research conducted a series

of studies on well-being. Their ultimate goal was to learn

what the components of well-being are, to learn how they

relate to one another, combine, change over time and vary

across social, cultural and geographic groupings. Their

research culminated in the develOpment of a conceptual

model which proposed that a person's overall sense of life

quality is understandable as a combination of "affective"

responses to life concerns which are of two types--domains
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and criteria. Domains consist of "places, things, activ-

ities, peOple and roles," while criteria consist of "values

standards, aspirations, goals and in general, ways of judg-

ing what the domains of life afford" (Andrews & Withey,

1976, pp. 11-12).

(Figure 1 demonstrates the conceptual relationship

between the two types of concerns--domains and criteria.

The two dimensional matrix model is defined on one dimen-

sion (the rows) by the domains and on the other dimension

(columns) by the criteria. Jointly these dimensions pro-

vide a framework in which a person's actual evaluations of

well-being are hypothesized to occur (Andrews & Withey,

1976, p. 13);

The model shows evaluations at three levels of

specificity. At the global level evaluations of how a

person feels about his overall well-being may be the

result of combining either the domain evaluations or the

criterion values. At the concern level how a person evalu-

ates a particular domain may be the result of how that

domain is perceived to meet a range of relevant criteria.

At the most specific level a particular domain may be

evaluated by a specific criterion.

Through smallest space analysis the researchers

were able to isolate fourteen concerns of importance to

people and which were well spread in the perceptual struc-

ture (non-redundant). These fourteen concern level
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Figure 1. Andrews' and Withey's Two-dimensional Conceptual

Model with Examples of Possible Domains and

Criteria and with Evaluations of Well-being at

Three Levels of Specificity.
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measures consist of six domains and eight criteria measures.

The domains include housing, job, family life, neighbor—

hood, sparetime activities and the national government.

The eight criteria are standard of living, fun, independence

and freedom, beauty, freedom from bother, safety, self-

accomplishment and acceptance by other peOple. Figure 2

represents the model which is expanded to show causal

linkages.

Figure 3 is a contracted form of the causal model

focusing only on the domains and criteria of particular

relevance to this study. The domains by criteria (e.g.,

feelings about family life with respect to how much fun one

is having or feelings about the job with respect to the

standard of living it affords) should predict general evalu-

ations of the family life and job domains respectively.

Additionally, the general concern level measures (e.g.,

global feeling of the job or family life) should predict

the overall perception of well-being.

Evaluations of the domains and perceived overall

well-being were expressed in terms of the categories on

the Delighted-Terrible (D.T.) scale (see Figure 4). This

scale was deve10ped by Andrews and Withey (1976) in an

attempt to design a measuring device that would yield more

valid and discriminating information about peOple's evalua-

tions of different aspects of life than had been produced

by previously used scales (Andrews & Withey, 1976, p. 20).
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The D.T. scale includes seven on scale categories

and three off scale categories. On scale categories ranged

from "Delighted" to "Terrible." The three off scale cate-

gories allows expression of concerns that are irrelevant.

These include "Neutral--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,"

"Does not apply to me," and "I never thought about it."1

The seven on scale categories were designed to

reduce skewed distributions resulting from the use of

scales of fewer categories.

Evaluations generated by the D.T. scale are termed

"affective evaluations." This phrase is based on the

hypothesis that "a person's assessment of life quality

involves both cognitive evaluation and some degree of

positive and/or negative feelings, i.e., "affect" (Andrews

& Withey, 1976, p. 18). This concept is broader than the

concept satisfaction and is the term used in this research

to describe subjective evaluations of work, family life and

overall well-being.

Research Objectives
 

This research is exploratory in nature and as such

the objective is not to test hypotheses but rather to

formulate hypotheses while seeking answers to the following

research questions:

 

lOff scale categories could not be used in statis-

tical analysis and were treated as missing data for this

research.
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To what extent do affective evaluations of the

domains family life and job predict perceived

overall well-being for men and women when added

to other variables?

What is the relationship between affective evalu-

ation of family life and affective evaluation of

g?" .
ni.|.~\,

job?

To what extent do eight value criteria predict

women's and men's affective evaluations of family

life and job?

To what extent do selected contextual variables

predict affective evaluations of family life, job

and perceived overall well-being for women and

men?

Do women employed for pay differ from women who are

not employed for pay on self-esteem, locus of con-

trol, family life satisfaction and perceived over-

all well-being?

Assumptions
 

The assumptions underlying this research are:

Individuals can accurately report their cognitions

and feeling states.

There is variation among individuals and groups as

to the aspects of life which are important and the

extent to which satisfactions are derived from them.
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3. Survey research is an adequate and appropriate

method for gaining insights into people's subjec-

tive perceptions and feelings.

4. The delighted-terrible scale yields interval level

data.

Theoretical Definitions

The following definitions are intended to conceptu-

ally clarify the variables and important terms used in this

study.

Perceived Overall Well—being - A global sense of

well-being based on both cognitive and affective assess-

ments of significant life concerns, guided by values,

aspirations, goals and roles.

Family Life - Interrelationships, interdependencies
 

and interactions of spouses, children and all other members

of a family system.

J92 - As distinguished from the broader concept

work, job refers to paid work.

Affective Evaluations - Assessments involving both

cognitive evaluation and feelings (both positive and nega-

tive) i.e., affect. (Consistency with the Andrews and

Withey model require that the term affective evaluation

be used instead of the more narrow term satisfaction.)

Domains - "Places, things, activities, peOple and

roles" (Andrews & Withey, 1976, p. 12).
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Criteria - "Values, standards, aspirations, goals,

and . . . in general . . . ways of judging what the domains

of life afford" (Andrews & Withey, 1976, p. 11).

Self Esteem - Relatively enduring evaluative and
 

affective attitudes toward oneself (Rosenberg, 1965).

Involves: (l) judgmental process--self examination, self

evaluation relative to performance, capacities, attributes,

etc. and (2) an affective attitude, i.e., self-rejection/

contempt, self acceptance/respect.

Locus of Control - The extent to which persons per-
 

ceive contingency relationships between their actions and

their outcomes. Internal control is the belief that

rewards and reinforcements are contingent upon one's own

actions. External control is the belief that rewards and

reinforcements occur independently of one's actions. The

extent to which peOple feel in control of their lives rather

than subject to control by external forces like society,

the government, superiors or even sheer fate or luck

(Rotter, 1966).

Occupational Prestige - "The phenomenon of differ-
 

ential societal evaluations of occupations according to

their social standing" (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, the amount of power

and influence implied in the activities of the occupation,
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by the characteristics of the incumbents" (Hodge, Siegal, &

Rossi, 1966, p. 332 quoted in Sontag, 1978, p. 30).

Family Life Cycle Stage - A way of viewing family
 

development as a sequence of stages. The family passes

from one stage or another before it breaks up from fission

and the death of its older members.

Dual Worker Family - A family unit in which both
 

heads have jobs. As distinguished from dual career fami-

lies, dual worker families are far more numerous and lack

some of the key elements of the dual career pattern. The

distinction hinges upon the differences between career and

work at a job in terms of the degree of personal commit-

ment (jobs are taken for more purely economic reasons) and

continuity of employment (jobs are more subject to inter-

ruptions and lack of clear develOpmental stages and accumu-

lation of expertise (Rapoport, 1971, p. 8)).



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter presents a review of relevant litera-

ture and research and provides a theoretical point of

departure for the questions under study. The chapter is

divided into four sections: perceived overall well-being

defined; the relationship of job and family life satis-

factions to overall well-being; the relationship of job

satisfaction and family life satisfaction; the relationship

of contextual variables to job satisfaction, family life

satisfaction and perceived overall well-being.1

Perceived Overall Well-being Defined
 

The concept perceived overall well-being is used

interchangeably with such concepts as perceived overall

quality of life, subjective well-being and overall life

satisfaction. Although it is a unitary concept, it is

multidimensional in that it is viewed as a weighted average

of the satisfactions in all those domains that are important

to people (Andrews & Withey, 1976).

 

lResearch related to satisfaction and happiness is

included in this literature review as there is a paucity of

research related to the broader concept affective evalua-

tion as proposed by Andrews and Withey.

21
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Perceived overall well-being is derived through the

interaction of the individual with the objective environ-

ments. PeOple live in objectively defined environments,

but they perceive subjectively defined environments. It

is this psychological space to which they respond (French,

Rodgers & Cobb, 1974). The individual's affective reac-

tions to the various domains or environments are dependent

upon the extent to which the environments are perceived

as fulfilling needs, aspirations or values. These aspira-

tions, needs and values become the standards by which

domains of life are evaluated. They arise out of existen-

tial states and cultures of man, are hierarchically ordered

and are therefore differentially held by individuals in

society (Graves, 1970; Maslow, 1954; Rescher, 1969:

Kluckhorn, 1959: Inglehart, 1977).

Relationship of Job Satisfaction and

Family Life Satisfaction to

Perceived Overall

Well-being

 

 

 

 

Industrial and organizational psychologists have

been preoccupied with the twin variables job satisfaction

and job performance. The relationship between job satis-

faction and overall life satisfaction or well-being has

received relatively little attention. Based on limited

research, job satisfaction however, consistently appears to

be a major component of overall well-being. In a recent &/

review article, Locke (1976, p. 1334) suggested that job //\
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\
satisfaction can affect a worker's attitude toward life, \

toward his family and toward himself. He further suggested X 7/,

that job satisfaction may be related to mental health and L '

adjustment--concepts often used interchangeably with well-

being.

Some research lends support to Locke's assertions.

Kornhauser (1965), in a large scale investigation of auto-

mobile workers in Detroit, found positive correlations

between interview measures of job satisfaction and life

satisfaction. These relationships were found to be con-

sistent among three levels of blue collar automobile workers.

Iris and Barrett (1972), compared two samples, one

of satisfied and one of dissatisfied foremen in a chemical

plant. They found that the more satisfied workers were

also more satisfied with their lives.

Andrews and Withey (1974) found in a study involv-

ing a national sample that job satisfaction was highly

related to overall satisfaction even after removal of vari-

ance redundancy with other predictors.

Anderson (1977) employed a number of predictors of

life satisfaction. She found in research involving a

sample of college students that the strongest role related

issue was the relationship between life satisfaction and

work satisfaction.

Quinn and Mongione (1973) and Trafton (1977) both

reported job satisfaction or dissatisfaction to be
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significantly though weakly correlated with life satis-

faction.

Despite the fact that the family literature is

replete with folklore and intuitively reasonable asser-

tions postulating the relationship between family life

satisfaction and life in general, few studies were found

which empirically tested the relationship.

Gurin, Veroff and Feld (1961), reported that their

respondents who said that they "were very happy" mentioned

marriage and family as the source of their happiness much

more often than did people who said that they were "not

too happy," and the "not too happy" were more likely to say

marriage and family were the source of their unhappiness.

The researchers concluded that when people are happy in

family relationships they tend to be happy generally,

when they are unhappy in family relationships they tend to

be unhappy.

Bubolz (1977) studied the quality of life of rural

persons in a Michigan county. The research yielded several

important findings relative to the family: peOple living

alone were least satisfied, while those whose family

included children under 20 living at home were the most

satisfied and family life ranked highest in importance and

satisfaction. She stated:

Our study did not probe for reasons why family life

loomed as such an important factor for our respondents

and why it was so significantly related to quality of

life. However we assume that family members help meet
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essential needs for love, belonging and communication.

The family also provides the environment in which

physical and other needs are often met (p. 9).

Bubolz's findings are supported by those of Andrews

and Withey (1976) whose study found that the family life

(including marriage and children) was the strongest source

of delight and pleasure of any of the domains of life

studied. Family life also contributed significantly more

to the prediction of perceived overall quality of life.

Campbell gt 31. (1976), also found the relationship

between marital satisfaction (one component of family life

satisfaction) and life satisfaction to be stronger than

that for most other domains. He further found that unmarried

people, especially the divorced and separated, were con—

siderably less satisfied with their lives than were married

respondents on the average.

The degree to which satisfaction in a particular

domain predicts one's perceptions of well-being appears

to be dependent upon the relative salience of that particu-

lar domain for overall life. A study on happiness under-

taken by Bradburn (1965) for the National Opinion Research I

Center found statistically significant correlations between .~
y

I

job satisfaction and life satisfaction. He found that

family life was statistically more significant than job

satisfaction.

London, Crandall and Seals (1977) and Haavio-

Mannila (1971) in separate studies on the relationships of
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job satisfaction, family life satisfaction and leisure

satisfaction to overall life satisfaction each found family

life to have the highest correlation with overall life

satisfaction.

Studies on aspirations and central life interest

seem to explain this phenomenon. The Protestant Ethic

views on the importance of work for overall well-being are

perhaps best summed up by Rainwater (1974):

Having a job provides validation and increases an

individual's sense of well-being in several ways:

First, it provides the economic resources that allows

one to pursue validating activities in his non-work

life. Second, it provides contact with others to

whom one can be someone. Third, a job gives a sense

of security about future income. Finally, the experi-

ence of work provides a sense of mastery, of personal

effectiveness which increases one's sense of well-

being. Jobs allow an individual to have a sense of

structured mastery over external reality that most

people cannot have without a job (p. 362).

This view of the centrality of the job for overall

well-being is differentially held by various segments of

\

the pOpulation. degers (1977) studied the relationshipg\y~

msm Ha

I

between work status and overall life satisfaction among 1

women. He found little difference in average levels of

life satisfaction expressed by housewives and by women

working outside the home. Substantial differences did

emerge however, when women were distinguished by their

motivation for paid work. Among women who wanted jobs,

working women were found to be more satisfied with their

lives than were housewives; while among those who preferred

not to work, housewives were more satisfied.
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W3 F?
Nye (1963) studied differences in personal satis-

factions between employed and unemployed women. His data

suggested some slight tendency for greater overall satis-

faction among women with jobs outside the home.

Ferree (1976) through structured interviews with

135 married predominately working class women in Boston

found that despite the strains of carrying a double role,

the woman with a full time outside job is happier and feels

herself to be better off than the full time housewife. Thel

I‘,

differences between working and non-working women were also 1;.

linked to generally higher levels of competence and self 1

esteem among working women.

A replication of Ferree's study by Wright (1978)

found no significant differences between working and non-

working women in the degree to which they felt their lives

were interesting, enjoyable, worthwhile, full, hopeful,

rewarding or self-enriching.

Going beyond the simple dichotomy of having and not

having a job, some research supports the view that work

assumes its maximal personal meaning for individuals only

when the occupational role is highly individualized, “AURU&J

especially among the professions (Rapaport, 1965).£fLow

status occupations often characterized by the absence of

gratifying incentives, have less ialience.

Haavio-Mannila (1971) found that for persons in

upper status occupations, the job was the source of central
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life interest while for persons in low status occupations,

the family was the source of central life interest. This

was found to be true for both men and women, married and

unmarried.

This finding is consistent with results reported by

Dubin (1963) and Orzak (1963). Both studied central life

interests of workers. Dubin found that for almost three

out of every four industrial workers studied, work and

the work place were not central life interests. In con-

trast, for four out of every five professional nurses

studied by Orzak, work and the work place were central

life interests. It is not clear from these studies what

the marital status of the respondents were. This variable

might have affected results.

On the contrary, occupational prestige was not an

important determinant of central life interest in a study

of professional engineers. Salvo (1968) found in a study

of professional engineers that both occupational and familial

orientations were very important to overall life satisfac-

tion. They were unable to establish a clear dominance of

the occupational orientation over the familial orientation.

Most respondents indicated that there was a weak normative

pressure (a value held by engineering colleagues) to give

priority to occupational relations and activities but in

their own personal preferences family relations were more

important for the majority.
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Family life cycle stage is an important variable

which has been linked to central life interest and satis-

factions derived from them. Harry (1976) studied evolving

sources of happiness for men over the life cycle. His

results led him to conclude that during the stage of being

a parent of young and school age children, men tend to

define happiness in terms of family life. During earlier

and later stages men look beyond the family for sources of

happiness. These results were derived from research using

a national probability sample; items reflecting satisfaction

with a variety of institutional areas were correlated with

a measure of overall happiness.

Sex appears to affect the prediction of central ”J

life interest. Rogers (1977) found evidence that work. GIl‘jL’ §

tends to be less central to the overall quality of women's

lives than is true for men.

Steven's (1964) study of married college students

found support for the hypothesis that husbands' aspirations

were more related to careers while wives' aspirations were

related to the home.

In sum, the literature reveals that job and family

are major components of well-being. The extent to which

each predicts or is related to overall life appears to be

determined by its relative salience for the individual.

This salience may be in turn determined by job prestige,

family life cycle stage and sex.
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Relationship of Family Life Satisfaction

and Job Satisfaction

There are three competing arguments or theories

which attempt to explain, predict or provide the model for

investigating the relationships between job satisfaction and

family life satisfaction (Orphen, 1978; Quinn, 1973: Locke,

1976). The segmentation argument contends that all life is
 

divided into several parts, each one representing a different

area of activity and interest. The prOponents of this view

believe that each segment is lived out more or less inde-

pendently of others. In their view, the workplace is

separated from home and attitudes developed in one setting

have no effect on attitudes in other settings. This theory

therefore predicts no relationship between family life

satisfaction and job satisfaction.

London 33 El- (1977) found negligible correlations

between measures of job and leisure satisfaction. From

this finding, they generalized that peOple segment their

experiences so that feelings derived from work and other

roles are basically unrelated.

The compensatory argument holds that unable to
 

achieve psychological gratification from their jobs, dis—

satisfied workers put their psychological investment into

other life roles and obtain compensatory gratification from

activities associated with these roles. This argument pre-

dicts a negative correlation between job satisfaction and

$2wa 8.0mm (9Cyl...

satisfaction with family life.
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Dubin (1956) reported responses of working class

subjects. His findings led him to suggest that the lesser

satisfactions of working class occupations provoke retreat

from boredom of work into more satisfying expressive attain-

ment of family life. He argued that when workers did not

have a sense of ego involvement in their jobs they tended to

develop an interest in domestic life.

The spillover argument contends that workers'
 

feelings about their jobs will generalize to other life

roles. This spillover theory suggests that satisfactions

derived from work will be positively related to non-work

satisfaction, e.g., family life.

Blood and Wolfe (1960) interpreted findings from

their data to suggest that satisfaction with work implies

that there is little residual discontent that is brought

home to interfere with the performance and enjoyment of

domestic roles or for the availability of husband for

"therapeutic" utilization by wife.

Dyer (1956) suggested that not only is husband

unencumbered in his accessibility for family interaction

when he is satisfied with his work, there is also evidence

that wife and children of satisfied workers are also

pleased with his work and the implications of it for family

life.
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Renshaw (1964) in explaining the results of her

study argued that there appears to be a reciprocal facili-

tation of harmony in family relations when husbands are

satisfied with their occupational situations. Industrial

psychologists concur in these findings (Kornhauser, 1965;

Messinger, 1971; Iris and Barret, 1972: Mansfield, 1972;

Quinn and Staines, 1979).

Empirical studies generally concerned themselves

with working husbands. With the recent increase of women ’7

in the labor force it is reasonable to believe that these I

findings could also apply to women.

Implicit in the research supporting both a spill-

over and a compensatory view is the assumption that the job

exerts the strongest influence in the relationship--that

compensation is from job dissatisfaction to family life

satisfaction or that spillover is from job satisfaction or

dissatisfaction to family life satisfaction or dissatis-

faction. Kanter (1977) casts doubt on this "long arm"

view of the job by providing a cogent discussion to empha-

size that if the emotional climate at work can affect the

family, so can the family's emotional climate and demands

affect members as workers. Family situations, she contends,

can define work orientations, motivations, abilities,

emotional energy and the demands people bring to the work

place.
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Kornhauser (1965) and Iris and Barret (1972)

reportedly found in their respective research that differ-

ences in job satisfaction cause variation in non-work

satisfaction. Their studies were not designed to allow

such causal inferences. Orphen (1978) did attempt to

empirically test causal direction in his study of work and

non-work. He used a cross-legged correlational technique

which enables a researcher to test the relative adequacy of

two Opposing theories providing they predict different

patterns Of Observed correlations. He was unable to con-

vincingly support causality from either direction. Although

he found support for the strong arm view Of the job, the

relationship was rather weak and could have conceivably

been due to error.

Two theoretical formulations which can be useful in

supporting a view that life or non-work satisfaction

(including family life) can cause differences in job satis-

faction are valency expectancy theory and cognitive-

dissonance theory. Applying valence expectancy theory one

could postulate that a higher degree Of fulfillment with

family is usually associated with feelings Of esteem and

internal control, both factors tend to produce strong

expectancy and instrumentality beliefs which are the main

determinants Of high levels Of work motivation and hence
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performance and satisfaction. Applying cognitive-

dissonance theory one could postulate that because high

levels Of fulfillment outside the work situation are incon-

gruent with feelings Of job satisfaction, individuals who

are satisfied with family and leisure will as a result,

tend to feel satisfied with their jobs, a consequence of

their effort to reduce dissonance and achieve congruence

(Orphen, 1978).

In sum, of the three competing arguments, the spill—

over argument is more strongly supported in the research

than are the segmentation or compensatory arguments.

There is some indication that a compensatory view may apply

to workers with low job prestige. The segmentation argument

does not appear plausible. Whether the spillover or com-

pensation is from job to family life or vice versa is not

clear. Based on limited research, the relationship between

job and family life appears tO be reciprocal.

Relationship Of Contextual Variables to

Job Satisfaction, Family Life

Satisfaction and Overall

Well-being

 

 

 

 

It has become almost a sociological truism that

various socioeconomic and racial groups generally hold

different attitudes toward life and their levels Of satis-

faction with different domains Of experience differ.

Research on job satisfaction and family life satisfaction

overwhelmingly support this view.
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Renee (1970) found that peOple Of higher status,

better educated, in higher prestige occupations or with

higher incomes were less likely than others to express dis-

satisfaction with their marriage. She also found that

blacks have much higher rates Of marital dissatisfaction

than do whites. This difference, she suggested, is due pri-

marily tO socioeconomic status. PeOple who are less well

educated, in lower-prestige occupations or with lower

income are more likely than others to express dissatis-

faction. Since blacks generally tend to be less well

educated, in lower prestige occupations and earning less

money than whites, their rates Of dissatisfaction is conse-

quently higher than that Of whites.

Andrews and Withey (1976) found small significant

differences between blacks and whites particularly in the

area Of economic concerns. Blacks however generally rated

family life higher than whites did.

Race and sex have been linked to job and family

satisfaction even when controlled for education and occu-

pational prestige. Hulin and Smith (1974) analyzed data

based on a sample Of 295 male workers and 163 female

workers drawn from different industrial plants representing

three different companies. Their findings showed that

female workers tend to be somewhat less satisfied with

their jobs than their male counterparts. By ways Of expla-

nation the authors stated:
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We do not maintain that sex per se is the crucial

factor which leads to either high or low satisfaction.

It is rather the entire constellation of variables

which consistently covary with sex. For example, pay,

job level, promotion Opportunities, societal norms,

etc. that is likely causing the difference in job

satisfaction (p. 90).

These comments are relevant to an understanding Of

race and its affect on satisfaction. Slocum and Strawser

(1972) studied a sample Of white and black certified pub-

lic accountants. Their data showed that black accountants

were less satisfied than their white counterparts with

almost all job factors. They stated that bOth blacks and

whites considered the same job characteristics as sources

Of satisfaction or dissatisfaction, but that blacks

received less satisfaction (presumably due to fewer rewards

in these categories).

Hoppock (1935), Armstrong (1971) and Locke (1974)

all concurred that general satisfaction increases as occupa-

tional level increases. Most recent investigations on per-

ceived overall well-being have however found remarkably

little variation in overall satisfaction from one group to

another in society.

Andrews and Withey (1976) found that the combined

effects Of age, sex, race, income, education and occupation

accounted for only 8 percent Of the variance in their index

Of perceived overall quality Of life.

Based on data from four Nordic countries Allardt

(1976) reported that when satisfaction measures were related
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to common background variables such as occupation, educa-

tion, sex and age, within each country, the overall satis-

faction level tended to be constant across categories

defined by social characteristics.

Englehart (1977) used a battery of social back-

ground variables while studying subjects in eight European

countries and America and found that they explained rela-

tively little variance in Objective satisfaction.

Campbell gt El- (1976) found weak relationships

between social background variables and overall life satis-

faction.

Seashore (1975) Offered some plausible explanations

for this seemingly unlikely phenomenon. He suggested that

individuals employ defense mechanisms to COpe with an

unsatisfactory situation. The following summarizes the

coping mechanisms he proposes:

Repression
 

The blocking Of certain thoughts, ideas, emotions,

or conclusions from entry into conscious awareness. Repres-

sion can block out emotions (though not without negative

consequences for the individual).

Accommodation
 

This proposition assumes that in "normal" individ-

uals, there is a persistent force toward the experience Of

satisfaction and the avoidance Of the experience Of dissatis-

faction, and that experiencing dissatisfaction, the individ-

ual will seek and find accommodation in some fashion. Thus
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dissatisfaction is generally an unstable and transitional

state, one that is changed.

Evidence for this proposition lies in the fact that

many persons feel and report satisfaction with life concerns

that on the face of it dO not merit that kind Of attitude

being grossly deficient in qualities that are commonly

valued. The dissatisfied individual will, in the normal

case, find ways to change his/her environment or rationalize

a change in his/her evaluation Of it. The accommodative

processes and strategies undertaken by an individual to

assure satisfaction may include one or several of the

following:

a. Changing the environment
 

b. Goal reduction — modifying expectations and aspira-
 

tions, reducing goals to bring them into consonance

with what he/she perceives to be the realities of

the situation and of feasible alternatives.

c. Cognitive distortion - altering perceptions of the
 

situation and of oneself to attain consonance

between values and experiences in the domain.

d. Resignation - simply accepting the situation, thus
 

preserving self esteem Often by allocating blame

to others in the system or tO past chance events

not now in one's control.

e. Withdrawal - gaining a partial psychological escape
 

from the dissatisfying situation usually by altering
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either values, or by seeking primary value reali-

zation in other activities, or by leaving the situ—

ation.

While all Of the strategies serve the immediate

and compelling function of dissatisfaction reduction some

accomplish this end with a by-product Of personal organi-

zational and societal enhancement, others at a heavy cost.

The psychological importance of self—evaluative

variables has been recognized by personality theorists

for many years, and concern with it is evident in the

literature. Such variables as self esteem and locus Of

control have particular relevance for affective evaluations

in that they structure individuals' perceptions.

Self-esteem is an enduring global personality orien-

tation shaped in childhood, tied to native propensities and

early formative experiences. It is not necessarily class

linked and is analytically distinct from situationally

specific accruements Of self worth which might reinforce

but does little to alter the more global self-esteem

(Rosenberg, 1965; COOpersmith, 1967; Scanzoni, 1970).

Global self esteem in so far as it is a basic

personality characteristic tends to influence perceptions

and evaluations. Low self esteem has been found to hamper

interpersonal relationships, interactions and communication.

It has also been found to distort perceptions Of social
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reality. High self—esteem appears to have just the opposite

consequences (Rosenberg, 1965).

Self-esteem can thus be expected to have an impact

on family relations, on job evaluation and on overall life

evaluation.

Scanzoni (1970) related self-esteem to family life

satisfaction, particularly marital satisfaction:

The significance of global self esteem for conjugal

cohesion lies in its impact on processes Of reciprocity

and exchange. We would expect that high self-esteem

would increase evaluations Of husband and wife primary

interaction and that low self-esteem would decrease

it. This expectation is based on Rosenberg's con-

clusion that one with low self-esteem is "more vulner-

able tO interpersonal relations (deeply hurt by criti-

cism, blame, or scolding). He is relatively awkward

with others; he assumes others think poorly of him or

do not particularly like him (p. 99).

Scanzoni's research supported this view.

Anderson (1977) found that the self—esteem measure \

employed for her study was the variable most highly related

tO job, family life and overall life satisfactions. When

a number of predictor variables were entered into regression

analyses, self-esteem best predicted life satisfaction.

Locus Of control is another self evaluative con-

struct which has implications for satisfactions in job,

family life and overall life evaluations. General locus

Of control according to Rotter (1954) is the belief that

the consequences Of an event are dependent upon one's own

actions and thereby under personal control, or that the

consequences are unrelated to one's own behaviors and
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thereby beyond personal control. These expectancies

generalize from the pattern of past experience. Locus Of

control is considered a rather stable personality charac-

teristic formed early in childhood but susceptible to some

change (Andrisani, 1975). It is significant to satisfaction

research in that it, like self-esteem, structures one's

perceptions and outlook.

Anderson studied locus Of control in relation to

overall life satisfaction. She found it to be related to

life satisfaction although not so strongly as self-esteem.

NO studies were found relating locus of control to

job and family life satisfactions.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Data used in this investigation were gathered as

a part Of a larger study commonly referred to as "The

Quality of Life Research Project" which was funded by the

Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station.1 Survey data

were Obtained through self-administered questionnaires

given to husbands and wives living together in Oakland

County, Michigan who had school age children (5-18 years

old) living at home at the time Of the survey.

Sampling Design
 

The Quality Of Life Research Project directors

contracted with a major marketing research firm tO draw

the sample and collect the data. Multistage cluster

sampling employing probability prOportionate to households

procedures were designed and executed. Geographical areas

 

1"The Quality Of Life Research Project" is a joint

undertaking by an interdepartmental team Of Human Ecologists

at Michigan State University. Project number 1249, "Cloth—

ing Use and Quality Of Life in Rural and Urban Communities"

is directed by Dr. Ann Slocum, Department of Human Environ-

ment and Design. Project number 3151, "Families in Evolv-

ing Rural Communities" is directed by Dr. Margaret Bubolz,

Department Of Family and Child Sciences. Both projects

have a common data base.

42
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were categorized by type: rural, urban and suburban and by

racial composition: black and white. In each sampling

point cluster, a randomly designated household was chosen

as the sight Of the first interview and each household

from it (using a prescribed walk pattern) was designated

household for interview until four were selected. The

original call plus three callbacks were made to designated

households as was necessary to establish contact. If no

contact was made after four attempts or household did not

meet eligibility requirements, substitution Of house to

right then house to left was made.1

Data Collection Procedures
 

Before field procedures began, briefing sessions

for interviewers were conducted by the field supervisor

Of the research agency and by members Of the Quality Of

Life Research Project Team. Trained interviewers, hired

by the research agency, were briefed in these sessions on

sampling procedures, acquainted with questionnaire items

and given placement, pickup and editing instructions (see

Appendix C).

Due tO difficulties in placing questionnaires, some

modifications were made (see Appendix B). These modifi-

cations placed some limits on the generalizability of the

results. Caution must be taken when interpreting beyond

 

1See Appendix B for more details Of the sampling

design and later modifications.
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the sample. Since the major purpose Of this study is

focused on looking at relationships between variables

rather than generalizing to the pOpulation the modifica-

tions were deemed not critical.

This researcher served as an intern with the pro-

ject. Specific duties included placing questionnaires and

interviewing for pretesting, analyzing field procedures

used during pretesting, developing codes for Open-ended

questions related to family life, developing family vari-

ables, editing completed questionnaires, coding responses

for data processing and participating in team meetings and

discussions related to the research project.

Li *
Instrument -~
 

A questionnaire was developed to incorporate common

Objectives as well as those Objectives specific to the dis-

ciplines represented by team members.

Questionnaire items were develOped by the Quality

Of Life Project staff. Others were drawn from secondary

sources. Drs. Frank Andrews and Stephen Withey Of the

University Of Michigan granted permission for the use Of

items which implemented the quality of life matrix model

described in Chapter I. These items were made available

through the Inter-University Consortium Of Political and

Social Research of which Michigan State University is a

member. Written permission was granted by Princeton

University Press for use Of Morris Rosenberg's Self Esteem
 



45

Scale and Campbell gt gl. (1976) granted permission for the

use of the Index Of Personal Competence. Demographic
 

variables were develOped by the project staff.

Pretesting Of the questionnaire was conducted by

graduate students working with the Quality Of Life Project.

One rural area and two suburban areas in Ingham County,

Michigan and one suburban area in Oakland County, Michigan

served as the pretest areas. Minor modifications to the

questionnaire resulted.

The questionnaire was submitted to and approved

by the Michigan State University Committee on Research

Involving Human Subjects. Written informed consent for use

Of the data was Obtained from all respondents. Respondents

were assured Of and received anonymity. A check for ten

dollars was given to each household that submitted a com-

pleted set (husband and wife) of questionnaires.

Data Processing Procedures
 

Data processing was conducted by Quality Of Life

Project staff including directors, graduate students, under-

graduate work study students and a programmer.

Before coding began questionnaires were edited by

graduate students. Checks were made for completion, eligi-

bility and possible collusion. Codes were assigned for

missing data, occupational classification and prestige.

Coded responses were then transferred to Opscan sheets

from which they were keypunched and later placed on a
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master computer tape. Computer printouts were examined

for errors.

Description of the Sample
 

Interviewers were required to keep a call record

which would indicate contacts and attempted contacts made.

Table 1 presents a summary Of the contacts made and dis-

positions Of households during field procedures for the

237 households selected for this study. The number Of

unsuccessful attempts at placement suggests some difficulty

in drawing the sample.

The final sample Of the Quality Of Life Research

Project consisted Of 244 cases. Modifications made in the

sampling design due to difficulty in Obtaining willing

respondents who met the original criteria, resulted in the

inclusion of 7 single parents. For the sake Of simplicity

in data analysis these seven cases were drOpped from this

study's sample. Additionally, because race as a demo-

graphic variable was of interest to this study, cases where

husbands and wives indicated race to be other than black

or white were also dropped. There were only four such

cases (tOO small to be included in data analysis). The

final sample for this investigation was comprised Of 466

men and women or 233 husband-wife couples. As shown in

Table 2, 193 were white men, 40 were black men, 194 were

white women and 39 were black women.
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Table l.--Disposition Of Households Contacted in the Sample

Selection Process.

_. ——

—

 

Disposition Frequency

Eligible and placement 237

Eligible but refusal before placement 59

Not eligible 112

Refusal before eligibility determined 18

NO answer 156

Vacant residence 7

Interviewer terminated 5

(e.g., language barrier)

Other (e.g., parents not at home) 6

Missing information for a contact 20

or attempted contact

 

Table 2.--Composition Of Total Sample by Sex and Race.

 

   

 

Women Men Total

Race

N % N % N %

Black 39 16.7 40 17.2 79 17.0

White 194 83.3 193 82.8 387 83.0

Total 233 100.0 233 100.0 446 100.0
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As indicated in Table 3, the average age for women

was 37.6 while the average age for men was 40. Racial

differences in age were negligible.

For men the educational level attained (see Table 4)

ranged from less than eighth grade to the Ph.D. or another

professional degree. Black men however, were less well

educated than white men with an average Of a high school

diploma while white men averaged one to two years Of col-

lege. For women the range was less than eight years to

some schooling beyond the master's degree. The mean was a

high school diploma for both black and white women. Thus,

white men were better educated than white women or all

blacks.

Family income ranged from under $5,000 to $75,000+

with the median family income falling in the category

$20,000 to $29,000. For blacks, the median income fell

within the $20,000 to $24,000 category while for whites

the median income was higher falling in the $25,000 to

$29,000 category (see Table 5).

Men and women who were employed full time worked

in a variety Of occupations as indicated in Table 6. Women

were mainly employed in the professional, technical, clerical,

and laborers' classifications. The bulk Of the men were

concentrated in the professional, technical, managerial and

craftsmen classifications. Table 7 suggests that occu-

pational prestige is higher for white males than for white
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Table 5.--Family Income Distribution.

 

  

 

. a Blacks Whites

Total Family Income

N % N %

Under 5,000 0 0.0 l .5

5,000 - 9,999 5 12 5 11 5.6

10,000 - 14,999 4 10.0 9 4.6

15,000 - 19,999 5 12.5 31 16.1

20,000 - 24,999 7 17.5 42 21.8

25,000 - 29,999 8 20.0 36 18.7

30,000 - 34,999 4 10.0 26 13.5

35,000 - 49,999 6 15.0 26 13.5

50,000 - 74,999 0 0.0 9 4.7

75,000+ 0 0.0 l .5

Missing data 1 2.5 l .5

Total 40 100.0 193 100.0

 

a1977

Note: Median income:

income before taxes

Blacks - $20,000-$24,000

Whites - $25,000-$29,000



Table 6.--Types of Occupations Held by Men and Women.

 

  

 

a b

Occupational Women Men

Class1f1cat1on N % N %

Professional, Technical

and kindred workers 19 22'4 45 20.5

Managers and administrators 5 6 0 52 23 7

except farm ' ‘

Sales workers 8 9.4 16 7.0

Clerical and kindred 20 24.0 17 7.8

workers

Craftsmen and kindred l 1.2 54 25.0

workers

Operatives except transport 7 5.0 18 8.2

Transport equipment 4 l 2 2 9

operatives ' °

Laborers, except farm 1 14.1 8 3.7

Service workers except

private household 12 8'2 7 3'2

Private household workers 4 5.0 0 0

Missing data 3 3.5 0 0

Total 85 100 219 100

 

aN

bN = 219

85 (5 had non-working husbands)

Note: Twelve non-working men were also drOpped

from sample.

comparisons.

This was too small an N to make meaningful
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women and for blacks; however, as previously noted, educa-

tional level was higher for white men. Based on sex the

imbalance Of men in managerial and women in clerical posi-

tions is Obvious; again as previously noted, women were

less educated than were white males. Eighty couples were

dual worker families.

The average size Of the households was 4.97 with

white households slightly smaller than that Of blacks.

Whites averaged 4.7 family members while blacks averaged

5.9. The overall mean number Of children was 2.7. Whites

had slightly fewer children than blacks with a mean Of 2.6

while blacks had a mean Of 3.4 children.

In summary, these demographic data indicate that

the families consisted of middle aged men and women, rela-

tively well educated with above average family incomes and

fairly small families. For individual respondents, small

differences existed along sex and racial lines. The major

discrepancy was in the areas Of education and job prestige.

Generally, the families were fairly homogenous with

respect to other variables.

Development Of Variables

Perceived Overall Well-being: This main dependent variable

was measured by the Perceived Overall Quality Of Life (POQL)

measure referred to as the Life 3 Index by Andrews and

Withey (1976). This index was derived by computing the

simple mean of the two coded re5pones on the delighted-terrible
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scale given by respondents to the question "How do you feel

about your life as a whole?" This question was asked twice

in the interview, once near the beginning and later after

the respondent had answered intervening questions relative

tO quality of life concerns. Through empirical testing and

replication Andrews and Withey found that this measure pro-

vided a more reliable and valid indicator Of the respondent's

true feelings about life as a whole than did either Of its

constituent parts. The authors regarded this measure as one

of their best measures Of well-being having an estimated

reliability Of .70 (Andrews & Withey, 1976) (see Appendix A,

item 1.1 and 9.2). For this study's sample reliability Of

this measure was .67 to women and .58 for men.

Domains-by-Criteria: Specific evaluations Of the six

domains with respect to the eight criteria in the matrix

model (see Appendix A, items 2.1a-2.7h). These evaluations

are predictor variables for the general domain evaluations.

General Affective Evaluation of Domains: Global evaluations

Of domains of life as determined by responses to the ques-

tions ?How do you feel about your [domain]?" Responses

were measured on the D.T. scale.

Self Esteem: Respondents' evaluation of and attitude toward

self is measured by a score on Rosenberg's Self Esteem

scale (see Appendix A, item 3.1-3.10) scores ranged from

zero to six. The scoring procedure differed from that Of
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Rosenberg in that low numerical scores corresponds to low

self-esteem and a high numerical score corresponds to low

self-esteem.

Locus of Control: Respondents score on the Index Of Per-
  

sonal Competence (develOped by Campbell gt gl., 1976)
 

scores ranged from 0 - 4 representing a continuum of the

degree Of external-internal control. The higher the score

the more internal a person is (see Appendix A, items 4.1-

4.4).

Race: Black or white as indicated by response to question

"What is your race?" (see Appendix A, item 13.4).

Occupational Prestige: Two-digit occupational prestige
 

score assigned to respondent on the basis Of responses to

questions dealing with job title, duties, type and loca-

tion Of industry, hours per work week and type Of pay

received (see Appendix A, items l3.9b-13.9e and 13.99).

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, Siegal and Rossi and reported by the Social Science

Research Council (1975). Prestige rankings have integer

values ranging from nine tO seventy-eight.
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Family Life Cycle Stage: Stage Of family development as
 

indicated by age of youngest child. Andrews and Withey

(1976, p. 290) justify the use Of the age Of the youngest

child as the determinant Of family life cycle stage. They

state: "We suspect this exerts particular influence over

family life" (see Appendix A, item 15.1a).

Total Family Income: Coded category computed on the basis
 

Of both spouses' separate responses to the question "What

was the total income for you and family members who live

with you during the last year, 1977?" (see Appendix A,

item 13.lla) (see Sontag, 1978 for explanation Of how

this variable was computed).

Personal Income: Categorical estimate of total family
 

income earned by respondent. Derived from respondents'

answer to the question "About how much Of this total family

yearly income do you estimate that you will earn in 1977?"

(see Appendix A, item 13.11b).

Dual Worker Family: This computed variable was based on
 

both spouses responses to the job screen question "DO you

have a job for which you are paid and at which you usually

work at least 20 hours per week?" (see Appendix A, p- 112).

Education: Respondents answer to question, "What is the
 

highest level Of formal schooling that you have completed?"
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Levels ranged from less than eight grades to Ph.D./Other

professional degree, i.e., M.D., O.D., DDS (see Appendix A,

item 13.7a).

Table 8 represents a summary Of the questionnaire

items used tO measure these variables.

Data Analysis Procedures
 

All analyses were conducted separately for husbands

and wives in order to meet the assumption of independence

required by the statistical tests employed. The unit of

analysis was the individual. All statistical procedures

were programmed using the Statistical Package for the
 

Social Sciences (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner and Bent,
 

1975) and were carried out on the Control Data Corporation

6500 model computer at Michigan State University. Signifi-

cance for all tests was set at the .05 level.

Statistical Tests and Assumptions
 

The following questions were investigated by

multiple regression analysis with a forward stepwise

solution:

Question 1. TO what extent do affective evaluations
 

of the domains family life and job predict perceived

overall well-being for women and men when added to

other variables?
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Table 8.--Questionnaire Items Used to Measure Variables

Under Study.

 

Variable Questionnaire Itema

 

Perceived Overall Quality Of Life 1.1, 9.2

General Affective Evaluations

of Six Domains

Housing 1.12

Job 1.7

Family Life 1.3a

Neighborhood 1.14

Spare Time Activities 1.16

National Government 1.10

Specific Affective Evaluations

of Domains by Eight Criteria

Job 2.3a — 2.3b

Family Life 2.4a - 2.4h

Self Esteem (Rosenberg's Self 3 1 _ 3 10

Esteem Scale) ' '

Locus of Control (Index Of
4.1 - 4.4

Personal Competence)

Race 13.4

Occupational Prestige l3.9a - l3.9d, 13.9g

Family Life Cycle Stage 15.1a

Dual Worker Family Job screen top Of page

112, Appendix A

Education 13.7a

Personal Income 13.1lb

 

aAppendix A.
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Question 3. What are the values held by women and
 

men which best predict their affective evaluation

Of family life and job?

Question 4. TO what extent are selected contextual
 

variables (locus Of control, self esteem, race,

education, occupational prestige, dual worker

family, personal income and family life cycle

stage) predictors Of family life, job and per-

ceived overall well-being?

The forward stepwise inclusion procedure for

multiple regression is an appropriate technique when the f

researcher's primary interest is Often not in hypotheses é

testing, or in assessing the relative importance Of inde- {

pendent variables, but rather in making as good a predic-

tion to a criterion as possible on the basis Of several

predictor variables. The aim is the selection Of the

minimum number Of variables necessary tO account for much

of the variance accounted for by the total set (Kerlinger,

1973).

In the forward stepwise solution tests are per—

formed at each step to determine the contribution of each

variable already in the equation if it were to enter last.

F ratios are calculated for each variable when it is -~-I~

entered last. The F to remove statistic at each step is
 

a test Of the loss caused to R by removing a given vari-

able, i.e., the proportion of variance with which R is
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decreased by removing the variable. The F to enter is a
 

test Of the increment in the proportion Of variance

accounted for by a given variable entered last in the

equation. The variable which has the highest zero-order

correlation with the criterion variable enters the regres-

sion equation first. The next variable having the highest

partial correlation with the criterion variable enters.

It equivalently has the highest F to enter. This process

continues until all variables are entered providing their

F to enter is significant at the pre-specified level Of

significance. The overall F specifies the test Of the

2 due to the variable over and above thoseincrement in R

already entered in the equation.

Multiple regression procedures are based on the

following assumptions:

1. Random sampling

2. Normal distribution

3. Equality Of variance

4. Additivity

5. Linearity Of relationships

6. Independence

The F test statistics which are associated with

multiple regression are considered to be "robust" with

regard to violation of these assumptions (Kerlinger, 1973,

p. 77). Despite this, serious violations may be critical.



62

Pearson product-moment correlation was the statis-

tical procedure employed to investigate Question 2.

Question 2. TO what extent are affective evaluations
 

of job and family life related?

The Pearson correlation coefficient r is the test

statistic associated with Pearson correlation. It pro-

vides a measure of the degree to which variation or change

in one variable is related tO variation or change in

another. The test statistic r is the measure of associ—

ation most commonly used for two continuous variables.

It is a test of the strength and direction of the relation-

ship. If the measure approaches +1 a strong positive

linear relationship is indicated. If the value approaches

-l.0 a strong negative linear relationship is indicated.

If it approaches zero the indication is an absence Of a

linear relationship.

Pearson product moment correlation assumes linear-

ity, random sampling, and bivariate normal distribution

(Nie gt gl., 1975).

Multivariate analysis Of variance was employed

to investigate Question 5.

Question 5. DO women employed full time for pay
 

differ from unemplOyed women on self-esteem,

locus of control, family life satisfaction and

perceived overall well-being?
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Multivariate analysis Of variance is analysis of

variance with any number Of independent variables and any

number Of dependent variables. The F test of statistical

significance is used to determine whether the means of

the dependent variables, considered simultaneously are

equal. The multivariate F test, tests the significance

of mean differences k dimensionally.

Multivariate analysis assumes randomness, additiv-

ity, homoscedasticy, independence and multivariate normal

distribution (Babbie, 1973).

Listwise deletion Of data was used for all statis-

tical procedures. This provides assurance that all com-

putations are carried out on the same universe Of data.

Whenever there is a possibility Of a large amount Of

missing data (as a cursory review of frequency data indi-

cated) Listwise is the recommended procedure. Serious

problems in the interpretation Of results can arise if

listwise deletion is not used. This is especially true

for regression analysis procedures (Nie gt gl., p. 353).



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

The statistical procedures and test statistics are

detailed in Chapter III. This chapter contains descriptive

data and test results for questions under study. Each

section contains a statement Of the research question,

frequency data_for variables under study and summary

results Of statistical test employed.

Question I
 

TO what extent do affective evaluations Of the

domains family life and job predict perceived overall well-

being for women and men when added to other variables?

Table 9 summarizes the frequency data on the inde-

pendent and dependent variables giving, by employment

status, means and standard deviations Of women and men's

responses on each measure.

Generally, this study's sample tended tO evaluate

their overall lives positively. The mean POQL scores by

employment status showed no difference in mean ratings by

women (x = 5.4) on this measure. Men showed slightly less

satisfaction with a mean score Of 5.3. All means ratings
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on the POQL measure fell on the D.T. scale between the

categories Of mostly satisfied and pleased.

Both men and women rated family life as more satis-

fying than any other domain Of life. Men were slightly

more satisfied (I = 5.8) than were women. Employed women

showed slightly less satisfaction (x = 5.6) with family

life than did employed men. Women who were not employed

fell between the two (x = 5.7).

Employed women were slightly more satisfied with

their jobs (x = 5.0) than were employed men (x = 4.9).

For all women and men the ordering Of satisfactions

was downward from family life to housing, neighborhood,

job, spare time activities and national government.

Results Of Multiple Regression

Analysis for Question I

Multiple regressions were run for employed women,

employed men and women who were not employed.

Table D1, Appendix D, presents the correlation

matrices for the independent and dependent variables for

the respective subsamples. Tables 10, 11 and 12 present

the summary of results for the multiple regression analyses.

For employed women the F to Enter and the Overall

F tests were statistically significant (p < .05) for the

domains family life, job and spare time activities. Com-

bined, these three domains contributed 58% to the total

variance accounted for. Family life was the best predictor
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contributing alone 46% to R2. Job added 8% while spare

time added a weak 4% to R2.

For employed men, family life, job and spare time

activities combined contributed approximately 50% to the

total variance accounted for. Family life contributed 28%

to R2, job added 15% and spare time activities added 7%.

The overall F and the F to enter tests were statistically

significant (p < .05) for each Of the three variables.

For women who were not employed for pay, family,

spare time and house accounted for 60% Of the variance.

Family life accounted for 50% Of the variance. Spare time

affected an incremental change in R2 Of 7% while house

added a weak 3% to R2.

Question 2
 

What is the relationship between affective evalu-

ation of family life and affective evaluation Of job?

Results of Pearson Product

Moment Correlation

The Pearson's r for the relationship Of job and

family life evaluation for all working women was .355

(p < .05) indicating a positive linear but somewhat weak

relationship.

For men the Pearson's r .0699 was not significant

(p < .05) indicating no linear relationship.
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Question 3
 

TO what extent do eight value criteria predict

women's and men's affective evaluations Of family life and

job?

Table 13 presents the frequencies Of women's and

men's affective evaluations of the family life and job

domains by eight value criteria.

Employed women were mostly satisfied with their

jobs with respect to the extent tO which they were being

accepted and included by others (x = 5.1). They were

least satisfied with their jobs with respect to the freedom

from bother it allowed them to have (x = 4.3). Ratings Of

the job according to standard of living, fun, independence

and freedom, beauty, safety and accomplishing something all

fell between the categories of mixed and mostly satisfied.

Employed men were satisfied with their job with

respect to how well they enabled them to accomplish what

they want (x = 5.2). They were least satisfied with the

job with respect to the amount of beauty it enabled them to

enjoy. All other mean ratings Of the job by standard Of

living, fun, independence and safety fell at the lower

end between the categories mixed and mostly satisfied.

Family life was most satisfying for employed women

with respect to how much it enabled them to be accepted and

included by others. They were least satisfied with their

families with respect to the amount Of freedom from bother
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Table 13.--Means of Women's and Men's Affective Evaluations

of Job and Family Life by Eight Criteria.

 

Criteria Family Life Job

 

Standard Of Living

Employed Women 5.4 4 8

Employed Men 5.2 4.9

Unemployed Women 5.3 -

Fun

Employed Women 5.3 4.7

Employed Men 5.4 4.7

Unemployed Women 5.3 -

Independence and Freedom

Employed Women 5.0 4.9

Employed Men 5.1 4 9

Unemployed Women 5.0 -

Beauty

Employed Women 5.4 4.7

Employed Men 5.6 4.4

Unemployed Women 5.5 -

Freedom from Bother

Employed Women 5.0 4.3

Employed Men 5.0 4.5

Unemployed Women 4.9 -

Safety

Employed Women 5.4 4.8

Employed Men 5.4 4.8

Unemployed Women 5.3 -

Accomplishing Things

Employed Women 5.1 4 9

Employed Men 5.4 5.2

Unemployed Women 5.1 -

Acceptance and Inclusion

Employed Women 5.5 5.1

Employed Men 5.6 4.9

Unemployed Women 5.4 -
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(x = 5.0) and the independence and freedom they were allowed

to have (x = 5.0). Ratings Of the family with respect to

other value criteria fell between the mostly satisfied tO

pleased categories.

Employed men were most satisfied with their families

with respect to the amount of beauty they were enjoying

(x = 5.6) and the acceptance and inclusion by others it

allowed (x = 5.6). They were least satisfied with their

families with respect to the freedom from bother they

enjoyed (x = 5.0) as were the employed women.

Women who were not employed were most satisfied

with their family lives by the beauty they were enjoying

(x = 5.5) as were employed men (employed women were least

satisfied with families with respect to this value). As

were the employed men and women, women who were not employed

were least satisfied with their families with respect to

the freedom from bother they were enjoying.

Results Of Multiple Regression

Analysis for the Prediction of

Family Life and Job by Eight

Criteria

Tables D2 through D5, Appendix D, present corre-

lation matrices for the independent and dependent vari-

ables. Tables 14 through 18 present the summary Of the

multiple regression analyses.

For employed women, accomplishing something was the

only statistically significant value to predict family life
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evaluation contributing 32% to the variance accounted for.

For this variable overall F was 17.55 (p < .05).

For unemployed women, family life was predicted best

by the criteria accomplishing something and fun. Combined,

these two variables contributed 31% to R2. Accomplishing

something (F 31.06, F to enter 31.06, p < .05) contributed

25% alone tO R2 while fun (F 21.41, F to enter 9.10, p <

.05) added 6% to R2.

For employed men, standard of living, beauty and

accomplishing something were significant values for the

prediction Of family life evaluation. Standard Of living

(F 62.88, p < .05) accounted for 35% Of the variance while

beauty (F 41.74, F to enter 13.76, p < .05) added 7% to R2.

Accomplishing something (F 25.32, F to enter 8.05, p < .05)

contributed another 3% to R2.

For employed women, independence and freedom was

the only statistically significant value predicting job

evaluation. This value contributed 38% to the variance

accounted for having an overall F of 23.56 (p < .05).

For employed men, accomplishing something, fun, and

beauty and attractiveness are significant predictors of job

evaluation contributing in combination, 50% to the total

variance accounted for. Accomplishing something (F 60.94,

p < .05) contributed 34% to R2, fun (F 54.01, F to enter

31.30, p < .05) added 14% to R2 while beauty and attrac-

tiveness added a weak 2%.
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Question 4
 

TO what extent do selected contextual variables

(locus Of control, self-esteem, race, education, occupa—

tional prestige, dual worker family, personal income and

family life cycle stage) predict affective evaluations of

family life, job and perceived overall well-being for

women and men?

Tables 19 through 21 present descriptive statistics

by selected aggregates on affective evaluations Of family

life, job and perceived overall quality Of life. When the

sample was divided into racial groups, black women in

general had the lowest mean ratings on each variable.

Those black women who were employed full time had even

lower mean ratings indicating more dissatisfaction than any

other group. White men and white women were more satisfied

with family life than were their black counterparts. For

women employed full time mean ratings for family life

became progressively more positive with each incremental

rise in education. White men were less satisfied with their

job than were either women employed full time or black men.

Results Of Multiple Regression

Analysis for Question 4

Tables D-S, D«6, and D-7 Appendix D, present the

correlation matrices for the variables entered into the

regression employed to answer question 4 for women and men.

Tables 22 through 29 present the summaries of the stepwise
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Table l9.--Descriptive Statistics on Affective Evaluation of Family Life, Job and Perceived

Overall Well-being for Selected Aggregates Of Employed Women.

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Family Life POQL

Standard

Deviation

Race

Black 5.2 1.0 17 4.4 l l 18 .7 17

White 5.8 1.0 65 5 2 l l 65 .9 67

Education

Less than 8.5. Diploma 12 12 1.2 13

Completed H.S. but not 53 54 .8 54

college

Completed College but

not Masters 13 13 '7 13

Completed Masters

Degree but not 3 3 1.0 3

Ph.D.

Completed Ph.D. or

other professional - - - -

degree

Ocquational Prestigg

10-19 4.3 3 3 5.3 .6 3

20-29 5.5 l7 17 5.2 .9 17

30-39 5.5 19 19 5.2 .0 20

40-49 5.4 19 19 5.1 .7 19

50-59 6 5 6 6 6.0 .3 6

60-69 5 9 14 14 5.7 .7 14

70-79 6.0 l l 4.5 - 1

Dual Worker Familya

Yes 5 7 78 79 .7 79

No 5 5 4 4 .7 5

Personal Income

Under 10,000 5.7 .0 55 0 55 .7 56

10,000-14,999 5.7 9 l7 6 18 .9 l7

15,000-19,999 4.8 .5 5 8 5 .4 5

20,000-24,999 6.5 .7_ 2 2 .4 2

25,000-29,999 7 O - l l - l

30,000-34,999 O O - l

35,000-49,999 1 l - 1

Family Life Cycle Stageb

(1-5 yrs.) Preschool 5 5 l7 l7 .2 18

(6-11 yrs.) Elementary 5.5 35 35 .8 35

(12-14 yrs.) Junior High 6.1 11 12 .6 12

(15-18 yrs.) High School 6 7 l9 l9 .7 l9

Locus of Control Score

(External) 1 5.2 17 18 .7 18

2 5 9 21 20 .6 21

3 5.3 l9 l9 .8 19

(Internal) 4 6 4 l9 l9 .6 l9

Self-Esteem Score

(Low) 1 6.0 l 1 - 2

2 4.0 l 1 - l

3 4 8 5 5 .7 5

4 5.5 12 12 .8 12

5 5 4 23 24 .6 24

(High) 6 5 9 ‘ 37 37 .7 37

 

aFour families where only wife was employed.

bDetermined by age of youngest child.
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Table 20.--Descriptive Statistics on Affective Evaluation of Family Life, Job and Perceived

Overall Well-being for Selected Aggregates Of Employed Men.

 

Family Life

 
  

 

Race

Black

White m
m

t
o
"
!

Education

Less than H.S. Diploma 5.5

Completed H.s. but not

College

Completed College but

not Masters

Completed Masters

Degree but not 5.9

Ph.D.

Completed Ph.D. or

other professional 6.2

degree

Occgpational Prestige

10-19 6.0

20-29 5.6

30-39 5.8

40-49 5.8

50-59 5.9

60-69 5.7

70-79 6.2

Dual Worker Family

Yes

No U
‘
U
‘

0
3
0

Personal Income

Under 10,000

10,000-14,999

15,000-19,999

20,000-24,999

25,000-29,999

30,000-34,999

35,000-49,999

50,000-74,999 O
D
w
O
I
-
‘
O
‘
O
b

O
‘
U
‘
U
‘
U
‘
O
‘
U
I
O
‘
U
‘

Family Life Cycle Stage

(1-5 yrs.) Preschool 5 6

(6-11 yrs.) Elementary 6.0

(12-14 yrs.) Junior High 6 2

(15-18 hrs.) High School 5 8

Locus of Control

(mu) 1 5.5

2 5.9

3 6.0

(High) 4 6.0

Self-Esteem Score

(LOW) 1 3 0

2 4 6

3 5 1

4 6.0

5 5 9

6 6 0(High)

F
‘
P
‘
F
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Table 21.--Descriptive Statistics on Affective Evaluation of Family Life,

and Perceived Overall Well-being for Selected Aggregates of

Unemployed Women.

 

Family Life

 

Standard

 

 

 

 

 

Deviation N M Deviation N

Race

Black 1.3 21 5.3 21

White .9 124 5.4 125

Education

Less than H.S. Diploma 1.1 24 5.5 24

Completed H.S. but not ‘

College 1.0 99 5.3 100

Completed College but

not Masters .8 18 5.6 18

Completed Masters

Degree but not

Ph.D. 1.3 4 5.6 4

Completed Ph.D. or

other professional - 0 - 0

degree

Family Life Cycle Stage

(1-5 yrs.) Preschool 4.5 1.1 63 5.3 63

(6-11 yrs.) Elementary 5.8 .9 49 5.5 50

(12-14 yrs.) Junior High 5 9 .9 19 5.4 19

(ls-18 yrs.) High School 5.4 .8 14 5.4 14

Locus of Control

(External) 1 5 1 1.1 19 4.6 19

2 5 7 .9 31 5.3 32

3 5.9 .9 41 5.5 41

(Internal) 4 5.9 1.0 38 5.8 38

Self-Esteem

(Low) 1 4.0 - 1 4.0 l

2 5.2 1.0 9 4.5 9

3 5.0 1.1 13 4.7 13

4 S 7 1.0 20 5.4 21

5 5.7 .8 31 5.6 31

(High) 6 5 9 .9 61 5.7 61
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regression analyses for employed men and women and unem-

ployed women.

For employed women, race and self-esteem were sig-

nificant predictors of the job domain. These two variables

accounted for 17% of the variance in job evaluation. Race

alone accounted for 10% of the variance having an overall F

of 8.65 (p < .05). Self-esteem (F to enter 5.97, overall F

7.60, p < .05) added 7% to R2.

For employed men, locus of control was the only

significant predictor of job evaluation. The overall F

for this variable was 20.8 (p < .05) accounting for 9% of

the variance.

For women employed full time, locus of control was

the only significant predictor of family life evaluation,
 

accounting for 11% of the variance. The F test was 8.95

(p < .05).

For employed men, locus of control and self-esteem

were significant though weak predictors of family life

evaluation. The two variables together accounted for 7%

of the variance. For locus of control R2 was 5% with self-

esteem a low 2%.

For unemployed women self-esteem was the signifi-

cant predictor of family life evaluation contributing 10%

of the variance accounted for.

For employed men, locus of control, self-esteem,

and race were significant predictors of perceived overall
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well-being. Together the three variables contributed 28%
 

of the variance accounted for. Locus of control alone

accounted for 20% of the variance with an overall F of 50.26

(p < .05). Self-esteem added a rather weak 6% (F 35.84,

F to enter 17.38, p < .05). Race added only 2% (F 26.49,

F to enter 5.99, p < .05).

For unemployed women, self-esteem and locus of

control were the significant predictors of perceived over-

all well-being. Together they contributed 31% of the vari-

ance accounted for. Self-esteem was the strongest variable

contributing 27% to the total variance accounted for while

locus of control added a weak 4%.

For employed women, self-esteem and locus of con-

trol were the significant (p < .05) predictors of perceived

well-being. Together they contributed approximately 37% of

the variance accounted for. Self-esteem alone accounted

for approximately 27% of the variance with an overall F

of 27.01 (p < .05). Locus of control added another 10% to

R2 with an F to enter 11.79 (p < .05) and an overall F of

21.34 (p < .05).

Question 5
 

Do women employed for pay differ from women who are

not employed on self-esteem, locus of control, family life

satisfaction and perceived overall well-being?

Table 30 presents the frequency data for employed

women and women not employed for pay on the variables under
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Table 30.--Means and Standard Deviations for Employed

Women and Unemployed Women on Selected Vari-

 

  

 

ables.

Employed Women Unemployed Women

Standard Standard

Mean Deviation N Mean Deviation

Self-Esteem 5.0 1.2 80 4.8 1.4 135

Locus of Control 2.3 1.3 80 2.5 1.2 135

Family Life 5.6 .9 80 5.7 .9 135

Perceived

Overall 5.4 .8 80 5.4 .8 135

Well-being

 

study. Employed women had higher ratings on self-esteem

while women who were not employed for pay had slightly

higher mean score for locus of control and family life.

These differences cannot be interpreted as meaningful due

to the large difference in numbers of respondents in each

group (working women 80 and non-working women 135).

The overall F test of significance yielded by

multivariate analysis of variance was 1 which was not

significant at the .05 level. There was, therefore, no

significant difference between working and non-working

women on self-esteem, locus of control, family life satis-

faction and perceived overall well-being.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, CONCLUSIONS

AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Based on a conceptual model of perceived overall

well-being developed by Andrews and Withey (1976) this

research sought to answer the following questions concerning

job, family life and perceived overall well-being:

1. To what extent are affective evaluations of family

life and job predictors of perceived overall well-

being when added to other domains of life for

women and men?

To what extent are affective evaluations of family

life and job related?

To what extent are selected values predictive of

affective evaluations of family life and job?

To what extent are selected conceptual variables

(personality and demographic) predictors of job,

family life and overall well-being evaluations?

Do women employed for pay differ from those who are

not employed?

95
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Discussion
 

A number of significant findings resulted which are

generalized only to this study's sample. Table 31 was con-

structed to present an overview of the results for questions

1, 3, and 4. This researcher's primary interest was in

making as good a predictor to the criterion variables over-

all well-being, job and family life satisfactions as possi-

ble on the basis of several predictor variables with an aim

toward the selection of the minimum number of variables

necessary to account for much of the variance accounted for

by the total set. Although statistically significant re-

sults were found for some predictors which affected only

small incremental changes in R2, these results must be

viewed with caution and judged on the basis of one's own

standards of practical significance.

As is indicated by Table 31, for men and women who

are employed, the domains to predict perceived overall well-

I
a
1
'1

being are the same. The difference lies not in what domains I

predict perceived well-being but in the degree to which

each is a predictor. Family life and job combined contri-

buted 43 percent to the total variance accounted for for

men while the two contributed 54 percent to the total vari—

ance accounted for for employed women. For employed women,

family life is a much stronger predictor of perceived well—

being than it is for employed men. For men, job evaluation

is more strongly predictive of overall well-being than is

true for women.
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Family life is the strongest predictor of perceived

overall well-being for unemployed women also. The differ-

ence between employed and unemployed women on the strength

of this predictor is very small. House contributed signi-

ficantly but somewhat weakly to overall well-being for un-

employed women.

One domain, leisure time activities, which was not

the focus of this research surfaced as a significant pre-

dictor of perceived overall well-being for all women and

men. These findings accord with those of Trafton (1977)

whose study found that people basically partition their

lives into three domains—~fami1y life, job, and leisure. ;

They also support other research findings which indicate

that family life is a more central life concern for indi-

viduals than is the job. This past research further sug-

gests that the centrality of family as Opposed to that of

the job holds true more for women than for men and that it

holds true more for persons in low status than high status

positions (Haevio-Manilla, 1971; Dubin; 1963; Orzak, 1963;

Rodgers, 1977).

For women regardless of employment status, family

life was the over-riding life concern. One plausible

explanation for this finding is that women in this sample

may regard their employment as supplementary and therefore

secondary to that of their spouses in providing for family

needs. Examination of frequency data on occupational
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classification (Table 6) and educational level (Table 4)

indicates that these women had on the average a high school

education and worked primarily in sales, clerical, and other

low status occupations. This indicates that these women

were in the main, not career women and therefore possibly

had less commitment and interest in the job. Results on

career oriented vs. non-career oriented women employees

might yield quite different results.

The values which one holds are the standards by

which one evaluates what the environments or domains of life

afford or potentially afford in terms of allowing for the

achievement of these important values. Question 3 (see

Table 31) sought to ascertain the extent to which selected

values or criteria, as postulated by Andrews and Withey

(1976), were predictors of the evaluation of job and family

life. Findings of this research show that the best pre-

dictor of overall well being for women regardless of

employment status was accomplishing something. For men

accomplishing something only weakly predicted family life.

Standard of living was the best predictor of family life for

men, an indication perhaps that men in this sample place

higher value on standard of living, feeling primarily

responsible for providing through their employment the level

of living their families enjoy.

Accomplishing something was the best predictor of

job evaluation for men. Fun was also significantly
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predictive of job for men. Independence and freedom was

the value most significant to job evaluation for women.

These results can best be regarded as tenuous due

to the small size of the sample resulting from the appli-

cation of list wise deletion of data. The amount of missing

data substantially reduced the size of the sample especially

for employed women. The test statistic for multiple

regression for this group was based on an N of less than

fifty cases. Responses which employed off scale categories

on the delighted-terrible scale suggested irrelevance of

values, difficulty or unfamiliarity with the phrasing of

the questions. The values suggested by Andrews and Withey

may not be the important values held by respondents with

regard to the particular domains. This is an area in need

of further testing.

Question 4 sought to ascertain the best contextual

variables as predictors of family life, job and perceived

overall well-being. The personality variables which were

self-attitudinal in nature were the strongest predictors of

these domains and overall well-being. Self-esteem was found

to significantly predict job attitudes for women. On the

other hand, locus of control was the most significant

predictor of job attitude for men (see Table 31).

For family life locus of control best predicted all

women's evaluations of family while for-men locus of control
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and self-esteem predicted family life evaluations. These

self-attitudinal variables were also significant to the

prediction of overall-well being (self-esteem for men, locus

of COntrol for all women).

Since self-esteem and locus of control are highly

intercorrelated (see Tables D5-7) this finding can only be

viewed as tentative. This situation is known as multi-

collinearity which poses problems for interpretation of

multiple regression results. "The greater the correlations

of the independent variables the less the reliability of the

relative importance indicated by partial regression coeffi-

cients" (Nie et al., 1974).

Race emerged as a significant though weak predictor

for job evaluation for women. Frequency data show that

black women were more dissatisfied with their jobs than were

their white counterparts. An examination into the motiva-

tions for work might shed some light on the reasons for this

phenomenon. Additionally, the extent to which these women

experienced discrimination and other associated problems in

their work might help to explain their dissatisfaction.

Race was also a significant predictor of perceived

overall well-being for men in the study. The frequency data

indicate that black males in the sample were more satisfied

than were white males (see Table 20). Frequency data also

indicate that these men were more satisfied with their

leisure, and jobs than were their counterparts. In that

these men were in lower status positions than were their
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male counterparts this finding is rather surprising. Two

explanations seem plausible: (1) These men had substantial

incomes as skilled tradesmen and industrial workers. Com-

pared to others in their reference groups (blacks) they may

have considered themselves well off. Their job values may

be more extrinsic than intrinsic. (2) The black men have

possibly brought their satisfactions expectations and values

in line with reality with what seems possible for them to

achieve. In an attempt to reduce dissonance, they may have

made the adjustment necessary to perserve their self-esteem.

This type of psychological adjustment may be made with great

personal costs to the individual and eventually to society.

White males were more dissatisfied with their jobs

than were white women or black men. This may suggest that

they have more possibilities for the achievement of important

values and the achievement of basic values give rise to more

and higher levels of expectations and aspirations.

White women on the other hand, were more satisfied

than were white men and black women. White women may also

have made the type of adjustments suggested above for black

men.

Question 2 sought to discover the relationship

between job and family life evaluation. For women a weak

correlation .37 was found providing some support for a spill-

over hypothesis. No relationship was found for men. This

can only be interpreted to mean that there was no linear

relationship between job and family life for men. Exactly



103

what type of relationship did exist was not persued by this

research. Trend analysis would probably have been a more

efficient procedure to analyze this relationship.

Question 5 was concerned with discovering differ-

ences between employed and unemployed women on satisfactions

with family life, self-esteem, locus of control and per-

ceived overall well-being. No significant differences were

found. This finding is at variance with pOpular beliefs.

Having a job vs. not having a job for the women in this

sample did not distinguish them in these variables. The

implication is that for these women, paid work was not a

central life interest, that having it did not enhance their

self-esteem or mastery as suggested by Rainwater (1971).

Conclusions
 

The conclusions which can be inferred from this

research are:

1. Family life is a central life concern for both

women and men. Family life is the domain which

yields the greatest amount of satisfaction and is

the strongest predictor of perceived overall well-

being for men and women.

2. Family life satisfaction is a stronger predictor of

perceived overall well-being for women regardless

of their employment status, than it is for men.

3. The job is a stronger predictor of perceived overall

well-being for employed men than it is for employed
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women. It adds a significant increment to family

life satisfaction in predicting overall well-being

for men while it adds very little for women.

4. Women who work for pay do not differ from women

who are not employed on self-attitudes, family life

and perceived overall well-being evaluations. Thus

having a job vs. not having one does not distinguish

women particularly those in this sample who have on

the average a high school education.

5. Leisure time activities are important to women and

men regardless of employment status.

Implications for Research

As has been previously indicated, the intent of this

research was not that of hypotheses testing but rather the

intent was to explore and seek answers to certain questions

relative to work, family life and well-being evaluations.

The research mainly provided support for existing research.

It has also provided the basis for the formulation of certain

hypotheses which could be tested by further research:

1. The extent to which work satisfaction penetrates

family life satisfaction and vice versa is related

to the relative salience of each domain for the

individual.

2. The relative salience of work and family life for

overall well-being of women is related to the

occupational prestige and career orientations of

women .
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3. Work values and family life values differ among

subgroups according to states of existence: occupa-

tional level, family life cycle stage, educational

attainment and sex; and self-attitudes.

4. Feeling toward work, housework and family life

activities of women is related to educational level,

job prestige and life cycle stage.

Implications fortgmployment and

Public Policy

This study provides support for and highlights the

need for organizational and public policy which integrates

work and family life. Society has historically placed a

high value on labor market activities especially for men

while at the same time devaluing work at home primarily by

women for the family. The result has been a devaluing of

family life in general and a denial that family life impinges

on paid work and vice versa and that this can have important

consequences for both jobs and families.

Through work men in particular, have received valida-

tion and definition. This research suggests, however, that

men and women do strongly value family life and that family

life is very important to their perceptions of overall well—

being. They also value leisure activities. Organizational

and public policy must be evaluated and reevaluated in light

of the structural and psychological barriers they impose

between individuals and their families. Such policies as

full employment, flextime, shared jobs, and part-time
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employment could be expected to enhance both work and family

life satisfactions and hence perceived overall well-being

for individuals.
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APPENDIX A

PORTIONS OF QUALITY OF LIFE QUESTIONNAIRE

USED IN THIS STUDY



 

QUALITY OF LIFE

Department of Family and Child Sobrices

Department of Human Envirorment and Design

College of Human Ecology

Michigan State University

Agricultural Experiment Station

Project numbers. 3151 and 1249 Fall 1977
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1(38

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

maceorwummocr ' immune-macaw.“

Fall l977

Dear Friend:

Host 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 farm 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 $l0 shortly

after the interviewer picks up the two questionnaires.

We 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 5l7-353-5389 or 517-355-l895.

Sincerely.

9W7!-
Dr. Margaret M. Bubolz, Professor

Family and Child Sciences

lggto1/WC::.A‘ZL¢za-I

Dr. Ann C. Slocum, 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

enve ope.

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 OR 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"1 r“1 l_I“l 1"1 11“l

Lu 1:. at (J4 L51 6

Terrible Unhappy 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

l.l 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:

F'W. F'1. F‘1 F'W. F'1_

—E} L24 LL 1:. cu L61 L71—

Terrible Unhappy Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

1.10

1.11

1.12

1.13

1.14

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

E] Neutral--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

[Z] Does not apply to me

How do you feel about your own family life--your husband or

wife, your marriage, and. your children, if any?

What are some of the most important reasons for ghy_you feel

as you do about your family?

 

 

 

How do you feel about the amount of beauty and attractiveness

in your day to day life?

How do you feel about your independence or freedom--the

chance you have to do what you want?

How do you feel

by others?

How do you feel

How do you feel

about how'much you are accepted and included

about your job?

about your standard of living--the things you

have like housing, car, furniture, recreation. and the like?

How do you feel

How do you feel

How do you feel

How do you feel

How do you feel

How do you feel

place to live?

about your safety?

about what our national government is doing?

about how much fun you are having?

about your house or apartment?

about what you are accomplishing in your life?

about your particular neighborhood as a
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I feel:

m FL fl [—1

—E} 1]‘2L a: 14. in Lo {2}—

Terrible Unhappy Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

[:1 Neutra1--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

Does not apply to me

l.lSa How do you feel about your clothing?

1.15b (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?

1.21 How do you feel about the extent to which your hysical needs

(for example, food, sleep, shelter and clothingg 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?

1.26 How do you feel about the chance you have to learn new things

or be exposed to new ideas?
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The questions on this page ask you to give your reactions to how you would feel

about your 129.

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 [cl].

[ ] no ——> so TD QUESTION 2.4a on THE NEXT PAGE.

[ ] YES —4——> GO TO QUESTION 2.3a BELOH.

About my JOB I would feel:

 
 

[—1 J_l ("I H m

—l3 .1, 13.; all fiir 1.5.: E}—

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

2.3a How would you feel about your ob if you considered only

the standard of living it enab es you to have?

2.3b How would you feel about your 19g_if'you considered only

the jgg_you have?

2.3c How would you feel about your jgp_if you considered only

its effect on your independence or freedom--the chance you

have to do what you want?

2.3d How would you feel about your jgb_if you considered only

the beauty and attragtiveness you get to enjoy?

2.3e How would you feel about your 19g if you considered only

the freedom from bother and anngyance that you have?

2.3f How would you feel about your 19§_if you considered only

your safety?

2.39 How would you feel about your 122 if you considered only

how much it enables you to accomplish things?

2.3h How would you feel about your 1%§_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:

——m a}
Terrible Unhappy

2.4b

2.4c

2.4d

2.4a

2.4f

2.4g

r'1, r‘1 r-1. r-1

L31 1:; 1.51 16.. El—

Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

 

[:3 Meutral--neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

Does not apply to me

How would you feel about your own family life-~your marriage,

husband or wife, and children--if you considered only its

effect on your standard of living?

How would you feel about your own famil life if you

considered only the fgg_it enables you {0 have?

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?

How would you feel about your own family life if you

considered only the attractjyeness and beauty it enables

you to enjoy?

How would you feel about your own family life if you

considered only the freedom from bother and annoyance

that it enables you to have?

 

How would you feel about your own famil life if you

considered only the safety it enables you to have?

How would you feel about your own family life if you

considered only how it enables you to accomplish what

you want?

. How would you feel about your own family life if you

considered only its effect on your acceptance and inclusion

by other people?
 



YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT YOURSELF
 

Below are ten statements about how one feels about oneself.

in knowing how ygg_feel about each statement.

1214

We are interested

which best indicates the extent of your agreement or disagreement.

circle "1” if you strongly disagree with the statement, and "4" if you strongly

For each item, CIRCLE THE NUMBER

For example,

 

 

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. l 2 3 4

3.6 I take a positive attitude

toward myself. ‘ l 2 3 4

3.7 On the whole, I-am satisfied

with myself. 1 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      
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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.l

4.2

4.3

4.4

 

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.

[ 1 There have been times when I haven't been sure about it.

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: '

[ ] I think it's better to plan my life a good way ahead.

[ ] I think life is too much a matterof luck to plan ahead very far.

When you do make plans ahead, do you usually get to carry things out the

way you expected, or do things usually come up to make you change your

plans?

CHECK ONE:

[ ] I usually get to carry things out the way I expected.

[ ] Things usually cone up to make me change my plans.

Some people 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.

Which 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 0R letters

to indicate how you feel. For example, if you feel terrible about it 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:

[—1 fl [‘1 l—l ['1

—[E lar of Li: Us 146 4.11-

Terrible Unhappy Mostly Mixed Mostly Pleased Delighted

dissatisfied (about satisfied

equally

satisfied and

dissatisfied)

[ID Neutral-~neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Never thought about it

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.

 

 

 

 

 

NOW WOULD BE A GOOD TIME TO TAKE A BREAK BEFORE GOING ON TO THE NEXT PAGE.
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YOUR FAMILY SITUATION
 

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 ggy_living in

your household.

FOR EACH QUESTION, PLACE A CHECK MARK IN THE BRACKETS [v’] OR WRITE THE ANSWER ON

THE LINE PROVIDED.

13.1 What is your sex?

[ ] Male

[ ] Female

13.2a How old were you on your last birthday?

_____ Age at last birthday

13.2b What is the month, day, and year of your birth?

  

Month Day Year of Birth

13.3 What is your religion, if any?

[ ] Protestant:
 

(please specify)

] Catholic[

[ J Jewish

[ ] None

[ ] Other:
 

(please specify)

13.4 What is your race?

[ ] White

[ ] Black/Negro/Afro-American

[ ] Other:
 

(please specify)

13.5 Do you (or does a member of your family who lives with you) own your home,

do you rent, or what? (CHECK ONE)

[ ] Own or buying

[ ] Renting

[ ] Other:
 

*Tplease specify)
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13.7a

13.7b

ILIB

Is this your first marriage?

[ ] YES -—————{5> In what year were you married?

[ 1 "0 ; 13.6b In what year did your

present marriage begin?

 

13.6c How did your last marriage end? CHECK ONE.

[ ] Death ————>Year of death:

[ ] Divorce ——9Year of divorce:

[ ] Annulment -————{E>Year of annulment: 
 

What is the highest level of formal schooling that you have completed?

CHECK ONE.

[ ] Less than 8 grades of elementary school

[ ] 8 grades of elementary school

[ ] 1-3 years of high school

[ ] Completed high school and received diploma or

passed high school equivalency exam

] 1-3 years of college

] College graduate, bachelor's degree

] Post bachelor's course work

] Post master's course work

[

[

[

[ ] Master's degree

[

[ ] PhD, EdD

[ ] Other professional degree (such as MD, DO, JD, DDS):

 

 

(please specify)

Are you Ngfl_attending or enrolled in one of the programs listed above?

 

[ ] YES -—-———€;> 13.7c If YES, is that full-time or part-time?

[ ] NO [ ] Full-time student

[ ] 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
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13.8a IN THE PAST, have you been enrolled in any type of educational program

othér than high school or college, such as vocational school?

l3.8d

13.9a

[ ] YES -—-—€;>

I 1 N0

 

 

13.8b If YES, please specify your field of training

(such as business, office work, practical

nursing, beautician, mechanic. electrician).

Field of training
 

 

13.8c Did you complete the training program?

[ ] YES

[ 1 ND

[ J DOES nor APPLY

 

Are you NOW enrolled in any type of educational program other than high

school, EETlege or graduate school, such as vocational training program,

arts and crafts classes, or religion classes?

[JYEs——>

[1m

 

 

13.8e If YES, what type of educational program

is it?

Field of training or type of program

 

 

 
 

CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY TO YOU.

Are you presently employed, unemployed, retired, or what?

[ J Housewife or househusband

[ ] Student

GO TO QUESTION 13.10a 0N PAGE 38.

[ ] Permanently disabled (unless you also check one of

the categories below in which

[ J Retired case go to 13.9b on the next

page).

[ ] Unenployed (that is, previously

employed for pay and/OR

presently looking for a job)

f
_
l

] Tenporarily laid off

OR on strike

OR on sick leave

[ ] Working now 

 

GO TO QUESTION 13.9b ON THE NEXT PAGE.
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13.9c

l3.9d

l3.9a

l3.9f

13.99

JJZO

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
 

What do you actually do in that job? What are some of your main duties?

Duties
 

 

What kind of business, industry or organization is your job in? What do

they do or make at the place where you work?

 

Kind of business, industry or organization

 

What they make or do
 

 

About how many hours a week do you do this work? CHECK ONE.

] Less than 20 hours per week

] 20 hours per week

] 21-39 hours per week

] 41-50 hours per week

I

I

I

[ ] 40 hours per week

I

[ ] 51-60 hours per week

I ] More than 60 hours per week

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

WHICH YOU'DO MOST OF THIS WORK. ‘

i 3 Inside my home

[ ] Outside my home but on my property

[ ] Away from my home and property

Are you an hourly wage worker, salaried, on conmission, self-employed, or

what? CHECK ONE.

] Hourly wage worker

] Salaried

I

I

[ ] Work on commission, tips

[ ] Self-employed in own business, professional practice, or farm

I ] Work without pay in family business or farm
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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, 1977

I '] Under $3,000 I ] $12,000 - $14,999

[‘4] $3,000 - $3,999 I l 315.000 - $19,999

I? ] $4.000 - $4,999 I 1 $20,000 - $24,999

I 1 $5,000 - $5,999 I 1 $25,000 - $29,999

I ] $6,000 - $6,999 I 1 $30,000 - $34,999

I 1 $7,000 - $7,999 I ] $35,000 - $49,999

I 1 $8,000 - $9,999 I 1 $50,000 - $74,999

I 1 $10,000 - $11,999 I ] $75,000 and over

13.110 About how much of this total family yearly income do you estimate that

YOU will earn in 1977?

ESTIMATED PORTION or TOTAL FAMILY INCOME! 1977, EARNED BY YOURSELF

[ ] Does not apply, not employed in 1977

[ ] Under $3,000 [ ] $12,000 - $14,999

I ] $3,000 - $3,999 I 1 $15,000 - $19,999

I ] $4,000 - $4,999 I ] $20,000 - $24,999

I 1 $5,000 - $5,999 I ] $25,000 - $29,999

I 1 $6,000 - $6,999 I ] $30,000 - $34,999

I 1 $7,000 l $7,999 I ] $35,000 - $49,999

I Macao-$9,999 I “50,000-$74,999

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.

[ ] Get worse

[ ] Stay about the same

[ ] 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 eaEh life concern to you. For

example, circle “1" if it is bf no importance, circle "3" if it is of some

importance, and circle "5" if it is of Very high importance.

 

 

 

14.1 Having freedom from bother and annoyance l 2

14.2 My family life . l 2 3 4 5

14.3 Beauty and attractiveness in my day to day

life 1 2 3 4 5

14.4 My independence or freedan l 2 3 4 5

14.5 Being accepted and included by others 1 2 3 j 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 ' l 2 3 4 5

14.8 My safety 1 2 3 4 5

14.9 What 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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15.1a We would like to know something about the people who live in your household.

In the chart below, please list forWW:

their birth date, age at last birthday, sex an marita status. gpp_ st

any person more than once.

Please use the following numbers to indicate marital status:

 

[1] Never married

[2] Married

[4] Separated

[5] Divorced, not remarried

[3] Widowed, not remarried [6] Don‘t know

 

I
 

 

Date OTT’ Age at $62

birth last (circle g:::::]

mo. d r. birthday M or F)
 

SPOUSE (husband or wife) F

 

 CHILDREN BORN TO THIS
 

MARRIAGE, LIVING IN

THIS HOUSEHOLD  

 

Please list in order

from oldest to youngest  

 

 

 

 

 

CHILDREN BORN TO WIFE 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

from oldest to youngest      3333
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

m
o
i
-
n
m
m
-
n
m
m
m
-
H
fi
'
n
-
n
m
-
n
-
n
m
-
n
-
n
m
-
n
-
n
-
n
m

  
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE.

NOTE: If there are not enough spaces, please finish the list on the last page.
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0:}:tgf A?:s:t Sex Marital Relation

mo./day[yr. birthdgy status to ’0“

OTHER RELATIVES 1. H F

LIVING IN THIS 2 J M F

HOUSEHOLD '

(such as niece, 3. H F

nephew, grandchild, 4 M F

parent, sister, . ’

uncle, brother, 5. N F

brother-in-law, 6 M F

mother-in-law, '

husband's uncle) 7. M F

3, M F

OTHER PERSONS 1. H F

LIVING IN THIS 2 M F

HOUSEHOLD '

(such as foster 3. H F

child, friend, 4 M F

household help. '

boarders) 5. H F

a. N r

7. H F 1
 

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?

I J YES ——> 15.2b If YES, how many?

[ ]N0 "6185

Females

15.2c Please list their ages at last birthday from oldest

to youngest by sex.

Males
 

 

Females     
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SAMPLING PROCEDURES

Basic Sampling Desigp

Area: Oakland County

Number of Sampling Points: 75

Area divided into categories by type of area and racial

composition:

I. Rural, defined by named townships, using only areas

with 1970 median income of $12,000. One-fourth of

sampling points chosen as probability-proportionate-

to-household count sample of these townships.

II. Urban/Suburban--Balance of County:

a. Sampling points where black residents in high

proportion using only tracts with 1970 median

income of $6,000 or above. These are in Pontiac

City and Royal Oak Township. One-fourth of

sampling points chosen as probability-prOpor-

tionate-to-household count sample of these two

places.

b. Balance of one-half of sampling points chosen

as probabi1ity-proportionate-to-household count

of this remaining area of county not in I or

IIa using only tracts with 1970 median income

of $12,000.

Eligibility Requirement for Household to be Selected for

Interview

 

 

Must have child/children age 5-18

Must have husband and wife living together

125
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Original Sampling Design for Selection of Household

In each sampling point cluster, a randomly designated house-

hold was chosen as the site of the first interview and each

fourth household from it (using a prescribed walk pattern)

was to be designated household for interview until four were

selected.

Original call plus three callbacks on designated households.

If no contact, or household did not meet eligibility re-

quirements, substitution of house to right, then house to

left.

MODIFICATION
 

There are no modifications in selection of sampling point

cluster areas.

Modifications in screening and selection of households need

to be made because of the imposition of filters to house-

holds with child age 5-18 plus husband and wife living

together. This makes a skip interval of four households

and heavy callbacks on designated households impractical.

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 sub-

stitute households) have both children 5-18 and

husband/wife living together. This includes, of

course, asking about this first designated house-

hold.

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 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

immediately to the right substitute household to

try to reach someone who can answer whether the

originally designated household meets the eligibi-

lity requirement. If it does, three callbacks will

be required on it. However, if it does not,



127

interviewers can proceed immediately at the substi-

tute household, using the respondent 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 ori-

ginal 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.

THIS MODIFICATION IN SCREENING HAS BEEN MADE TO:

Preserve the original choice of geographic sampling

point-by-probability methods.

Preserve the random selection of households, but

change that random selection to randomness of

those which meet eligibility requirements,

rather than of all households.

THIS MODIFICATION IS NECESSARY BECAUSE THE NUMBER OF FILTER

REQUIREMENTS FOR ELIGIBILITY GREATLY REDUCES THE NUMBER OF

HOUSEHOLDS WHICH CAN FALL INTO THIS SAMPLE.

The most extreme example is in Pontiac where:

Households with school age children 40%

40%Black households

Sixty percent (60%) of black households with

school-age children have a father present.

This means that the probability of a household

being eligible within the selected areas in

Pontiac are:

p=.4x.4x.6=.096

Therefore slightly under one in 10 households can

be used. Sticking with a skip interval of four

means one would cover an area of nearly 200

homes, (including those skipped) to obtain four

interviews. This is clearly impractical.

Soure: Written communication from senior statistician of

research agency hired to conduct survey.
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OAKLAND COUNTY LIFESTYLE

Interviewer Instructions

TYPE OF INTERVIEWING 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

rouseholds 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

folloning 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.)

QUOTA

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.

AHPLING 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

IJZB
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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

example: -

assemblage
This is the pattern that you will follow in covering your blocks to determine

eligibility for placement.

M52

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.

INTERVIEHING 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 sumnary report will only be sent

_to households who successfully complete both questionnaires and sign the

consent fonn.

* 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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—-Key to Variable Names in Correlation Matrices.

 

Life 3

Dom 3

Dom 4

D3Cl

D3C2

D3C4

D3C5

D3C6

D3C7

D3C8

D4Cl

D4C2

D4C3

D4C5

D4C6

D4C7

D4C8

1PC5

SELFESG

EDUCl

MOCCUP2

Race

PERINCM

Dual

Perceived Overall Quality of Life (POQL)

Job

Family life

Job by standard of living

Job by fun

Job by beauty

Job by freedom from bother

Job by safety

Job by accomplishment

Job by acceptance and inclusion

Family life by stanard of living

Family life by fun

Family life by beauty

Family life by freedom from bother

Family life by safety

Family life by accomplishment

Family life by acceptance and inclusion

Index of personal competence

Self-esteem

Education

Job prestige

Race

Personal income

Dual worker family
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