
V

158949

AUTHOR
TITLE

PUB DATE
NOTE

DOCUMENT RESUME

RC 010 727

Nontasak, Tatree; Frese, Wolfgang
Objective' and Subjective Quality of Life .Indicators:
An Exploratory. Analysis. -

Feb '78

17p.'; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Southern Association of Agricultural Scientists
(75th, Houston, Teias, 5143 February, 1978)

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$1.67 A').us Postage. .c
DESCRIPTORS American Indians; Vlao,ks; Caucasians; *Heads of

Households; Local Government; Measurement Techniques;
*Quality, of Life; Recreational Activities; -*Rural
Family; *Social Indicators; Socioeconomic Status;
*Southern States

IDENTIFIERS *O,bjective EvaluatiOn; *Subjective Evaluation

ABSTRACT
2 -Accompanying rising affluence has been a'gradual,

consistent decline in reported levels of happiness. Crime rates, drug
addiction, violence, and alienation show widespread dissatisfaction
with aspects. of life. Quality of life should therefore not be
measured solely in termsof material wealth; psychological indicators
should also be used. Data collected from 1,630 rural household heads
(1,218 white, 369 black, 43 American Indian) in eight Sout rn states
studied the nature of this relationship between objective nd
subjective quality of life measures. The study i'otded t ree
indexes: (1) an Objective Family Quality of Life covering
socioeconomic status, leisure-time activity panticipation, and 'a
level of living scale; (2) a Subjective Family duality of Life
showing satisfaction of the household head with his ieside-pce,
income, ant his perception of changes in his- family situation; (3) a
Subjective County Quality of Life measuring perception of changes in
county economic opportunities, government, and services. Findings
indicated mild positive correlatpn between 'objective and subjective
family quality of life indices and between subjective family and
subjective county quality of life indices. With t?e exception of
white respondents; no relationship was fo nd between objectivesfamily
and subjective county quality .of life inai es. Lack of,strong
correlation suggests the inadvisibility of ubstituting one index for
the other. ( )
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In practically all aspects of life the United States has long

been uted as a standard for success. Formany years, American society

has been known, and criticized,.fbr its affluence. However, as im-

pressive as this material wealth is, the nationwide trend in reported

level of happiness in the U.SishOWs a gradual consistent decline

(Campbell et. al., 1'976:26): Many social scientists attribute this

decline to the numerous social problems which-have accompanied the

rising affluence, for example, crime, drug, ddiction, civil disorder,

violence, env ronmental pollution, alienati
I f

, and widespread dis-

satisfaction with aspectS of life (Hobbs, 1970; Sheldon and Moore, 1968;

a.oss, 1969; Liu, 10W3, 1974, 1975; Campbell et. al., 1976; and

)
Ringen, 1976). This points tte way to an important queso :. Can'

quality of life be measure 'in terms of material walth?
...0e

Or in

Rostows (1967) terms: Does the stage of high mass consumption signify

a high quality of:life?
.1-

The importance of the quality of life problem has not o y been

noted.by social scientists but also by many politicians including,

Johnson, Nixon, Ford and Mondale. Furthermore, policy makers who pre-

sume to define national goals are'increasingly emphasizing the.subl

jective aspects of life over'materjal gains. It can be seenthat cgn
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sideration of the environment, education, individual satisfactions and

other factors whith shape theNulaity of life of the individual are now

considered important requirements in many public policy decisions)

Studies dealing with the.relationthip between objective and sub-
,

jeptive measures of quality of life yield mixed findingg.. According

to Stagn6c.; effective use of psychological indicators (subjective

) measures of quality'of life) will require that they be analyzed in.

relation to the objective data already available (197 That is,
_ -

indttes of satisfattroive- needed but these must be interpreted in

the light of other data. Campbell maintains that the correspondence

/

betweepvthe two measure,s are rather weak in some instance (1972:442).

Likewise, Coleman, studying four Kentucky mountain counties, suggests

that objective indicators.,might be> only loosely, if at all,,Nelated to

(ow people feel about their living,sttuation (1975:1). Rojek et al

(1975), studying fourrrUral Illinois, counties, found law correlations

between subjective and objective measures of quality of life in the

areas of medical, educational and commercial services. Schneider (1976),

after studying 15 Of the largest U.S. cities, also concludes that-there, .

is little congruence between objective and subjective quality of life

measures.

Several researchers, on' the-ther hand, find positive relatiohships

between objective and subjectilt measures f qualjty of life. For

0.1

example, Coughenour notes that improvement in per capita income and other

objective measures translates into an improvement in perceived quality .

of life in four Kentuck?counties (1976:1), Frese, examining data from

open country residents in Mississippi (forthcoming), finds that objec-,

tive and subjective measures of changes in qualitiof life, in general,

7
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show similar trends. McGranahan, et. al., (1975:31, ) in their study

i
,
community .serves in southwestern Wisconsin obt in moderate to high

correlations between objective and subjective- measures of community.

services, retail s'ervicet,'police protection. and ambulance services.

However, they get low or no correlations.between objective and sub-
.

jective ratings of schools and sewage .tr'eatment.systems, :.thristenson

(19 , studying responds in 100 North Carolina counties.; notes 'a
j

strong positive relationship between community satisfaction and the
St.

quality and availability of services. Dillman and Tramblay (1977:115)

support a high degree of congruence between'objective and subjective

quality of,life indicators when they state that "...rural people's

subjective assessments are strikingly cons)stent with the objective

conditions of theirenvioronMent."

Purpose

Due to the indecisive natur of the re4lts reported in the

literature; this paper'further explores the degree of congruence between

objective and'subjective quality of, life measures using data'collected

fro ural household heads in eigh Southern states. More specifically;

we will eicaminetthe relationship bet een objective and subjective

faily quality of life indicatorS and then compare each one of these to

a subjective county quality of lffe'indicator. The importance of
. -

exploring the relationship between objective and subjective quality of

life indicators hesbeen pointed out by Campbell et al , "...the central

issue confronting any examination of the perceived quality of life in-
,

/ volves the relationship between subjective and objective indicators of

well-being" (1976:474). This notion is supported by Schneider (1976),
0.



Coleman (1975),

,.

oughenobr (1976), Stagne5 (1672), and Liu (1975).°

The Data

TheAata usedjn,thls paper are taken from the:S-79 regional
r

researchAproje Yentitled-"Rural Development and Quality of Life in

the Rural South." In the S-79 study,,two thousand pix hundred and

twenty-eight respondents (household heads or homtmakers) in thirty -two

counties in eight/Southern states' Were interviewed during 1972-73. In

this analysis we,include only the hortiold heads. reducing our sample

to 1630. Of the 1630_household heads, 1218 were white", 369 black and

43 Amefitan Indians.

An area sampling procedure employed to obtain the sample of
/

households to be interviewed. The thirty-two counties were divided

into small-area sample,segments.* Next, a random selection of the small-
.

areaspgemnts\Was.obtained and wtthin these segMents a random. sample of

househol s was drawn. The number of houselkolds suipied in each segment

was det d byHa quota systfm set forth in the S-79 guidelinet..**,

The states participating in the S-79 project were;Alabama., Georg a,

Kentucky, LouisianaiMississippi,,North Carolina, South Tolina

,- *TheSe,pounties had'been selectedifor the S-44 project, a predeces-
, sor of the 5-79 project, because they were either substaryttally or
seriously low income in 1950. The segments (but of necessarily the

/11
househOlds) within the counties, were the same nos tsed in the S-44
study. For a more detailed discussion of the ampling design, see
"Sample -Design" for he Regional Rural Sociology Project, 5'44," unpub-

e , .'

lishedipaper, Citpar ment of Stat ti s,. North Carolina State University,
Spring 4860.

**For further information on the's,a ling proc dure, see, for
example: A.L.Coleman, et al , "Rural De elopment a the Quality of
life in Harlan, Perry, Whitley and Wolfe oufities: S ar s-of Data
from Surveys of Households in 1961 arid 1 .3," mimeogra papers,
Department of Sociology, University of,

5

ntticky, December, 1973.
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Tennessee.

For this paper, missing values ere replaced with random numbers/

generated to conform to the distribuyon (mean and standard deviation)

of the obtained values for each variable. Missing values ranged from

a low sr less than one-half of one percent to a high of 18 percent, the

latter being unusual in that most of the variables had less than,six

percent of their Values missing.

Operationalization of the Variab)es

The operational scheme for the concepts in this study is as follows:

I) a Objective Family Quality' of Life (OFQOL)

This index was constructed by principle component factor

anOvjiswithout ro ation using the following items: a house-

hold's socioeconomic s atus, level of living items possessed,

and leisure time participation, Each of these thre-OFOOL

index items are in turn made up of more than one indicator.

Socieoconomic status, the level of living scale and the le.isure

time participation item were operationalized in the following

manner:

1) Socioeconomic Status (SES)

Socioeconomic status score's were derived by con-

verting the years of ecucational attainment of the touse-

hold head, the, family income, and the occupational prestige

score of the household head into the U.S. censu scoring

procedures and computing an average score for egg house-
.

'hold. The census procedure con each of the three SES

indicators to a scale ranging from 0 to.100 makfng it pos -.



I

a.

sible to combine the items into one index. (For a detailed

discussion of this procedure see U.S. Census, 1963 or
. a4-

1Robinson, et. al., 1969:357-358.)

2) Leisure-time ACtivitty Participation (LEISURE)

Each respondent's leisure-time participation intensity

. score takes into account how frequ25tly he(she) participates

in various leis time activitigs, whether- or not he owns

his own equipment, if- e-subscribes to magazines-dealing

with his leisure time activities and if .he is a member of ,

or holds an office in a club or group devoted to his leisureK

time pet-Suits The activities included in this indek; are:'
. A .

a. hunting. and/or fishing
- b. camping, boating and siNliar activiPes.

.

c. indoor' activities (e g., T.V. viewihg,. reading, arts'
. ,

and crafts).i.. -
d. outdoor actiOties- (gardening, sight teing, nicycling,

etc.)
0. participatory actfVities (golf, pool, boWling, tennis,

etc.).

f. spectator activities* .

g. ghborhood and community activities *. °

h. informal social activities*
i. formal ..assOCiationS,*

t

.

The scoring procedure. fdreaCh of thi. above items was

4'
to assign ftem 0 to ,4. points for-various levels of partic-

e

ipation (0 for !'never", for "seldoe, 2 for,potcassfonally",
.

3 for "fdirlyIrten" and 4 for' 5ery often"); 0.5 poTlts'
4

A

were added if the respondent owned his own equipment;

points if he subscribed to' a )-elated magazine; iij a dition,
9

a respondent received one point if he was a member ant two

1, '

*Only frequency of participation was asked ragarding these activities.-

I

.

a



,.,

additional poi-nts if he was an fficer in an organize,d

ill)
.,

club or group dealing with hi leisure -time activity. After

the total for each of, the above, areas (a through i) was

obtained, the!, were summed to obtain a respondent's leisure-

The theoretical range

7

tim articipati9n intensity score

of this score is from 0 to 564

) Level-of-living Scale (LOL)

(
The level -of- living scale was developed using ,Guttman

scaling techniques on the 28 hqusehold items included in

the/S-79 .interview schedule. The resul4 yielded the scale

reporteld in Table 1. The coefficient of reproducibility

for this scale 'is .96, while the coefficient of, scalabiliV

is .79. Each respondent was asiefredthe appropriate "scale

score.

III Subjective FamilyQuajity of Life (SFQOL)

'This, index is made up of three*s.ubjective ind4ators of

family quality:of life, namely,' how satisfied the hoUsehold

head is. With hiher) residence, income, and his perception /

3

Of the .change ih his family situation in the laSt ten years./*;

. -- .,/

Prin5iple fompOnerit factor analysis without rotation was used
. /.

.. .

to develop' the index and obtain- factor scores fo each respond-
\ .

r
'/ ,.

ent.
I

/

The resident4tri item asked the respondent how saiisied/

amily income satisfactiort,he-was with his present fesidencek

*8-dcause this data was not aVallable for Louisiana respond'en'ts, the ,

a , iazil ..: 1
ir

number of respondents for, the SFQOL variable was reduced/ to 11. Pair -

wise ouwisecdletio0 war,usftd throughout c relation piTcedures, (

17 N.



waslm reference to the change which had otcur:edAuring the

patt-10 years. These,three items had SFQOL factorloadingt

of .73, .744rand :40 respectively.

III Subjective County Qualfty'Of Life (SCOOL)

This index measures each respondent's per option of changes.
.

, .
L

in three dimensions of quality of life in his county of-resi-

dence'in the'past'10 years. Since these questions refered to

the last 10 years, when using subjective county quality oflife
C

we will include in our analysis only thOse respondents A° have

lived in their county of residence for "most" of the 10 years

prior to being interviewed:, This reduces the number of respon-
,

dents from 1630 to 1415.

The three dimensions of perceived Chang& in quality of

life consist Cf county economic opportunitiles, county govern-

ment-, and services in the'county.- The SCQOL score is the un-

Weighted suff41.0ion f a )4esingdents score on each of these-thrle
o

dimthisdons. Each dimenten is in turn the unwelghted sum of

/ -
several items measuring perceived change in that area of quality

life.

The three dimensions, economic opportunity, county

gleyei\ mment, and county sehickwereobiained.by factor anibiz-

fng 23 items dealing witOperceived ch-anges in the reAoondent's
"\

county of residence. The results of a pOnciple component-Factor,
. )

InalYsis with orthogonal -rotation (excl4ding those items not loafing

Heavily on any'one%factor) are presented in Table 2. For each

of the items included in Table 2 the respondents were asked if
;

in the last ,1O years their lountyhad improved, remained about

J.
)



Ofien worse. 'Index scores for each of these,

dirrsiris; wire then astigned.to each respondent .using the

unweighte0 .sum'pf the items. It was these three 'inde scores

2
that'were summed toiobtain each respondent's overall SC OL

'score. y &weighted suinmations re Lised,through.out the.: SCQOL

index construction procedure bec &use the results correlated

extremely high (.99 or higher) with the results obtained using

weightings dprivedfrom the principal component-factoli analyses.

Findings

In thiS section the ddgree of congruence between objeettve and sub'

jective quality of life irrdicators is ezclored using zero order correl-

ation coefficients. Table '3 contains the correlation coefficients

4/ . ( ,....

between the objectivie-family quality of life index, the subjective family,

,, '

quality of life index and the subjective county quality of life index.
T

.o

44for the total sample as well as white, black, and Indian respondents.

For the total sil ple the r sult in Table 3 show a positive assocla-
J

ittic9 between two o the three qualit? of life.ind fcies.'"Ihat is, there

are(significant positive correlations between 1) the, subjective and ob-
0 ,

jective indices of family quality of life and 2) the ubjective family

.

quality of life -index and the subjective county quali y of life index.-

.0n the other hand, there is.- no' relponship (r =.000): between the Oleg-

tive.family quality of life index a?d the,subjective county quality of

.a

life indWx. Black respondents show a siMlar trend in that the)e are

significant positivefelationships between(OFQ0L and SOOL andbetween

sm, and SCQOL, whi'lie there is.no relationship
?

(r=7.005) betwee4 OFQOL

i ;,

and,SCQ0L. i

t: e
,.., - km)

., f
- f

Y
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White respondents show significant positive correlations between

all three qulaity df life indices. Although the OFQ0L-SCOOLcdprelation

is statistically significant its nagnitude is rat6er low. It is inter-
,

esting to note that the magnitude Patterns of the correlatidn matrices

are the same for the total sample as well as for black 'and white respond-

ents.

None of the. coreel

1 i fe .i ndi ces are state

11-
The' magnitudeIrends. of the coefficfenis 15 similar_ to those for the total pop-,

ulation, black respondents and white respondents. It is 'intere§ting to '

note the sign reversal 'for the SFQOL -SCQOL correlation coeffic.i.ent. Our (
.

findings fdr Indian tic;,sehold heads should be onsider d highly tentafive

1

eiWeen the three:quality of

far the Indian respondents.

,since, onf3i. 43 Indians in the S's4-7 sarnple wi 'h most (41) of them

Given the indeeiSive resUltt. repOrted.-j

paper attempted to gaid_additionat-inSights

rel ati Ons h fp .
between ..objective and.Subjective quality- Of*1 ife-Measures

.

,quality

After c6eloping three qulaity of life indices (OWL, SFQ0L7'SCOOL)

'( their degree of congruenc examined , For' the total sample, as

well as to black and- white subgroups , our' findings she 1) a.

positive,. al hough not high (.3 to .4), correlation -between tifie_ob-

.,

jective and subjective familyquaTity. of l.fe indiCies; 2) : a'mild

(.15 to .25) positive rdiationshiP 'between the subjective/ family

.

and subjective county quality of life, indicies; and 3),\with the

exception of where respondents , .no relationship between, the objective.

1,i



1.1

familysand,subjective county quality of life indicies. The .results for

American Indian household heads; show no statistically significant 're-:

lationship between any.of the three quality of lifeT-indicators.

latter findingzshould15e conssidere'd highly tentative because, as pointed
v.. -

out earlier, there were only 43 indian's respondents, furthermore, 41t,
of thete resided; in one.liprth Carolina county.

Since our ,resul ts, using southrn. ru_ral household respondentS

indicate .at best a mild positive" (lei .40), relationships-between the

objective and cubjectiye family qt.i41.ttY o 144fe iridiciiis examined; it

`seems- inadviSe'able to use one

,for) ,the ofther4 Af..tnermore,

index as an indicator of..:(Or substitute

our flndings ',deem it inadvi'sable to
, , x

Ilse either of the :falifily quality of 1 i e, in icie§: as an indicatori.,,..,

-.- of subjective county quality of life (6,1- vice versa)
),

Suggestion's. ter, future' researcfC,include the.dflvelopment'of an

objective county quality of life'index and examini4its relationsbips
, - s

to' tubjective-county and fa-I-filly 'as. well. as objectiv'e family qUality of

life indicies. .t4ore sophisticated, quality of life scales would also make

an invaluabl6 contribution to social scientists 'work'ing, in this : area.;

.0"
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Table 1

Level of Living Scale,

lb,

Scale;Score Item N Scale Types % Ownin Item Errors

53

83

10 . Dish asher 77 8

9 : A4Conditioner . 372 30.

8 Vactum Cleaner'
R

470 . 57

7
i

Hot Water Heater 253 75

6 Bath'or Shower 63 75

5 Inside Flush Toilet 57 76

4 Pied Water, 62 83

3 Kitchen Sink 82 85

2 Gas or Electric Range 130 94

1 Mechanical Refrigerator 50 98
4 ,

0 (None of the above items) 14

87

56

10. .7

, 5

6
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Table 2

Factor Loadings for the
Subjective County Quality of Life Indicators

1

\ r

economic
F
2

F1r 1

(opportunities), (government) (services)

Factor Loadings

Politics and. political parties .101 .785 .041

County government :122 .786' .107

Crime and law enforcement .093 .586 143

Real income - .587
R

.083 .060

DO opportunities .731 .088 .049

OppOrtunities for the young .608 .029 . .286

Opportunities for blacks .575 .026 .040

County as a place to live
, .

.604 ,200 .117

Public school .104 .237 .687

Medical care and health services .195 .012 .661

Welfare programs .077 .086 .679 .

Common Variance 38.7% 32.4% 28.8%

Total Variance 18.4% 15.4% 13.7%

Eigenvalue 2.02 1,69 1,51



4.

Table 3

Correlation Coefficients for Subjective
and Objective Quality. of Life Indices

/1
Total Sample (above the diagonal) and Blacks (below the diagonal):

OFQOL SFQOL SCQOL

OFQOL -711' .385** .000

SFQOL .317** .165**

SCQOL -:005 .250**

Whites (above the diagonal) and Indians (below the diagonal):

OFQOL SFQOL SCQOL

OFQOL' .364** 097**

SFQOL .281 .207**

SCQOL .060 -:156

** Significant at the .01 'level

r
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