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Al though coronary p’.ne, or Type A behavior, appears
to pradict coronary heart disease in women, as it does in men, little
research has compared men and women in the same life circumstances.
To detiim1ne if thgre is a coronary préne behavior pattern-in women
prepar Mg for traditdonally male professionals, two studies wére
conducted. In the first study, 168 undergraduate women, in three
traditionally male fields (i.e. engineering, management and
pre-medicine), 145 udergraduate men in the same fields, and 83
undergraduate women majoring in trad1t1ona11y female fields (i.e.
education, sociology, and psychology) completed a questionnaire.
Measures of persona11ty characteristics, physical and psychological
mptops, and work environment strain that are related to Type A ,
behavior were assesséﬁw— esults showed that the .three groups differed
51gn1£1cant1y on Type A, as well as on other variables. T
tradltlonal women were 51gn1£1capt1y lswer qn Type A than t
nontraditional women and the men. Very small differences were found

*in Type A.for men and women in the same wofk environment. In a

followup study, 216 subjects from the orlg1na1 sample completed .
similar questionnaires. Results showed that subjects whose current
dccupatiohs were the same‘as their undergraduate majorQ did not
differ on Type A. As in the first study, ‘traditional women were
significantly less Type A then the nontraditional- women or men. The
work environment was especially relevant to Type A, and Type A was
especially relevant to 'symptoms for women and, to a lesser extent,
for men who were currently. in high status, trad1t10na11y male f1e1ds.
Type A was a better predictor: of symptoms for women working in high
status, traditjonally male roles than it was across all subjects.
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. Coronary Pron; Behavier Eattern I wdﬁen Préparing tor Trad:tsongi\y'ﬂale Professions
Eugenia Proc tor ‘Gerdes & John P. Sidler, Bucknell University ‘ ! .
Presented at Eaaterg(Psychologncal Assocration Meetings, Boston, March 1985,
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. ) a . ~ ~
) Introduction, . .-

Most research on the Coronar> Prone Behavior Pattern, d6r Tvpe A, has been conducded
on,white ctollar, middle-aged men. Mlthough Type A appears to predict coronarv heart *
diseage in lwomen, as it does in'‘men (Haynes Felnleib, 1980), Fittle research has:-
imvestighted other correlates of Type A in women (Haw, 1982). Even those studies that
assess gender differences in Type A rarely compare men and women who are 1n the same life
circumstances. This 1s,an iportant omission because the most popular model \of the causes
of Type A behavior (Friedman & Rasenman, [1974) specifies two necessarv causes, a

" predisposing personality and an appropriate eliciting environment (see Figure 1).
Differences 1n Type A scores found between working men and housewnives obviously could be
due erther to the enviéronment or personality differences. ®less obviously, the same 15
true ot comparisons of male and female professionals because the male samples trpically
2 include high status, traditionally male professuons (e.g., physicians, lawyers) whezear
the female qamples typically include lower status, traditionally female professunns (e.q.
nurses, teathers) . ..

We tested undergraduate students who were qtnl] in the same Qeneral work environment.
To determine gender’ dlfferences with work envlronment contro]led. we compared women "

v _prgparing for- tradatlonallv male professions to men studying tn the "same fields. To | :
cor\trol for< gender and determine "the' effect of work environment for these nobgraditional *
women, we compared them~to women preparing for traditionally female professions.

” ~a
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Method ;
Subjeyts. A questionnaire was maiﬁed~to Bucknell University juniors and seniors in

the spring of l?Bl.'lThe total population of 284-women in three traditionally male fields
¢engineerinqg, management, and pre-medicine) and a matched group of 284 men in the same
f1e1ds were included in the sample. In addition, the questionnaire was mailed to the [&1
women who were majoripg in education, sociology, and psaychology; these fields were
gonstdered.traditionally female because 80-95% of those in thg major were women and a high .
- proportion planned to enter traditionally female professrons. Subjects received a small
incentive for completing the questionnaire. After a second.mailing, retirn rates were at _
least 604 for,all three groups. Subjects whose employment. plans were incomsistent with,
their major 1n terms of traditionality (e.g., education majors planning to attend law
school) were excluded from the analyses. The final samples were 148 nontradrtlnnal women ,

. toa

.o 145 men, and B3 traditional women.
Questionnaire. . The questionnaire contained measures o{-percepfions of the workK
environment (1.e, college studies) based on those used by Caplan et al. (1975 1n their,

_study of 23 occupations. These variables included three measures of quantitative workload
(long, ghort .and combined scales), gualitative workload, workload dissatisfaction, ! :
variance in the Wwerkload, role ambngunty, and uvtilization of ‘abilities. A more general -
measure of job-related tension also was included (Indik, Seashore, & qleqlnoer, 1944) .

“ Persohal jty variables possibly related to Typ‘ A a]so were assessed. Thece were job -
involvement TLodahl & Kejner, 1965); masculinity and femininity (Spence, Helreich, &
Stapp, 1979y and four anects dgf achievement motivation-- mastePV,'work ortentation,
personal unconcern, and compet;trOeness (Helmreich & Spence, 1978), N

Becduse our sample was unlikKely to contain ,many cases of full-blown coronary heart
dvsease, four measuret of physncaJ and psychologlcal symptoms that could be 6utcomes of
Trpe A behavior were included. - A modified version of the Seriousness of Illness Rating
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vV Scale (Masuda, Wrler, & Holmes, 1970) was-scored separately for phys:cal'and psychdlogical
ttinesses. " Milder symptoms were assessed with a modification of the psychosomatic symptom
measure developed by Indik ei‘al. (1944) and a measure of anxiety, depression, and ‘
irritation from Caplan et a'l. (1975). A measure of strain 1n the form of job pressures, .
perceptions of subjective stress related to work, also was included (Buck, 1972).

Finally, Type A was assessed with a short objegtive scale, .the Framingham -Type A _
Scald (Haynes et al., 1978). The FTAS is the only Type A scale to have been validated for
women ds well as for men in a prospectfve study. o l‘ :N“Qi .
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Results ). i | . ‘ -
To decrease missing data, most of the. scales were scored as the mean of the , items
completed, as long as~at least half of the itemg were answered:t, For example, Type A was
scored by gdividing the individual’s total score®by the i1tems answered; this procedure
)wgiEed possible scores from 1 to 4, with 1 reflecting the most coronary prone behavior.
Afhown 1n Table 1, the thrée groups differed significantly on Type A, as well as.on
other variables. Tukey HSD tests %hmuéd the traditional women to be significanty lower on
Typ® A lthan the-nontraditional women and the men. Although the:r average scores were very
similar, the men were reliably more Type A than the nontraditional women due tc the large -
sample size. < ' )

Table 2 shows the three groups’ correlations of Type A with possible predittors
(percepfupns of the work environment and personal ity measures) and possiblé outcomes.
"Type A was related to perceptions of the workK environment, most Stronbly for
nontraditional women followed by men in the same. fields.~ The measures relating to
workload-and overall job tensiqn show the strongest relationships with Type A. Among the
personality measures, competitiveness and job involvement yielded the strongest :
. retatronships wrth Type A for all, three groupsy otherwise, the three groups yielded
o different patterns, with the men showing the weakest relationships. Type A predicted”
' symptoms and strain best for the no&traditional'women, reliably predicting all five

measyres for this aqroup and fer the“men; only two mild, non-ph¥sical measures were

predicted for the traditional women.
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reviously reported *gender differences" in Type A scores may be due to factors
related to environmental circumstancgs rather than gendéb per se; we found very small
differences in Type A for men and women in the same work environment. In fact, Trpe A
seems to be an especially relevant concept for women preparing for traditionally male
professions; fype A was more strongly related to perceptions of the work environment for
this group than for the other®two grfups and was more strongly related to well-being for
these nontraditional women alsa. " *

Ubviously, the directionlo? causality cannot be determinkd unequivocably fTom this
study 1n_which Type A and 1ts possﬁble precursors- and outcomes were determined
snmulianeously. For that reason, the same subjects recently received a follow-up

|

- - qguestilonnaire. : . : ,
- ',‘ - . \ ’ . .
ALUMNT STUDY - ’ o . = . N
d ~
Me thod

Subjects., -After two mailing§ in late 1983 and early 1984, 216 of the original
subjects returned a simjlar questionnaire. In order to ascertain agreement with
undergraduate major, subjects’ curremt work was categorized as either high status,
traditionally male or low status, traditionally female. Only 5 males had moved from
engineering, management, or pre-medicine ccllege programs into lower status work as
alumni; their data are included in the overall analyses but- are not presented separately.

T * Questionnaire.rMeasures df personal characteristics, symptoms, and strain were the
same as in the OMdergraduate questionniare. . Job involvement and two of the undergraduate

gwork scales were omtted, and two other work sCales from the Caplan et al, (1975) study

’
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were added. Wording of the work scales was changed where necessary to improve . -
. appropriateness across diver'se types of work; some 1tems were omitted 1or lhe <ame reason N

-

or t8 |mprove reliability.
i

Results énd’-Qi’Sgﬁioo - , \‘
. Except for physical and psychological illnesses, scales were~%cored as the meah of

! he 1tems answered by -an 1ndividual (asxlong as at least hall of the 1tems were answered).

ible 3 shpws that the .three groups of subjects whose occupat’9n5 were consistent with
;PPIP undprgraduaté“maJors dild not differ on Type A. These subyects’ undergraduate Type A
f cores were representative qf their underdkaduate groups; op undergraduate scpres,’ the
tradn§nonal women participating-.in- the alumni study were significan{ly less«Type A 'than
the nontraditional women or men partncnpatlng in the alumni study. ~As alumni, the three
groups did differ significantly on other’ mgasures incl ing several of the work scales.
Possibly related to the Type A means is the fact that traditional women Qe%e reported‘the'
most stressful work environments, whereas they reported the |east stressful work .
environments as Ondergraduates.
~ Table 4 shows that, over all subjects, current work environment was related to alumni

\ Type A scores, but undergraduate work environment was not. Both alumbni and, to a lesser
extent, undergraduate personality scales were related to alumni Type A; however, Type A
ttself does not appear to be a personality trait as undergraduate and*alumni scores
yreldad a correlation coefficient of only .29. Only alumni Type A predicts strain and

~ symptoms, predicting all except physical illnesses. These corre)ations are consisten
with Friedman and Rosenman’s model. Table 5 shows the correlations of other alumn)
variables with alumni Type A for the five groups classified on consistéency or change from
underoraduate to alumni work field. As in the undergraduate study, the .work environment
seems especially relevant to Type A and Type;h especially relevant to symptoms for women
and, to a lesser extent, men who are currently in high status, t{adltlonally male fields.

A fur ther test of Friedman and Rosenman’s model, conducted over all subyecis, i1s
presented in Figure 2. Undergraduate Type A was lncluded in the personal:characteristics

-to 1nsure that the "predisposing personality” was represented; the regression of alumni
-Type A on these variables was highly significant. Regression of alumni Type A on current
work environment also was highly significant. Whichever set of predictors was included
first in a hierarchical multiple regression, the other set added significantly tg the
proportion of variance explainqd (p<.001). Although the ability of these variables to
predict Type A conforms to Friedman and Rosenman’s model, alumni Type & was a
disappointing predlC%OP df alumni symptoms, performing worst for ‘physical i1llnesses and
coronary-relateo symptoms, a subset of physical illnesses. .In fact, regressian of the .
strain and symptom measures leQCt]J on undeﬁgraduatq personal characteri&tics and current -
work environmént accounted for more variance in-Type A than the correlations of Type A
with these measures. However, when added as the third step of hierarchical regressions -
after undergraduate personal characteristics and current work environment, alumni Typge A
added significantly to the prediction of psychological illnesses (p(.09),

"anXiety- ~depression-irritation (p(.001), psychosomatic illnesses (p<.0%), and job pressures
(p¢.001), 1In that sense, at least, Type A was a valuable predictor across different types
of SUbJPth And, as noted above, Type A was 3 better predicter of symptoms for women
workvng in high statUS, traditionally male roles than it was across all subjects.
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The most-commonly accepted model of Type A behavior (Friedman &
Rosenman, 1974). The predisposing personality interact$s or
combines with the environment to produce Type A hehawiors.
¥hese behaviors then lead to pathology. :




\

Note. Means with different superscripts are reliably different
(p < .05) on Tukey (Honestly Significant Difference) tests.

~
* The Type A and Job Involvement scales are reverse-scored so that a high score

indicates less of the chacgcterlstlc.

e

*p £ .05,
#* p £ .01,
Axr n g 001,

two-tailed.
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S Table 1 = _
. - h
- -~ . .
N Means and Standard Deviations Afin parenthesls)\qf Undergraduate Work _  _—
N Environment Scales, Personal/Characteristics Scale}, and Symptom ™ )
Measures for Men, Non-tradgtional Women, and Tradltional Women N
- ol
) . ' F ratio for  Scale > “Non-traditional ° Traditjioaal ¥:*
) Measure ) Oneway ANOVA  Range en n«160 - women n=83
Quantity of Work (longl,  — 7.99+*+. 1-6 3.73° 3.490
o _ . - (.46) (.40)
Quantity of Work (sebrt) . 7.32%%x 1-5. ) 778 3.45°
. . ~ , “(.66) (.6%) (.59)
Combined scales . §.31%¢# 1-5 ﬁ,§i67"b 3.77° . 'r3.51b‘
. . * §.70) (s T (.52)
Quality of Work L5274 1-5 3.60%°% " 3,68° 3.43%
_ e ) (:57) . “(757) (:59)
Workload Dissatfsfaction  3.20% -5 P A Y 2.62°
. . . ' . (.95) (.88) . (.86)
Variance of Work - oo .46 W 1-4 2.64 2.70 Jvx. 2.70
& W (.59) (-57) ' (.59)
Role Ambiguity 1 1-5 3.67 3.82 [ .3.19
2T R (.65) (.60) {.55)
Viiltzalion of Abflities 1.18 1-5 3.22 % 3.29 3.14
: . (-75) (.73) (.80)
- ~ bW a a.b
Job Tenston 3.98* 1-5 - /-5 2.67 . 2.63
. . ) .71
~ ( 4 (.50) ( )
Type A* 6.46%* 1-4 2.38° 2.43° T 2.62¢
(.46) (.54) (-44)
Job l%vplvement+ .47 1-4 2.38 2.35 2.35
(.30) (.26) (-27)
Masculinity . 14, 57%%4 ©0-32 22.748 & 21,370 . 19.67°¢
. ;>> (4.61) (4.14) € (3.25)
Femfninity " 17.834%4 0-32  23.12€ 24500 26.47°
Mastery 5.80%* 0-32 20.06° 19.4020 18,230
: ‘ v (3.80) (4.00) (3.96)
Work Orientation 4.91%+ 0-32  20.21° 21.132 20.75%+°
: (2.73) (2.56) (2.31)
Personal Unconcern 3.39% 0-16 9.51° 10,080 10.33°
L (2.57) (2.41) (2.48)
Competitiveness 21.90% 4 0-20  12.84° 11.82Y 9.64°¢
: 2 (3.31) (3.53) (3.85‘
A
Pitysical Illnesses 9674+ 2117 ¢ 4.70P 6.38° 6.20%
) , (3.17) (3.93) (3.63)
Psychological Ilinesses y 7:%’*** 0-2 .27b .49°8 .592
. ‘or more (.52) (.71) . (.7?)
Anxtety-Depression-.- .74 1-4 1.83 1.89 1.86
Irritation ' (.41) (.42) (.39)
Psychosomatlc Symptoms 0 43 nwn 1-5 1.00b 1._57a 1.55°%
) (-79) (.88) (.88)
o " . ' b a A b
~ Job Pressures 14.56%** 1-5 2.75 3.07 . 2.527
a _l (-84) (.79) o (174)



. \ v ) . - .
a | - - A\

s /A Table 2
) Coefficig%f%'for Correlations of Undefbraduate Work Sbéies,
: h

Personal aracteristdcs Scales, and Symptom Measures with
Type A for Men, Non-traditional Women, and.Fwaditional Women

/ - . L%

A 5 s - Type A
ot . N |
. Men Non-traditional - Traditional
n=146 women n=168 women n=83¢.
Measures o ' |
8uantity of Work (long) Lo L22%% . - 32 ~.25%
uantity of Work (short) ., -.30%%* R el . B57**
Combihed scales R A ~.33%% -.36%*
Quality of Work L 27** -.36** ~ -.14
WorKload Dissatisfaction - 22%% -, 29** -.14
Variance of Work -. 11 - - R2%* - L - .29**
Role Ambiguity ‘ 11 .14 -04 -~
Utilization of Abilities .09 .08 .15
Job Tension -.38*x -.45%* -~ - .35*%
Masculinity . .04 -.05 -.05
Femininity - - L 17* .06 . .04
f Job Involvement L2 1%k L3 x* .o S31*x
Mastery . .07 | - 22%% - 2.23%
"Wortk Orientation 102 ' -.20%* -.03 "
Personal Unconcern . -14 .14 LA4hx*
Competitiveness - 3Fx*x - 47** . - 46**
4 ’ .
Physical Illnesses ? -.17* - 26%% o .04
Psychological Illnesses - .25** . -.20%*x ' -.03 .
Anxiety-Depression- v % :
Irritation _ -.33** -.36** ~.37%*
Psychosomatic Sxyptoms -.18* -.32%* .00
Job Pressures - - E3xx - 56%* =L 39x*

»

Note. The Type A and Job Involvement scales are reverse-scored.

e

14

* p < .05, two-tailed.
** p< _01.
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_ . . - Table 3 b . .
< P . , ) ) ¢ : , R
- Means and Standard Deviations. (in parenthasis) of the Alumni Work 7
. . LaviroMent' Scales, Bersonal Characteristics Scales, and Symptom .
N ‘ Measures for Respondents Whose Occypatlons vereg Conhsistent with .
- Their Undergraduate Major o
. . hd AN
. }
* F ratto for Scale Mean Non-lradittonal Traditional
A Measure Oneway ANOYA ,Range n=48 vwomen n=68 ° women 256 L
. Quantity of Wark (dong) '1.50 1-5 3.5°7 . 3.59 3770
¥, , (.54) (.63) {.48)
Quantity of Work (short) 1.93 1-5 3.40b 3.46°‘b 3.69°
-~ . . (.78) (.93) (.68)
Combined scales 1.94 1-5¢ 3.46" 3.52%+0 3.70°
. i (.62) (.75) {52)
L Qualdty of Work . .62 . 1-5 2.36 2.47 2.33
d (.61) (.81) F-70)
¥ Role Ambiguity 1.60 1-5 3.45 3.61 3.7
. - (.78) (.75) . (.75) .
Wiitization of Abllities  2.95 1-5 3.02° 3.36%0 3.45°
. (.94) (.87) (1.03)
Job Tension 1.0¢ * 1-5 2.37 2.42 2.50 .
- v ’ : (j-40) (.50) (.52)
R'esponslblllty for Others 26.65*** 1-5 2.24b Y 2.33b \\ 3.67°
- ’ (.94) (1.06) ©(1.38) PR
Partictipation in Oecisions 1.06 1-5 2.93 3:04 3.0 7/ '
) ‘ (1.030* (.98) (.96)%
» M .
Type A 72 1-4 2.64 2.72 : 2.63 .
(.47 (.41) (.49)
Q
/Hascullnxty 1.85'¥ 1-5 3.7 3.61% 3.54 t
(.48) (.42) (.49) )
Femininity 19503 125 3.91° 3.95" a.43° -
(.48) (.54) L
Mastery  Ne | 4.78% 1-5 3.75° 3.55%0 WL
(.58) (.53) ~)(.52) .
Work Orientation  ° 3.31 1-5 5,400 4.34" 4.53° :
’ (-.42) (-44) L 36) R
Personal Unconcern - 2.24 1-5 3.61 3.65 : 3.86 K . =
‘ (¥ > (165) * (.66 . Loy
- Compelitiveness 2.0 -5 3.49° 3.36%0 3.180 / 3
, ‘- # (.65) (.82) (.85) - -
Joe ) ¢ - ’ / -
T Y..b a . a -
Physical 1llnesses 4.47 0-35 831 12.93 15.63
'or more (B8.79) (13.96) (13.33)
Psychological Tllnesses 318, 0-6 .27° 7080 1.25% -
. or more. (.71) (2.21) (2.41),
Anxie&y~2qpression-“ 14 1-5 * 1.82 1 /84 1.86
frritation (.41) (441) (.39)
Fyychosomatic Symptoms {. 58 0-5 .60P .96° .99°
. b« P (.77) (.80) (.90y
1Y \ ~-
Job Pressured 13 1-5 2.76 2.75, 2.82
(.73) (.81) (.79)
. .
. , Mote. Different superscripts indicate reliable differences (p & .05)
between the groups on & Planned Contrast test of means. v o
v .
«
' Type A is reverse-scored. - | - ) b
* p, <205, two-tatled. . - -
“+ p <01 / »
raxp < 001, ' ) _ : 4



- . : ' Table 4 - : : ) \'
‘? ’ ~ . ’

Coefficients for Correlations of the Undergraduate
.and Alumni Work Scales, Personal Characteristics

’ Scales, and Symptom Measyres with Alumni Type A *//
’ N ' ' .
s : Alumni Type A
“ s . e Alumn i
L ) ‘ Y\, Undergraduate measures
( : Measures - measures n=216 n=216
Quant§t§,of work rong) -.05 -.33*%% // .
Quantity of Wonk (short)' ' -.02 N Y S
b Combined scales ’ P -de“"_ - 40*x*
¥~ Quality of Work ul 04 - 26% %%
Workload.Dissatisfaction -.03 | NA ,ow
Variance in Work S -.08 NA *
Role Ambiguity . *-.03 . .04
Utlllzat}on of Abilities .05 -.10
& Job. Tefision SR 00N : -2 Kk
Responsibility for Others ~ NA - 13%
kj Participation in Decisions . NA I |
: 4 ) - LE
Type A ‘ L29Fx% 1.00
Masculinity -2 F*x S R
Femininity C\ ~.05 09
ob Involvement . 11 NA
. ,%gstery v .14 A Rk ‘
J Work Orientation . .00 - 15%
Personal Unconcern . - =~ - 13% 10
Competitiveness - 2Brx% B L
} - . / . !
* Physical Illnesses : ' -.05, . e, --.09
Psychological Illnesses A -.01 . -.22F**
Anxiety-Depression-Irritation -.08 VA
Psychosomatic Symptoms . -.07 L= 20% %%
@ N 09 Cpowwx )

Job Pressure, ; y -

|}

*Note. The Type A and Job Involvement scales were reverse-
‘ scored. NA indicates that-the scale was not used

. in tRe study.. '
- i @ .? . - - B
*p £ .05, two-tailed. : -0 : -
* % D < 0 1 . 4 , . .

xxx p< 007,

. ‘ ' L - - ’ . j ’ . :' -
Q ‘5’" . o . 'e . 3 -



T «, ¢ - -
s~ { T 4 ,
< 2,9 vl _ T o A .
v - . N o Table 5
ﬂ‘ R " {
. )~ N i ’ - ’ +
s . Coefficients for: Correlationsg of the Work Jbcales,
- " - Personality Scales, and Symptdm Measures with ‘.
¥ . Type A*for the Five Alumnt Groups S - W
RS ‘ - _:‘ ' . ‘ f * \ l.o ’ ‘ ‘ ' -
a0 o T, :  Hi~lo Hi-Hi Lo-Hi Lo-Lo Hi-Hi
W o ] ‘ - women = women women women " men
- M2asure - ‘ - n=22 ‘n=69 n=13 n=56 n=48
‘quantity-pf Work (long) © 10 S 48*x%x 46 -.10 LB Rkk
.Quantity of Work (short) -.37 - 45%%% -.64% -.24 Y | E e
Combined scales : -.23 - A48* K> -.58* -.20 - . 53***
- Quality of Work -.15 - .39 % *x s.58%* -.17 S s 17
¢ - Role Ambiguity - 18 N\ .16 .18 .08 - .20 -
Utilizationﬁif Abilities”® .05 -.14 -.60%* .03 - 17 -
Job Tension ™ . -.04 . - .42%*x - 70%** -.13 T -.03
Responsibility for Others -.33 -.10 - ¢ -.38 .02 L= .37**
Participation in Decisions .02 -.25% -.10" -.07 -.16
Masculinity ’ -.20 . ~.33** -.57% -.25 -, 5h***
Femininity . : -.16 C 14 .40 .18 .03
Mastery -.23 . -.10 B S VA ~.39%*
Work Orightatidgk : -.31 .04 17 .25 .0 -9
Personal Unconce¥xn -.01 .02 . -.17 .26 .. .04
Competitiveness 2136 -.B3%Rx _ 66* - 432
Physical Illnesses -.23 -.20 4 -.33  vo.02 ", .07
Psychological.Illnesses -.40 ~-.36** -7 -.17 . "2
Anxiety-Depression- ) : L. )
- Irritation -.37 - Apx** -.b55* -.27* -.21
Psychosomatic Symptoms ~.15 -.26%* -.47 -.05 ,‘F -.30%*
Bhos
Job Pressures . . S -.22 0 -.58*FA - B2*** Y Skl Y akaa
N 5 - ! ' |
- 4" .
Note. Type.A is reverse-scored. Respondents are divided into '
oo gr&iﬁs on the basis of status of their Undergraddate major
* (prégented first in title) and Alummi~eccupatiorf. "Hi"
indi291ps Jfikgh status, traditiopally male profession; "Lo"
A . indiﬁﬁﬁpg' w status or traditionally female occupation,
s \ ) . . ’ .
-~ * p < .05. - o : ;o
M*xx o< 01, - , '
Xk p < .001.
' A )
‘-
L 4 « §
\ ¢
N 12




. ¥ -Alumd(‘Type A S
Undergraduate ' - ‘ . '
Personal. Characterlstlcs -
! Type R L24% %% . R : .
~ Job Involvement - | . .+ -.05 » R ot -7 )
.Mascalinity ' -.09 -, - . ' o - e
Femininity - . - 10** - \ _ Simple r between
Mastery = | . *-.03 "~ R=.39%**.. . ‘ Alumni Type A gnd .
Work Or1enf3t10n~ I B il " the,symptom measures
- Persongl . -Unconcern™\ b .07 ' ‘ '
o - Competltlveness R -~ or*x [ - Symptoms :
Gender, ~ . : -.06 Pﬁyslcal‘lllnesses -.09 r
' . Psychological ‘ ’
R=. 59***/ Alumni gIllnésses - 22%*%
A r/"Type A""""’Anx1ety—
- N . Depression- ¢
. J pr . _
Current Work Irritation S ~.32%**
Environment = . : - .Psychosomatic, » '
Quantxty of Work (long) -. Lo Symptoms -, 20%*%
Quantity of Work. (short) -. ’ ° Job P#essdres -.h2x**k
Responsibility” for Others -. Coronary Related C
Quality of Work . . - _ Symptoms; -.06 /
) Role Ambiguity ' -. R=.45**x
4 Participation -in Decisions - -
Utilization of Abllltle y
ﬂOCCupat'i‘on ' ' ‘ e N .
Job Tension - a * .
- :
# . * p<.05 a ’ N 3
v, ** p<.01 s | - .
’ *** p< 001 . . - . LS N
Lo - — . - " ',"" ‘

symptom measures (n=216).

- h -::W ‘. . 3
| G b : N VA & v '_\
» Figure 2

\'c

/ - S N . . . X @

v.i'\-

Beta in®final regression | :
equation predicting . N

‘#riedman ‘and Rosenman's (19?4) model of Type A behav1or té§téd by -regression of

Alumni Typé A on Undergraduate personal characteristics, Alumni work scales, and
on both-sets of predictors (w1th betas) and by $imple correlatlons of Type A and

13 L . , o T
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