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COMPARISON OF UNDEREMPLOYED AND NOT UNDEREMPLOYED WOMEN IN
TWO-PARENT TWO-CHILD FAMILIES: AN ELEVEN-STATE

RURAL-URBAN STUDY

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Rational utility theory suggests that husbands and

wives allocate their time according to their relative

productivities inside and outside the home in order to

maximize utility. Husbands and wives utilize a different

set of decision rules regarding the selection of an

occupation. Husbands look at employment status and income.

Wives, on the other hand, consider four completely different

criteria--(1) their relative "market" work advantage,

(2) competition in female job markets, (3) their family

needs, and (4) availability of hired help and labor-saving

devices (Lloyd, 1975; Pleck and Nichols, 1977). The reason

for this difference is that husbands and wives face

different external and internal structural demands on their

time.

External structural demands include: (1) expectations

regarding division of labor according to sex and

(2) material rewards and sanctions by the larger economic

system for work performed inside and outside the home.

Becker (1981) maintains that men and women make specialized

investments that reinforce biologically induced sexual

division of labor. Married women spend more time on

household chores than their husbands. Therefore wives
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invest more in household human capital, whereas husbands

specialize in training for market work. The result is a

traditional division of labor by sex, where husbands tend

to be breadwinners and wives the homemakers.

With regard to material rewards and sanctions by the

larger economic system, men clearly have an advantage over

women for "market" work. The average woman in 1977 earned

only threefifths of what a comparable man made, even when

both worked full time, year round (U.S. Department of Labor,

1979). With only 7.3 percent of wives substantially

outearning their husbands in 1979 (Hacker, 1979), it is

understandable that wives's incomes are often regarded as

secondary to their husbands's.

Internal structural demands on a woman's time is the

second major source of difference between reality

constraints faced by women as versus men in regards to

employment decisions. These demands come from special needs

and problems of children at various stages of the family

life cycle.

Sociologists point out how "...the subtle normative

practices of sex socialization and the current institutions

of childbearing and homemaking..." (Hauser and Featherman,

1977:215) lead women to become preoccupied with childbearing

and childrearing. Kaufman and Richardson (1982), in their

work on women and achievement note that women are influenced

by significant others and institutions first, and directly

as members of a subordinate sex.



The literature on dual-career families provides insight

into how women are influenced directly as members of a

subordinate sex (Rapoport and Rapoport, 1965). In studies

of family structure and the extent of marital equalization

in career as well as domestic spheres, a common theme is for

the "I will follow him" rule to prevail, where the husband's

career takes precedence over the wife's (Wallston, Foster,

and Berger, 1975; Bryson, Licht, and Licht, 1976). This

pattern of career subordination was observed in studies of

college educated women's aspirations (Horner, 1972; Yohalem,

1978) as well as among professionally employed women

(Radcliffe College, 1956; Epstein, 1971; Poloma and Garland,

1971; and Bryson, Bryson, Licht, and Licht, 1976).

Little is known about the magnitude of career subordi-

nation among wives, nor its effects on the individual, the

family, or the larger society. Garnsey (1982), reports,

however, that'career subordination has negative effects on a

wife's personal and professional well-being.

What is more reported are studies in labor economics of

underemployment, a possible consequence of career subordi-

nation. Underemployment is said to exist "...when a

person's employment is inadequate in relation to specified

norms or alternative employment..." (Clogg, 1979:3).

There are six types of underemployment. They include:

(1) the unemployed, (2) the person not in the labor force,

(3) the "discouraged worker", (4) the person working fewer

hours than desired, (5) the underpaid worker, and (6) the



educationally mismatched worker. Burris (1983) observed

deleterious human effects among low-level clerical workers

exhibiting the sixth form of underemployment. Among these

overeducated workers, higher education was associated with

"...increased job dissatisfaction, higher turnover rates,

reduced job involvement, impaired co-worker relations..."

(Burris, 1983:96).

Except for the Burris (1983) investigation, few studies

have explored the qualitative aspects of underemployment.

The Burris study, however, looks only at the cost of

underemployment to employers. Thus, little is known about

its cost to families and to society, or if there are factors

which predispose some married women to be underemployed

while others are not. This is unfortunate because U.S.

manpower projections through the 1990's indicate that

underemployment by educational mismatch will become a

serious problem for a large number of young entrants into

the labor force (Berg, Freedman, and Freeman, 1978). As

increasing numbers of women in the 18-24 year old cohort

complete college degrees, and smaller numbers of positions

become vacated (Berg, Freedman, and Freeman, 1978), many

more of these women may become underemployed as married

women.

Underemployment by educational mismatch is not simply a

problem among the 18-24 year old cohort. It can also be a

concern of other married women as well, especially those who

have subordinated their careers. While the actual number of
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career subordinators is not known, estimates are that this

group is sizeable, since the pool of working wives with

children under the age of 18 was 16.1 million in 1978 (U.S.

Department of Labor, 1978 Summary).

Objectives

The purpose of this exploratory study is to compare the

similarities and differences between two groups of wives and

their families. One group is the underemployed wife. The

other is the not underemployed wife. To accomplish this,

four employment decision criteria used under conditions of

rational decisionmaking by mothers will be examined. They

are: (1) the wife's "market" work advantage, relative

to her husband's, (2) competition in the female labor

market, (3) the family's childcare and household work needs,

and (4) the amount of household help from the husband, an

outside other worker, and/or from labor-saving devices.

It is hypothesized that underemployment will be more

common among wives having certain characteristics. These

wives will be those who: (1) have husbands with the

comparative advantage for "market work," as demonstrated by

low wife-to-husband educatiOn and wage proportions, (2) face

stiff competition in the female labor market, as evidenced

by high unemployment rates, (3) spend more time on childcare

and household work, (4) have more time-intensive, young

children under the age of six, (5) have less assistance with

childcare and total household work (higher childcare and
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total household work workloads), (6) have less help from an

outside other worker with childcare and total household

work, and (7) own few labor-saving devices.

Of particular interest are: (1) the identification of

personal, family, and employment characteristics which

distinguish the underemployed from the not underemployed

wife-families, (2) a logistic regression function that can

predict the probability that a wife with certain character-

istics will be underemployed (Press and Wilson, 1978).

Although there are six types of underemployment, this

study will be limited to underemployment by educational

mismatch among employed married women. For purposes of this

study, a woman is employed if she works at least one hour

per week. This definition concurs with that used by the

U.S. Department of Labor in its reporting of median

education completed by females in various occupations (U.S.

Department of Labor, May 1978).

Implications/Benefits

The findings from this study have implications for

employed women, home economists, educators and public

policymakers. Employed women with children present will be

interested in suggestions for the best allocation of their

time among family, work and leisure activities. Results

from this investigation can be used by wives for personal

comparisons of relative "market" work advantage, job charac-

teristics, family needs and assistance with childcare and
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housework. Major differences may stimulate awareness and

consideration of the range of alternative patterns for

balancing paid work with household work and family

responsibilities.

Practitioners such as vocational counselors, extension

agents, specialists and other teachers can use the findings

from this research to help students and/or clients to better

coordinate their education and occupational training with

plans for marriage and children. If women recognize early

their inclinations toward underemployment, they may be able

to take steps to prevent it or at least learn how to better

cope with the stresses that accompany underemployment.

Additionally, public policymakers will be better able to

propose, support, or oppose legislation aimed at reducing

underemployment if they are aware of the determinants of

this phenomenon.

An exploratory study such as this is important from

both a theoretical and a practical stance. Theoretically,

this study can provide the groundwork for future research on

the determinants and effects of spousal underemployment on

family members' well-being. The variables identified in

this retrospective study as differentiating between

underemployed and not underemployed wives can be tested in

future models addressing the causes of present-day spousal

underemployment. From a practical sense, the outcomes from

this study can be applied by women at all stages of their

careers to make more informed training, marital, family-



planning and work decisions, and by practitioners who

counsel them.

Assumptions

8

1. Employed wives can be classified as underemployed or
not underemployed, using an objective measure of educa-
tional mismatch.

2. The phenomenon of underemployment by educational mis-
match can be explained through a time allocation model,
based on theories from labor economics, family econo-
mics, family sociology, psychology and child develop-
ment.

Limitations

I. The results can only be generalized to two-parent two-
child families living in the eleven states studied.

2. The data base used in this study was not specifically
designed to measure underemployment. Therefore,
assignment of wives into the underemployed and not
underemployed groups is limited by the lack of spe-
cificity in variables such as education and occupa-'
tion. The data base reported education and occupa-
tion in categories rather than as actual years and
specific job titles.

3. The underemployment classification scheme itself may
be a limitation. It was based on an objective
measure of the phenomenon. Therefore subjective
aspects of underemployment, though important, are
outside the scope of this study.

4. Time use for 19 activities was converted from minutes
per day to hours per week. Therefore there may be
errors due to rounding.

Full -time employed:

Definition .j Terms

work outside the home for 35 or more
hours per week on a primary job
(U.S. Department of Labor, 1980).
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Part-time employed: work outside the home from one to 34
hours per week on a primary job
(U.S. Department of Labor, 1980).

Underemployed: having education which exceeds the
median education of comparable fe-
male workers (Berg et al., 1978).

Not underemployed: having education at or below the
median education of comparable fe-
male workers. Includes adequately
employed and overemployed workers.

Rural: population of less than 2,500, in-
cluding farms and open country non-
farm residences (U.S. Bureau of the
Census guidelines).

Urban: cities of 100,000 population having
surrounding areas with population
of 2,500 or more.

Research Objectives

The major objectives of this study were:

1. To describe wives who are underemployed and
those who are not underemployed according to
personal, family, and occupational characteristics;

a. Age, education, family life cycle, family
income, area of residence--rural or urban,
state of residence, wage rate, industry,
occupation;

2. To describe the husbands of underemployed and not
underemployed wives according to personal, family,
and occupational characteristics;

a. Age, education, family life cycle, family

income, area of residence--rural or urban,
state of residence, wage rate, industry,
occupation;

3. To identify the significant factors which
differentiate the underemployed wives from the not
underemployed wives;

4. To determine if there are significant differences
between wives who are underemployed and wives who
are not underemployed according to:
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a. The relative advantage a wife has over her
husband for "market" work, based on:

an education difference score =
(husband's education) - (wife's education)

and a wage ratio = wife's wage
(wife's + husband's wage)

b. The degree of competition faced by a wife for
"market" work in her respective state:

1. Comparison of the overall unemployment rate
faced by wives, based on the match-up of
education and overall unemployment rate for
all possible jobs;

c. The childcare and household work demands of
the family:

1. The tendency for the underemployed wife
to have a younger "youngest" child (a
measure of stage of family life cycle);

2. The wife's total childcare time
(composite effects of number of hours
wife works and number and ages of
children);

3. The wife's total household work time,
excluding childcare time (composite
effects of number of hours a wife works
and number and ages of children);

d. The degree of assistance with childcare and
household work from husbands, other workers
and labor-saving devices;

1. The wife's childcare workload, where

Childcare proportion =
wife's childcare time
wife's + husband's
childcare time

2. The wife's other housework workload, where

Total Household Work Ratio=
wife's other housework time,
wife's + husband's other
housework time
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3. The number of hours spent by an other
worker on childcare and household work;

4. The total number of labor-saving devices
in the home (frost-free refrigerators and
freezers, self-cleaning or continuous-
cleaning oven, automatic clothes washer,
automatic clothes dryer, automatic
dishwasher, food disposer, trash com-
pactor, and vacuum cleaner);

5. To identify the predictor variables which best
differentiate between underemployed and not
underemployed wives;

6. To determine the probability for an employed wife
to be underemployed, given certain personal, family
and occupational characteristics.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The model proposed in this study (see Figure 2.1) is one

of time use allocation in two-parent two-child families,

based on four criteria used by married women to select an

occupation. These criteria are based on research in

economics by Becker (1981) on division of labor in the

household and in families, and on work in family economics

and management on factors which influence time spent on

childcare and housework. Literature in family sociology,

labor economics, family life, psychology, and family

economics and management are reviewed for the insight they

can provide to the phenomenon of underemployment by

educational mismatch.



Figure 2.1 Predicting occupational selection by women:
Economic and sociological perspectives

External structural demands

Relative "market" work
advantage

Competition in female
job markets

Internal structural
demands

Family needs

Assistance with childcare
and other housework

Occupational

Choice

13

Underemployed

Not
Underemployed

Adapted from: M. Geerkin and W.R. Gove. (1983). Ai home
and Ai work. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage
Publications.

The reasons why husbands and wives use different

decision rules when selecting an occupation can be traced to

external and internal structural demands (see Figure 2.2).
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Figure 2.2 Predicting Women's Employment: A sociological
perspective. (Geerkin & Gove, 1983)

External structural demand

Societal expectations for
division of labor

Material rewards for work
and household work

Internal structural demand

Childcare needs

.Housework needs

Level

of

Employment

Adapted from: E.M. Railings and F. Ivan Nye. (1979).
Wife-mother employment, family and society.
In W.R. Burr, R. Hull, F.I. Nye and I.L.
Reiss (Eds.), Contemporary theories about ihg
family. Research -based theories. Volume 1.
(pp. 206, 210). New York: The Free Press.

External demands are principally economic in nature.

They are reported in studies of: (1) human capital theory,

(2) division of labor between husband and wife, (3) labor

force participation of married women, (4) why married women

work, and (5) women and low wages.

Internal structural demands are more sociological and

family-based. They are covered in seminal works on sex role

socialization and in studies of how the institutions of

childrearing and homemaking can handicap women's

occupational chances. Further insight into the demands



15

that family members place on a wife's time is covered in

research on the effects of "market" work, number and ages of

children, and labor-saving devices on time spent on

childcare and other housework.

External Structural Demands

Employment decisions of wives are made in response to

external and internal structural demands (see Figure 2.2).

External demands come from two sources--expectations about

division of labor and material sanctions and rewards. The

first involves expectations regarding division of labor

between husband and wife. These are amply covered in

theories on the effects of relative wage rates on division

of labor between husband and wife as well as in the

literature on the valuation of women's work.

Divisio 2.f Labor between Husband .mod Wife

Relative wage rate hypothesis

Economists such as Becker (1973, 1974) assume that

husband and wife, under conditions of rational

decisionmaking, allocate their time among market work,

housework, and leisure according to their relative

productivity both inside and outside the home. Thus, if

husbands and wives are equally efficient at housework, and

the efficiency of each at market work is measured by his or

her wage rate, then the spouse with the relative wage
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advantage is the one who should allocate his/her time to

market work and invest in market work.

The spouse with the relative wage advantage is generally

the husband. Becker (1981:21) attributes this occurrence to

the fact that husbands and wives make specialized

investments in different kinds of human capital. Husbands

tend to invest in market capital because they spend most of

their time on market work activities. Women, on the other

hand, invest mainly in human capital that raises household

efficiency because they spend most of their time on

childbearing, childrearing and other household activities.

Becker (1981:18,19) accepts the fact that spouses may choose

to specialize in both the market and the household sector,

but recommends against it. He justifies his stand by

pointing out that output will not be changed, even if one

member specializes in market work and the other in

housework. Furthermore, every member will be made better

off if the member now supplying twice as many hours to the

market reduces his/her investment in household capital and

increases his/her investment in market capital.

Valuation gf women's work

In addition to their wife and mother roles, however,

women have always engaged in work. What has changed over

time is the value that society places on her work. Ulrich

(1982) describes how nineteenth century colonial women were

expected to perform a variety of strenuous tasks and were
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highly regarded for their contributions in the home.

During the Industrial Revolution, work was separated

into menu work and women's work. Men worked outside the

home; women worked inside the home. With the demise of the

barter system and the rise of a monetary system of exchange,

women's work in the home became less prized.

Then came the second world war. With many of the male

workers off to war, women were needed to fill civilian jobs

vacated by the men. After the war ended, many of these

women were reluctant to give up their jobs and return to

fulltime homemaking.

Since World War II, women have not stopped working. In

fact, married women are entering the labor force in

increasing numbers. In 1940, 14.7 percent of married women

with husbands present were in the labor force. By 1978 that

proportion more than tripled to 47.6 percent (U.S.

Department of Commerce, 1979:400). Since then, the increase

has been less dramatic, but steady, nonetheless. In 1984

the female labor force rate was 52.8 percent (U.S.

Department of Labor, 1984:2). Of this number, 51.8 percent

had young children under age six (U.S. Department of Labor,

1984:3).

The second type of external demand on employment

decision making comes from the larger economic system in the

form of material rewards and sanctions. According to a

rational utility theory of human capital, husbands and wives

allocate their time inside and outside the home in light of
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the relative advantage each has for "market" work and

housework. The wage rate determines who works outside the

home, while demands for childcare and household services

determine who works inside the home.

The economic literature on labor force participation of

married women establishes the background and setting in

which working wives find themselves. Wives clearly are at a

disadvantage, relative to their husbands, when it comes to

"market" work because they earn less. Mincer and Polachek

(1974) attribute wives's low wages to the fact that they

spend less time in the labor force and in school. Even when

women invest in job training, however, they are less

successful than men with equal or less education in

capitalizing on their human capital (U.S. Department of

labor, 1984).

Labor Force Participation

Influx of married working women

The dramatic rise in the number of working women has led

to an increased interest by economists, psychologists and

sociologists in why more women are working outside the home

and how this changes the distribution of household work

among family members (Geerkin and Gove, 1983). Economists

such as Long (1958) and Mincer (1962) report that there are

factors that influence the rates and timing of labor force

participation by married women. Long attributes increased

rates among married women to:
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the...(1) declining burden of housework due to
fewer children, better appliances, more outside
services for the home; (2) declining hours of

work in office and factory jobs, so that more
women could perform a dual function of wage
earner and wife or mother; and (3) the opening
up of new job opportunities for women (Long,
1962:98-99).

According to Mincer (1962) life cycle is a significant

influence. It introduces changes in demands for and

marginal costs of home work and leisure. Thus, labor force

rates vary with the age of the woman and the presence,

number and ages of children. Support for this finding comes

from Spitze and Waite (1979), who studied the cohort of

females, ages 14-24 (ages 19-29 in 1973) in the U.S.

Department of Labor's National Longitudinal Survey (Center

for Human Resource Research, 1983). This cohort is one of

four, which originated from a national probability sample of

approximately 5,000 individuals who were first interviewed

in 1966. Spitze and Waite report that a woman's first

marriage lowers her preference for paid work by 10 to 20

percentage points, especially if it occurs in the 14-23 age

bracket. Among the younger age groups aged 16 to 27,

however, the first birth raises preference for market work

from 10 to 15 percent. Other factors, such as life-cycle

variations in family incomes and assets affect the timing of

women's labor force participation.

Married women tend to allocate their time among home,

market and leisure activities according to cyclical and

random variations in wage rates, job opportunities and
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income of the male head. Therefore, turnover is

characteristic among married women (Mincer, 1962).

Bowen and Finegan (1969:128) studied a 1 in 1,000 sample

of married women drawn from the 1960 Censuses of Housing and

Population, observing the economic determinants of married

women's labor force participation. The researchers agreed

with Mincer (1962) that life cycle variations in resources

and in demands for them are important. In addition,

however, Bowen and Finegan stressed the importance of

considering the wifels expected market earnings rate, as

measured by general job prospects, group job prospects, and

personal job prospects.

With respect to general job prospects, Bowen and Finegan

(1969:20) found a positive relationship between labor force

participation and average market wage rates. An inverse

relationship was observed with the cost of getting to work,

and the unemployment rate in the local labor market. In

relation to group job prospects, demand for skills possessed

by family members was positively related to labor force

participation while an oversupply of workers, relative to

demand for them, resulted in an inverse relationship.

Finally, with regard to personal job prospects, age,

education, experience, proximity to jobs and being male were

positively related to working. Being too old, being in poor

health, and coming from certain ethnic groups decreased

one's chances for work.
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Why married women work

Studies on the psychology of women provide further

insight into why married women work. Williams (1977)

suggests four reasons: money aspects of the

housewife-mother role, personality factors, and. social

pressures. Williams states that

...mundane as it may seem, the major reason
that a woman works is to meet economic need.
If she is the head of a household, or if her
husband is unemployed or has a very low income,
she may work because she must, simply to pro-
vide necessities for the family. Or she may
work to reach and to maintain.a higher stand-
ard of living for her family by supplementing
her husband's paycheck with her own (Williams*
1977:312).

That married women work because of economic need is

substantiated by studies of wartime women workers (U.S.

Department of Labor, Women's Bureau, 1946), and working

wives in 1955 (Sobol, 1961); 1960 (Bowen and Finegan, 1969);

and Sweet, 1973); 1963 (Rosenfeld and Perrella, 1965) and

1970-71 (Hafstrom and Dunsing, 1978).

Later studies by Bowen and Finegan (1969) and Rosenfeld

and Perrella (1965) focused on the determinants of women's

economic motivation to work. Bowen and Finegan (1969) and

Rosenfeld and Perrella (1965) identified family size, family

composition and ages of children as specific determinants of

a wife's economic need to work. Additionally, Sweet (1973)

noted that labor force participation of wives depends both

on stability as well as level of family income. Hafstrom
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Dunsing (1978), in a summary of research on why women work,

demonstrated that there are socioeconomic as well as

social-psychological reasons why women work. Their findings

also indicated that these determinants will differ by level

of family income.

Women and Low, Wages

Occupational segregation

The dilemma for married women, then, is the discrepancy

between their economic need to work and their inability to

capitalize on their educational attainment. One reason

given for women's inability to capitalize on their

educational training is the existence of a social practice

called occupational segregation. By restricting where women

can work, how much they can earn, and how far they will

advance, occupational segregation relegates a majority of

women into low-paying dead-end jobs.

Sex concentration

One consequence of occupational segregation is the

concentration of women into certain occupations, such as

nursing, teaching and clerical services. Another

consequence is sex stratification within specialties of an

occupational grouping. Take for example the grouping called

"professional and technical occupations". Women are

entering professional and technical occupations in
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university teaching, law and medicine in increasing numbers.

However, they are overrepresented in ancillary positions

within these specialties.

In academia, for instance, there is a disproportionate

number of women at the lowest rank of instructor. According

to U.S. Department of Education, National Center for

Education Statistics, for 1980-81 and 1981-82, the breakdown

was: instructors, 52.2 percent; assistant professors, 35.5

percent; associate professors, 21.2 percent; and professors,

10.4 percent (Grant and Snyder, 1983).

This same pattern repeats itself for law and medicine.

Gates, writing on the legal profession, suggests that law

...remains a stronghold of male chauvinism
despite the influx of young women into law
schools. Few women lawyers have yet found
their way into legislatures, onto judicial
benches, or into the upper echelons of law
firms. Women students lack role models
because of the dearth of female law profes-
sors (Gates, 1976:73).

Lorber notes that in the medical profession

The fault may not lie in the psyches or
female roles, but in the system of pro-
fessional patronage and sponsorship
which tracked them out of the prestigi-
ous specialties and "inner fraternities"
of American medical institutions by not
recommending them for better internships,
residences, and hospital staff positions
and by not referring patients to them
(Lorber, 1975:82).

Another reason cited for women's low wages is their

tendency towards discontinuous employment. Mincer (1962)

notes how life cycle variations in family incomes and assets

affect the timing of women's labor force participation.
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Married women tend to allocate their time among home, market

and leisure activities according to cyclical and random

variations in wage rates, job opportunities and income of

the male head. Therefore, turnover is characteristic among

married women (Mincer, 1962).

Magnitude .j the problem

Mellor and Stamas (1982) report that the overally

female-to-male sex earnings over the past 14 years has

remained remarkably stable. In May, 1967 it was 62 percent.

By the second quarter of 1981 it had risen only two

percentage points to 64 percent.

In a study of the occupation and wage components of

male-female wage differentials, Brown, Moon, and Zoloth

(1980) predicted that more women would be in higher paying

occupations such as management and medicine and fewer in

lower-paying jobs in the service sector if they were awarded

jobs in the same way as men. As late as in 1981, women

workers were still concentrated in a few occupations such as

clerical (39 percent of all employed women), professional

and technical (19 percent), service, excluding domestic help

(12 percent), operatives, except transport (13 percent), and

sales (4 percent) (Rytina, 1982). With only 7.3 percent of

wives substantially outearning their husbands (Pietropinto

and Simenauer, 1979), it follows that a wife's income is

regarded as secondary to her husband's.
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Material Sanctions: Other Handicaps to Women's
Occupatio al Achievement

Material sanctions constitute the second source of

external demands on married wives. Women, more often than

men, face sanctions against competing with potential male

partners. Empirical studies in child development, and in

women and achievement document that sex role socialization

can be a handicap to a woman's occupational chances (Hauser

and Featherman, 1977).

Sex role socialization

Among preschool and early grade school girls and adult

women, researchers observe that female achievement behavior

is motivated by a desire for love rather than mastery

(Lahtinen, 1964; Sears, 1962, 1963; Field, 1951). Horner

(1972) reports that among college females rated as high in

affiliative goals, achievement behavior diminishes and/or

anxiety results. The women "fear success" and withdraw from

competitive situations against men because they believe that

academic and professional success will lead to social

rejection or loss of femininity. Kagan (1964) and Hoffman

(1972) further document how women'value affective

relationships. Kagan in a review of studies on sex role

identification and achievement in science and mathematics,

notes "...that a girl's sex role identity is more dependent

on her ability to attract and maintain a love relationship

than on her academic skills..." (Kagan, 1964:158). As a
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result, a girl tries to "figure the teacher", whereas a boy

tries to "figure the task." Hoffman summarizes the research

on early childhood experiences and women's achievement

motives by noting how much of women's achievement behavior

is motivated by a desire to please.

In American society young adults are expected to marry.

The encouragement comes from parents, significant others,

the mass media, and from peer groups. Lillian Rubin writes

that

. . .women and men in all classes marry for a
complex of reasons. . . First among those
reasons may be the social-psychological
milieu in which we come to adulthood--the
nuclear family which promises...intimacy,
and leaves us yearning for more; a society
in which almost everyone marries, and where
those who don't are viewed as deviant and
deficient (Rubin, 1976:53).

Thus, the young single girl, by custom and tradition is

socialized for the traditional female roles of wife and

mother long before entering marriage.

The literature on the psychology of women suggests that

the institutions of homemaking and childrearing that come

with motherhood greatly influence a woman's choice and

commitment to a career. As Bird cites in the introduction

to her book, "The price of occupational success is made so

high that, barring exceptional luck, only the unusually

talented or frankly neurotic can afford to succeed. Girls

size up the bargain early and turn it down" (Bird,

1968:xiv). Support for Bird's thesis comes from Horner's
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(1972) work on "fear of success" of domestication", as well

as labor force data documenting the persistent wage gap

between men and women (Mellor and Stamas, 1982).

Internal Structural Demands

Sociologists Hauser and Featherman (1977) also advance

the theory that the socialization of women into assuming

primary reponsibility for childrearing and homemaking are

additional impediments to a wife's career advancement. The

literature on how employment and education of a wife

influence the hours she spends on household work provides a

setting for how employed wives balance work with family

demands.

Time Use and Hours Worked for Pay

The literature on household work time indicates a strong

relationship between the number of hours a wife works for

pay and the hours she spends on household work. In studies

by Robinson, et al., 1972; Sanik, 1970, 1981; Walker, 1973;

and Wiegand, 1954, however, where components of total

household work were examined, hours spent in each component

activity of total household work decreased as wives worked

for pay outside the home. In research by Nickols and

Metzen, 1978; Robinson, 1977; Berheide, Berk and Berk, 1976;

Walker and Woods, 1976; Hall and Schroeder, 1970; and

Walker, 1969, where the focus was on total household work
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time, wives's employment hours were found to be negatively

related to total household work hours.

Time Use AD/ Wife's Education

Economists Mincer and Polachek (1974) and Leibowitz

(1973), in their research on wife's education and household

work hours, observed, in general, a negative relationship

between increasing levels of education and household work

time. The one exception to this trend was found by

Leibowitz (1974:243-250) in the case of childcare. Here she

noted that with more education, wives (and their husbands)

spent more time on childcare, in spite of the high

opportunity cost of doing so.

Family demands of a wife's time represent the second

major type of structural demand which influences her

decisions regarding employment. These demands are more

internal in nature. They come from special needs and

problems of spouses and children at various stages of the

family life cycle.

Mincer (1962:68) observed that life cycle influences

labor force participation by married women by introducing

changes in demands for and marginal costs of household work,

paid work, and leisure. Therefore, labor force rates will

vary with the age of the woman, as well as the presence,

number and ages of children in the home.

Support for this finding comes from Spitze and Waite
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(1979), who studied the cohort of females, ages 14-24 (ages

19-29 in 1973) in the U.S. Department of Labor's National

Longitudinal survey (Center for Human Resource Research,

1983:2,6). This cohort is one of four, which originated

from a national probability sample of approximately 5,000

individuals who were first interviewed in 1966. Spitze and

Waite report that a woman's first marriage lowers her

preference for paid work by 10 to 20 percentage points,

especially if it occurs in the 14-23 age bracket. Among the

younger age groups ages 16 to 27, however, the first birth

raises preference for "market" work from 10 to 15 percent.

The degree to which family needs create demands on a

wife's time, and consequently influence her choice of a job

are in large measure determined by: (1) the number and ages

of her children, and (2) the degree of assistance she

receives from her husband, an outside worker, and from

labor-saving devices.

Time USe AAA Children

Data from early bureau of Home Economics studies

(Arnquist and Roberts, 1929; Crawford, 1927; Wilson, 1929)

and other time use studies by Warren (1940), Manning (1968),

Walker and Woods (1976), Berk and Berk (1974), Nickols and

Metzen (1978), and Hafstrom and Schram (1983) clearly

indicate that the presence of children increases total

housework time. Walker and Woods; Sanik, 1979; Wilson; and
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Olson, Olson, and Dickson, 1984 further noted in their

studies that age of children was also an important predictor

of time spent on housework.

Walker and Woods (1976:10), using a sample of 1,296

families living in Syracuse, New York between 1967 and 1968,

reported that age of the youngest child was strongly

correlated to time on housework. Among mothers regardless

of their employment status (employed or not employed), more

time was spent on household work when there were young

children present. Sanik (1979), in her decade comparison

(1967 to 1977) of time use by New York and Oregon

households, noted an inverse linear relationship between

physical care time and age of the younger child. She

stated:

Physical care time is very high for a newborn;
slightly less as a child becomes a toddler and
pre-schooler; decreases sharply as the child
becomes a toddler and pre-schooler, and diminishes
as the school-aged child matures and assumes more
of these responsibilities for himself (Sanik, 1979,
p. 177).

Wilson (1929) in a 1926-1927 study of Oregon farm

homemakers, found that housework time was the greatest when

there was a child under the age of five present in the home.

Olson, Olson, and Dickson (1984), using an eleven-state data

base of 2,100 two-parent two-child families, reported that

young children under the age of six are significantly more
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timeintensive than chldren over age six.

Sanik (no date) used the same 2,100 household data base

as Olson, Olson, and Dickson (1984) to examine differences

in actual time devoted to "work" activities between a

husband and his wife. She found that the number of

preschool children in a family could explain workload

difference between the spouses. "Work" activities in the

Sanik study were defined as the combination of time spent on

housework, physical and nonphysical care of family members

(including related travel time) and paid work (including

related travel time and coffee breaks).

Husband's Contribution ig Childcare and Total Household Work

Empirical studies by Sanik, 1981; Pleck, 1981, Walker

and Woods, 1976; and Blood and Wolfe, 1960 document the

finding that husbands performed relatively little household

work, as compared to their wives. In Sanik's decade

comparison of division of household work between husbands

and wives, she found that in both 1967 and 1977, husbands

spent approximately 1.7 hours per day in household work, as

versus mean times for wives of 7.4 hours in -1967 and 6.8

hours in 1977 (Sanik, 1981:177). Of the husband's hours, 41

percent (0.7 hour per day) was spent in house care

(maintenance and repair, care of the lawn and outside

property, and care and repair of motor vehicles), while 18
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percent each (0.3 hour per day) was devoted to shopping and

nonphysical care of family members (Sanik, 1981:178). Most

husbands spent no time on laundry or other clothing care

activities (Sanik, 1981:178). This trend was observed even

when both husband and wife worked outside the home (Sanik,

1981; Walker and Woods, 1976; Robinson, 1977a; and Robinson,

1977b). Sanik and O'Neill (1982) and Berheide, Berk, and

Berk (1976), further observed that children follow the

precedent of relative nonparticipation set by their fathers,

and do not increase assistance with household work when

parents are employed.

Other Worker's Contribution IQ Childcare and Total Household
Work

The most relevant studies of the effects of outside help

from other workers on housework time were completed in the

1920s, 1930s and in 1976. Arnquist and Roberts (1929),

Wilson (1929), and Walker and Woods (1976) observed only

modest effects between outside help and a reduction of time

spent by the wife on household chores.

Time use and. LaborSaving Devices

In early studies of the 1920s and 1930s, quality of

housing and the ownership of labor-saving household

equipment were believed to reduce time spent on housework

(Vanek, 1974). During this period of time, quality housing
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and convenience equipment were synonymous with: presence of

indoor plumbing, electricity, central heating, and a water

heater.

Despite the addition of labor-saving devices such as

vacuum cleaners, automatic washers, clothes dryers, and

dishwashers in most homes in the late 1960s, Seattle

homemakers in 1968 spent as much time on housework as those

50 years earlier, in 1918 (Hall and Schroeder, 1970:26). In

general, the gains from improvements in housing design and

household equipment were offset by rising standards for what

was deemed as acceptable for homes, meals, and clothing

(Arnqust and Roberts, 1929; Crawford, 1927; Wilson, 1929).

In a decade comparison (1967 to 1977) of time spent on

household work, Sanik found that among 483 two-parent,

two-child families in Syracuse, New York, labor-saving

devices had little effect on time spent on dishwashing and

clothes washing (Sanik, 1981:176). Use of a dishwasher did

reduce dishwashing time by 0.2 hour per day, but an

automatic clothes washer had no effect on time spent on

clothing care (Sanik, 1981).

Career Subordination

Van den Berghe (1970) notes how women "...let themselves

be domesticated and follow their husband's movements..."

(Van den Berghe, 1970:376). This "I will follow him"

philosophy, where a husband's career takes precedence over
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his wife's, is observed even among professional pairs

(Bryson, Bryson, Licht, and Licht, 1976) and among couples

where the wife is a practicing physician, college professor

or attorney (Poloma and Garland, 1971). In most of these

cases the wives prioritized the roles of wife and mother

over career (Poloma and Garland, 1971:535).

Coser and Rokoff explain that female career

subordination occurs because "Career and family life are

presented as mutually exclusive alternatives for women"

(Coser and Rokoff, 1982:45).

Women's occupational status is never quite
legitimate. It is understood that if they
have a family, this should command their major
commitment, and this would cause a detriment to
their occupation. Yet if they are single, they
are "deviant" and are looked down upon for not
having been able to attract a husband. They are
damned if they do and damned if they don't...
(Coser and Rokoff, 1982:51).

The literature on discrimination among professionally

employed women is rich in examples of how a wife's domestic

responsibilties can undercut her own career potential. The

first example is from study of 321 Radcliffe Ph.D.s Of this

number, the 136 who accepted academic posts consistently

published less then their male counterparts. This was just

as true among unmarried as well as married women. The

respondents cited domestic reponsibilities for the care of

cildren or an aged parent, and lack of monetary, physical

facilities and moral support from their college as reasons



35

for their lower output (Radcliffe College, 1956:2,13,24,45).

The second example comes from Perun and Bielby's

(1980:111) study of the career paths of 41 married women

with doctorates who were born between 1883 and 1906.

Although these women accommodated to major life events

differently, by age 60 few differences were noted in the

status of their institutions of employment or in their

academic rank. The one difference occurred among women with

children. Among these women, employment tended to be at

institutions of lower rank (Perun and Bielby, 1980:113).

Underemployment

The relationship between underemployment by educational

mismatch and the criteria used by married women to select an

occupation have not been clearly established in the

literature in psychology, labor economics or family

sociology. What has occurred is research on related themes,

such as: (1) a theory of the household, (2) sexual division

of labor, (3) factors influencing the rate and timing of

labor force participation by married women, (4) why married

women work, (5) occupational segregation as a reason for low

female wages and (6) sex socialization and the institutions

of childrearing and homemaking as handicaps to women's

occupational chances. The most relevant research on

underemployment by educational mismatch comes from work on

career subordination among professionally employed women
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(Bryson, Bryson, Licht, 1976; and Poloma and Garland, 1971).

These studies provide valuable insights into why some

married women are underemployed while others are not.

Clogg (1979:9,10) identifies six forms of

underemployment. They are: (1) not in the labor force (or

economic inactivity), (2) sub-unemployment (a proxy to the

"discouraged worker" status), (3) unemployment, (4)

part-time employment (or part-time unemployment), (5)

underemployment by low income, and (6) mismatch. The sixth

form, underemployment by mismatch, is selected for study

because it is the least studied, yet perhaps the most

insidious form because of this invisible nature.

The first three forms of underemployment--the

economically inactive, the "discouraged worker," and the

unemployed include workers who are outside the scope of this

study. This is because the main concern of this

investigation is the working married woman and the influence

that home and family responsibilities have on her career

decisions. Since only actively employed women are to be

studied, likewise, the economically inactive and the

unemployed worker are not included. The "discouraged

worker", although an interesting group, is also excluded

because the data base to be used does not include

information on why a woman works on the job she does, nor

how satisfied she is with her employment. Without such

data, it is not possible to determine whether a wife is a

"discoraged worker" or not. The fourth underemployment
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form, the part-time employed (or part-time unemployed)

worker is included because the statistic used to measure

completed education (median education) for the coded

occupations is based on a population which included

part-time workers. The fifth form, underemployed by low

income, is not included because of the wealth of existing

research on this group by economists--human capital theory:

Becker, 1981; Deitch, 1980; structural theory: Bibb and

Form, 1977; child development theorists--sex socialization

and female achievement behavior: Horner, 1972; Maccoby,

1966; Horner and Walsh, 1974; and Hoffman, 1972; and family

sociologists and psychologists--professionally employed

women: Poloma and Garland, 1971 and Epstein, 1970.

While there is no consensus on the definition of

underemployment, attempts have been made to describe it..

The International Labor Statisticians, at their

Eleventh International conference identified two forms of

underemployment--visible and invisible. These forms can be

further described using four dimensions of underemployment.

The are (1) time spent in employment, (2) income derived

from work, (3) productivity of work and (4) skill

utilization of workers (Clogg, 1978).

Visible underemployment includes: (1) subunemployment

("discouraged worker"), (2) unemployment and (3) involuntary

part-time employment (Clogg, 1979:7). Invisible

underemployment comes in two forms: (1) underemployment by

low income and (2) underemployment by educational mismatch.
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The standard labor force approach to the study of

underemployment focuses on the visible forms of

underemployment. Other researchers, such as Levitan and

Taggart (1974) and Hauser (1974,1977), however, concerned

themselves with the more elusive, invisible forms.

Underemployment by educational mismatch first appeared

in the literature in discussions of underutilization. Berg

(1970), using 1950 and 1960 census data, observed that 80

percent of college graduates held jobs previously filled by

workers with lower levels of education. Using 1971 data, he

found significantly larger underutilization among men. This

resulted from the predominance of high school graduates in

the data who found work in a wide variety of jobs still

dominated by older blue-collar men with low levels of

education (Berg, Freedman, and Freeman, 1978:83).

Women, on the other hand, were more homogeneously

distributed among occupations. High school graduates tended

to work in lower 'middle' level jobs, while graduates

worked mainly as teachers (Berg, Freedman, and Freeman,

1978:83). However, because the number of low level jobs for

women exceeded the supply of poorly educated women, females

still found themselves filling the "deficit" at the lowest

level jobs (Berg 1970:58).

Norwood (1979), in comparing 1960 with 1970 Bureau of

Labor Statistics data, found that the underemployment by

mismatch has worsened over time. Whereas 73.2 percent of

the collge graduates found professional and technical jobs
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between 1962 and 1968, only 45.9 percent of college

graduates found work in these occupations between 1969 and

1978. Most were working as low-level workers, mainly in

clerical and sales jobs.

Rumberger (1981) reported that between 1960 and 1970

there was a dramatic shift upward in the distribution of

educational attainment. By 1978 less than 25 percent of the

U.S. populaton had low-level education. Nevertheless, a

majority of college graduates worked as low -level workers,

mainly in clerical and sales jobs (Berg, Freedman, and

Freeman, 1978; Norwood, 1979). Using subjective measures of

underemployment, Staines and Quinn, 1979; Duncan and

Hoffman, 1978; Grandjean and Taylor, 1980; and Bisconti and

Solomon, 1976 identified a growing number of workers in the

U.S. in 1976 and 1977 who felt they were not fully using

their skills on their jobs.

Until work by O'Toole (1975, 1977), the terms

underemployment, underutilizaton and overeducation were used

interchangeably. O'Toole, however, made a distinction

between the terms. Overeducation or underutilization was

the inability of workers to use their educational skills,

whereas underemployment was the inability for workers to

learn and to grow on the job. On that basis, he argued that

more focus should be placed on the workplace and less on

"managing" the system of higher education to bring it into

line with the occupational sector.

Studies focusing on the workplace document the negative
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effects that underemployment can have on job satisfaction

(Berg, 1970; Bisconti and Solmon, 1977); Kalleberg and

Sorenson, 1973; Quinn and Mandilovitch, 1977; Rumberger,

1980; Sheppard and Herrick, 1972; Somon et al., 1977; Work

in America Task Force, n.d.; and Burris 1983. In

particular, Berg (1970) observed lower levels of

productivity and higher turnover rates. Kalleberg and

Sorensen (1973) reported lower levels of job involvement.

Other researchers report deleterious effects on personal

and professional well-being. Mandilovitch (1977), for

example, observed lower self-esteem and psychosomatic

symptoms of malaise among underemployed workers, while

Burrisfs (1983) clerical workers were frustrated over their

inability to learn and grow on the job.

There is no widely accepted explanation for the observed

increase in underemployment since 1970. Manpower economists

have suggested that it was the result of a natiowide effort,

started in the 1980s to upgrade the education of all

Americans after the Russians launched Sputnik in 1957 (Berg,

1970:7).

Another theory, which remains untested, is that the

increase in underemployMent by mismatch is an artifact of

the influx of married women into the labor force in the

1970s. Married women, for biological, sociological, and

economic reasons, are more likely to subordinate their

careers than their counterparts. Therefore, the increase in

underemployment may simply be the result of having more
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career subordinators in the labor force.

If career subordination can be assumed to be synonymous

with underemployment by educational mismatch, then an

examination of the four factors that underlie career

deference is appropriate in a study of underemployed married

women. They include: sex role, occupational, family needs

and environmental factors.

By working below her potential, both the family and

society lose. From the family's perspective, if the wife is

working because of economic need, then underemployment if

accompanied by low wages will result in a lower standard of

living. If the work is boring there can also be

psychological costs which may manifest itself as

irritablity, malaise and general lower output at home and at

work. For society, the loss is an economic one, compounded

if the problem is widespread. Glyde (1977:257) notes that

"...underemployment represents an inefficient usage of human

resources and lost output for society."
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Source .21 Data

The source of data for this exploratory study is, a data

base created by NE 113, a Northeast Regional Research

Project. NE 113 began as a 1977 New York State Agricultural

Experiment Station project aimed at updating a 1967-68

household time use study of Syracuse, New York families

(Walker and Woods, 1976). To expand generalizability beyond

New York, Cornell University researchers Kathryn E. Walker

and Margaret M. Sanik (Sanik, 1979) solicited participation

from other states. The first three states to join were

North Carolina, Utah and Oregon. Each state cooperator

arranged for funding from his/her respective Experiment

Station.

By the end of 1977 a total of eleven states received

funding and agreed to participate. They included: New

York, North Carolina, Utah, Oregon, Connecticut, Virginia,

Louisiana, Texas, Oklahoma, California and Wisconsin. With

the inclusion of Connecticut, the cooperators were able to

qualify as a Northeast Regional project.

The project was titled An Interstate Comparison of

Urban-Rural Families's Time Use. Funding for the project

came from the respective state Experiment Stations, the

U.S.D.A. Research-Science Education Administration as well
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as from state and private sources.

The NE 113 project identified three objectives. First

was to create a data base. Second was to compare time spent

on household, paid, and volunteer work by rural and urban

families. Third was to make a decade comparison (1967 to

1977) of time spent on these various activities.

Sample

A stratified random sample was drawn from a population

of two-parent families with two children under the age of

18, and still living at home. The population of potential

participants was identified by checking city and telephone

directories, birth records and announcements, school census

records, organizational listings, contact persons and

general area mailings. Then the pool was stratified by

area of residence--rural or urban, and by age of the younger

child.

Rural, according to U.S. Bureau of the Census guide-

lines, was defined as an area with a population of less than

2,500, including farms and open country nonfarm residences.

Urban residences were cities of 100,000 population or more

having surrounding areas with population of 2,500 or more

(Lovingood, R.P., 1981:5).

Each family was assigned to one of five age strata:

(1) under age 1, (2) 1 year old, (3) 2-5 years old, (4) 6-11

years old or (5) 12-17 years old, depending on the age of
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the younger child. The result was 21 rural and 21 urban

families for each age strata.

In nine of the 11 states, 105 rural and 105 urban

families were sampled. In the remaining two states, a full

complement was not sampled. Louisiana, for example, sampled

only 105 urban families. North Carolina studied only 105

rural families. In total, the data base contained 2,100

families -- 1,050 urban and 1,050 rural families.

Instrument

Two instruments were used in this study. One was a time

use chart (Appendix A-1). The other was a survey

questionnaire (Appendix A-2). The time use chart allowed

for the recording of time spent by family members on two

separate 24-hour days. Time was recorded in five-minute

intervals for 18 activities. Only time use by family

members six and older was recorded. To account for

simultaneous activities within each 24-hour day, both

primary and secondary time were reported. Travel time was

also charted. It was attached to the appropriate activity

category.

The second instrument, a survey questionnaire, was

administered by a trained interviewer. The questionnaire

solicited information on: (1) the family's demographic

characteristics, (2) need-related activities, (3) housing

environment, (4) level of household technology, (5) use of

outside household help and (6) unusual or special environ-
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mental or family circumstances.

Data Collection

Professionally trained interviewers contacted the

selected families by mail or telephone to set up an

interview. Two interviews were scheduled per family. The

homemaker was identified as the person primarily responsible

for the care and maintenance of the home. The other adult

in the family, regardless of sex, was called the spouse.

Children were identified by age and sex. Homemakers were

assigned the role of respondent.

Next, the interviewer introduced the homemaker-

respondent to recording procedures for a time diary to be

used to chart activities over two 24-hour days. Day one was

the recall day; day two, the recording day. On the

interviewer's first visit, two tasks were accomplished. The

first was a charting according to the homemaker of time use

by all family members age six or older. The second was the

administration of a questionnaire covering meal preparation

on day one.

Two days later the interviewer returned to pick up the

second time diary, which covered day two's activities. In

addition, meal preparation questions were asked, as well as

items covering housing environment and household technology,

transportation arrangements, hired domestic help, education,

employment and unusual family circumstances.
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Weighting gf IhA Data

The intent of this exploratory study is to generalize

from the sample to the larger population of underemployed

and not underemployed-wife, two-parent, two-child families

living in the eleven states studied. The population in this

study was stratified. This resulted in equal numbers of

two-parent two-child families representing rural and urban

residences for each of five age strata of the youngest

child.

To enable generalization to the population of eleven

states studied, the data was weighted. The weights adjusted

for: (1) family size, (2) urban and rural residence, and

(3) representativeness of the age strata of the youngest

child in each of the eleven states.

Using 1970 census data, the rural and urban population

of two-parent, two-child families were identified for each

state. In 1970 there were 3,173,947 such families in the

eleven-state area (Meiners, 1984).

Since two-parent two-child families for each state were

stratified by age of the younger child, separate weights

were computed for each age strata. This resulted in 100

different weights, as is shown below:

5

5

weights per rural sample
weights per urban sample

9 states with 10 rural + urban weights = 90
1 state with 5 rural weights = 5

1 state with 5 urban weights = 5

100
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Weighting had differential effects on the data base.

Table 3.1 shows how the.overall size of the sample changed

slightly, whereas the subsample sizes changed more

significantly.

Table 3.1 Effects of Weighting on Sample and Subsample
Sizes

Subsample

Not Underemployed Homemakers
Underemployed* Homemakers

Unweighted Weighted

281 309
636

TOTAL 889 945

*Underemployed by educational mismatch

In general, the findings in this study refer to the

aggregate of wives living in the eleven-state area.

Therefore, sociodemographic characteristics and time use of

the sample are reported as weighted data. The same is true

for tests of differences between the groups--underemployed

versus not underemployed-wife families, and the logistic

regression analysis.

Data Analysis

The data in this study were analyzed in accordance with

the objectives identified in Chapter I. This study devotes

considerable attention to the description of underemployed

wives because little is known about this group. Attributes

such as: wife's and husband's age; their education; family

income; state of residence; area of residence--rural or

urban; and age of youngest child are reported as means,

modes, and ranges. To check on the representativeness of
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when the data were collected, group differences are

examined for day of week and season of the year. This is a

study of underemployed wives. Therefore, male homemakers

are excluded from the subsample.

The subsample consisted of 889 employed wives in eleven

states. A wife was defined as employed if she worked at

least one hour per week. This criterion is used by the

Bureau of Labor Statistics (1978) in its determination of

median education for women in the United States for the

years 1977 and 1978.

The sole criterion for group assignment was the match-up

between the respondent's schooling and the median education

completed by female workers holding a similar job (see

Appendix B, Table B-1). Since there is no information in

the data base on which to determine whether a wife is

working part-time or full-time by choice or not, nor whether

her pay is adequate or not, no attempt will be made to

separate out these forms of underemployment.

Underemployment Categories

The first step in differentiating underemployed from not

underemployed wives was to establish a decision-rule, based

on the match-up of a wife's education as compared to the

median education of comparable women workers in her primary

job. The results are summarized in Table 3.2 below:
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Table 3.2 Decision-rule for Identifying Underemployed Wives

Occupation Code Occupation Sc ooling
Exceeds
Education
Code

10 Cleaning service worker 2

11 Food service worker 3

12 Health service worker 3

13 Personal service worker 3

14 Protective service worker 4

15 Private household worker 2

20 Laborers 3

30 Operatives, except trans-
port 3

31 Transport equipment opera-
tives 3

40 Mechanics & repairers 3

41 Metal craft workers 3

42 Carpenters 3

43 Other construction
craftsmen 3

50 Secretaries, stenographers,
typists, excluding book-
keepers 4

51 Other clerical workers 4
60 Sales workers 4
70 Managers & administrators,

including farm 5

80 Engineers 7

81 Physicians, dentists &
related practitioners 10

83 Teachers, except college 8
84 Engineering & science

technicians 4

85 Other professional,
technical & kindred
workers 7

Median education is used as the measure of central

tendency for two reasons. First, median education is a more

accurate statistic to use than mean education because the

former can be obtained directly from 1977 and 1978 census

data. Mean education, on the other hand must be derived
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from median data. In the transformation of data from median

to mean education, rounding and computational errors may

occur. Second, median education is more representative

because in 1977, the mean educational attainment of American

women was skewed toward the high end (U.S. Department of

Labor, 1978).

Hypothesis Testing

To study the similarities and differences between

underemployed and not underemployed wives and their

families, four major predictor variables were examined.

They were: (1) relative "market" productivity, (2) degree

of competition in the female labor market, (3) demands from

family members for childcare and total household work, and

(4) assistance with childcare and total household work.

Relative "market" work advantage. To represent the

relative "market" productivity of a wife as compared to her

husband, two estimates are used. The first is a husband

minus wife wage difference score. It is the husband's minus

the wife's wage for their primary jobs. The second is a

husband minus wife education difference score. It is the

husband's education, measured in 10 categories, minus the

wife's schooling.

Competition in female labor market. The degree of

competition in the female labor market was measured by two

variables. First was the average unemployment rate for the



51

highest possible job a wife can qualify for, based on her

completed education (Appendix C, Tables C-1, C-2). Second

was whether or not the wife worked in a female-intensive

occupation (Appendix D, Table 0-1). By definition, a

female-dominated occupation is one in which 50 percent or

more of the workers are women (U.S. Department of Commerce,

1970).

To determine the unemployment rate for the highest

possible job an underemployed wife could have, a three step

procedure was used. First, median education was identified

for each of the 22 coded occupations in the data base.

Median education by occupation for both sexes was used to

avoid the arbitrary sex-typing of these occupations (see

Appendix C, Table C-2 for decision rule).

Second, an average female unemployment rate over 1977

and 1978, the time span covered by this data base, was

calculated for each occupation, using Bureau of Labor

Statistics (1980) data (see Appendix C, Table C-2). Only

female unemployment rates were considered because of the

study's focus on competition faced in the labor market by

female workers.

Time demands from family members. Time demands from

family members for childcare and other household work were

measured as: (1) age of the youngest child--an indirect

measure of family childcare demands, (2) wife's weekly

hours spent on childcare--a direct measure of her standards
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for childcare and her perceived childcare time demands, and

(3) wife's weekly hours spent on other household work--a

direct measure of her standard for and demands from

housework.

To measure the degree of assistance the wife gets with

childcare and housework, four measures were used. The first

was the wifels childcare workload; the second was the wife's

other housework workload; the third was the hours spent by

an outside other worker on childcare and other housework;

and the fourth was the number of labor-saving devices in the

home.

With respect to degree of assistance provided by an

outside worker, that variable was computed as the sum of

weekly childcare hours and other housework hours (excluding

childcare hours). Labor-saving devices were defined as:

frost-free refrigerators and freezers; continuous cleaning

or self-cleaning ovens; automatic dishwashers, clothes

washers and dryers; as well as garbage disposers, trash

compactors and vacuum cleaners.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Description af Samplq

The sample consisted of 889 employed wives, selected

from a population of 2,100 wives living in two-parent

two-child families in 11 states. The remaining 1,111 wives

were classified as full-time homemakers because they met two

criteria. First, they identified themselves as being

primarily responsible for the care of children and

maintenance of the home. Second, these women worked for

pay less than one hour per week. Therefore, by Bureau of

Labor Statistics's (1978) definition, they were considered

not employed.

Of primary interest in this study was the comparison of

educationally mismatched (underemployed) and not educa-

tionally mismatched (not underemployed) wives, in terms of

the criteria wives use to select an occupation. These

criteria, in turn, are represented by personal, family, and

employment characteristics. They measure the degree to

which external and internal structural demands influence

job selection.

To meet the first research objective, similarities and

differences between the two groups are identified. Then,

based on the assumption that underemployment by educational

mismatch is similar to career subordination, factors which
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predispose wives toward subordination are studied. It is

hypothesized that these factors will, in turn, differentiate

an underemployed from a not underemployed wife.

Socio-demographics

The two groups--underemployed and not underemployed

wives and their families will first be identified in terms

of similarities and differences between them. Whenever

findings refer to the eleven states as a whole, the data

will be weighted to correct for an oversampling of rural

areas and an undersampling of urban localities. When

results are presented by age strata of the younger child,

the data will not be weighted.

Out of a sample of 889 employed wives, using unweighted

data, 281 were underemployed and 608 were not underemployed.

As stated in an earlier chapter, a wife is classified as

underemployed if her completed education is above the median

education of similar workers in her primary job. She is

considered not underemployed if her education equals or is

below the median education of comparable workers in her job.

In the latter instance she would be considered overemployed

for her present job.

In underemployed-wife families, the mean age of the

wives was 34.1. Husbands of these wives, on the average,

were 36.3 years old. See Appendix 0, Table D-1.)



55

Among not underemployed-wife families, the average age

of wives was 34.9. Husbands in these families had a mean

age of 37.3 (Appendix 0, Table D-1).

Education

Education was measured in ten categories, ranging from

grades 1-8 through a professional degree (see Appendix D,

Table D-2). The mean educational category among

underemployed wives was 5.57, which was equal to partial

college, no degree (see Appendix 0, Table D-3). Among their

husbands, the mean schooling was 5.76, also partial college,

no degree.

Not underemployed wives, on the other hand, had a lower

mean education category of 4.25. This was equal to

vocational or technical training. Mean education for

husbands of these not underemployed wives was similar- -4.81,

vocational or technical training.

Usual Hours af Employment

Among underemployed wives, the average hours worked per

week was 28.3. Their range was two through 63 hours. On

the average, not underemployed wives worked more hours per

week--29.9 hours. Their range was from one through 77 hours

per week (see Appendix D, Table D-4).

When classified according to part-time or full-time work

status, among underemployed wives, 59.5% worked part-time as

versus 49.8% for not underemployed wives (see Appendix D,
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Table D-5).

Occupation

The largest single occupational group among the

underemployed wives was that of bookkeepers, secretaries,

stenographers and typists (see Appendix 0, Table D-6), which

accounted for 65.6 or 21.2% of the wives. Among not

underemployed wives, the largest group was that of teacher.

That category accounted for 125.8 or 19.8% of the total (see

Appendix 0, Table D-6).

Industry gf Employment

The largest single industry category among underemployed

wives was retail trade (see Appendix 0, Table D-7).

Thirty-nine or 7.7% of these wives worked in this industry.

With not underemployed wives, their largest number worked in

educational services. One hundred thirty six, or 21.5% of

the underemployed women worked in that industry.

State IRA Area gf Residence

Modal state and area of residence categories were

reflective of weights assigned to each state. Eighty nine

or 28.8% of all underemployed wives, as well as 162, or

25.5% of all not underemployed wives came from California

(see Appendix 0, Table D-8).

For area of residence, 233.6, or 75.6% of the
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underemployed and 456.8, or 73.1% of the not

underemployed-wife families came from urban nonfarm areas

(see Appendix D, Table D-9).

The mean wage among underemployed wives was $14.02, with

a low of $2.40 to a high of $99.99. Among the not

underemployed wives, the mean was $8.73. Their range was

$0.00 through $99.99 (see Appendix D, Table D-10).

Family Income

Among underemployed-wife families, mean family income

was category 14.36 which stands for the $50,000 and above

income group. With the not underemployed-wife group, the

mean was category 13.73, which is equivalent to the

$25,000--$49,999 income group (see Appendix D, Table D-11).

Criteria for Occupation Selection

In the proposed Underemployment Model (Figure 2.1),

employment, family and personal factors which influence job

selection are identified. They are then individually tested

to see if there are significant differences in these

variables between the groups. The results of the analyses

follow.
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Usual Hours Di Employment

It is hypothesized (H01) that there will be no

significant difference between the groups in the wife's

average weekly hours of usual employment (see Table 4.1).

The null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate

hypothesis was retained. There were significant differences

between the groups (t=62.58, p<.0001).

Underemployed wives, on the average, tended to work 1.6

hours per week less than their counterparts. Underemployed

wives worked 28.3 hours per week, whereas not underemployed

wives worked 29.9 hours per week.

Table 4.1 Two-sample independent t-test: Differences in
predictor variables between underemployed and
not underemployed-wife families (11 states,
weighted)

Hypothesis Predictor variable p

1 Wife's average weekly
hours of employment 62.58 .0001***

2

3

5

EDUCDIF = (husband) -
(wife) education dif-
ference score

Average WAGEPROP =
(wife's wage) /(wife's
+ husband's wage)

Stage of family life
cycle (age of young-
est child)

6 Wife's average weekly
childcare hours

7 Wife's average weekly
other housework hours

10 Weekly hours spent
by outside other
worker on child-
care and other
household work

7.06 .0001***

21.06 .0001***

42.97 .0001***

25.73 .0001***

60.9 .0001***

3.54 .0004**
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11 LSD = number of 108.75 .0001***
saving devices

*

**
***

p<.05 significance level
p<.01 significance level
p<.001 significance level

Spousal "Market" Work Advantage

"Market" work advantage between husband and wife can be

measured by comparing relative spousal advantages for both

education and wage. The use of both variables are well

documented in the literature (Mincer, 1962; and Polachek,

1974; U.S. Department of Labor, 1979; and Grant and Snyder,

1983).

Education difference score. In this study, the relative

contribution of the wife towards "market" work was of

concern. In the case of education, a difference score was

created by subtracting the wife's education category from

her husband's category. Education proportion, which is the

wife's contribution to total family education is not used

because jobs are awarded on an individual basis, not on a

family's total education.

H02 is that there will be no significant difference in

the education difference score between the groups. The

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

retained (t= 7.06, p<.0001). The EDUCDIF score was lower

among underemployed-wife families.

Husbands and wives in underemployed-wife families had a

smaller education difference score. In underemployed-wife
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families the mean difference score was .196 as versus .561

for not underemployed-wife families.

This finding is not consistent with Becker's (1981:17)

theories on division of labor in households and families.

If Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 were true, one would have expected a

significantly larger difference score in underemployed-wife

families. One possible explanation for why the finding from

this study is at variance with Becker's observations is that

Becker assumed that one person would specialize completely

in work or leisure, based on his or her comparative

advantage for "market" work and household work. This study,

on the other hand, only looked at families where at least

one person, namely the wife, was performing both "market"

and household work.

A second reason for why underemployed-wife families had

a lower education difference score is that education in

these families may be operating not so much as a predictor

of who has the comparative "market" work advantage, but more

as a screening device for lifestyles. Underemployed wives

might be choosing underemployment as a strategy for

balancing work with family responsibilities. Further study

on this point is needed since the data base did not solicit

information on why or how satisfied wives were with their

present jobs, nor whether they viewed their present

occupational status as temporary.

Finally, since this research focused on a group of wives

who, by definition had higher than average levels of
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education, one might expect that husband minus wife

education difference scores would be smaller than those in

not underemployed-wife families.

Average wage proportion. To determine who has the

comparative advantage in each household, a wage proportion

was calculated for each family. WAGEPROP measures the

wife's contribution to total husband plus wife earnings. It

is the ratio of the wife's wage to the wife + husband's

wages. Only the primary job for each spouse is considered

in this calculation.

H03 proposes that there will be no significant

difference in the mean WAGEPROP between groups. The

hypothesis was rejected (t= 21.06, p<.0001) and the

alternate hypothesis was retained. Underemployed wives.

(mean WAGEPROP = 15.2%) contributed significantly more, on

the average, to total spousal income than did their

counterparts (mean = 13.3%; see Table 4.1).

This finding is not consistent with the relative

husband/wife wage rate that Becker (1981) uses to explain

division of labor between spouses. Under that theory, one

would have hypothesized that average WAGEPROP will be lower

in underemployed-wife families. This is because in those

families wives have deferred their careers in favor of their

husband's because of the latter's relative market work

advantage. Unlike EDUCDIF, the inconsistency here was

probably due to only two of the reasons cited above. One

was the difference in assumptions made by Becker (1981) as
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versus this study. Becker postulated that optimally one

person in a family should specialize either in "market" work

or household work, but not in both. This research, on the

other hand, violates this assumption by including only wives

who are engaging in both market and housework.

The second explanation is that because of their

education advantage, underemployed wives were more efficient

as a group than their counterparts in the labor market and

were able to secure higher wages, despite the fact that they

were underemployed. Even though 31.89 percent of them were

employed in the service occupations (categories 10, 11, 12,

13, 14, 15), more of them worked in the better paying jobs

within the service sector as health (category 12) and

protective (category 14) services workers (see Appendix D,

Table D-12). Additionally, there were more underemployed

wives working as sales workers (up = 42.246 or 13.68%; nup =

46.3007 or 7.28%), where commissions on the sale of

insurance policies and real estate can be substantial (see

Table 0-12).

Competition in Female Labor Market

The economic, psychological, and sociological literature

on labor force participation of married women suggests that

women size up their competition before deciding to work.

The higher the unemployment rate, the lower the incentive to

work outside the home (Bowen and Finegan, 1969:20).
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Unemployment rate. H04 stated that there would be no

significant difference in unemployment rates between the

groups (See Table 4.2). The hypothesis was rejected (raw

chi square= 287.71, p<0.000) and the alternate hypothesis

was retained. Rate varied significantly by group, but not

in the direction anticipated by Mincer (1962). The modal

unemployment rate faced by the underemployed wives was lower

(5.3% versus 8.1%).

One explanation for this inconsistent finding is that

underemployed wives, by virtue of their higher levels of

education, have a greater propensity to work, regardless of

what the labor market situation is like. This would then

mean that labor market forces such as the unemployment rate

in female-intensive jobs would not have as strong an

influence on her decision to work outside the home as

perhaps other situational factors. One such factor might be

the extent to which a job allows her to fulfill her family

responsibilities.
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Table 4.2. Chi-Square analysis: Differences in predictor
variables between underemployed and not under-
employed-wife families (11 states, weighted)

df Raw p
Predictor Chi-square

Hypothesis Variable Value

4 Unemployment
rate 5 287.71 0.000***

8 Average
CHILDPROPa =
(wife's weekly
childcare hours)/
(wife's +
husband's weekly
childcare hours) 5 7.77 0.169

9 Average
HSEPROPa =
(wife's weekly
other housework
hours)/(wife's
+ husband's
weekly other
housework hours) 2 1.40 0.496

* P<.01 significance level
** P<.01 significance level
*** P<.001 significance level

a = 46% of the data was missing from a sample of 507
employed homemakers.

Demands from Family Members

Stage af family life cycle. Stage of family life cycle

is commonly represented by the age of the youngest child.

The relationship between the age of youngest child and time

spent on housework has been well documented (Walker and

Woods, 1976); Sanik, 1979; Wilson, 1929; and Olson, Olson,

Meiners, and Dickson, 1984).
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H05 is that there will be no significant difference

between the groups in the age of the youngest child, also

known in the literature as stage of the family life cycle.

The null hypothesis was rejected (t= 42.97, p<.0001) and the

alternate hypothesis was retained. There were no

significant differences between the groups in the youngest

child's age between the groups.

In underemployed-wife families, the youngest child was

slightly younger than those from the not underemployed-wife

families. In the former families the youngest child was 6.6

years old as versus 7.8 years for the latter families

(see Appendix D, Table D-13).

As an additional check, the age variable was grouped

into four categories, coinciding with the availability of

affordable daycare programs, preschools, and public schools.

The categories were: under age two, three to four years

old, five to 11 years old, and 12 to 17 years old. The

first cutoff was established at under age two because most

daycare programs do not accept children under two years old.

This means that when there are very young children present

in the home, childcare may have to take precedence over work

outside the home unless suitable babysitting arrangements

can be found. When age of youngest child was grouped, the

group differences were not significant (raw chi square=

20.14, df= 5, p<.001).

Wife's average weekly childcare hours. H06 proposes
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that there will be no significant difference between the

groups in the average weekly hours wives spend on childcare.

The null hypothesis was rejected (t = 25.73, p<.0001) and

the alternate hypothesis was retained. Underemployed wives

spent, on the average, more time on childcare than their.

counterparts (WWCHCARup = 9.96 hours; WWCHCARnup = 6.9

hours).

Wife's weekly other housework hours. H07 states that

there will be no significant group differences in the

wives's average weekly other housework time. This null

hypothesis was rejected (t = 60.9,.p <0.0001) and the

alternate hypothesis was retained. Underemployed wives

spent more hours on other housework than not underemployed

wives (WWEKHSEup = 32.8 hours; WWEKHSEnup = 30.6 hours).

It is hypothesized that with little or no assistance

with her childcare and housework responsibilities, a wife

will have a greater tendency to be underemployed. To

identify the degree of assistance a wife has with these

chores, three measures are used. The first is a measure of

the degree of assistance she receives from her spouse. That

is represented by the wife's workload for childcare and for

other housework (H08, H09). To measure assistance from an

outside other worker, the average weekly hours an outside

worker spends on both childcare and other housework is

calculated (H0,36). Finally, the average number of

labor-saving devices in the home is computed. That provides
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a measure of the assistance received from non-human sources.

Assistance from Spouse

Spousal (husband's) assistance with childcare and other

housework was measured by looking at the wife's workload in

both of these activities. Hog states that there will be no

significant difference in CHILDPROP (wife's weekly childcare

hours divided by husband + wife's hours) by group. Hog

postulates no significant group differences in HSEPROP

(wife's weekly other housework hours divided by husband +

wife's hours).

The null hypothesis for Hog average CHILDPROP was not

rejected (raw chi square = raw chi square = 7.772, df = 5,

p<.169). The group differences on average CHILDPROP

(underemployed = 65.6%; not underemployed = 65.4%), were not

statistically significant. Caution is advised in the

interpretation of this finding because 439 or 46% of the

data were coded as missing.

Null hypothesis Hog average HSEPROP was not rejected

(raw chi square = 1.4 df= 2, p<.496). The other housework

proportion for the underemployed-wife families

(underemployed= 83.7%; not underemployed= 84.8%) was lower.

However, the difference was not statistically significant.

Husbands of underemployed wives spent an average of 4.22

hours on childcare (see Appendix D, Table 0-14), with a

range of zero through 57.5. Their wives spent 9.96 hours on

childcare, (Table D-14). Husbands of not underemployed
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wives averaged 2.68 hours per week on childcare, with a low

of zero and a high of 39.7 hours. Their wives spent

6.9 hours per week on childcare.

With other total household work, the mean hours spent by

husbands were higher among the underemployed-wife

families--6.4 hours per week as versus 5.63 hours per week.

The range for the spouses of underemployed wives was from

zero through 40.8 hours per week whereas spouses of not

underemployed wives had a range of zero through 53.1 hours

(see Appendix D, Table D-17). On this activity variable,

underemployed wives spent 32.8 hours per week, while their

counterparts spent 30.6 hours per week (Table 0-14).

Assistance from Outside Other Workers

Ho10 states that there will be no significant

differences between the groups in assistance from outside

other workers on childcare and other housework. The null

hypothesis was rejected (t= 3.54, P<.0004) and the alternate

hypothesis was retained.

On the average, underemployed-wife families had slightly

more outside help with childcare and other housework (1.01

hour per week) than did their counterparts (.48 hour per

week) (see Appendix 0, Table D-15).

Assistance from Labor-Saving Devices

Holl proposes that there will be no significant
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differences in the number of labor-saving devices present in

the homes of underemployed wives as versus not underemployed

wives. The devices identified were: frost-free

refrigerators and freezers, self cleaning ovens,

dishwashers, disposers, trash compactors, automatic clothes

washers and dryers, and vacuum cleaners.

This null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate

hypothesis was retained (t= 108.75, p<.0001).

Underemployed-wife families had more labor-saving devices in

their homes than did not underemployed-wife families.

Underemployed-wife families owned an average of 5.9

labor-saving devices, as compared to 5.6, among not

underemployed-wife families (see Appendix 0, Table 0-16).

Summary 21 Hypothesis Testing

The following summarizes the nine tests of hypotheses

completed in this study:

Hot Wifefs usual hours of
employment
up = 28.3 hours/week
Anu= 29.9 hours/week

Ho2 Husband minus wife
education difference
score
xup = .196 education

category
nup = .561 education

category

Rejected, p<.0001
( up < nup )

Rejected, alternate hypo-
thesis retained. p<.001
( up < nup )

Note. up = underemployed-wife families; nup = not
underemployed-wife families.



H03 Average WAGEPROP = Rejected, p<0.000
( up > nup )

(Wife's wage)/ (wife's
+ husband's wage)
Rup = 15.2%
xnup = 13.3%

Ho4 Unemployment rate
modeup = 5.3%
modenup = 8.1%

H°5 Age of youngest child

7up = 6.6 years old
Rnup = 7.8 years old

Ho6 Wife's weekly childcare
hours

up = 9.96 hrs per week
xnup = 6.9 hrs per week

H07 Wife's weekly other
housework hours
Rup = 32.8 hrs per week
xnup = 30.6 hrs per week

Hob Average childcare pro-
portion
Rup = 65.656% of total

wife + husband
weekly childcare
hours

xnup = 65.4% of total
wife + husband
weekly childcare
hours

H09 Average other housework
proportion
7up = 83.7% of total wife

+ husband weekly
housework hours

xnup = 84.8% of total wife
+ husband weekly
other housework
hours

Rejected, p<0.000
( up > nup )

Rejected, p<.0001
( up < nup )

Rejected, p <.0001
( up > nup )

Rejected, p<.0001
( up >nup )

Rejected, p<0.000
( up > nup )

Not rejected, p<.496

70

Note. up = underemployed-wife families; nup = not
underemployed-wife families.



71

Ho10 Other workers's weekly
childcare + other house-
work hours
up = 1.01 hour per week

=.48 hour per weekgnup

Holl Number of labor-saving
devices
A up = 5.9 devices per

family
nup = 5.6 devices per

family

Rejected, p<.0004
( up > nup )

Rejected, p<0.001
( up > nup )

Note. up = underemployed-wife families; nup = not
underemployed-wife families.

Logistic Stepwise Regression Model

Having established the socio-demographic background of

the two groups, as well as having compared them on

individual, family, and employment predictor variables, the

remaining analysis was a logistic stepwise regression to

identify those variables which best differentiate between

the groups. In light of the fact that normality could not

be assumed in the population, with respect to variables such

as wage and education, a logistic regression procedure was

chosen over discriminant analysis. Press and Wilson (1978),

in their empirical studies of nonnormal classification

problems, compared the logistic regression with maximum

likelihood estimation with a discriminant analysis and found

logistic regression with MLE to outperform the classical

linear discriminant analysis. Logistic regression

misclassified positive cancer patients as negative fewer

times than did discriminant analysis.
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A stepwise logistic regression analysis was used to

identify those variables which best differentiate between

membership in the underemployed as versus not underemployed

group. Initially eleven variables were entered into the

model. They included: (1) wife's usual hours of work, (2)

an education difference score, (3) average wage proportion,

(4) unemployment rate, (5) stage of the family life

cycle--age of youngest child, (6) wife's weekly hours spent

on childcare, (7) wife's weekly housework hours, exclusive

of childcare time, (8) average childcare proportion, (9)

average housework proportion, (10) other workers's weekly

hours spent on childcare and housework, and (11) number of

labor-saving devices in the home.

Average child proportion, variable (8), was defined as:

CHILDPROP = wife's weekly childcare hours
(wife + husband's childcare
hours).

Variable (9), average house proportion, was identified as:
HSEPROP = wife's weekly housework hours

(excluding child are time)
(wife + husband housework
hours).

Using the standard research probability limit of p<.05,

only one variable, unemployment rate, differentiated between

the groups successfully (see Table 4.3). Underemployed

wives faced a lower unemployment rate (up = 5.3%; nup =

8.1%) than their counterparts, yet the former worked outside

the home for fewer hours per week (up = 28.3; nup = 29

hours). It appears that among the wives in this study

unemployment rate is not a strong determinant of hours
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worked in the labor market.

This finding is not supported by Bowen and Finegan

(1969:20), who found that married women's labor force

participation decreased as unemployment rates increased.

One explanation for the discrepancy in findings between the

Bowen and Finegan (1969) work and this study is that

different populations were studied. Bowen and Finegan

studied married women in general, some of whom worked

outside the home and some of whom did not. This study

focused on only employed women. It may be that employed

women have such a high propensity to work that they are not

influenced to any major extent by the unemployment rates

that prevail in the local labor market.

In light of the exploratory nature of this study, the

removal level was relaxed to p<.10 to expand the model. At

the p<.10 level, two additional predictor variables were

entered into the model. They were: The homemaker's weekly

other housework hours and the homemaker's usual hours

employed on a primary job.

That underemployed wives might spend more time than

their counterparts on other housework (up = 32.8 hours/week;

nup = 30.6 hours/week) and work outside the home for fewer

hours per week (up = 28.3; nup = 29.9) is consistent with

two of Becker's (1981) contentions. The first is that under

conditions of rational decision making, spouses allocate

labor inside and outside the home according to who has the

relative advantage for market and household work. If one
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assumes that underemployed wives have deferred their careers

in favor of their husband's, then it is reasonable to assume

that they would spend more time on housework and less on

market work. The second Becker contention is that division

of labor within the household tends to be done according to

sex. Since women tend to specialize in homemaking and

childrearing and men on market work, it is reasonable to

assume that wives would perform more housework and less

market work than their husbands.

Table 4.3 Stepwise logistic regression model for predict-
ing an employed wife's membership in the under-
employed or not underemployed group (11 states,
weighted)

Term

Remove Ai p<.05

Model
Chi-square

p-value

Rate 16.76 0.0000 0.152

Remove Ai p<.10

Rate 16.76 0.0000 0.152

Wife's weekly
other housework
hours 5.56 0.0183 -0.075

Wife's usual
weekly hours
employed 6.22 0.0126 -0.081



SUMMARY OF STEPWISE

Step No. Term Improved
Entered Chi-square

RESULTS

D.F. Prob.

Remove p<.05

16.76 1 0.00001 Rate

Rem ve Ai p<.10
16.76 1 0.00001 Rate

2 Wife's
other
housework
time 20.68 2 0.0000

3 Wife's
usual
weekly
hours
employed 25.84 3 0.0000

75
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Table 4.4 Standardized multiple logistic regression
coefficientsa for selected personal, family
and employment predictor variables of under-
employed wives

Variable Beta
coefficient S.E.

Standardized
coefficient

Remove Ai p<.05

Rate 0.36056 0.06013 6.00*

Remove AI p<.10

Rate 0.36056 0.06013 6.00*

Wife's weekly
other house-
work hours -0.01692 0.0072 2.35

Wife's usual
weekly hours

employed -0.0179 0.0072 2.49

a Standardized multiple logistic coefficient =
coefficient/S.E.

* p<0.0000 (Based on Z-value for multiple logistic
regression function, using two-tailed significance
level).



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this research was to compare

underemployed wives with not underemployed wives, in light

of the criteria women use to select an occupation.

Personal, family, and employment variables were used to

measure the degree to which the aforementioned criteria were

met.

It is hypothesized that membership in the underemployed

group is contingent upon internal and external structural

demands on a wife's time, as well as the quantity and

quality of resources available to meet these demands.

Membership in the underemployed group was predicted to be

associated with: (1) the wife's market work disadvantage,

(2) a high degree of competition in the female labor market,

(3) high time demands from family members, and (4) lack of

spousal and outside worker assistance with childcare and

other housework.

Data for this exploratory study came from NE 113: An

Interstate Comparison 2f Urban/Rural Families's Time Use.

The sample of 2,100 two-parent two-child families from

eleven states was stratified by rural and urban area of

residence and by age of the youngest child. Time use by all

family members over the age of six was recorded in a time
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diary by the homemaker. By definition, the homemaker was

the person primarily responsible for the care of children

and the maintenance of the home.

Time use for 18 activities was recorded in fiveminute

intervals for a recall day and a recording "next" day.

Additionally, demographic information, as well as data about

work patterns, housing environment, household equipment, and

food and other services provided by outside sources were

solicited through a survey questionnaire.

Sociodemographics

The typical underemployed wife was 34.1 years old; was

employed 28.3 hours per week; was paid about $14.02 per

hour; came from a family collectively earning $50,000 or

more annually; had a husband who was, on the average, 36.3

years old; and had schooling equal to her husband. Among

the not underemployed wives, age characteristics were

similar (wife = 34.9 years old; husband = 37.3 years old).

The groups differed, however, on education, hours of

employment, wage, and family income. Not underemployed

wives had a lower mean education (wife and husband =

vocational or technical training); worked more hours (29.9

versus 28.3 hours per week); earned less per hour $8.73

versus $14.02); and had lower family income ($25,000--

$49,999 versus $50,000 per year).

The single largest occupational group among
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underemployed wives was that of bookkeeper, secretary,

stenographer, or typist. With not underemployed wives, that

category was teaching.

Underemployed wives spent an average of 9.96 hours

weekly on childcare and 32.8 hours on other household work

(see Appendix D, Table D-17). Their husbands averaged 4.22

hours for childcare and 6.4 hours for housework. On the

average, not underemployed wives spent less time in both

activity categories. Not underemployed wives spent 6.90

hours (versus 9.96 hours) on childcare, and 30.5 (versus

32.78 hours) on housework. Husbands of not underemployed

wives spent slightly less time on childcare (2.68 versus

4.22 hours), and housework (5.63 versus 6.4 hours).

Hypothesis Testing

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant

differences between the groups on: (1) wife's hours of

employment, (2) EDUCDIF, (3) WAGEPROP, (4) unemployment

rate, (5) age of youngest child (6) wife's weekly childcare

time, (7) wife's weekly and other housework time, (8)

CHILDPROP, (9) HSEPROP (10) other worker's time for

childcare and other housework, and (11) LSD. Hypothesis (9)

was the only hypothesis not rejected. There was no

significant difference between the groups on average other

housework proportion.

On all the other ten predictor variables, underemployed

wives were significantly different from their counterparts.
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Underemployed wives, on the average, worked outside the home

for fewer hours per week; had a smaller spousal education

difference score; contributed more towards total spousal

wages; faced a lower unemployment rate; had a younger

'youngest' child; spent more time on childcare and other

housework; had a larger childcare workload; had a smaller

other housework workload; had more help from an outside

worker; and owned more labor-saving devices.

In the logistic regression analysis, eleven predictor

variables were entered into the model. Only unemployment

rate was able to differentiate between the groups at the

p<.05 level of signficance. At the P<.10 level two

additional variables were entered into the model. In order

of discriminating power the three variables were: rate,

wife's weekly other housework hours and wife's usual weekly

hours employed.

Implications

The results from this study suggest that underemployment

by educational mismatch is more a function of time demands

from self or other family members for childcare and other

housework than a function of labor market factors or degree

of assistance with childcare and other housework.

Underemployed wives tended to spend more time on childcare

and other house work than their counterparts. Whether this

greater expenditure of time resulted from underemployed

wivels having higher standards for childcare and other
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housework or from having a younger (youngest child) cannot

be determined from the data, but are questions that should

be addressed in future studies.

Labor market factors such as relative husband/wife wage

rates and relative educational level appeared to be more

related to selection of a lifestyle and to a wage rate than

to labor force participation rates per se. These highly

educated wives may have opted for lower status jobs because

they discovered that they could earn as much if not more

money in these occupations with a minimum of time and energy

commited to that job.

Examples of the lack of congruity between job status and

pay are prevalent in the U.S. Wages appear to be more a

function of the supply of labor relative to demand rather

than to the status that society places on that job.

In light of the fact that underemployed wives had larger

family incomes, it then follows that they might tend to

purchase more goods, some of which might be labor-saving

devices. The income effect spoken of in economics is

therefore suggested as an explanation for why

underemployed-wife families own more labor-saving devices.

Underemployed wives spent considerably more time'than

their counterparts and their husbands on childcare and other

household work, despite the fact that they had more help

from an outside worker and owned a few more labor-saving

devices. Whether this is due to underemployed wives having

higher standards for childcare and housework or the result
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of their working fewer hours outside the home cannot be

determined from this data base. Nevertheless such questions

should be asked in future studies of underemployment. What

may be happening among the underemployed wives in this study

is the recognition that underemployment may be a means of

coping with heavy family demands.

In spite of the fact that this is an exploratory study,

the construct of underemployment by educational mismatch has

proven to be one which is useful in explaining some of the

labor force decisions made by married women with children.

Future researchers would be wise to consider the predictor

variables identified in the logistic regression analysis in

their own studies of underemployment by educational

mismatch.

Although it was not the intent of this research, this

study has demonstrated that time use data, though not

specifically designed for answering qualitative questions

about the give and take between spouses, can provide insight

into the environment at home in which families must make

decisions about the use of their time. With the addition of

qualitative questions that answer why certain labor force

choices are being made, much more can be learned about the

determinants of underemployment.

A second basic research contribution was the discussion

of the appropriateness of using the logistic regression

analysis as versus discriminant analysis to make predictions

about nonnormal populations. Since nonnormal variables such
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as income and education are central to research in family

economics, more empirical testing of both procedures are

needed, using social science, rather than medical data.

Clearly, there is much more to be learned about

underemployment by educational mismatch. Obvious questions

that remain unanswered include: (1) Is underemployment a

temporary coping strategy used by wives until their children

are older and consequently require less physical care from

parents? (2) Are wives choosing to be underemployed or are

they being forced to settle for underemployment because of

shortages of jobs in the labor market? (3) How does

underemployment by men compare with that of women? and (4)

How is marital satisfaction affected when one spouse is

underemployed?

With answers to these questions come additional

knowledge which can be useful to employed wives,

practitioners, researchers, and public policy makers. Wives

can consider underemployment as a means of balancing

household and paid work. Practitioners may be better able

to assist their clients in timing marriage, children and

work, given the data now available on how much time is spent

by not underemployed as well as underemployed wives to care

for children and maintain a home. Finally, public policy

makers will have more information on which to make more

informed decisions about legislation affecting working

women.
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Appendix A Table A-1. Time use chart

FOOD

Food
Preparation

2 midnight lam

92

Food
Preparation

Dishwashing
Dishwashing

F000

SHOPPING Shopping
Shopping SHOPPING

HOUSE

Housecleaning
Housecleaning

Maintenance of
Home. Yard,
Car, and Pets

Maintenance of
Home. Yard,
Car, and Pets

HOUSE

CLOTHING ANO
-4OUSEHOLD
LINENS

Care Care

Construction Construction

CLOTHING AND
HOUSEHOLD
LINENS

HOUSEHOLD
MEMBERS

Physical Care Physical Care

Nonphysical
Care

Nonphysical
Care

HOUSEHOLD
MEMBERS

MANAGEMENT Management 1

Management MANAGEMENT

WORK
(other than
household)

School
School

Paid Paid

Unpaid Unpaid

WORK
(other than
household)

NONWORK

Organization
Participation

Social and
Recreational
Activities

PERSONAL
MAINTENANCE

Personal Care
(ot self)

Organization
Participation

Social and
Recreational
Activities

Personal Care
(of self)

NONWORK

Eating

OTHER Other

Eating

PERSONAL
MAINTENANCE

Other OTHER
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Table A-2. Survey questionnaire

HOUSEHOLD
CODE:

Would you give me information about the meals prepared at home
yesterday, whether they were eaten at home or elsewhere. If the total
time for preparing the meal or snack was less than 3 minutes, do not
include it. Start with the first meal of the day.

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

0

0

0

0

0

2

1 2

1 2

I 1

2

1 2

1 2

1 2

3 4

3 4

3 a

7 4

3 4

5 a

3 4

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 5

5 6

5 6

7 6

7 8

7 8

7 8

7 8

7 9

7 9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

1. Recording Day I Recording Day II
2. What meal was it? ;. morning 2 noon 3 evening 4 snack 5 packed lunch

3. How many persons were served? i 2 3 a 5 6 7 8 94.

s other
4. Time prepara-

tion started

5.
Number

of
items

prepared

6. What were the items prepared or eaten
at this meal?

7. How much pre-
paration was required
for each item?

<
CD

--<` g ;II
= cri -3 - - CDz 3 ,11 0o ;-= , ,,,0 0 -

o :.1. CO co D (0.

8. What kind of
cooking was done?

z cn0

21-
5.
=

x- -3 g >
5 3 F5 cl-p

)0 CD- ,..., - ci ., _.- . ....., 0 0 =o = < = . 6 ;
F1 ''.. 2..,.2

9. Recording Day 17 Recording Day II
10. What meal was it? morning :noon 3 evening 4 snack 5 packed lunch sother

11. How many persons were served? I. 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 9.

12. Time prepara-
tion started

13.
Number

of
items

prepared

14. What were the items prepared or eaten
at this meal?

15. How much pre-
paration was required
for each item?

<
CD

.Z g mx
cr i a -..

oz 1 §. tot ,3

= "ifir" ' Z'
co ca. io- a et,

16. What kind of
cooking was done?

z c.r)0 3A
o -1 iv
0 0
x--ob >
5' a 7-3' (-1-0o co 3 6.5 e_
3.; o8* 7, F.o = -.0, == i= co FT < 0, n
CO CL = CD CD

S(,,

on ci n Ft ,

?, r,

1.1 , , ,
g i. ;-. ..

4 4 r! ?; ;

Pi , , P II

... :, ,±

el , r,
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Table A-2. Survey questionnaire

I

1. Yesterday did you or any household member eat a meal away

from home that had NOT been prepared at home?
YES NO

2. IF YES, how many times were meals eaten away? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 OK

3. Recording Day I
Recording Day II

94

HOUSEHOLD CODE

1

0 1

a

2 2

2 3

2 3

0 1 2

2 3

4

0 1

H::

1 5 6 7 5

15672'
4 5 6 7 ,3

4 5 6 7

4 5 7

5 '

(USE SEPARATE COLUMNS FOR EACH MEAL EATEN, WHETHER
BY ONE OR MORE THAN ONE FAMILY MEMBER)

4. Starting with the first meal eaten
away was it? a morning meal

a noon meal
an evening meal
a snack

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

5. How many household members ate
this meal?

6. From which of the following was this
food obtained?

fast food
school cafeteria
industrial cateteria
private cafeteria
a restaurant
private club or resort
social gathering
friend's or relative's house
D.K.

7. What was the approximate cost in
cluding the tip, of this meal for all
household members who ate it?

FOR
OFFICE
USE
ONLY 5.

9.

A444;IA'IA40413,!,939
44i4A1Hil
11 I 3 4 5 i 7 9

AL4AAAIzAl

2.

6.

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

.. .

2 2 .

.

2

,

. : 2
2 2 1

. .

2

3

4

2'
3

4

2

3
_

4

2 1 2
i

3 1 3

4 1 4

2
.. .

3 2

4 4 1 :. ,

2

...

i

3

5
..
7

Z

4

6
.
8

I 2

3 -1'

5 6

7 8

2

3 4

5 6

7 8 -

2

3 .3 2 ,
5 6 15 5

7 8 17 1

2 -1

13 6

2 .. 12. 4

5 7 15 4

2

i
1

9

6

7-
e

2

3

4

5

6

7

e
.
9

.

2

9

0
.'.

5

6

8

n
A

.

2

3

1

5

5

8

9

. .

,

1

3

4

5

5

8

9

,

j 2

3

4

5

2

9

9

.

-3

-

5

,

5

9

;

'
.

,

..

. .

.

3 ,

4 ,

5

.

5

9

.

.

5

.

.

=

3

7

a

0.`ii iS 5 7 e 9

. 4. 7 I

8 8 2 4 A A

AA4A
4 A A A A A A

p 2. 4.. !2 9

11 17 7, 71 n n

Ba3 3585L8.1
PAGE 2 COOLCV

4
a

a

2

k 1:

O

2

3 0

3 4

3.
3 4

at
s

5 7

9 91

91

9

6

15
7 B 9

9

o 22 4 2919
91

11 33/0 C 177031



Table A-2. Survey questionnaire

t

HOUSEHOLD CODE:

95

G 1 1

10 I 2 3

O 7 2 3

0 ! 2 3

;0 I 2 3
,

I 2 3

1. Do you own or rent your home? 7-0 I 2 3

Own or buying Rent Other

2. About what year was your home built?

3. Is your household responsible for care of the yard? YES NO

IF YES, what is the approximate size of the tot that you take care of?

4. How many rooms are in your home? (DO NOT COUNT BATHROOMS OR HALLS) 3 I 2 3 ° 5 6 7 8 94

5 6 7 5

5
6 7 6

5 6 7

5 6 7 8
= =

5 7 8

5 i 7 8

5 6 7 8 9

5. How many full bathrooms do you have? C ; 2 3 4- 6. How many partial bathrooms do you have? a :

7. What is the main source of heat for your home? Electric Gas Oil Coal Wood Other D.K.

8. What is the main source of heat for cooking? Electric Gas Oil Coal Wood Other

9, How many motor vehicles do you have that are used for transportation by members of your

household? 0 I 2 3 4 S 6 74

10. How many drivers are in your household? a ; 2 5 6 7.

3

11. Do you have any household pets? YES NO

12. What is approximate size of your refrigerator(s)?
a. Refrigerator 1 b. Refrigerator 2

small (less than 7 cu. ft) small (less than 7. cu. ft-)

medium (7.12 cu. ft) medium (7-12 cu. ft.)
large (12.1-19 cu. ft.) large (12.1-19 cu. ft.)
extra large (19.1+ cu. ft) extra large (19.1+ cu. ft.)

not applicable not applicable

13. Is your refrigerator(s) unit: 14. Is your refrigerator/freezer a frost-free model?

a. Refrigerator 1 b. Refrigerator 2 a. Refrigerator 1 b. Refrigerator 2

1 door model? 1 door model? Yes, refrigerator only Yes, refrigerator only

2 door model? 2 door model? Yes, both freezer/ Yes, both freezer/

not applicable not applicable refrigerator refrigerator
Not applicable Not applicable
No No

15. Do you have a separate freezer(s) (free-standing)? ,, Na
16. IF YES, is your freezer space 17. IF 1 OR MORE FREEZERS, ASK:

small (less than 12 cu. ft.)? How many of your free-standing
medium (12.19 cu. ft)? freezers are frost-free? R, 234
large (19.1+ cu. ft.)?
not applicable

18. Is your oven continuous cleaning? self cleaning? neither ?

; 2 2

3 4

:7;18,133!331.13

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

PAGE 3

O

m
H

3 4 5 9 7 5 9

2222122
r33,334i9 9 9

g E

34 a 3 Z
N

7537319iii
18,4,80CS,173027
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Table A-2. Survey questionnaire

HOUSEHOLD CODE:all 9; 6.11u

p I. a t 4

9-4 9,4

4 :4

72 192 9-

6, 6
o 3 424

6 9

0 1 2 5 4 5 6 ); 5"

o. 2. i

1. On how many of the last seven days were the following done by someone in your household?

canning pickling, making jams, and jellies a i i :4° 5 6 i 0-6

freezing food a , 2 3 4 5 6 7 06

preparing food for another day a t. i 7 4' i i 7: ok

shopping for f000 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1/6

2. On how many of the last seven days have the following been consciously used to avoid

some dishwashing or laundry?

disposable cooking or serving dishes----
alumimum foil or disposable baking pans -
disposable diapers
disoosaole housenotd textiles

a

2

2

.

2 4

3 4

3

5

5

5 5

5 6

7

7

7

'
44

3. Do you have a

4. IF YES, on how many of the last 7 days has
it been used for your houeshold work?

microwave oven;' . 2 3 4 o 6 7 N

dishwasher? 0
garbage disposer?

i 5 i -i T
!

. z a 4

trash compactor? 3 A
,

washing machine -- automatic?
..-,

,
1 a , 5 5 P

washing machine-- nonautomatic?
_, : 3 7 P

clothes drier?
0 2 3 4 5 6 ' L

sewing macnine?
I

vacuum cleaner?
a 3 4 5 5 ' C

oower garden and or yard A

equipment?
, 5 4 B

air-conditioner? -1
a 1 a 3 4 5 i L

E

IF YES, icientifv: Central 1 2 3+ room units

5. How many loads of clothes were washed on Day I

on Day U - -

during last 7 days-

6. Where was washing done?

.7 -7

2 "4. 7 4 7

Day I home someone ,:ise's house apartment nouse laundromat other

Day II home someone -ise's house apartment house laundromat other

7. On how many or tne last seven days did someone in your household:

take items to commercial laundry or dry cleaner?
use coin onerateu Junciry or dry cleaning equipment?
do hand wasning?
iron?
do sewing?

OAGE 4

1 1 3 .

21- i 7

. .

: 3 9



Table A-2. Survey questionnaire

I

1. On how many of the last seven days were the following done
by a household member for your family:

shopping for items or services priced over 6100?
special housecleaning?
painting, redecorating?
washing or waxing motor vehicles?
repairing appliances?
working in the yard, garden, including harvesting?
working on outside areas of the house or property?

2. On how many of the last seven days was any household member ill?

97

HOUSEHOLD CODE:

0 2 7 4 5 6 7 8 9

CI 3 5 b 6 9

0 I 2 3 4 5 6 8 9

0 I 7 3 4 5 6 7 8 0

at 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

0 2 3 4 5 6 6 9

2 3 3 5 6 7 NA

3 6 6 NA

3 2 -7 4 5 6 7 NA

3 = 5 6 7 ry,

; 3 3 5 6 ' 94

;

.5 1 2 5 3

1 3

3. On how many of the last seven days did any household
member chauffeur another household member:

to and/or from doctor, dentist or barber?
to and/or from paid work?
to and/or from school or classes?
to and/or from a social function?
to and/or from an organization, including church?
to and/or from an educational or athletic activity?
to and/or from a store?

. 1 2

2 3 3 5 6

7 1 7 5 6

2 3 3 6

3 5 6

2 3 .3 7 6

4. On how many of the last seven days were the following
modes of transportation used by one or more household members:

family car?
company car?
school bus?
car pool?
city bus?
taxi?
bicycle?
other ?

5. In the last seven days, did you or any family
member have someone from outside the household
do any of the following: YES NO NA

take care of your children -- in your home?
take care of your children in someone else's home?
take care of your children in day care center?
take care of other household member(s)?
do housecleaning?
do lawn or yard work?

A A Ado painting, redecorating?
V.service appliances?

A Awork on your motor vehicles?
do house maintenance?

Aother services?

PAGE 5

1 3 3 = 6 ; 'IA0 2

z

-,

3 2 6 NA

3

3 4

7 6

6 6

9.,

, 9A

c 2

j 1 2

: :I 2 I90 AA

3 4 5 6 i NA0 I 2

3 7 2 3 3 2 1, 7 NA

6. 7.
How many hours How much
did it take? did it cost?

89 070 C91917301)



98

Table A-2. Survey questionnaire

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

2a.

3a,

HOUSEHOLD CODE:

.1127456 7i;
ttt.t tt

0 1 C II9
I7i4;4t

0 .4 2 3tf,i2;;
34

How many of your children, 12-17 years of age, worked for pay 1.4

last week? 21.2 t97.,3,9
If none or NA , go to next oa e.

What is the age and sex of the child?

CHILD I CHILD II CHILD III

ht 12 17 14

F 15 16 17

M 12 1 16

4 15 '6 17

...4 1; 17 1;

f 16 6

What kind of work did he/she do?

How many hours did he/she work last week? hrs hrs hrs

Approximately how much did he/she earn
last week? S S S,

!What is the age and sex of the child?

CHILD IV CHILD V CHILD VI

'3 47 17 .4 , 54 It /7 44

F ,5 16 1/ 4 15 15 17

',. 2 2 !O

' 15 :5 1

.What kind of work did helshe do?

4a. How many hours did he/she work last week?

5a. :Approximately how much did he/she earn
last week?

______hrs . hrs

S IS

hrs

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE--FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

WAGES WAGES

G , 2 ; 7 - 1 2 1 4 5 i 9 3

1 2 3 4 5 4 3 I

1. 0 3 a 3 7
HOURS 5, !a r 3 4 5 5 3 3

.7 3 4 9 e I 9
1.

0 1 2 3 4 5 S 9 9

4 5 7 9 0 2 7 4 7 .7 0 7 77 i

ia 2 e ?

2. HOURS

772 I . 2

4

2 o
2.

3

774
" 5

-7
3'di 5.

3 2 7 7 5 4 3 7

7,2345919
3 S24:

2 3

3.
WAGES

3 ,

3.
4 j 1 2 3 4 5 7 7 4

7 2 1 4 3 i
, 7 : 7 9.

o a. 6. 0 I 3 3

07:2157 73 0 5 2 3 4 5 0 3

1 3 9 la 7 2 7 S 5' 9

1 , 2 4 7 3 3

4.7-7 : 3 4 4 i 33 4 ! 9

0 4 2 I 5 , 9

PAGE 6
PS 3370 C13 173041



Table A-2. Survey questionnaire

1

(FOR EACH ADULT ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS)

99

HOUSEHOLD CODE:

HOMEMAKER ADULT II ADULT 111

1. What was the highest grade in school you
completed? (IF DEGREE MENTIONED
NOTE)

2. Last week were you employed?
FOR EACH EMPLOYED ASK: YES NO YES NO YES NO

3. Was this for pay? (CODE 1)
For pay, but not at work, example,

illniss or vacation? (CODE 2)
Without pay, example, family farm or

business? (CODE 3)

1 2 4 1 2 3 4 .1

4. What kind of work did you do? (IF
MORE THAN 1 JOB, ASK FOLLOWING
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE FIRST
OR PRIMARY JOB

5. What kind of industry or business were
you employed in?

6. How many hours did you work for pay
last week?

...

1
.

20 31

2 3-

OS 50

4 5

611 711

6 7

I0 1111

1 1

10

1

if 10

2 3

40 10 fa

4 5 6

70 10

7 1

9.

9

77

1

20 37

I 3

1, 53 Sc 7: S.

5 'i7
4

H II III

7. What is the usual number of hours you
work for pay a week?

111

1

21 311

-
2 3

49 59

4 5

la 79

{ 7

IS 90

1 5

19

1

29 29

2 1

40 511 1111

4 5 6

70 10

7 1

93

4

10

f

Su lE

I 3

4: S: 53 , 5,

4 5 b

:3

8. Are you:
hourly

2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 .

an wage earner? (CODE 1)
salaried? (CODE 2)
on commission? (CODE 3)
self-employed? (CODE 4)
other? (CODE 5)

GO TO Q. 9
GO TO Q. 10

9. What is your hourly wage rate? $ $ S

10. If you were salaried, self-employed, or on
commission, what amount did you earn
last week?
(USE INCOME BEFORE DEDUCTIONS)

1 $ S

H 9 s 3.1.iaz.,
i4.3.it,li,,,t,.0.isi3iiisi,

i 3 6 I 6 7 i ;';9
9 5 2 I", 8 8 2 8 '
i 2 2 5 !ixigg
0 2 2! 2 9,0?SiiSiOiii, 2 3! 2 9 7, 8 2

S
017101.011 04210116101 WORMS. INC.

is sst,,z! 9

i 'l i' 9 i ! a 9ilgaEgi:ii?0 77 iii; 5 8 9

0
1 2 3 4 6 6 1 0 9

g# A..46,
g , 3 4 5 6 / 9

9 2 2 1 ! 9 9 2 9

--./11..gR7la
illiM11;wt,hxx

PAGE 7

ill 0123456792- .

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 9- . .

8 .... x 3 4. 5 6 ' 9 9

0723456709
0 1 2 3 4

'LI t. i !
0 1 i 3 4- - .

2 1 X 3 4
a 7 1 s ;

5 6 7 9

? ,
5 6 i 8

s 6 : 6
;' 6. i ;

9

9

6
9

.111370 CRY (72021



Table A-2. Survey questionnaire
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HOUSEHOLD CODE:

4 ; 4 5 6:

2 ;
.

ricj 1

,
2

133 710 2 3

0 I 2

441 09'..

3 I 2 2 4 7; It -;

HOMEMAKER ADULT II
I

ADULT III

1. Did you have more than one paid job
last week? (IF NO, GO TO Q 9) ris No YES No ris NO

2. (IF YES,)
What kind of work was this?

3. What industry or business was it in?

4. How many hours did you work for pay
last week on this job?

.. !1 14 JO SO 51 . 1 il
5 a 7 3 5

1 :3 i3 Ol :3 ,3 '0 iO ; '1 23 13 JO 53 MI 10 10 VI

3 5 5 7 4 i 1 2 1 1 5 i 7 1 9

5. What is the usual numoer of hours you o, .,3 13 4 O0 53 , 1.1

work for pay per week on this job? , 2 , J 5 4 7 4 i

, 2 13 JO 53 iO TO IA SO '0 /I la . 50 . /0 80 10

' 2 1 4 5 i 7 1 1 2 1 4 5 5 1 1 9

6. For this second job are you:

an hourly wage earner(CODE 1)--1
salaried? (CODE 2)
on commission? (CODE 3)
self-employed? (CODE 4) ;
other? (CODE 5) I

.,

GO TO II". 7 - - , .,
GO TO C.` 8 <

I

7. What' is your hourly wage for your
S

second job?

8. If you were salaried, self-employed,
or on commission for a second job,
what amount did you earn last week? s I S
(USE INCOME BEFORE DEDUCTIONS)

9. If you worked without pay in family
business or farm, how many hours
did you work last week?

0. Which category on this card represents the total income before taxes for your household in the

past twelve months? his includes wages and salaries, net income from business or farm, pensions,
dividends, interest, rent. Social Security payments and any other money received by members of
your household? BLOCK OUT ONE LETTER ONLY

COOLEY pus.CSS ,110%. PAGE R
P.1037000r1,3031
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Table A-2. Survey questionnaire

HOUSEHOLD CODE:

Were there unusual weather conditions that affected
household members° time use?

on the 1st day

on the 2nd day

Were there any unusual physical conditions or
situations regarding your residence that affected
household members' time use?

on the 1st day

on the 2nd day

Were there any unusual activities of your family
or household members that affected household
members' time use?

on the 1st day

on the 2nd day

Are there any special situations in your home,
for example: handicapped or chronically ill
family members, that affected household members'

time use?

Are there special ways your household members "save" time on household

activities?

PAGE 9
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Table A-2. Survey questionnaire

Sampling Code

FAMILY TIME USE: AN INTERSTATE RURAL/URBAN COMPARISON

Name
Telephone

Address
farm

rural./

(number) (street)
nonfarm

urban/suburban

(city) (state) (zip code)

How many children under 18 are living in your home?

CONTINUE INTERVIEW IF ONLY 2 CHILDREN

How many persons 18 and over are living in your home?

CONTINUE INTERVIEW IF THERE ARE ONLY 2 ADULTS

Who is primarily responsible for the operation of your household?

We will call this person "Homemaker". What is the birthdate of the homemaker?

INTERVIEWER FILL IN HOMEMAKER SPACE BELOW -- LISTING MONTH, DATE AND YEAR OF BIRTH

Who is the adult in the household?
What is his/her birthdate? CONTINUE INTERVIEW IF A TWO-PARENT HOUSEHOLD

Starting with the oldest child under 18 living at home, (Child 1) please tell me for

each child if it is a boy or girl and the child's birthdate. LIST IN BOX BELOW

FAMILY MEMBER SEX
1

BtRTHDATE (mo., date, year)) AGE CODE

Homemaker m f
H

Spouse m f
S

m f i

1 m f

2 m f

m f

m f i

INTERVIEWER: CODE AGE OF EACH CHILD USING CODE FROM CHART BELOW AND MAKE CERTAIN

TIMER OF ADULTS AND CODED AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD FITS SAMPLE CODE

BEFORE ARRANGING FOR INTERVIEW.

The sample code is

Code for age of children

1 = under 1 year
2 = 1 year
3 = 2-5 years
4 6-11 years

5 = 12-17 years

Records should be for days and



Table A-2. Survey questionnaire

Letter mailed
(date)

RECORD OF CALLS.

Date

Day of
the
week Time

This call was made
day-
time

even-
ing

week-
end

1

MS

pm

2

am
pm

3

am
Pat

4

an
pm

Interview arranged for:

Day 1 Day 2

Data Date

Time Time

103

Sampling Code

NONINTERV/EW REASON

does not fit sample
no one at home after

4 calls
refused
vacant
moved out of sampling

area
other

Date Interview Taken
Data reported for

Name of Interviewerday of week and date

First day

Second day

Structure is:

a detached single family house
two family house
row house (3 or more units)
a building with 3 or 4 apartments
a building with 5 or more apartments
mobile home
other

Apartment is located on the floor

Building has an elevator Tes No

Respondent received payment

Interviewer's Comments

(date) Social Security Number
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Appendix B

Table D-1. Median years of school completed by employed
women in selected occupations, March 1977 and
March 1978

Occupation (code) 1977 1978 TOTAL in %
Mean of two years

Females

All occupations 12.6 12.6 12.60

Professional and managerial
workers 16.0 15.5 15.75
Professional, technical,
and kindred workers 16.3 16.3 16.30

(80)Engineers

(81)Physicians, dentists,
and related practitioners

(82)Health workers, except
practitioners (e.g.
dental hygienists,
therapy assistants,
registered nurses)

(83)Teachers - pre-school,
elementary, secondary,
except principals and
supervisors

(84)Technicians, except
health (e.g. drafts-
men, radio operators,
airline pilots)

(85)0ther professional workers
(e.g. accountants; compu-
ter programmers; home
management advisors; judges;
lawyers; librarians; clergy-
men and other religious
workers; social workers;
teachers, except elemen-
tary and secondary; vo-
cational and educational
counselors; actors;
athletes; dancers; musi-
cians; photographers)
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Occupation (code) 1977 1978 Mean of two years

Managers and administrators,
excluding farm 12.8 12.8 12.80
(70)Bank officers; buyers and

shippers of farm products;,
officials of lodges, soci-
eties and unions; restau-
rant, cafeteria and bar
managers; school admi-
nistrators)

(71)Farmers and farm managers

Sales and clerical workers 12.6 12.6 12.60
(60) Sales workers(e.g. demon-

strators, insurance agents,
newsboys, real estate
agents, sales clerks, sales-
men) 12.5 12.6 12.55

Clerical workers 12.7 12.7 12.70

(50)Bookkeepers, secretaries,
stenographers, typists

(51)Other clerical workers
(e.g. bank tellers; cashiers;
counter clerks, except food;
mail carriers; operators of
bookkeeping and tabulating
machines; teacher aides;
telephone operators)

Blue-collar workers 12.0 12.1 12.05

Craftsmen, foremen and
kindred workers 12.4 12.4 12.4
(40)Auto mechanics,including

body repairmen; mechanics
and repairmen, except auto

(41)Machinists; metal crafts-
men, except mechanics and
machinists

(42)Carpenters; construction
craftsmen, except carpenters

(43)Other craftsmen (e.g. bakers;
cabinetmakers; decorators;
dental lab technicians; furni-
ture finishers; jewelers;
grain millers; opticians;
tailors; upholsterers)

(20)Construction laborers
(21)Freight, stock and

material handlers
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Occupation (code) 1977 1978 Mean of two years

(22)Other laborers (e.g. ani-
mal caretakers, except
farm; fishermen; lumber-
men; warehousemen, n.e.c.)

(23)Farm laborers and.farm
foremen

Operatives 11.9 12.0 11.95
(30)Operatives, except trans-

port (e.g. bottling and
canning operatives; clothes
pressers; dressmakers; dry
wall installers; gas station
attendants; manufacturing
graders and sorters; meat
cutters; weavers, welders)

(31)Transport equipment
operatives 12.1 12.4 12.25

Service workers 12.1 12.2 12.15

Other service workers 12.2 12.2 12.20
(10)Cleaning service.

workers (e.g. maids,
janitors)

(11)Food service workers
(e.g. bartenders, bus-
boys, cooks, food counter
workers, waiters)

(12)Health service workers
(e.g. nursing aides;
practical nurses;
dental assistants)

(I3)Personal service
workers (e.g. airline
stewardesses, amusement
ushers, baggage porters,
hairdressers and cosme-
tologists)

(14)Protective service
workers (e.g. firemen;
guards; policemen;
bridge tenders; marshals;
bailiffs)

(15)Private household
workers (e.g. child care
workers; housekeepers;
maids and servants) 10.7 10.7 10.70

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. (1980,
December). Handbook _of labor statistics (Bulletin No.
2070). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
Table 70, p. 142.
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Table B-2. Decision-rule for identifying wives underemployed by
educational mismatch

If primary occupationa is

(10) Cleaning service worker
(11) Food service worker
(12) Health service worker
(13) Personal service worker
(14) Protective service worker

(15) Private household worker
(20) Laborers
(30) Operatives, except transport
(31) Transport equipment operatives
(40) Mechanics and repairers
(41) Metal craft workers
(42) Carpenters
(43) Other construction craftsmen
(50) Secretaries, stenographers,

typists, excluding bookkeepers
(51) Other clerical workers

(60) Sales workers

(70) Managers and administrators,
including farm

(80) Engineers
(81) Physicians, dentists and

related practitioners
(83) Teachers, except college
(84) Engineering and science

technicians
(85) Other professional, technical

and kindred workers

and median educationb is

GTc (2) 11 years
GT (3) high school diploma
GT (3) high school diploma
GT (3) high school diploma
GT (4) vocational/technical

training
GT (2) 11 years
GT (3) high school diploma
GT (3) high school diploma
GT (3) high school diploma
GT (3) high school diploma
GT (3) high school diploma
GT (3) high school diploma
GT (3) high school diploma
GT (4) vocational/technical

training
GT (4) vocational/technical

training
GT (4) vocational/technical

training
GT (5) partial college,

no degree
GT (7) bachelor's degree

GT (10) professional degree
GT (8) master's degree
GT (4) vocational/technical

training

GT (7) bachelor's degree

Note. If occupation is and education is GT , then

wife is underemployed.

a 10=Cleaning service worker, 11=Food service worker, 12=health service
worker, 13=personal service worker, 14=protective service worker,
15=private household worker, 20=laborers, 30=operatives, except trans-
port, 31=transport equipment operatives, 40=mechanics and repairers,
41=metal craft workers, 42=carpenters, 43=other construction crafts-
men, 50=secretaries, stenographers, typists, excluding bookkeepers,
60=sales workers, 70=bank officers, buyers and shippers of farm pro-
ducts, school administrators, 71=farmers and farm managers, 80=engin-
eers, 81=physicians, dentists and related practitioners, 82=health
workers except practitioners, 83=pre-school, elementary and secondary
teachers, except principals and supervisors, 84=technicians except
health, 85=other professional workers.
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Table B-2. Decision-rule for identifying wives underemployed by
educational mismatch (cont'd)

b 1=grades 1-8, 2=grades 9-11, 3=high school diploma, 4=vocational/
technical training, 5=partial college, no degree, 6=A.A. degree,

7= bachelor's degree, 8= master's degree, 9=doctorate, 10=professional
degree

c GT=greater than



Appendix C

Table C-1. Median years of schooling completed by employed men and
women in selected occupations, March 1977 and March 1978
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Occupation (code) 1977 1978 Mean of two' years

Men and women

All occupations

Professional and managerial
workers
Professional, technical
and kindred workers
(80) engineers
(81) physicians, dentists,

and related practi-
tioners

(82) health workers, ex-
cept practitioners

(83) teachers--pre-school,
elementary, secondary,
except principals and
supervisors

(84) technicians, except
health

(85) other professional
workers

Managers and administra-

tors, except farm
(70) assessors, bank

officers...school
administrators

13.5 13.4 13.45

(71) farmers and farm
managers 12.0 12.1 12.05

Sales and clerical

workers 12.7 12.7 12.7

(60) sales workers 12.8 12.9 12.85

Clerical workers 12.7 12.7 12.7

(50) bookkeepers...
typists

(51) other clerical
workers

Blue-collar workers
craftsmen, foremen
and kindred workers

12.2

12.4

12.2

12.4

12.2

12.4
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Table C-1. Median years of schooling completed by employed men and
women in selected occupations, March 1977 and March 1978

(contld)

Occupation (code) 1977 197 8 Mean of two years

Men and women

(40) auto mechanics;

mechanics and
repairmen, except
auto

(41) machinists; metal
craftsmen, except
mechanics and
machinists

(42) carpenters; con-
struction crafts-
men, except car-
penters

(43) other craftsmen
(20) construction

laborers
(21) freight, stock and

material handlers
(22) other laborers
(23) Farm laborers and

foremen

Operatives 12.1 12.1 12.1

(30)Operatives, except
transport 12.1 12.1 12.1

(31)Transport, equipment
operatives 12.2 12.2 12.2

Service workersa 12.2 12.2 12.2

Other service workers
(10)Cleaning service

workers
(11)Food service workers
(12)Health service

workers
(13)Personal service

workers
(14)Protective service

workers
(15)Private household

workers

aMedian education was not computed for "other service workers"
and "private household workers." Therefore, the median for "service

workers" was used in its place.



Table C-2. Decision-rule for determining potential unemployment rate
of employed wives

Wife's
education
(education
code)

Highest job(s)
for completed
education, by
code ( )

Average female
unemployment
rate, 1977-78

S.

Average female
unemployment
rate for all
possible jobs,
1977-78

5.

111

(01) grades

1-8

(02) grades
9-11

(03) High school
diploma,
grade 12

N.A.

N.A.

cleaning service
workers (10) 8.70

food service
workers (11) 8.70

health service
workers (12) 8.70

personal service
workers (13) 8.70

protective service
workers (14) 8.70

private household
workers (15) 4.95

laborers (20) 10.40

farm workers (23) 9.50

operative, except
transport (30) 11.05

transport equipment
operators (31) 7.05

mechanics and

repairers (40) 6.70

N.A.

N.A.

8.09
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Table C-2. Decision-rule for determining potential unemployment rate of

employed wives (cont'd)

Wife Highest jobs(s) Average female Average female

education based on median unemployment unemployment

(educa- education for rate, 1977-78, rate over all

tion each coded both sexes possible jobs,

code) job (occupation 1977-78

code)

(04) Vocational
or tech-
nical

training,
grade 13

stenographers

metal craft
workers (41) 6.70

carpenters (42) 6.70

other construction
craftsmen (43) 6.70

secretaries,

typists,
excluding
bookkeepers (50) 5.60

other clerical

workers (51) 5.60

sales workers (60) 6.15

managers and

administrators,
including farm
(70) 3.90

5.31



113

Table C-2. Decision-rule for determining potential unemployment rate of
employed wives (cont'd)

Wife's Highest job(s)
education for completed
(education education, by
code) code ( )

MNIMMIMI

Average female
unemployment
rate, 1977-78

Average female
unemployment
rate for all
1977-78

(05) Partial 5.31

college,
no
degree,

grade 13 secretaries,
stenographers
typists,
excluding
bookkeepers (50) 5.60

(06) A.A.
degree,
grade 14

other clerical

workers (51) 5.60

sales workers (60) 6.15

managers and

adminis. (70) 3.90

3.9

managers and
administrators,
except farm (70) 3.90

(07) Bache-
lor's managers and
degree, administrators,

grade 16 including

B.A., farm

B.S.

(08) Master's
degree,

grade
18 -
M.A.,
M.S.,
M.A.T.,
M.B.A.,

3.9

3.9

3.7
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Table C-2. Decision-rule for determining potential unemployment rate
of employed wives (cont'd)

Wifets mean
education
(education
code)

Highest job(s)
for completed
education, by
code ( )

M.F.A.

(09) Doc-
torate
grade
19 -
Ph.D.,
Ed.D.

INDOMNII

engineers (80)

physicians,
dentists,
and related
practitioners
(81)

Average.female
unemployment
rate, 1977-78

Average female
unemployment
rate for all
possible jobs,

health workers,

except prac-
titioners (82)

teachers, except
principals and
supervisors (83)

engineering &
science tech-
nicians (84)

Other professional,

technical and
kindred workers
(85)

3.70

Not available

3.70

3.70

3.70

3.70

engineers (80) 3.70

health workers,

except practi-
tioners (82)

teachers, except
principals and
supervisors (83)

3.70

3.70

3.7
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Table C-2. Decision-rule for determining potential unemployment rate
of employed wives (cont'd)

Wife's Highest job(s) Average female
education based of median unemployment
(education education for rate, 1977-78,
code) each coded both sexes

job (occupa-
tion code)

Average unemploy-
ment rate over all
possible jobs,

1977-78

S.

(10) Profes-
sional
degree,
grade
19 and
more -
M.D.,
D.D.S.,
D.V.M.,
J.D.

engineering and
science tech-
nicians (84) 3.70

other profes-
sional tech-
nical, and kindred
workers 3.70

physicians,
dentists,
and related
practi-
tioners (81)

other profes-
sional,
technical and
kindred
workers (85)

Not available

3.70

3.7

3.7

a The highest possible job(s) is/are identified
individual's coded education with the median educati
that occupation. For example, with a high school di
vidual could qualify for 14 different coded occupati
code 10 through code 43.

by matching up an
on of workers in
ploma (03) an indi-
ons, ranging from
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Table C-2. Decision-rule for determining potential unemployment rate
of employed wives (con-V(1)

b The grand mean over all unemployment rates is the sum of the
individual unemployment rates for all jobs a wife qualifies for, divided
by the number of jobs. This grand mean is assigned to each wife, based
on her actual coded education level. For example if a wife had a high

school diploma, her assigned grand mean unemployment rate would be
8.09%.

Note. Due to discrepancies in the breakdown of occupations between
the data base and the Bureau of Labor Statistics tables on median educa-
tion and mean unemployment rates, caution is advised in reporting data,
especially with regard to farm laborers. This data base categorizes

farm managers under Managers and Administrators, while B.L.S. groups
farm managers with farm laborers. N.A. = not available.

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (1980,
December). Handbook szf labor statistics (Bulletin No.

2070). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
Table 70, p. 142--for median education, both sexes, Table
35, p. 73--for unemployment rates.



Table C-3. Female unemployment rates by occupation, 1977 and 1978

Types of Workers (occupation
codes included in group)

Unemployment
Rate Average of

1977 & 197 81977 1978

Experienced Workers
Total, 16 years & over 8.3 6.1 7.20

White-collar Workers
Professional & technical
(80,81,82,83,84,85) 3.9 3.5 3.70

Managers & administrators,
except farm (70) 4.4 3.4 3.90

Sales workers (60) 6.8 5.5 6.15

Clerical workers (50,51) 6.1 5.1 5.60

Blue-collar Workers
Craft & kindred workers
(40,41,42,43) 7.4 6.0 6.70

Operatives
Except transport (30) 11.7 10.4 11.05

Transport equipment (31) 6.7 7.4 7.05

Nonfarm laborers (20) 11.0 9.8 10.40

Service Workers
Private household workers (15) 4.9 5.0 4.95

Service except private
household workers,
(10,11,12,13,14) 9.2 8.2 8.70

Farmers & Farm Laborers
Farmers & farm managers (71)

Farm laborers & farm
foremen (23)

INDOINN MMIN.IMAIMP

9.2 9.8

=411=11

9.50

117

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (1980,

December). Handbook 91 labor statistics (Bulletin No.

2070). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,

Table 36, p. 76-77.
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Table D-1. Age characteristics of underemployed and not
underemployed wives and their husbands (11
states, weighted)

Underemployed-wife
families

Mean

Wives 34.1 years

Husbands 36.3

Missing 0

Not underemployed -

wife families

Mean

34.8

37.0

0

TOTAL 281 608
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Table D-2. Completed education of underemployed and not
underemployed-wife families (11 states,
weighted)

Education Underemployed wives Not-underemployed
category wives

(1) grades 1-8 0 0 % 5.03 .79 %

(2) grades 9-11 0 0 % 60.08 9.44 %

(3) high school
diploma 28.84 9.34 % 321.85 50.57 %

(4) vocational
or technical
training
grade 13

(5) partial col-
lege, no
degree
grade 13

(6) associate's
degree
grade 14

16.55

151.99

5.36 %

49.19 %

19.22 6.22 %

34.61 5.44%

36.02 5.66 %

11.87 1.87 %

(7) bachelor's
degree
grade 16 50.55 16.36 % 109.58 17.22 %

(8) master's
degree
grade 18 38.69 12.52 % 55.39 8.70 %

(9) doctorate
grade 19+ 2.34 0.76 % 0.70 0.11 %

(10) professional
degree, MD,
DDS, DVM, LLD
grade 0.78 0.25 % 0.83 0.13 %

0

636.41

Missing Data 0

TOTAL 308.92 100% 100%
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Table D-3. Education characteristics of underemployed and
not underemployed-wife families (11 states,
weighted)

Underemployed- Not.underemployed-
wife families wife families

Education
category

WIVES
Partial college
no degree

vocational or
technical

High school

diploma

HUSBANDS
Partial college
no degree

5.6

5.8

Mean

4.3

Vocational or
technical 4.8

High school
diploma

Missing 0 0

TOTAL 281 608

Note. Only integers are used to conform to the absolute
nature of degrees. E.g., there is no degree known as a
partial high school diploma. Therefore, 12.0 through 12.9
years of schooling will be classified as a high school
diploma.

a = Total for wives.

b = Total for husbands.
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Table D-4. Usual weekly hours of employment in
underemployed and not underemployed-wife
families (11 states, weighted)

Underemployed-
wife families

Not underemployed -
wife families

Mean Mean

Wives 28.3 29.9

Missing 0 0

TOTAL 281 608

Husbands 45.8 47.2

Missing 0 0

TOTAL 281 608
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Table D-5. Breakdown of usual weekly hours of employment
into part-time and full-time status for
underemployed and not underemployed wives (11
states, weighted)

Underemployed wives Not underemployed

Hours of
employment J. I

Part-time
1 - 34 hours
per week 183.8 59.5 % 317.0 49.8 %

Full-time
35 or more
hours per
week 125.1 40.5 % 319.4 50.2 %

Missing 0 0

Range 2 - 63 hours 1 - 77 hours

TOTAL 308.9 636.4
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Table D-6. Occupational breakdown for underemployed and not
not underemployed wives (11 states, weighted)

Underemployed wives Not underemployed
wives

Occupation.

A

0

6.10

0%

1.97 %

0.19

3.50

0.03

0.55

%

%

(code)

Oa

(10) Cleaning
services

(11) Food services 1.35 0.44 % 25.64 4.03 %

(12) Health
services 16.15 5.23 % 15.11 2.37 %

(13) Personal
services 23.56 7.63 % 29.82 4.69 %

(14) Protective
services 6.62 2.14 % 1.15 0.18 %

(15) Private
household
services 44.72 14.48 % 4.35 0.68 %

(22) Other
laborers 2.62 0.85 % 1.62 0.25 %

(23) Farm laborer/
foremen 0.701 0.23 % 1.92 0.30 %

(30) Operatives,

except trans-
port 9.11 2.95 % 27.55 4.33 %

(31) Truck drivers,
transport
equipment
operators 0.62 0.20 % 2.56 0.40 %

(40) Auto mechanics,

other mechanics
& repairmen 1.70 0.55 % 0 0 %

(42) Carpenters,
construction
craftsmen 0.24 0.08 % 0 0 %

(43) Other crafts-
men 9.43 3.05 % 19.86 3.12 %
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Table D-6. Occupational breakdown for underemployed and not
not underemployed wives (11 states, weighted)
(contfd)

Underemployed wives net underemployed

Occupation
Relative N Relative(code)

(50) Bookkeepers,
secretaries,
stenographers,
& typists 65.57 21.22 % 94.94 14.92 %

(51) Other cleri-
cal workers 43.91 14.21 % 74.89 11.77 %

(60) Sales
workers 42.25 13.68 % 46.30 7.28 %

(70) Managers &
administrators,
including
farm 0 0 % 31.21 4.90 %

(71) Farmers &
farm
managers 0 0 % 2.18 0.34 %

(80) Engineers 0 0% 0.16 0.02%

(82) Health work-
ers, except
practitioners 0 0 % 45.19 7.10 %

(83) Teachers, ele-
mentary &
secondary
schools, ex-
cluding prin-
cipals &
supervisors 0 0 % 125.78 19.76 %

(84) Technicians,
except
health 1.57 0.51 % 0 0 %
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Table D-6. Occupational breakdown for underemployed and not

underemployed wives (11 states, weighted)
(cont'd)

Occupation

Underemployed wives Not underemployed

(code)

(85) Other profes-
sional
workers 32.71 10.59 % 54.26 8.53 %

(90) Full-time
homemakers 0 0 % 28.23 4.44 %

Missing Data 0

TOTAL 308.92 100% 636.41 100%

coding error.
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Table D-7. Industry of employment breakdown for under-
employed and not underemployed wives (11
states, weighted)

Underemployed wives Not underemployed
wives

Z. 3.

Oa 0 0 % 0.19 0.03 %

(10) Agricul-
tural pro-
duction &
services 2.92 0.94 % 8.53 1.34 %

(12) Fisheries 0 0 % 1.22 0.19 %

(20) Business
services 12.41 4.02 % 13.10 2.06 %

(21) Repair
services 0.23 0.08 % 0.46 0.07 %

(30) Construc-
tion 13.71 4.44 % 7.33 1.15 %

(40) Entertain-
ment & rec-
reation
services 5.61 1.82 % 2.89 0.45 %

(50) Finances 8.85 2.87 % 13.72 2.16 %

(51) Insurance 12.71 4.11 % 20.39 3.20 %

(52) Real Estate 3.19 1.03 % 7.73 1.22 %

(60) Durable
goods manu-
facturing 14.56 4.71 % 41.80 6.57 %

(61) Nondurable
goods manu-
facturing 6.95 2.25 % 39.69 6.24 %

(80) Private
household,
motel, lodg-
ing services 34.47 11.16 % 14.60 2.29 %
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Table D-7. Industry of employment breakdown for under-

employed and not underemployed wives (II
states, weighted) (contld)

Underemployed
wives

Not under-
employed wives

(81) Laundering,
beauty shops,
barber shops,
shoe repair
shops, dress-
making shops,
miscellaneous
personal
services 27.53 8.91 % 19.28 3.03 %

(90) Health

services 23.21 7.51 % 80.35 12.63 %

(91) Educational

services 31.34 10.15 % 136.48 21.45 %

(92) Other pro-

fessional
services 18.58 6.01 % 35.18 5.53 %

(93)a 0 0 % 0.08 0.01 %

(100) Public
adminis-
tration 22.53 7.29 % 54.27 8.53 %

(110) Transpor-
tation 1.75 0.57 % 13.88 2.18 %

(111) Communica-
tions 0.82 0.27 % 8.69 1.37 %

(112) Utilities
& sanitary
services 0 0 % 0.50 0.08 %

(120) Wholesale
trade 10.04 3.25 % 10.53 1.65 %
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Table D-7. Industry of employment breakdown for under-
employed and not underemployed wives al states,
weighted) (cont'd)

Underemployed wives

(121) Retail

Not underemployed
wives

trade 38.55 12.48 % 65.74 10.33 %

(130) Other
industries,
not else-
where cited 18.95 6.13 % 11.60 1.82 %

(888)a 0 0 % 28.23 4.44 %

TOTAL 308.92 100 % 636.41 100 %

coding error.
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Table D-8. State of residence of underemployed and not
underemployed-wife families (11 states,
weighted)

families

N

Not underemployed-
wife families

N %

Underemployed-
wife

State

Louisiana
(urban only)

14.15 4.58 % 20.23 3.18 %

New York 55.17 17.86 % 129.84 20.40 %

Wisconsin 57.0 18.45 % 64.0 10.06 %

Oregon 4.08 1.32 % 15.08 2.37 %

North Carolina
(rural only) 6.19 2.01 % 28.31 4.45 %

Utah 4.1 1.34 % 8.11 1.27 %

Connecticut 4.40 1.43 % 42.04 6.61 %

Virginia 10.11 3.27 % 55.06 8.65 %

Oklahoma 12.97 4.20 % 26.43 4.15 %

California 89.05 28.83 % 162.38 25.51 %

Texas 51.65 16.72 % 84.93 13.35 %

Missing
Data 0 0

TOTAL 308.92 636.41
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Table D-9. Area of residence characteristics of
underemployed and not underemployed-wife
families (11 states, weighted)

Underemployed-wife Not underemployed-

families families

Area of
residence isl 1 h. 1

Rural farm 5.61 1.82 % 15.97 2.43 %

Rural nonfarm 69.70 22.56 % 155.15 24.38 %

Urban nonfarm 233.62 75.62 % 456.77 73.13 %

Missing
Data 0 0

TOTAL 308.92 636.41
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Table D-10. Wage characteristics of underemployed and not
underemployed-wife families (11 states,
weighted)

Underemployed Not underemployed-wife
wife families families

ki Missing Total a Missing Total

Wives 281 54 409 608 0 608

Mean Wage $14.02 $8.73

Range $0.00 - $99.99 $.01 - $13.00

Husbands 267 14 281 608 0 608

Mean Wage $65.88 $65.86

Range $2.40 - $99.99 $2.31 - $99.99
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Table D-11. Mean family income of underemployed and not
underemployed wife families (11 states,
weighted)

Underemployed-wife Not underemployed-
families wife families

Mean category Mean category

14.4 = 50,000 and above 13.7 = $25,000 - $49,999

Number 281 608

Missing 0 0

TOTAL 281 608
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Table D-12. Mean age of youngest child in underemployed and
not underemployed-wife families (11 states,
weighted)

Underemployed-
wife families

Not underemployed-
wife families

Mean age 6.6 years old

Missing 0

Total 281

7.8 years old

0

608
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Table D-13. Stage of the family life cycle in underemployed
and not underemployed-wife families (11 states,
weighted)

Underemployed-wife Not Underemployed -

families wife families

Mean

S.D.

6.6 years old 7.8 years old

4.97 5.16

Age category h S. N.

Under 2 years old 90.58 29.32 % 130.80 20.55 %

2-4 years old 29.83 9.66 % 73.09 11.49 %

5-11 years old 134.15 43.43 % 246.25 38.69 %

12-17 years old 54.27 17.57 % 185.59 29.16 %

45a .67 .01 % .67 .11 %

63a .08 0.03 %

Total 308.92 100.0 % 636.41 100.0%

a = coding error.
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Table D-14. Weekly hours spent by underemployed and not
underemployed wives and their husbands on
childcare and other household work (11 states,
weighted)

Underemployed- Not underemployed -

wife families wife families

Activity Mean Mean

Physical and
nonphysical
childcare

wives 9.96 11.10 6.90 7.91

husbands 4.22 8.80 2.68 4.03

Household
work other
than child-
care

wives 32.78 16.90 30.55 14.48

husbands 6.40 7.17 5.63 6.45

TOTAL N= 308.9 636.4
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Table 0-1S. Weekly hours spent by outside other workers on
childcare and other housework in underemployed
and not underemployed-wife families (11 states,
weighted)

Underemployed-wife
wife families

Not underemployed
wife families

Mean 1.01 0.48

S.D. 7.93 3.95

Missing 0 0

TOTAL 308.9 636.4
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Table D-16. Number of labor-saving devices in underemployed
and not underemployed-wife families (11 states,
weighted)

Underemployed-
wife families

Not underemployed -
wife families

Number gf S. .11

devices

1 0 0 % 5.31 0.83 %

2 1.96 0.63 % 20.71 3.25 %

3 14.38 4.66 % 38.16 6.0 %

4 30.36 9.83 % 92.39 14.52 %

5 81.90 26.51 % 109.70 17.23 %

6 68.99 22.33 % 165.98 26.08 %

7 74.34 24.06 % 164.19 25.8 %

8 32.54 10.53 % 35.03 5.5 %

9 4.45 1.44 % 4.24 0.67 %

10 0 0 % .72 0.11 %

Missing 0 0

TOTAL
f

308.92 636.41


