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ABSTRACT

DETERMINANTS OF EMPLOYED NIVES' PERCEPTIONS OF

THEIR CONTRIBUTION TO THEIR HUSBANDS'

FINANCIAL SUPPORT

By

Cynthia A. Cameron

This study examined the way in which employed wives perceive their

role as provider. The data were gathered by survey research in the

Agricultural Experiment Station regional research project NC 164,

Stress, Coping and Adaptation in the Middle Years of the Family. This

study used a sub-sample of 53 cases from the Michigan data.

There were two objectives of this study. One objective was to

determine if employed wives could be placed on a continuum of role

minimization to role magnification according to how they view their

provider role. More than 50% of respondents minimized their role as

provider and a little less than 10% magnified the provider role. The

second objective was to identify the major variables that predict and

explain employed wives' perceptions of their contribution to their

husbands' financial support. Four major variables were identified as

major predictors: discrepancy between ideal and perceived responsi-

bility style (E$.Ol), wife-husband income ratio (23505), number of

children, and wife's level of income.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Prior to the industrial revolution, the home was the center of

economic production, and men, women and children worked together in

order for the family members to survive (Reimer and Fout, 1980). In

peasant families, fathers and sons performed the field work, while

mothers and daughters gardened, tended the barnyard and prepared the

food (Scott and Tillyu. 1975). Although men worked outside the home

and women worked in or near the home, the labor of each was equally

important for survival.

After the industrial revolution, work shifted from the home to the

factory (Reimer and Fout, 1980). At first, entire families worked to-

gether in the factories and earned a family wage. After the passage of

protective labor laws, women and children were forced to leave the fac-

tories and return home. It was then necessary for men's wages to in-

crease, as they had to provide for the entire family.

During this time, societal expectations changed concerning men's

and women's work roles. In the past, men and women were expected to

contribute equally to the family economy. After the industrial revolu-

tion, men's role became that of sole provider and women's work role

changed to caretaker of the home and the family members. These roles

commonly are referred to as traditional gender roles.
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Married women in the United States remained in caretaker roles

from the late nineteenth century until World War II. During the war,

women were accepted in the paid work force in order to fill the void

left by men away at war. Although it was expected that women would

discontinue working outside the home after the men returned, this

did not happen. Instead, female labor force participation continued

to rise.

The increase in the work force participation of married women has

been dramatic. Married women tripled their work force participation

rate between 1947 and 1976 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1977).

In 1982, approximately 51% of married women were employed outside the

home (U.S. Department of Labor Statistics, 1983). Wives in two earner

families earn slightly more than 38% of the family income (U.S.

Department of Commerce, 1984), and women's wages are instrumental in

increasing the standard of living in dual-worker families (Oppenheimer,

1977).

With the increase in the number of wives working outside the home,

gender role attitudes started to change. Although societal expecta-

tions still reinforced traditional gender roles, egalitarian gender

role attitudes were adopted by some who perceived that both men and

women should share the provider and caretaker roles.

Little research has been conducted to determine if employed wives

perceive their wage-earner role as providing financial support for

family members. It seems likely that wives who hold traditional

gender role attitudes will perceive their wage—earner role differently

than wives who hold egalitarian gender role attitudes. The purpose of
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this study is to identify the major variables that predict and

explain the variance in employed wives' perceptions of their contribu-

tion to their husbands' financial support.

THEORTICAL BASIS
 

Role theory predicts that

the positions, or roles, occupied by individuals are determined

by societal norms, demands and rules. Role performance is also

affected by actions of persons in like roles, by reactions of

observers to how the role is performed, and by a person's unique

capabilities and personality (Thomas and Biddle, 1966, p. 4).

General roles are "patterns of behavior that characterize members of a

general position" (Biddle, 1979, p. 297). These patterns of behavior

are determined by societal norms, demands and rules. Gender roles are

general roles that are defined by the gender of the actor. That is,

male and female roles are determined by societal expectations.

Although societal norms reinforce traditional gender roles, observa-

tions of women's actions (over 50% of married women work outside the

home) have aided the development of egalitarian gender role attitudes.

Employed wives may hold egalitarian gender role attitudes (i.e.

males and females as co-providers and co-caretakers), traditional

gender role attitudes (i.e. males as providers, females as caretakers),

or a combination of egalitarian and traditional gender role attitudes

(i.e. males and females as. co-providers, females as caretakers).

Employed wives with egalitarian gender role attitudes will be likely

to perceive themselves as sharing the provider role with their

husbands. They may perceive their contribution to their husbands'

support as close to the actual support they provide (role approxima-

tion). They also may perceive their contribution to be equal to that

of their husbands' if they perceive the provider role to be shared
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equally, even though they earn less than 50% of the family income

(role magnification). Employed wives with traditional gender role

attitudes may perceive their husbands to be sole providers and under-

estimate their own contribution as a provider (role minimization).

Role theory is used as the basis for predicting that variables

related to gender role attitudes will influence employed wives' per-

ceptions of their contribution to their husbands' financial support.

RELEVANT RESEARCH
 

This section presents a review of existing literature concerning

the variables that may influence employed wives' perceptions of their

contribution to the financial support of their husbands. Several

socio-economic and socio-psychological variables are discussed.

Bird (1979) found that the way dual-earner couples view the pro-

vider role is related to gender role attitudes. She identified four

styles used by couples in allocating the income of the wife. One

spending style allocates the wife's earnings as pin money. In these

couples, the wife's income is kept separate from the husband's and

the wife may spend it as she pleases. This allows both spouses to

minimize the importance of the wife's wages. Earmarker Couples use the

wife's income for special expenses. This allows them to live on the

husband's income alone, while the wife helps out, thus allowing the

husband to retain his provider status. Pooler Couples put both incomes

together to use in whatever way is necessary, while in Bargainer

Couples, the perception of the wife's income approximates the actual

level of her contribution. Bird found that the husband in Pin Money

Couples is likely to disapprove of his wife working outside the home,

that the wife in Earmarker Couples is likely to be traditional in her
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gender role attitudes, and that Pooler and Bargainer Couples are likely

to hold contemporary, or egalitarian, gender role attitudes.

Age has been found to influence gender role attitudes, and there-

fore seems likely to influence wives' perceptions of their contribution

to their husbands' financial support. Conflicting findings have been

reported by researchers who have used different age groups to test this

relationship. It has been found that younger women have more egali-

tarian gender role attitudes than older women (Scott and Morgan, 1983).

It has been hypothesized that this is due to a greater flexibility in

behavior and beliefs in the younger women (Duncan, 1982). It also is

true that younger cohorts have had more exposure to egalitarian ideas

during years when they were forming attitudes than have women in older

cohorts. Spitze and Huber (1980) hypothesized that middle-aged women

may be more traditional than younger or older women because they were

addlescents during the 1950's when the tradiational gender roles were

idealized by the mass media. Duncan (1982) reported that in 1953

recent cohorts were less egalitarian than older cohorts, while in 1976

recent cohorts were more egalitarian than older cohorts. Mason,

Czajka and Arber (1976) found that older women held more egalitarian

gender role attitudes than younger women. This may be the result of

older women becoming assertive as older men become more family oriented,

allowing for an equalization of roles in the family (Lowenthal and

Chirboga, 1972).

Researchers have reported a positive relationship between women's

educational levels and egalitarian gender role attitudes. The more

education women have, the more likely they are to lean toward egalitar—

ianism (Mason, et al, 1976; Scott and Morgan, 1983). Bird (1979) found
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that highly educated women are more likely to be a member of Pooler and

Bargainer Couples using their earnings to help pay for living expenses

of both partners.

Perceived income adequacy influences wives' perceptions of their

husbands as providers. Wives who feel the family income is not ade-

quate to meet family needs perceive their husbands to be less than

adequate in fulfilling their role as providers (Keith and Schafer,

1980). This could influence wives' perceptions of their own roles,

i.e. employed wives may be more likely to feel they are co-providers

if family income is inadequate.

The level of wives' and husbands' incomes has been found to

influence wives' gender role attitudes. Scanzoni (1978) found that

55% of employed wives felt it was their duty to act as co-provider, and

that the most important predictor was level of wives' earnings. The

higher the income of wives, the more likely they were to consider them-

selves as co-providers. Conversely, the higher the husbands' incomes,

the less likely were the wives to consider themselves as co-providers

(Scanzoni, 1978).

There is a positive relationship between wife—husband income

ratio and wives' perceptions of their duty to co-provide (Scanzoni,

1978). Peterson and Maynard (1981) reported that wives became more

egalitarian the closer their income level approached their husbands'

income level. In Becoming a Two Job Family, Hood (1983) describes the
 

changes in husband and wife roles in 16 families after the wives

obtained employment. She observed that the proportion of the family

income earned by the wives seemed to influence their position as co-

providers.
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In summary, several variables are likely to influence employed

wives' perceptions of their contribution to their husbands' support.

However, there is little previous research directly related to this

research problem.

ECOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE
 

Each individual is part of an ecosystem consisting of the natural

environment, the human constructed environment and the human behavioral

environment (Bubolz, Eicher, and Sontag, 1979). This study proposes to

ascertain the importance of one segment of the human constructed envir-

onment, socio-cultural values, i.e. gender roles, in determing em-

ployed wives' perceptions of their contribution to their husbands'

support, a part of the human behavioral environment.

SIGNIFICANCE AND GENERALIZABILITY

In view of what has been presented above, this study examined

employed wives' perceptions of how they contribute to their husbands'

financial support, and will add knowledge to a little studied area.

The findings of this study will add to the growing body of literature

on dual-earner families and to the understanding of this family type.

The findings of this study are generalizable to similar populations

of employed wives.

THE RESEARCH DATA

The data for this research were gathered as part of a regional

research project supported by the Agricultural Experiment Stations of

the North Central Region of the United States and the Cooperative

' Research Service of the United States Department of Agriculture. The

project is NC 164,5tress, Coping and Adaptation in the Middle Years of

the Family. Nine states are involved in the project: Indiana, Iowa,
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Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, and

Nebraska. Michigan project directors are Dolores Borland and Margaret

Bubolz. Only Michigan data were used in this study.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OBJECTIVES

Research questions for this study were developed by the researcher

as a result of familiarty with the data gained through serving as

coding supervisor for the Michigan NC 164 project. During the coding

process, patterns were observed in the way wives reported the percent

of support they provide to household members. It was noted that both

employed wives and full-time homemakers stated they provide 100% of

support to children living at home. This was in contrast to the re-

sponses of women reporting the percent of support they provide to their

husbands. Full-time homemakers generally reported they provide 0% of

support to their husbands, while some employed wives reported they

provide no support to their husbands and others stated a specific per-

cent of support. These observations led to the development of two '

research questions.

1. Can employed wives be placed on a continuum ranging from role

minimization to role maximation by examining the responses to

the percent of support they provide to their husbands?

2. What socio-economic and socio-psychological variables are

related to the responses given by women regarding the percent

of support they provide their husbands?

One objective of this research is to classify the respondents

according to their perception of their contribution to their husbands'

financial support. This will be accomplished by determining if the

respondent reports that her contribution to her husbands' support is

1. less than the actual percent of the family income she earns

(role minimization);
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2. within i10% of the actual percent of the family income she

earns (role approximation);

3. more than the actual percent of the family income she earns

(role magnification).

The second objective of this study is to identify the major vari-

ables that predict and explain the variance in employed wives' percep-

tions of their contribution to their husbands' financial support. More

specifically, the second purpose of this research is to test the

hypotheses listed below.

H01 There is no relatidnship between egalitarian family style and

employed wives' perceptions of their contributiontxitheir

husbands' financial support.

H011 There is a positive relationship between egalitarian family

style and employed wives' perceptions of their contribution

to their husbands' financial support.

This hypothesis is suggested by the work done by Bird (1979) who

found that wives in couples who use the women's earnings to pay for

living expenses are more likely to have egalitarian gender role atti-

tudes.

H02 There is no relationship between age and employed wives'

perceptions of their contribution to their husbands' financial

support.

H012 There is a curvilinear relationship between the age of em-

ployed wives and their perceptions of their contribution to

their husbands' financial support.

Research conducted by Duncan (1982), Spitze and Huber (1981), and

by Mason, et al, (1976) indicates women in themiddle years are more

likely to hold traditional gender role attitudes, while younger and

older women are more likely to hold egalitarian gender role attitudes.

H03 There is no relationship between the educational level of

employed wives and their perceptions of their contribution

to their husbands' financial support.
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H013 There is a positive relationship between the educational

level of employed wives and their perceptions of their

contribution to their husbands' financial support.

Research findings reported by Mason, et al (1976), and by Scott

and Morgan (1983), stated that the higher the woman's level of educa—

tion, the more egalitarian are her gender role attitudes and suggest

the previous hypothesis.

H04 There is no relationship between number of children of

employed wives and their perceptions of their contribution

to their husbands' financial support.

H014 There is a negative relationship between the number of

children of employed wives and their perceptions of their

contribution to their husbands' financial support.

There was nothing found in the review of relevant research on

which to base this hypothesis. Scanzoni (1975) and Scott and Morgan

(1983) did report that there is a negative relationship between women's

egalitarian gender role attitudes and the number of children they plan

to have. It seems logical that the more children women have the more

likely they will be to identify with the caretaker role rather than the

provider role.

H05 There is no relationship between perceived income adequacy

and employed wives' perceptions of their contribution to

their husbands' financial support.

H015 There is a negative relationship between perceived income

adequacy and employed wives' perceptions of their contri-

bution to their husbands' financial support.

' This hypothesis is suggested by Keith and Schafer (1980) who

reported that women who perceive family income to be inadequate also

perceive their husbands to be poor providers.

H06 There is no relationship between level of wives' incomes and

their perceptions of their contribution to their husbands'

financial support.
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H07 There is no relationship between level of husbands' incomes.

and employed wives' perceptions of their contribution to

their husbands' financial support.

H017 There is a negative relationship between level of husbands'

incomes and employed wives' perceptions of their contribu-

tion to their husbands' financial support.

These hypotheses are suggested by Scanzoni (1978) who found that

level of wives' incomes and level of husbands' incomes influence

employed wives' perceptions of their duties as co-providers.

H0 There is no relationship between wife-husband income-ratio

and employed wives' perceptions of their contribution to

their husbands' financial support.

H018 There is a positive relationship between wife-husband

income ratio and employed wives' perceptions of their

contribution to their husbands' financial support.

Scanzoni (1978), Peterson and Maynard (1981) and Hood (1983)

reported that women are more likely to see themselves as co-providers

when their income level approaches that of their husbands'.

An additional hypothesis was developed during the statistical

analysis phase of this study. This hypothesis was formulated as the

researcher examined the results of the first three multiple regression

analyses, the raw data and the questionnaires of the study sample.

H0 There is no relationship between the degree of discrepancy

in ideal egalitarian family style and perceived egalitarian

family style and employed wives' perceptions of their con-

tribution to their husbands' financial support.

H019 There is a positive relationship between the degree of dis-

crepancy in ideal egalitarian family style and perceived

egalitarian family style and employed wives' perceptions of

their contribution to their husbands' support.

RESEARCH VARIABLES

This section conceptually and operationally defines the dependent

and independent variables. The dependent variable in this study is

employed wives' perceived contribution to their husbands' support.



12

Independent variables include perceived and ideal egalitarian family

style, age, educational level, number of children, perceived income

adequacy, level of wife's income, level of husband's income, wife-

husband income ratio, and discrepancy between ideal and perceived

egalitarian family style.

Perceived contribution to husbands' support: Perceived contri-
 

bution to husbands' support is conceptually defined as the extent to

which the respondent feels she provides financial support to her

husband. This variable was measured by asking the respondent to state

the percent of support she provides to each member of her household

(Appendix A, question 3).

Egalitarian family style: Egalitarian family style is concep-
 

tually defined as a family style in which all family members have input

into family decisions and roles and responsibilities are shared and

flexible. Ten statements that are included in FACES II, an instrument

developed by Olson, Partner and Bell (1983) to measure family adapta-

tion and cohesion, were used to measure egalitarian family style.

(Appendix A, pp. 63-65, 013 is the FACES 11 scale. The ten items used

to measure egalitarian family style are asterisked.) Statements were

chosen by the researcher that appeared to be related to egalitarian

family style. Nine of the ten statements measure family adaptability

which is defined as “the ability of a marital or family system to

change its power sturcture, role relationships and relationship rules

in response to situational and developmental stress (Olsen, et al,

1983, p. 3). One statement measures cohesion (Appendix A, question 13,

statement m) and was used to determine input of family members in

decision making. Since no measure of reliability or validity was
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available in the use of these ten statements to measure egalitarian

family style, the ten statements were presented to a panel of five

experts in the area of marriage and family for determination of face

validity. All of the experts concluded that the ten statements appear

to measure egalitarian family style.

Respondents were asked to indicate the frequency of events in

their families that are representative of egalitarian family style and

the ideal frequency of these events. A response of almost always to

statements b, d, f, j, n, p, v and 2 indicates an egalitarian family

style. For these statements a response of almost always received a

score of 5 and a response of almost never received a score of 1. A

response of almost never to statement bb indicates an egalitarian

family style. For this statement a response of almost never received

a score of 5 and a response of almost always received a score of 1.

The scores were averaged to determine an aggregate score for perceived

family style and ideal family style. The highest possible score is 5

and indicates the highest egalitarian family style and the lowest pos-

sible score is 1 and indicates the lowest egalitarian family style.

An additional measure of perceived and ideal egalitarian family

style was computed from the scores of two of the ten statements. These

statements refer to the shifting and sharing of family responbilities

(Appendix A, 013, j and v). It was felt that since co-prdviding can

be viewed as a shifting from traditional to egalitarian roles and a

sharing of the responsibility of breadwinner, these statements might be

closely related to the dependent variable. The statements were scored

as above, with the scores from the statements of "how you describe your

family now" indicating perceived responsibility style, and the scores
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of "how you would like your family to be" representing ideal responsi-

bility style.

Educational level: Level of education was measured by asking the
 

respondent to indicate the number of years of schooling completed.

Partial years were excluded (Appendix A, question 1).

Age; The respondent's age was determined by asking her to indi—

cate the month and year of her birth. Her actual age in years was cal-

culated by subtracting her year of birth from the year in which she

responded to the survey, 1983 (Appendix A, question 1).

Number of children: Number of children was measured by asking
 

the respondent to give information about each of her children from

oldest to youngest (Appendix A, question 2).

Perceived income adequacy: Perceived income adequacy is concep-
 

tually defined as respondent's perception of the degree of adequacy of

her household income to meet the needs of that household. This vari-

able was measured by asking the respondent to indicate to what degree

family income is adequate. A response indicating the lowest degree of

adequacy was coded as 1, while the highest degree of income adequacy

was coded as.5 (Appendix A, question 26).

Level of wife's income: Level of wife's income was measured by
 

asking the respondent to state her annual income for the preceding

year (Appendix A, question 23).

Level of husband's income: Husbands were asked to indicate their

annual income for the preceding year in order to measure this variable

(Appendix A, question 23).

Wife-husband income ratio: Wife-husband income ratio was

measured by using the respondent's annual income and her husband's
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annual income in ratio form.

Discrepancy between ideal and perceived egalitarian family style:

This variable was calculated by subtracting the perceived egalitarian

family score from the ideal egalitarian family style score.

 

 



CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents information on the research design, devel-

opment of the instrument, sampling procedures, response rate and coding

procedures. Brief explanations of the statistical techniques used in

data analysis also are included.

RESEARCH DESIGN
 

This study is exploratory in nature and used survey research

design to identify major variables that predict and explain the

variance in employed wives' perceptions of their contribution to their

husbands' financial support. It is a cross-sectional study and is non-

experimental in nature. The unit of analysis is employed wives in dual-

earner couples. Data were collected using a self-administered

questionnaire.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENT
 

The instrument for the NC 164 research project was developed and

compiled by the representatives of the nine states participating in the

project. Representatives formulated sections of the instrument related

to their specific interest areas. In addition, FACES 11 (Family Adapt-

ability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales) as developed by Olson, Portner,

and Bell (1983) was used in the instrument.

16
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SAMPLING PROCEDURES

The population chosen for the NC 164 study consists of middle-aged

families in the state of Michigan. Because it would be an expensive

and overwhelming task to draw a random sample from families in the

entire state, representative areas were selected. One SMSA and four

rural counties were chosen as the representative populations from A

which samples were drawn randomly. I

Flint was the SMSA chosen as representative of other Michigan

SMSA's on the dimensions of education and income levels. Also on the

dimensions of education and income levels, the following counties were

chosen as representative of rural counties in Michigan: Alpena,

Charlevoix, Dickinson, Hillsdale.

The Donnelly Corporation (a company which collects and distributes

lists of names for businesses and other organizations across the nation)

was contacted to provide a thorough list of families which met the

criteria that the mother in a two-parent family was between the ages

of 35 and 65 years. From the provided lists, random samples were drawn

for each county or city using a list of random numbers.

In an attempt to receive a sample of 100 respondents from the

urban area, 300 families were selected from within the city limits of

Flint. In an attempt to receive a sample of 100 rural farm families

and 100 rural nonfarm families, 600 families were randomly selected

from the rural counties. For the rural counties, the number of

families selected from each county was determined proportionally with

equal weight given to population of the counties and number of farms
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in the counties. The number of families selected from each rural

county was as follows: Alpena, 138; Charlevoix, 84; Dickinson, 48;

and Hillsdale. 330. (Fora more detailed explaination of sampling

procedures, see Smith, 1985). The sample used in this study is a sub-

sample of the NC 164 sample and is clarified in Chapter III.

TECHNIQUES OF DATA COLLECTION
 

The method of data collection was a modification of the Dillman

procedure (Dillman, 1978). The data were collected using a self-

administered questionnaire. A set of questionnaires, one for each

spouse, was mailed to each household in the sample, along with a letter

of explanation and a self-addressed stamped envelope. Each question-

naire carried the designation husband or wife and an identification

number to enable the researchers to determine who had returned the

questionnaire. After one week,a postcard reminder was mailed to those

who had not responded, and after four weeks an additional set of

questionnaires was mailed to non-responding households with a letter

encouraging participation in the study.

RESPONSE RATE
 

The overall response rate for the Michigan sample of NC 164 was

35.9%. As stated above, the sampling frame was provided by the

Donnelly Corporation, which guarantees the accuracy of their lists at

a certain percentage rate. Although only the "A", or most accurate,

list had been requested by the NC 164 project, it was discovered after

the questionnaires had been mailed that the sampling frame also

included the less accurate "B" and "C" lists. When questionnaires were

returned from couples who did not fit the age requirements for the

project, it became clear that the inaccurate sampling frame could have
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affected the response rate. It was possible that couples eliminated

themselves from the study becasue they were not in the middle years of

family life. In order to determine if this was so, the more accurate

"A" list was requested from the Donnelly Corporation. Separate

response rates were then calculated to determine if the "A" list re-

sponse rate was higher than that of the "B" and "C" lists (Appendix B).

Indeed, the response rate for the "A“ list names was 42.4%, while the

response rate for the "B" and "C" list names was 34.0%. It is felt

'that the 42.4% response rate more accurately represents the true

response rate for the sample and, although not optimal, it is an

acceptable response rate when length and complexity of the question-

naire are considered.

CODING PROCEDURES
 

The data of the Michigan NC 164 project were coded by five

student coders who were supervised by this researcher. Accuracy and

congruency of coding were controlled in the following ways.

1. Coding was done only in the presence of the coding super-

visor. Coders were instructed to ask for clarification

whenever they had questions.

2. Specific instructions for each question were included with

the codebook. These instructions included descriptions of

problems that had been identified and how they were to be

coded.

3. Each question had a corresponding problem sheet included with

the codebook. If there were no specific instructions and the

coding supervisor could not answer a question, the question

was brought before project leaders and a decision was made on

how to code the response.

4. After the coders were familiar with the coding process, the

coding supervisor and all coders coded the same questionnaire.

The code sheets were then checked for inter-coder reliability.
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5. One work week was used to check coding sheets for errors.

Since error rate was less than 2%, it was decided by project

leaders that no further checking would be done, due to

financial and time constraints.

After the coding was completed, the data were keypunched and

entered onto the computer system. The data were cleaned by the coding

supervisor.

DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES
 

Relative Frequencies
 

Relative frequencies were computed for each of the independent

variables, the dependent variable, rural status, employment status,

and family income. These frequencies are used to describe the partici-

pants of the study and to determine if the assumption of normality of

the distribution of the dependent variable is met as if necessary for

multiple regression analysis.

Crosstabulations
 

Crosstabulations are joint frequency distributions of two or more

variables. In this study, a 6 X 10 crosstabulation table was computed

to aid in understanding the way in which respondents interpreted the

question pertaining to the dependent variable. This was necessary

because the question did not specify financial or emotional support

(Appendix A, question 3).

Multiple Regression

Multiple regression analysis is a statistical technique used to

determine the relationship between a dependent variable and a set of

independent variables. Using multiple regression, the researcher can

determine the best prediction equation for the dependent variable.



21

The multiple regression equation is

'= A + lel + 82X2 + . . . Bka

where Y' is the estimate of the dependent variable, A is the Y' inter-

cept and Bi are the values by which Xi are multiplied to obtain the

best possible prediction line for Y. The equation describes a line

which most closely represents the points on a scatterplot for each

case. The distance between the actual values for Y for each case and

the estimated point on the regression line (Y') is the residual. The

regression line is calculated to minimize the sum of the squared resi-

duals. The standard error of estimate is the square root of the

squared residuals and gives an indication of the average error in

predicting Y from the regression line (Kim and Kohout, 1975).

Rg'hsthe proportion of the variance in the dependent variable

explained by the independent variables. Each independent variable

entered into the regression equation will increase 3?. The law of

diminishing returns takes effect, however, and each additional variable

explains less of the variance. When variables that account for little

variance in Y are entered into the equation, 3? will rise slightly, but

so will the standard error of estimate. The best prediction equation

is at the point of the lowest standard error of estimate. In this

study, the variables included in the best prediction equation will be

identified as major variables in predicting the dependent variable.

Step-wise multiple regression analysis is used to determine the

. optimal prediction equation and identify the variable related most

strongly to the dependent variable. Step-wise multiple regression

with forward inclusion allows for independent variables to be entered

into the equation from the single best predictor to the least effective
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predictor (Kim and Kohout, 1975). The first independent variable to

enter the equation is the one that explains the greatest amount of

variance in the dependent variable. Each additional variable entered

will be in the order that allows for the greatest additional explana-

tion of the remaining unexplained variance in the dependent variable.

With the addition of each variable, 3? will continue to rise as more

of the variance in the dependent variable will be explained. The

standard error of estimate will decrease as long as variables entered

into the equation improve the predictability of the dependent variable.

Variables will continue to enter the equation until the previously

determined level of f_to enter is not met. In this study the default

value of f.to enter was used so that the order of the variables in

several regression analyses could be compared.

In addition to determining the best prediction equation, it is

possible to test for significance of the relationship between the

dependent variable and each independent variable by using the [rtest.

The Ertest was used to determine if it is possible to reject the

proposed hypotheses in this study.

Multiple regression analysis is most accurate when there is a

high degree of correlation between the dependent variable and indepen-

dent variables and a low degree of correlation between the independent

variables. The use of Pearson Correlation analysis allowed for

determinination of relatedness of the independent variables. The

Pearson product-moment correlation coeffieients indicate the degree

to which change in one variable is related to change in another.

The coefficient describes the strength and the direction of the
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relationship and ranges from -1 to +1 with values close to zero

indicating little or no relationship.



CHAPTER III

ANALYSIS OF DATA
 

This chapter will describe the results of the data analysis

procedures. Sections included are selection of the study sample,

description of the study sample and multiple regression analyses.

SELECTION OF THE STUDY SAMPLE
 

Cases for this study were selected by the following criteria:

1. The respondent was employed outside the home either full

or part-time;

2. The respondent reported personal income for the previous

year.

The cases that met these criteria were screened to try and determine

how the respondent interpreted the question that provided the data for

the measurement of the dependent variable. Question 3 requested the

respondent to indicate percent of support provided to household members

(Appendix A). Since financial or emotional support was not specified,

there was concern about the accuracy of the data. Crosstabulations

were run on the dependent variable by employment status (Table 1).

By examining the results, it can be noted that 27 of the 35 fUll-time

homemakers reported they provide 0% of support to their husbands and

eight responded with 100%. While a response of 0% of support indicates

the question was interpreted as financial support, a response of 100%

indicates the question was interpreted as emotional support. Since

it was impossible to determine how the three full-time and one part-time

24
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employed respondents who reported they provide 100% of support to

their spouse interpreted the question, these four cases were dropped

from the study sample. An additional nine cases were eliminated

because of missing data or the reporting of a negative personal income.

The final sample for this study consisted of 53 employed wives report-

ing they provide from 0% to 50% of their husbands financial support.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE
 

Of the 53 cases included in this study, almost 65% were wives

who are employed full-time, while slightly more than 35% are employed

part-time, which is defined as less than 35 hours per week (Table 2).

A little more than 65% are from rural Michigan (Table 3). The age of

the women in the sample ranged from 36-64 years, with a mean age of

46.1 years (Table 4). Only one respondent had less than a high school

education, while almost 50% had at least some college education. The

mean years of education for the study sample is 13 years (Table 5).

Almost 80% of respondents had from one to three children with the mean

number of children being 2.8 (Table 6). The mean annual income of

these women is slightly more than $11,000, although almost 55% earned

less than $10,000 annually (Table 7). The mean family income is

slightly more than $35,000 annually (Table 8). Almost 80% of the

women reported that their family is able to afford at least some wants

(Table 9).

Family income was calculated by summing the wife's and husband's

annual income. The percent of the family income earned by the women

ranged from 3% to 74% with a mean of 31.3% (Table 10), slightly below

the national average of 38% for dual-earner couples. The calculated

percent of income earned differed considerably from the perceived
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Table 2.--Frequency Distribution of Employment Status (n=53)

 

 

Employment Status Frequency Percentage

 

Employed full-time 34 64.2

Employed part-time 19 35.8

Total 53 . 100.0

 

Table 3.--Frequency Distribution of Rural Status (n=53)

 

 

 

Rural Status Frequency Percentage

Rural 36 67.9

Urban 17 32.1

Total 53 100.0
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Table 4.--Frequency Distributidn of Age of Respondents (n=53)

 
 

 

Age (in years) Frequency Percentage

35-39 13 24.5

40-44 13 . 24.5

45-49 9 17.0

50-54 9 17.0

55-59 7 13.2

60-64 ' 2 3.8

Total 100.0
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Table 5.--Frequency Distribution of Education Level of Respondents(n=53)

 

 

 

Education Level Frequency Percentage

Less than 12 years 1 1.9

12 years 27 50.9

(high school)

Greater than 12 years 12 22.7

less than 16 years

(some college)

16 years 8 ° 15.1

(college degree)

Greater than 16 years 5 9.4

Total 53 . 100.0

 

Table 6.--Frequency Distribution of Number of Children (n=53)

 

 

Number of Children Frequency Percentage

 

1 4 7.5

2 20 37.7

3 18 34.0

4 6 11.3

5 4 7 5

6 1 19

Total 53 100.0
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Table 7.--Frequency Distribution of Hife's income level (n=53)

 

 

 

Hife's income level Frequency Percentage

Less than $10,000 29 54.7

$10,000-19,999 15 28.3

$20,000-29,999 9 17.0

Total 53 100.0

 

Table 8.--Frequency Distribution of Family Income Level (n=53)

 

 

Family income level Frequency Percentage

Less than $10,000 1 1.9

$10,000 - 19,999 3 5.6

$20,000 - 29,999 16 30.2

$30,000 - 39,999 15 28.3

$40,000 - 49,999 8 15.1

$50,000 - 59,999 5 9.5

$60,000 - 69,999 5 9.5

Total 53 100.0
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Table 9.—-Frequency Distribution of Perceived Income Adequacy (n=53)

 

 

 

Perceived Income Frequency Percentage

Adequacy

Income does not meet needs 1 1.9

Income meets needs only 10 18.9

Income meets some wants 31 58.5

Income meets most wants 7 13.2

Income meets wants with 4 7.5

some leftover

Total 53 100.0
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Table 10.--Frequency Distribution of Calculated Percent of Support

Provided by Wives (n=53)

 

 

Calculated Percent of Frequency Percentage

Support Provided

 

Less than 10% 3 3.8

10-19% 5 11.3

20-29% 18 34.0

30-39% 13 24.5

40-49% 9 15-9

50-59% 2 3.8

60:69% 2 3.8

70-79% 1 1.9

80-89% 0 0.0

90-100% 0 0.0

Total 53 100.0
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TableIJ.--Frequency Distribution of Perceived Support Provided (n=53)

 

 

 

Perceived Support Frequency Percentage

Provided

0% 28 52.8

10% 1 1.9

20% 4 7.5

25% 1 1.9

30% _ 5 -9.4

33% 1 1.9

40% 1 1.9

50% 12 22.7

Total 53 100.0
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Table 12.--Frequency Distribution of Perceived Egalitarian Family Style

 

 

 

(n=53)

Family Style Score Frequency Percentage

1.0-1.4 0 0.0

1.5-1.9 1 1.9

2.0-2.4 O 0.0

2.5-2.9 7 13.2

3.0-3.4 17 32.1

3.5-3.9 21 39.6

4.0-4.4 7 13-2

4.5-5.0 O 0.0

Total 53 100.0
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Table u1--Frequency Distribution of Ideal Egalitarian Family Style

Score (n=53)

 

 

 

Ideal Family Style Frequency Percentage

Score 4

1 0-1.4 O 0 0

l 5-1.9 O O 0

2 0-2.4 0 0 O

2 5-2.9 0 O O

3 0-3.4 4 7 5

3 5-3 9 23 43 4

4 0-4 4 19 35 9

4 5-5.0 7 13 2

Total 53 100.0
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contribution to support they stated they provide to their husbands, as

over 50% reported they provide 0% of support (Table 11).

Although it was difficult to determine the degree of egalitarian-

ism within the families of women studied, it was possible to determine

that many women view the ideal family style as more egalitarian than

the way their family is now. It was possible to draw this conclusion

by comparing the scores for ideal egalitarian family style (IDFAMSTY)

and perceived egalitarian family style (FAMSTYLE) in Tables 12 and 13

and the scores for ideal responsibility style (IDRESP) and perceived

responsibility style (RESP) in Tables 14 and 15.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
 

Research Objective 1
 

By computing the difference between the perceived percent of

support provided and the actual percent of family income earned, it

was possible to place the respondents on a continuum from role

minimization to role magnification (Figure 1). The frequency distri-

bution for DIFFSCORE is reported in Table 16. Slightly more than 50%

of respondents minimized their role as income providers with a dif-

ference in perceived support and actual support from -11% to -70%.

Less than 10% of the respondents were role magnifiers with a differ-

ence in perceived support provided and actual support provided

ranging from +11% to +40%. Almost 40% of the sample reported per-

ceived percent of support provided within -10% and +10% of actual

support provided and can be placed in the category of role

approximation.
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Table 14.--Frequency Distribution for Perceived Responsibility Style

 

 

 

(n=53)

Responsibility Frequency Percentage

Score

1 0 0.0

2 3 5 7

3 6 11:3

4 3 5 7

5 7 13.2

6 11 20.7

7 11 20.7

8 4 7 5

9 5 9.4

10 3 5.7

Total 53 100.0
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Table 15.--Frequency Distribution for Ideal Responsibility Style

 

 

 

(n=53)

Ideal responsibility Frequency Percentage

score

1 O 0.0

2 0 0.0

3 0 0 O

4 1 1 9

5 3 5 7

6 6 11.3

7 10. 18 9

8 13 24 5

9 11 20.7

10 9 17.0

Total 100.0
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Table 16.--Frequency Distribution for DIFFSCORE (n=53)

 

 

 

DIFFSCORE Frequency Percentage

-61% - -70% ’ 1 1.9

-51% - -60% 0 0.0

-41% - -50% 1 1-9

-31% - -40% 11 20.7

-21% - -30% 8 15.1

-11% - -20% 6 11.3

- 1% - -10% 8 15.1

0% I 4 7.5

+1% - +10% 9 17.0

+11% - +20% 3 5.7

+21% - +30% 1 1.9

+31% - +40% 1 1.9

Total 53 100.0
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Research Objective 2
 

Several multiple regression analyses were used to determine the

major predictor variables for perceived support provided. Multiple

regression analysis assumes a normal distribution for the dependent

variable. In this study, the dependent variable was not normally

distributed as can be seen in the frequency distribution in Table 11.

Because this assumption of multiple regression analysis was not met,

the dependent variable was dichotomized. All responses of more than

0% were recoded as "1" and responses of 0% were coded as "0". This

allowed for the determination of the predictive value of the indepen-

dent variables in determining group membership. Although recoding of

a continuous variable to a dichotomous variable causes information to

be lost, it is sometimes necessary when the assumptions of multiple

regression cannot be met (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 644).

 

Multicollinearity. If the independent variables in a multiple

regression analysis are intercorrelated at the .80 level and above,

the problem of multicollinearity exists (Kim and Kohout, 1975).

Pearson correlation Coefficients were computed in order to examine the

degree of correlation between the independent variables (Table 17).

Since the highest correlation between any two variables entered into

the same equation was .491, it was decided that multicollinearity was

not a major problem in this study.

Regression Analyses. The first multiple regression analysis

included AGE2, education, number of children, wife's income level,

husband's income level, wife-husband income ratio, perceived income

adequacy and perceived egalitarian family style (Table 18). AGE2 is

a created variable that allows for the prediction of a curvilinear
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relationship between age and the dependent variable. A second multi-

ple regression-analysis was performed using AGE in plae 0f AGE2.

Because of the limited range of ages of the sample, it was not known

if the predicted curvilinear relationship would act as a better predic-

tor than a linear relationship between the independent variable age and

the dependent variable (Table 19). As can be seen from comparing the

two analyses, AGE2 did not enter the equation because the level of f_

to enter was not met. In the second analysis, AGE did enter the equa-

tion, although it is not a major predictor variable. Because AGE did

appear to be a slightly better predictor of the dependent variable than

AGE2, it was used in place of AGE2 in further regression analyses.

The third regression analysis was done in order to determine if

ideal family style (IDFAMSTY) would be a better predictor of perceived

contribution to support than perceived egalitarian family style

(FAMSTYLE). This variable was a better predictor as it entered the

equation in Step 3 (Table 20). By comparison, perceived egalitarian

family style entered the second regression analysis in Step 5, and

explained very little of the variance in group membership (Table 19).

Table 21 is the summary table for the fourth multiple regression

analysis. In this instance, the discrepancy score computed by sub-

_tracting FAMSTYLE from IDFAMSTY was used in the analysis. This

discrepancy score (DISFAMST) entered the equation in the second step '

and proved to be a better predictor than either FAMSTYLE or IDFAMSTY.

The final regression analysis replaced IDFAMSTY and DISFAMST with

IDRESP, ideal responsibility style, and DISRESP, the discrepancy score

between ideal and perceived responsibility style. Because perceived

and ideal egalitarian style included the statements representing
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perceived and ideal responsibility style, it was decided that the

analysis would not contain a combination of both sets of variables.

DISRESP entered the analysis in Step 1 and proved to the major predic-

tor of the variance in the dependent variable (Table 22).

The hypotheses proposed were tested using the preceding regres-

sion analyses. The significance of each variable was determined using

the §_test.

HO There is no relationship between egalitarian family style

and employed wives' perceptions of their contribution to

their husbands' financial support.

This hypothesis was not rejected in any of the regression

analyses. When the variable was entered as FAMSTYLE (perceived egali-

tarian family style) it was the fifth variable to enter the equation

(Table 19), and added little to the predictability of the dependent

variable as the change in R? was only .004. When ideal egalitarian

family style (IDFAMSTY) was used, it entered the equation in Step 3 of

the analysis and explained a larger portion of variance in group mem-

bership with a change in B? of .019 (Table 20). In multiple regression

analysis #5, egalitarian family style was measured by ideal responsi-

bility style (IDRESP). In this analysis, it was the last variable to

enter the equation (Table 22). Although ideal egalitarian family style

was a better predictor than perceived family style or ideal responsi-

bility style, it was not significant at the .05 level, and this variable

was not considered to be a major predictor of the dependent variable.

H02 There is no relationship between age and employed wives'

perceptions of their contribution to their husbands'

financial support.

Two hypotheses were tested using age as an idependent variable.

The proposed hypothesis using AGE2 predicting a curvilinear
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relationship was tested in the first regression analysis, and the

variable did not enter the equation using the default level of f_t0

enter (Table 18). In the second regression analysis, the hypothesis

predicting a postive. linear relationship between AGE and the dependent

variable was tested. In this analysis, AGE was the last variable to

enter the equati.n with an f_t0 enter of .028 and a change of R? of

.001 (Table 19). In testing both hypotheses it was found that the age

of employed wives was not an important variable in predicting the

variance in the dependent variable. In the final multiple regression,

analysis, AGE was the fifth variable entered in to the equation and

accounted for a change in R? of .007 (Table 22).

HO There is no relationship between level of education and

employed wives' perceptions of their contribution to their

husbands' financial support.

It was not possible to reject this hypothesis in any of the

analyses. In Table 20, education entered the analysis in Step 5 with

a change in R? of .014. This was the largest change in R2 accounted

for by level of education.

H0 There is no relationship between number of children and

employed wives' perceptions of_their contribution of their

husbands' financial support.

The proposed hypothesis predicted a negative linear relationship

between number of children and perceived support provided. In fact,

the analyses showed a postive linear relationship between these two

variables (Table 23). Although number of children was not a signifi-

cant predictor at the .05 level and the hypothesis could not be

rejected, it does appear to be a major predictor of the dependent

variable as it is included in the best prediction equation in each of
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the five analyses. In the fifth analysis, it accounted for a change

in 3? of .047 (Table 22).

HO5 There is no relationship between perceived income adequacy

and employed wives' perceptions of their contribution to

their husbands' financial support.

This hypothesis was not rejected nor was the variable an impor-

tant predictor of perceived contribution to support. It never appeared

in the best predictor equation and the largest change in 2 was .003.

This may be due to the fact that only one respondent viewed family

income as not meeting family needs.

HO6 There is no relationship between income level of employed

wives and their perceptions of the1r c0ntr1but10n to the1r

husbands' financial support.

A positive linear relationship was predicted between level of

wives' income and perceived contribution to support. Although the

level of wives' income was not a significant predictor of the dependent

variable and the hypothesis could not be rejected, it does appear in

the best prediction equation in each analysis and accounted for up to

4.5% of the variance in group membership (Table 21). Level of wives'

income appears to be a major variable in predicting the dependent

variable.

H0 There is no relationship between level of husbands' income

and employed wives' perceptions of their contribution to

their husbands' financial support.

The proposed hypothesis predicted a negative linear relationship

between level of husbands' income and perceived contribution to

support. This hypothesis was not rejected and the level of husbands'

income was not included in any of the best prediction equations.

HO8 There is no relationship between wife-husband income ratio

and employed wives' perceptions of their contribution to

their husbands' financial support.
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The ratio (If wife's income to husband's income was found to be

a major predictor of perceived contribution to support. In all but

the final regression analysis, this variable entered on Step 1 of the

analysis and explained 5.8% of the variance in group membership

(Tables 18 through 21). In the fifth multiple regression analysis,

wife-husband income ratio entered on Step 2 with a change in R? of

.098 and a significance level of .018. This hypothesis was rejected.

H09 There is no relationship between the degree of discrepancy

in ideal and perceived egalitarian family style and employed

wives' perceptions of their contribution to their husbands'

financial support.

The summary table of regression analysis in Table 21 reveals

that the discrepancy between ideal and perceived egalitarian family

style is an important predictor variable and enters the equation at

Step 2. This variable explains 6.5% of the variance in group member-

ship. Although the variable is not significant, its entry into the"

equation before ideal egalitarian family style is important to note.

In Table 22, ideal responsibility style and the discrepancy between

ideal and perceived responsibility style are substituted for the

corresponding family style variables. This equation was the best

prediction equation of all the analyses, with an R? of .25 at the

point of lowest standard error of estimate. DISRESP accounted for

7.8% of the variance in group membership and was significant at the

.01 level which supports the rejection of this hypothesis.



CHAPTER IV

This final chapter includes the limitations of the research,

a summary, a discussion of the findings and implications for further

research.

LIMITATIONS
 

The major limitation of this study is related directly to survey

methodology. One of the problems was in determining the meaning of

the data for the dependent variable. Although an attempt was made to

drop cases that reported percent of emotional support, there was no way

to determine if any of those responding they provide 0% of support did

so because they feel both spouses are self-supporting. Data gathered

by survey research are always subject to the interpretation of the

researcher. An additional limitation is related to the use of ten

statements from FACES II as a measure of egalitarian family style.

'Although this use of FACES II has face validity, it has not been tested

for other types of validity or reliability. 'Another limitation is

small sample size which limits generalizability.

91mm.

The first objective of this study, that of determining if respon-

dents can be placed on a continuum of role minimization to role magni-

fication, was met. The difference between the perceived contribution

to husbands' support and calculated percent of family income earned by

the wives ranged from -70% to +40%. It appears that most wives minimize

54
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their role as provider (50.9%) and few magnify that role (9.5%),

while 39.6% view their role as provider as approximately equal to the

percent of family income they earn.

The second objective of this research was to identify the major

variables that predict and explain employed wives' perceptions of their

contribution to their husbands' support. Since the dependent variable

was not normally distributed, it was necessary to dichotomize the

variable. Women Who reported they provide a specific percent of sup-

port were placed in one group, while those reporting 0% of support

were placed in a second group. The objective became that of identi-

fying the major variables that predict and explain group membership.

Through a series of five multiple regression analyses, four major

variables were identified as major predictors of group membership:

wife-husband income ratio, level of wife's income, number of children

and discrepancy between ideal and perceived responsibility style. The

importance of the variables wife-husband income ratio and wife's level

of income supports the previous research of Scanzoni (1978), Peterson

and Maynard (1981) and Hood (1983). A positive relationship between

number of children and wives' perceptions of contribution to their

husbands' financial support was not expected. A negative relationship

was predicted as it was felt that the more children, the m0re likely

wives would be to identify with the homemakerrole. In light of the

fact that discrepancy between ideal and perceived responsibility style

was the major predictor variable, the positive relationship seems

logical. The more children there are in a family, the more reponsibil-

ities there are to be shifted and shared and the greater the chance for

discrepancy between the ideal and perceived responsibility style.
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DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS)
 

Although four major predictor variables were identified, they

accounted for only 25% of the variance in group membership. This is

not too surprising since the independent variables were selected to

reflect egalitarian gender role attitUdes, which was not a major

variable in predicting perceived contribution to support. The propo-

sition on which this research was based, that of a relationship

between egalitarian role attitudes and perceived contribution to

husbands' support, proved to be inaccurate. It appears that wives'

perceptions are based on their view of their husbands' role performance.

This too is supported by role theory. Burr, Leigh, Day and Constantine

(1979) have set forth several propositions that relate to the dis-

crepancy or dissatisfaction in responsibility style.

Proposition 1: The perceived quality of role enactment in a

relationship influences the satisfaction individuals in the

relationship have, and this is a positive linear relationship.

Proposition 1a: The quality of alter's role enactment influences

ego's satisfaction, and this is a positivelinear relationship.

Proposition 3: The greater the relative deprivation of one's

situation as a whole, the less one's satisfaction with the

situation.

These three propositions can be applied to the employment of wives

and the discrepancy between ideal and perceived responsibility style.

In this instance, wives experience role strain from their roles as

providersand homemakers. Since it is not possible to alter their roles

outside the home, they may feel their husbands should take on more of

the family responsibilities. If the husbands are not willing to do so,

and research findings generally support that men with employed wives

do very little more of household work than do men with wives who are
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full-time homemakers (Moore and Hofferth, 1979; Pleck, 1981), then

wives will feel husbands are not performing their roles adequately.

This situation may arise when wives become aware that they are working

outside the home and still retaining their duties for household work,

while their husbands' roles remain that of provider. It seems likely

that wives may feel relatively deprived when comparing their leisure

time to that of their husbands. These propositions explain the dis-

crepancy, or dissatisfaction, between the ideal and perceived responsi-

bility style.

The fact that this discrepancy can be used to predict whether or

not employed wives' view themselves as providing financial support for

their husbands' makes an additional proposition necessary. It seems

that the cognizance of the amount of time needed to perform their

homemaker roles in comparison '03 the amount of time spent by husbands

in performing household tasks, makes wives more aware of their role

as provider. Wives may question why their husbands have more leisure

time, and determine it is because husbands are performing one role,

that of provider, while wives are performing both homemaker and provi-

der roles. The general proposition can be stated as

The degree of relative deprivation, or dissatisfaction, influences

ego's perception of her own role.

The specific hypothesis fer this study is

The greater the discrepancy between wives ideal and perceived

responsibility style, the more likely they are to identify

with the provider role.

If the independent variables in this study were selected to reflect

the above hypothesis, it is pdssible that a greater amount of the

variance in group membership could be explained.'
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The significance of this study is in the additional information

it provides in understanding dual-earner couples. This has been

accomplished by identifying the relationship between the discrepancy

between ideal and perceived responsibility style and wives' perceptions

of their contribution to their husbands' support. The next question

that must be addressed is "What are the implications of these findings?"

The answer depends on how these wives view the dissatisfaction in

their relationship. Burr, et al, (1979) state that the more important

the role expectation, the greater the effect on satisfaction. It

may be that the dissatisfaction is not viewed as important to the mari-

tal relationship and will have little effect on the relationship.

However, if employed wives view the expectation for the husbands to

shift and share household responsibilities as important, it is possible

that this discrepancy will effect the marital relationship as a whole.

If the marital relationship is less satisfactory due to the

discrepancy between ideal and perceived shifting and sharing of respon-

sibilities, the way in which dual-earner couples resolve this dissatis-

faction is important. First of all, it is possible that wives will

come to expect less of their husbands in sharing responsibilities and

the dissatisfaction will decrease because the expectations are brought

more in line with reality. A change in husbands' behaviornas a

result of negative sanctions imposed by wives also will result in a

decrease in dissatisfaction. The third possibility is that dissatis-

faction will increase over time. If dissatisfaction with sharing of

responsibilities increases and wives are well aware of their ability

to provide TIDPDClally for themselves and other members of their
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families, there are negative implications for these marital relation-

ships. Unless there are other highly vauled positive factors in the

relationships, the increase in dissatisfaction may lead to a decrease

in marital stability.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
 

Additional research is needed to clarify the above implications

and the data from NC 164 allow for further analysis of this research

problem. The NC 164 project is a longitudinal project with two surveys

spaced two years apart. The following research questions could be

answered using the data from the regoinal project.

1. Can the finding of this study be replicated using data from

the additional eight states involved in NC 164?

Does the discrepancy between ideal and perceived responsibil-

ity style change over time? If so, does it decrease due to

a change in husbands' behaviors or wives' expectations? Does

it increase?

Are any changes in discrepancy over time related to changes

in marital satisfaction as a whole?

Are there any wives who reported they provide 0% of support

to their husbands in the first survey who report they provide

a specific percent of support in the second survey? If so,

is this related to a change in discrepancy between ideal and

perceived responsibility style?

Additional independent variables could be selected that reflect

satisfaction with household responsibilities and marital satisfaction

to see if a greater amount of variance in the dependent variable can be

explained. An additional discrepancy score could be computed to

compare husbands' ideal responsibility score with wives' to determine

if that allows for better prediction of the variance in perceived con-

tribution to husbands' support. The discrepancy between ideal and

perceived responsibility style also could be treated as a dependent
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variable to see what factors explain variation in this phenomenon.

The findings of this research have raised many questions that

need to be answered. 00 women first get jobs, then become dissatisfied

with the way in which household responsibilities are shared,then become

aware of their role as providers, then view divorce as a way to end

their dissatisfaction? If so, a causal relationship between wives

entering the work force and the rising divorce rate could be estab-

lished. If such a causal relationship exists, it is important that

it be identified through further research, so that family professionals

and families can be aware of the risks and rewards of dual-earner

marriage.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

COLLEGI OF HUMAN ECOLOGY EAST LAASIING ' MICHIGAN ' £8824

WAITMINT Of FAMILY AND CHILD ECOLCXEY

4 February I983

The strength of America's families will mold its future. We at Michigan

State University have studied our state's families closely, but, as you

know, society is changing quickly. Teachers. counselors, and lawmakers '

need to learn much more--especially about the way families cope with

modern-day stresses, in order to be of help to families.

Your family is one of only a few families in the "middle years" being

included in our study of family stress in Michigan and eight other states.

Therefore, it is very important that your opinions be known to us.

We want you to answer the questions in the enclosed booklets. One booklet

is labeled for the wife, and one for the husband. It is very important

that husband and wife both answer and that they complete the booklets

without talking to each other. He have included separate postage (prepaid

envelopes) for each of you to return the booklets. -

Your answers are private. The booklet has an identification number for

mailing purposes only. This is so we can check your name off the mailing

list when you return it. Your name will never be placed on it.

You can receive a summary of the results by marking the box "if you would

like a copy of the results of this study" at the end of the booklet.

He would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. Please

write or call. The telephone number is 517-353-5248.

Remember, there are no right or wrong answers. The only right answers

are the ones which truly describe your unique situation.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Dr. Margaret M. Bubolz Dr. Dolores Borland Dr. Vicki Schram

Professor Assistant Professor Assistant Professor

MMszus

enc 1 as u res "5L. ‘3 I. .Wmflv -“"’I- Emu-ll Oppnfl-Iulv Inland-m
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1

We would like to have some background information about your family to

help us in our study. Please fill in the following information about

each member of your household, identifying each person by their relation-

ship to you. ,

 

  
 

First, think about yourself.

01 Sex: M F Mo. 5 Yr. of Birth Yrs. of School Completed

(circle one) Marital Status If Married, Mo. 5 Yr.of Marriage

 

 

inext, think about each of your children, starting with the oldest child.

He will be asking questions about each of your children later in this

questionnaire. Please make sure your answers are from oldest to youngest

in each instance.  

Birth ‘Yrs. of Living at (If N0) Date 1 0f

 

 

 

 

Q2 Sex DMgerr. ggpflLted 32:75.. No Ezgisrlliigfor ilgftYr. lgspggvide

a. Child 1 H F

6. Child 2 M F

c. Child 3 M F

a. Child 4 M F

e. Child 5 M F
 

t. Child 6 M F

(add on if necessary)

 

 
Finally, think about each other member of your household.

 
 

Yrs. of x of

Relationship Sex Birth Date School Marital Support

93 to You M or F Mo. Yr. Completed Status You Provide
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11

 

 

Please read each statement and circle the response number which best

describes your family for each item.

 

Family members are support-

ive of each other during

difficult times

In our family, it is

easy for everyone to

express his/her opinion

. It is easier to discuss

problems with people

outside the family than

with other family members

. Each family member has input

in major family decisions

. Our family gathers together

in the same room

. Children have a say in

their discipline

. Our family does things

together

Family members discuss

problems and feel good

about the solutions

In our family, everyone

goes his/her own way

How would you

How would you describe like your family

your family now? to be?

0 0
N N

x a x ‘0

85* a 68‘ 5‘»
* -% 1* + '5 A?

4? " " 27 Z? i? ‘P ”'5? ..
«Ln-Sago?!» «GS-$59-
“! “#9, ‘0 “#9!

‘éi o 10-4? A? «o i? g?

~§§8~ ~§§s~
it cs 0: k. m: ‘t :5 a, 9- it

H N w a U
1

H N w .
p

U
'
l

l 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

l 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

This Question Continues On The Next Page
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*n.

q.

We shift household

responsibilities from

person to person

Family members know

each other's close friends

. It is hard to know what

the rules are in our

family

Family meebers consult .

other family members on

their decisions

Family meters say what

they want

. He have difficulty think-

ing of things to do as

a family

. In solving problems,

the children's sugges-

tions are followed

Family mediers feel very

close to each other

. Discipline is fair in

our family

Family members feel

closer to people outside

the family than to other

family members

'54-

p
.
.
.

t
o

How would you describe

your family 52!?

H

N U

How would you

like your family

to be?
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13

How would you describe

your family Egg?

:5" ..

$§ ,3
8'8”...“7;

a$§§e
0 O-

§§§$§

c. Our family tries new ways

of dealing with problems 1 2 3 4 5

G. Family members go along

with what the family

decides to do 1 2 3 4 5

*9. In our family, everyone

shares responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5

V. Family members like to

spend their free time

with each other 1 2 3 4 5

x. It is difficult to get a

rule changed in our family 1 2 3 4 5

‘ y. Family members avoid

each other at home 1 2 3 '4 S

*2. Hhen problems arise,

we compromise 1 2 3 4 5

am. He approve of each

other's friends 1 2 3 4 5

lib. Family members are

afraid to say what is

on their minds 1 2 3 4 5

cc. Family members pair up

rather than do things

as a total family 1 2 3 4 5

dd. Family members share

interests and hobbies

with each other I 2 3 4 5

How would you

like your family

to be?

1 2 3 4 5
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Next, think about ur rsonal income before taxes for 1982. Be sure to

include all sources of income that you receive personally; such as earned

income, investments, social security, your own business, job-related

benefits, welfare benefits, rent and so on. If you farm or have your own

business, we would like you to indicate your net farm or net business

income before taxes.

3 I (nearest $1,000)

024 Now, think about your total famil income for 1982. This is total income

before taxes for all mEEBErs of your family, including yourself and ygur

children. Be sure to include all sources ofTincome; suc as earne ncome,

investments, social security, your own business, job-related benefits, wel-

fare benefits, and so on. If your family farms or has its own business,

indicate net farm or net business income before taxes.

S (nearest $1,000)

026 To what extent do you think your income today is enough for you to live on?

a. can't buy some necessities

b. can meet necessities only

c. can afford some of the things we want but not all we want

d. can afford about everything we want

e. can afford about everything we want and have some left over
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CALCULATING RESPONSE RATE

NC 164

MICHIGAN

Sampling Frame

Number of households on "A" list 1903

Number of households on not on "B" list 8728

Total number of households on original 10631

list received from Donnelly

Sample

Number of households in random sample 149

drawn from "A" list

Number of households in random sample 751

not drawn from "A" list

Total number of households in random 900

sample

Response Rate - "A" List

 

Total number of households that received 139

questionnaires and met criteria

Households responding with refusals 2

Households not responding 78

Households completing questionnaire 59

139

Households completing questionnaire

Reigogse = Total number of households that = 42.4%

received questionnaire & met criteria



68

Response Rate - Households not on "A" List

Total number of households that received 642

questionnaires and met criteria

Households responding with refusals 28

Households not responding 396

Households completing questionnaire ‘218

642

Households completing questionnaire

= Total number of households that

received questionnaire & met criteria

Response

rate

Response Rate - Total Households

 

Total number of households that received 781

questionnaires and met criteria

Households responding with refusals 30

Households not responding 474

Households completing questionnaire 277

Reggggse = ifiiiihiliiefimé‘?‘EEESEhS'iiitlfié‘ia'“ = 35.97.
received questionnaire and met criteria
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Table 24--Frequency Distribution of Husband's Income Level (n=53)

 

 

 

Husband's income level Frequency Percentage

Less than $10,000 3 5.7

$10,000 - 19,999 15 28.3

$20,000 - 29,999 22 41.5

$30,000 - 39,999 9 17.0

$40,000 - 49.999 1 1.9

$50,000 - 59,999 3 5.7

Total 53 100.0
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Table 25 --Frequency Distribution of Wife-Husband Income Ratio (n=53)

 

 

Wife-husband Frequency Percentage

income ratio

 

Less than 10% 2 3.8

10 - 19% 4 7.5

20 - 29% 7 13.2

30 - 39% ' 11 20.7

40 - 49% 7 13-2

50 - 59% 6 11.3

60 - 69% 6 11.3

70 - 79% 1 1.9

80 - 89% 2 3.8

90 - 99% 2 3.8

100% and above 5 9.4

Total 53 100.0
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