HOUSING- AND NEIGHBORHOOD-RELATED STRESS OF
FEMALE HEADS OF SINGLE-PARENT HOUSEHOLDS

by
Sheila T. Baillie
Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

in

Housing, Interior Design and Resource Management

APPROVED:
Savannah 8. Day, Chglrman
Nanc/ A. Barclay " Rosefmary C. Goss
" Robert F. Braeff Rebecca P. Lodingood

May, 1984

Blacksburg, Virginia



HOUSING—- AND NEIGHBORHOOD-RELATED STRESS
OF FEMALE HEADS OF SINGLE-PARENT HOUSEHOLDS
by
Sheila T. Baillie

Committee Chairman: Savannah $§, Day
Housing, Interior Design, and Resource Management

(ABSTRACT)

The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship of housing- and neighborhood-related
deficits and stress in female heads of single-parent
households. The main objectives were to determine: (1)
if a correlation existed between the characteristics of
the housing and neighborhood occupied by single-parent
households and the number of deficits they reported;
(2) if a correlation existed between the number of
housing and neighborhood deficits and the amount of
stress reported; and (3) what specific housing and
neighborhood deficits were significantly associated
with stress.

A proportionate sample was drawn systematically
from the 1983 school census data of Roanoke County and
the independent <city of Roanoke, Virginia. A self-
administered questionnaire was developed, pretested,
and mailed to 1000 mothers of elementary school age
children and 162 usable responses were obtained. The

Langner 22-item Index of Mental 1Illness was used to



measure stress. The data were analyzed using analysis
of wvariance, linear regression, and multiple regression
with controls for the effect of extraneous variables on
stress.

Significant differences were found between the
number of deficits reported and several characteristics
of the respondents’ housing; including the type of
dwelling, length of tenancy, method of housing payment,
and dwelling satisfaction. A significant positive
relationship was afso found between the number of
housing- and neighborhood-related deficits and the
stress level of the respondents,

Twelve of the 48 possible housing deficits were
significantly related to stress <(p < .01). These
included inadequate size of rooms, inadequate space for
family activities, entertaining, or children’s
activities in the Kitchen, no separate bedroom for the
parent, lack of freedom to make changes in the interior
of the dwelling, inadequate indoor storage, hard-to-
clean materials on the floors and in the bathroom,
bedroome not large enough for needed furnishings, no
assigned parking space, and lack of privacy for family
members.

Four of the 21 possible neighborhood deficits were

significantly related to stress (p < .01). These



included inadequate police surveillance, lack of social
acceptance of the single-parent lifestyle, and

neighborhoods which were not clean or were not pleasant

and attractive looking.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Female-headed single-parent <families face many
constraints in our society. They generally have lower
incomes than comparable male-headed households (U.S.
Department of Labor, 1979; Schorr, 1979; Burgess, 1980;
American Council of Life Insurance, 1984) and are often
discriminated against in the housing market because
they are women, because they have children, or because
they are not part of a couple (U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 1975; U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 1976; Marans & Col ten,
1980). Their locational choices are more limited than
other families since they have more limited incomes and
they often seek housing close to employment, day care,
and family (Banner, Berheide, & Greckel, 1982; Berheide
& Banner, 19803 Hayden, 1980)>. Policy makers have not
been diligent in trying to meet the needs of these
households since they are often viewed as a
transitional stage between husband-wife households, or
are considered to be a form of deviant lifestyle
(Burgess, 19803 Schorr & Moen, 1979). In reality,

however, about one third of single parents never



remarry (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 1980).

Cul tural and family norms prescribe what the
society and the family believe their housing ought to
be 1like. In this country the cultural norms clearly
define ownership of a single—-family dwelling for
families with children, regardless of whether there are
one or two parents present in the household (Dillman,
Tremblay, & Dillman, 1979). The cultural norms for
tenure and neighborhood standards are often relaxed
somewhat for single—-parent families, due to the
economic constraints, There is evidence that single-
parent families may be more unconventional in their
family housing norms or may lower their preferences to
avoid dissatisfaction with their housing when it does
not meet their norms (Winter & Morris, 1982).

When the Timit of family housing norms is
exceeded, the disequilibrium that results is referred
to as a deficit. The effect of the deficit is stress,
which must be removed or otherwise treated to avoid
further consequences. There are three types of
consequenccs which may result: adjustment, adaptation,

or pathology. The resulting adjustments may be minor



behavior changes, physiological changes, or changes in
the location of residence. Adaptation is a more
permanent change that involves structural modifications
of the norms themselves or the means used to meet the
norms. Pathology represents a continuum from minor to
serious consequences, but may be either physiological
(physical illness), psychological (mental illness), or
social (antisocial behavior or extremely low
socioeconomic well-being) (Morris and Winter, 1978).
Female-headed single-parent families are more
likely to have normative housing deficits than two-
parent households (Burgess, 1982; Banner et al., 1982;
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1975;
Commi ttee on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs, 1983;
Dolbeare, 1983; Bunce, Gardner, McDougall, & Eggars,
1979; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
1979; Fanning, 1967). If stress is the result of
housing deficits, then is it possible that female-
headed single-parent families are subjected to
addi tional housing-related stress? 1If this is in fact
the case, then what housing and neighborhood
characteristics are related to stress in these

households?



Theoretical Framework

Housing and neighborhood deficits occur when the
cul tural and family norms that define appropriate
housing and neighborhood conditions are not met (Morris

& Winter, 1978). Morris and Winter theorized that

stress, an internal tension, either biological,
psychological, or social, is created by these
deficits. The problem proposed in this study is at

the interface of these two areas: the relationship
between stress and the environmental characteristics
that cause deficits for household members. Both
housing and neighborhood were jointly considered since
the predicament of single parents regarding housing and
services may be greatly affected by the neighborhood in
which they live (Leavitt, 1985)>.

To help explain the framework underlying the
problem, a model has been developed for studying
housing— and neighborhood-related psychological stress
(see Figure 1). Two paths are included, one for
housing conditions (path a)> and one for neighborhood
conditions (path b)>. The model begins with the basic
assumption that a difference be tween existing

conditions and norms creates deficits (la, 1b).



ne 1 ghborhood neighborhood normative
1b condi tion - |norms = Ineighborhood
] . | deficit
housing housing normative
fa condi tion ~ |norms = |housing
afjcit _1
I's there no no is there
2a perceived perceived 2b
deficit? \deficit?
ves
is the no no /is the
3a deficit deficit 3b
salient? \sal ient?
yes
7 4b ‘b
low level moderate moderate Tow level
of level of level of of
stress stress stress ttress
res yes
éa Sa Se 5b &b

no

7¢

possible?

I's adjustment from both yes high from both $ adjustment
or adaptation housing & lTevel of housing & or adaptation
possible? neighbor- stress neighbor- pozsible?

hood hand?

moderate moderate
level of level of
stress or adaptation stress

no

conditions = [:::]

Figure 1. Model for Housing- and Neighborhood-Related

Peychological Stress,



However, in order to be stressful, deficits must be
perceived (2a, 2b)>. 1f not perceived, deficits result
in low stress (4c). If the deficit is perceived it
must be determined if the deficit is salient (3a, 3b).
If the deficit is not particularly important to a
person it may not be stressful (4c); however, if the
deficit is important a higher level of stress may
result <(4a, 4b). If strese results only from housing
conditions (3a) or from neighborhood conditions (5Sb),
it should be determined if adjustment or adaptation is
possible,. If it is, then the level of resulting stress
may be relatively 1low (Z7a, 7b). If adjustment or
adaptation is not possible, then a higher level of
stress may result (8a, 8b). When stress results from

both housing and neighborhood conditions the level of

resultant stress may be high. Again, it must be
considered whe ther adjustment or adaptation is
possible; if yes, stress may be low, if no, then a more

chronic level of high stress is likely to result.

Definitions
Psychological stress. Psychological stress is a
condition of internal tension resulting from deficits

and other life factors (Morris & Winter, 1%78).



Housing-— and neighborhood-related normative
deficits. Housing-related normative deficits and

neighborhood-related normative deficits are conditions
of the environment which do not meet the family’s
expectations of what they ought to have, or what they
would want for their family if they were free to choose

(Morris & Winter, 1978).

Statement of the Problem

The purpose o¥ this study was to examine the
relationship between the housing- and neighborhood-
related deficits and psychological stress of the female
heads of single-parent households in terms of the
characteristics of the housing and neighborhoods

occupied by the households.

Objectives

The objectives of this study were to determine:

1. 1€ a correlation exists be tween the
characteristics of housing and neighborhoods occupied
by female-headed single-parent families and the number
of housing-related normative deficits reported by the

female heads of single-parent families.



2. If a corretation exists be tween the
characteristics of the housing and neighborhoods
occupied by female-headed single-parent families and
the number of neighborhocod-related normative deficits
reported by the female heads of single—-parent families.

3. If a correlation exists.between the number of
housing-related normative deficits and the 1level of
psychological stress of female heads of single-parent
families.

4. 1f a correlation existse between the number of
neighborhocod-related normative deficits and the level
of psychological stress of female heads of single-
parent families.

5. The specific housing-related normative deficits
that are associated with psychological stress in
female heads of single-parent families.

6. The specific neighborhood-related normative
deficits that are associated with psychological stress

in female heads of single-parent families.



Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were tested:

1. There is a correlation between the number
of housing-related normative deficits reported by the
female heads of single-parent families and the
following characteristice of housing and neighborhoods
occupied by female-headed single-parent families:

a. Type of dwelling occupied

b. Type of multi—-family attached dwelling

c. What floor level multi-family unit is on

d. Age of dwelling

e. Length of residency

f. Same dwelling occupied during marriage

g. Method of housing payment

h. Amount spent on rent or mortgage payment

i. Percentage of income spent on rent or mortgage
payment

J. Satisfaction with dwelling

K. Intention to move

1. Recommendation of same dwelling type for other
single-parent families

2. There is a correlation between the number of

neighborhood-related normative deficits reported by the
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female heads of single—-parent families and the
following characteristics of the housing and
neighborhoods occupied by female-headed single-parent
families:

a. Type of dwelling occupied

b. Type of multi~family attached dwelling

€. Location of dwelling

d. Age of dwelling

e. Method of housing payment

f. Amount spent on rent or mortgage payment

g. Percentage of income spent on rent or mortgage

payment

h. Intention to move

3. There is a positive correlation between the
number of housing-related normative deficits and the
level of psychological stress of female heads of single-
parent families.

4. There is a positive corretlation between the
number of neighborhood-related normative deficits and
the 1level of psrychological stress of female heads of
single-parent families.

9. Specific housing-related normative deficits are
correlated with psychological stress in female heads of

single—-parent families.



it

é. Specific neighborhood-related normative
deficits are correlated with psychological stress in

female heads of single-~parent families.

Adssumptions

The following assumptions were made:

Deficits are created when housing and
neighborhoods do not meet family norms.

Deficits create stress.

The Langner (1962) 22-item Index of Mental Illness

is an accurate measure of stress.

Delimitations

In order to create a homogeneous sample which
would attempt to reduce the effects of stress resulting
from other confounding variables, the following delimit-
ations were placed on this study:

Household composition: female head and children,
with no other adults present. Gove and Hughes (1983)
found that the demands experienced by single parents
with children were second only to those households with
single parents with children and other adults living in

the same household. The presence of other adults may
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influence the stress level and/or living conditions of
female single parents, confounding the comparison to
other single parents living alone with their children.
Household heads: female, approximately 25 to 40
vyears of agej single by divorce rather than widowed,
separated, or never married; divorced for at least one
year; gainfully employed outside the home at least 20
hours per week, Female single parents were selected
for this study since they generally face more housing
constraints than their male counterparts and because
they account for nearly 90% of all single parents. The
25- to 40-year-old age group was assumed to represent
the majority of women whose children were of elementary
school age. Divorced women were to be surveyed since
those who were widowed, separated, or never married may
experience stress from other intervening sources. The
first year after divorce is a time of transition and
may be more stressful than later years, so it was

desirable that the women would have been divorced for

at least a year. Employment was a desirable
characteristic of respondents since those who must
depend on others more heavily for financial support may
experience stress to a different degree than those who

help provide for themselves.
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Children: at 1least one, but not more than three
present in the household; at least & but not more than
12 years of age. Pearlin and Johnson (1977) found that
the proportion of single parents who were highly
depressed increased as the number of children in the
household increased and that depression was also most
likely to exist among single parents of very young
children. Therefore the number of children was 1imited
to three since there may be similar relationships
between stress and depression. It may be possible that
the presence of very young children also contributes to
stress in single parents; therefore, preschool children
were eliminated from the study whenever possible.
Teenagers were also avoided since their behavior may

contribute to intervening sources of stress.

Operational Definitions
Psychological stress. Psychological stress was
operationalized by wusing the Langner (1942) 22-item

Index of Mental Illness to determine the present level
of psychological stress of the female heads of single-

parent households.
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Housing- and neighborhood-related normative
deficits. Housing-related normative deficits and

neighborhood-related normative deficits were measured
by | a checklist of housing and neighborhood
characteristics which determined the difference between
what the family had and what they would want for their

family if they were free to choose.

Impor tance of the Study

Single-parent households are the secoﬁd largest
household type in America (Schorr & Moen, 1979), and
are increasing in number. According to Census Bureau
statistice (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1984), 25.7/ of
families with children under 18 in the United States
were headed by single parents in 1984, up from 12.94 in
1970. Of these, over 89/ were headed by women. These
female household heads are faced with many housing
constraints, It is therefore important that designers,
archi tects, policy makers, and counselors become aware
of the housing problems and needs of female-headed
single-parent households. This study will help to
identify those needs by determining what specific
housing and neighborhood characteristics contribute to

stress.
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Houses and neighborhoods in this country are
traditionally designed under the assumption of a gender-
based division of labor, regardless of the type of
households who will be occupying the dwellings
(Berheide & Banner, 1980; Peterson, Wekerle, & Morley,
1978). However, this traditional design may not
adequately meet the needs of women and single parents
(Hayden, 19803 Soper, 1980; Schorr & Moen, 1979;
Berheide & Banner, 1980; Graff, 1982; Peterson et al.,
1978). One example would be the deprivation of access
for women in the suburbs, since these areas seldom
include public transportation. Women are twice as
likely as men to lack access to a car, therefore,
without public transportation they are often unable to
get to work, day care, and other facilities (Banner et
al., 1982; Berheide & Banner, 1980). Another example
would be the design of many dwellings which separate
children’s play areas from the Kitchen and other adult
work areas. When only one parent is present it may be
very difficult to supervise children while performing
household chores.

The demands placed on single parents are heavier

than those on jointly headed households because of lack
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of a sp&use to share responsibilities (Gove & Hughes,
1983 . Economic hardship has forced many single-parent
families into more crowded, less desirable housing than
they would prefer (Dillman et al., 1979). Almost 54%
of female-headed households wi th children under
eighteen have some Kind of housing problem: their
houses are physically inadequate (14.7%), crowded
(6.24), or they are burdened by excess cost (33.1%)
(Birch, 1985, These conditions have been shown to
contribute to the severity of family problems (Choldin,
Jacobsen, & Yahnke, 1975; Gove & Hughes, 1983).
Parents in crowded households are also more likely to
strike their children, especially if they are
experiencing an extra amount of stress (Booth &
Edwards, 1974&). The housing and ne i ghborhood
characteristics which contribute to stress need to be
identified so that they may be alleviated wherever
possible to ease the burden of this growing segment of

the population.



Chapter 2

Review of Related Literature

While stress is a topic of fairly recent interest,
housing-related pathologies have been studied for many
years, Martin (1967) traced the <findings of these
studies back through the 19th century. Infectious
diseases, mental health, crowding, sanitary conditions,
mortality, and other health problems have all been
studied. The earliest studies were based largely on
the observations and opinions of early public health
workers, but were confirmed by later, more accurate
statistical investigations. Martin concluded that
there was a positive association between health and
environment. However, since these studies were
conducted in the past wunder sometimes very different
social backgrounds and environmental conditions than
are now present, the findings may no longer be valid to
the same extent.

A great deal has been written more recently
regarding stress; however, 1little research has been
related to both housing and stress. A few writers have
dealt with the relationship of stress to women or

single parents.

1?
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Fanning (1947) studied a relatively homogeneous
population of families of British military personnel
living in Germany. The health of wives and children
living in single-family homes was compared to that of
those 1living in three- and four-story apartments. A1l
558 families had been assigned housing by chance, not
by choice, and all were living in two or three bedroom
uni ts wi th central heating. Fanning found that
apartment dwellers had a morbidity rate 574 higher than
that of those 1living in houses, as measured by first
congul tation rates <(only the initial visit to a doctor
was counted)>. The rate of neuroses for women living in
apartment buildings wvaried directly with the height of
the apartments. Respiratory infections and psycho-
neuroses were the most frequent pathologies.

Cramped space and greater isclation of women in
apartments were the housing characterigtics which
Fanning believed may have been the reason for the
differences. The greater distance that apartment
dwellers had to go to have social contact with
neighbore, because of long halls, stairs, and elevators
that had to be traversed to get to public areas, may

have been a source of psychoneurotic problems. Women
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with small children who were less able to come and go
freely from their homes suffered from the most
pathologies. Those with no children had excellent
mental health, regardless of their type of residence or
height of apartment.

The relationship be tween dwelling types and
psychological strain was examined for differential
effects on various family members by Edwards, Booth,
and Edwards (1982), In a study of 560 Canadian
families, housing type was found to be related to
stress, with apartment residents reporting more stress
symptoms. Parent-child and spousal relationships were
also affected by housing type. Psychiatric impairment
was higher in men than in women, although the wives
reported more marital discord and perceived lack of
priuacy in multiple and apartment dwellings. Fathers
in apartments tended to strike their children more
frequently and to report more quarrels than those
living in other types of housing. No significant
effect was found for mothers. These findings tend to
support the theory that men and women experience their

housing differently.
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Another study of high-rise housing and stress
(Gillis, 1977) dealt with the relationship between the
elements of high density design, internal density,
external density, and psychological strain in men and
women . In a sample of 442 public housing residents
with children 1living at home, women were found to be
more likely to experience psychological strain than
menj however, internal density, external density, and
the elements of high-rise design were found to be poor
predictors of strain. Living in high-rise units and
having shared floors were associated with higher stress
levels in women. Floor level had a strong, direct
relationship with psychological strain in women. The
authors stressed that since the respondents were
residents of public housing the results of the study
may not be typical of the general population.

In a recent study of 200 Indiana families, Inman
and Sinn (19835) examined the relationship between the
number of bathrooms in the residential dwelling unit
and family social climate, family attitudes and
feelings, perceptions of satisfaction, and environ-
mental stress. The families used in the study included

couples with children at home and couples with no
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children 1living at home. An environmental stress scale
containing 16 statements was used. Respondents were
asked to check on a S-point continuum ranging from
"much less stressful” to "much more stressful"., A
stress scale containing 20 items on a 4-point continuum
was also used. Factors frequently found in residential
environments were included, with the continuum ranging
from "not stressful or applicable” to "very stressful".
The analysis of the data indicated a significant
relationship between stress levels within families and
the number of bathrooms in the dwelling. Dwellings
with only one bathroom were generally rated as being
noisy, confining, depressing, stressful, and crowded.
These families were also more stressed by the amount of
tiving space in the dwelling, amount of storage space,
poor 1lighting, 1lack of privacy, lack of soundproofing,
and poor wventilation. It was also indicated that
adequate space for pricacy increased expressiveness or
gsociability and a sense of control. When couples with
and without <children 1living at home were compared,
those with children experienced more stress in their
environment. The greatest differences between families

with and without children were apparent in dwellings
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with only one bathroom. There were no controls for
socio-economic factors, neighborhood characteristics,
or other dwelling characteristics.

The effects of internal and external crowding have
been a frequent topic of research, with wvarying
resul ts. Booth and Edwards (1974) found that both the
perception of crowding and the objective household
condition influenced the frequency with which parents
hit their children. The more crowded they were the
more frequently they hit them. It was also found that
stress intensified the effects of crowding. Parents
with high stress scores on the Langner Index of Mental
Illness who 1lived in crowded conditions were more
likely to hit their children than were those who were
crowded but scored lower on the stress index.

The results reported by Booth and Edwards (1978)
were similar to those of Choldin, Jacobsen, and Yahnke
(1973). In a study of matched families, half in small
housing units and half in larger units, it was
concluded that, while the amount of space was not a
primary cause of stress, it did contribute to the

severity of family problems. The same problems caused
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more stress for families with less space than for the
families in larger units.

The function of strese in dual-career families was
studied by Bebbington (1973). Information was gathered
from 14 dual-career couples using a series of intensive
interviews. It was found that discrepancies between
personal norme and social norms were a source of stress
for the wives, due to the societal emphasis on maternal
and homemakKing roles for women. Work overload was
found to result for both men and women who must perform
adequately on the job as well as in the domestic
environment. Al though these women were married, it is
quite poscsible that the same patterns of stress and
work overload exist for sinale working mothers as well.
The maternal and homemaking roles of women have been
somewhat de-emphasized in recent years; however, the
single parent has not had the same opportunity as
married women to delegate household tasks to a spouse.

A study by Hynes (1979 dealt with the
relationships between selected social and psychological
factors and distress in low-income single-parent
mothers. The sample consisted of 95 randomly selected

single-parent mothers 1living in government-subsidized
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housing and/or receiving Aid to Dependent Children.
Information was gathered through individual interviews
conducted in the respondent’s home. Greater social
supports (informal, natural or familial resource
systems, and formal resource systems or membership

organizations) were found to be strongly related to

ower distress. Greater societal resource systems
(local and community agencies, or social service
programs) showed a we ak association with lower
distress. Higher social participation was strongly

related to 1lower distress, and low income, regardless
of Iincome source, was linked to higher distress. It
was recommended that extending personalized services
could help single-parent mothers individually as well
as improving intrafamilial interactions.

Stress was studied in relation to coping style and
personality of women by Garcia (1981), Stress was
viewed as a force impinging upon an individual that
requires an adaptive response and was operationalized
as a series of life events that were assumed to
indicate di fferent levels of stress. Type A
(characterized by time urgency, impatience, and

competitiveness) and Type B (polar opposite of Type A)
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were used to indicate personality type, which was
considered to influence one’s perception of stressful
situations. Coping was considered to be the actions
and attributes that help a person withstand the impact
of strese and was operationalized as health habits
related to diet, exercise, rest, and relaxation.
Strain was considered to be the breakdown of a person’s
response mechanism and was operationalized to be
psychosomatic symptoms that indicated psychological
distress. Information was gathered through a self-
administered questionnaire given to a convenience
sample of women between 30 and &40 years of age. A
direct relationship was found between stress and strain
and between personality and strain. Type A women
tended to experience high levels of strain while Type B
women experienced lower levele of strain. Women with
good health habits tended to withstand stress somewhat
better than those with poor health habits. Coping
style was found to have no effect on level of strain
experienced.

Undesirable neighborhood characteristics were
found to be detrimental to personal well being,

particularly among women, in a study by Hughes, Wood,
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and Gove (1983). Over 2000 Chicago residents were
studied using a four point scale of perceived quality
of neighborhood and a scale of four standard variables
measuring the respondents’ degree of integration into
the neighborhood. Several scales were also used to
measure respondents’ well-being. It was concluded that
the perceived quality of the neighborhood was important
for the mental health and well-being of the residents.
This perception of the environment was also more
important than the extent of social relations with the
neighbors. However, it was noted that negative
neighborhood evaluations were associated with 1low
income, little education, and being unmarried, factors
which may indicate objectively a neighborhood of lower
quality.

In a study of household crowding Gove & Hughes
(1983) found a strong negative effect of crowding on
mental health. The demands experienced by single

parents with children were second to only one other

household type, single parents with children and other
adults 1living in the same household. The high level of
demands experienced by unmarried parents was attributed
to the lack of a spouse to share the obligations of

parenting.
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A study of the depressive consequences of economic
hardship, social isolation, and parental responsibilitr
found unmarried people were more adversely affected
than the married (Pearlin & Johnson, 1977). The
formerly married were more burdened by depression than
the presently married, with never married falling in
be tween. The unmarried were more likely to experience
economic deprivation and were also more readily
depressed by such deprivation. Social isolation was
found to be related to both marital status and
depression. Results showed the unmarried to be doubly
susceptible to depression. They were more likely to
live in more isolated circumstances and were more
likely to be depressed by equivalent conditions of
isolation. The burdens and responsibilities of
parenthood were believed to impose persistent strains
wi th depressive consequences., The proportion of
unmarried parents who were highly depressed increased
as the number of children in the household increased,
with a substantial difference between the married and
unmarried. Depression was most likely to exist among

unmarried parents of very young children.



28

Housing preferences were assessed according to
four separate housing norms in a Washington state study
of 2801 households <(Diliman, Tremblay, & Dillman,
19729). Home-ownership, detached dwelling type, private
outdoor space, and conventional construction were the
norms which were examined in relation to the personal
characteristics of the households. Single—-family
homeownership was the most preferred housing
environment for over three fourths of the respondents,
including the divorced and separated. Less than S5/ of
households with three or more people preferred
apartment rental as their <first or second choice.
Femaleg also preferred single family homeownership
almost as much as males, with 746.74 and 80.9%
respectively. The second, third, or last choice showed
no discernable pattern. This was attributed to the
substantial differences in which norms people were
willing to part with first,

Winter and Morris (1982) tested the differences
be tween female-headed households and jointly headed
households on conditions, preferences and norms for
single~family homeownership. They concluded that

unconventional housing preferences had been developed
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by female household heads to ~avoid dissatisfaction.
Al though the preferences and reported norms were
similar for jointly headed households, the preferences
were well below the reported norms for female-headed
households. No difference was found between the levels
of satisfaction of female-headed and jointly headed
households. However, the female household heads in
this study were, on the average, much older (40.6
vears), more liKely to be living alone (67.3%), and had
lower income (71.4% under $10,000), compared to the
Jointly headed households in the study (44.4 years old,
42.6% living alone as a couple, 28.7% under ¢10,000).
The l.angner (1962) 22-item Index of Mental
Illness, which was used in this study, has been a
widely wused indicator of stress,. Johnson and Meile
(1981) tested the Langner Index for validity and
dimensionality in a field survey of over 11,000 persons
in four communities. Their analysis supported the
interpretation that the index measures one major
dimension. It was also concluded that although the
index has been criticized for physical iliness bias,
that component had little effect on variance in the

total index that was independent of the psychological



30

or psychophysiological components. Johnson and Meile

recommended that the complete index should be retained.

Summar

Studies from the review of literature have been
categorized by type of household, pathologies, and
housing-related conditions (see Table 1).

Few studies have dealt specifically with housing-
related stress in single-parent mothers (Hynes, 1979);
however, single parents have been compared to other
types of households regarding housing norme and
preferences (Dillman et al., 1975), mental health and
crowding (Gove & Hughes, 1983), personal well being and
neighborhood characteristics (Hughes et al., 1983), and
depression related to social factors, economic burden,
and worK overload in the home (Pearlin & Johnson,
1977>.

For other family types, stress has been shown to
be related to work overload in the home (Bebbington,
1973>, crowding (Booth & Edwards, 19763 Choldin et al.,
19753 Inman & Sinn, 1985), and housing type (Edwards et

al., 19823 Gillis, 1977).
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Table 1

Categorization of Related Studies
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Related pathologies including general well being,
mental health, and depression have also been studied in
relation to housing type (Fanning, 1967), crowding
(Gove & Hughes, 1983, neighborhood characteristics
(Hughes et al., 1983), and work overload in the home,
cost burden, and social and psychological factors in
the environment (Pearlin & Johnson, 1977).

The body of research suggests that housing and
neighborhood conditions may influence stress, mental
health, and general well being in single parents, as
well as in members of other types of households. This
research has attempted to examine the relationship
between stress and housing and neighborhood conditions,
and its effect on female heads of single-parent
families. In addition, specific features of the
dwelling or neighborhood which are most closely related
to stress in female heads of single-parent families

have been identified.



Chapter 3

Me thodol ogy

The methodology used in this investigation is
presented in this chapter. Procedures are discussed
for obtaining the sample, developing the instrument,

collecting data, scoring the data, analyzing the data,

and testing for any effects of extraneous variables.

Sampling Procedure and Response Rate

The sample used for this study consisted of female
heads of single-parent households with one to four
children, primarily ages 6 through 12, The majority of
women had been divorced or separated for at least two
years and were gainfully employed outside the home at
least 20 hours per week. There were no other adults
living in the household.

The 1983 school census data of Roanoke County and
of the independent city of Roanoke, Virginia, were
used to obtain the sample. This was the most recent
data available, since the school census is taken at
three year intervals. A listing was made of all
households wi th a female head and one to three

children, ages é through 12. From this listing, a

33
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systematic sample was drawn. Every second name was
drawn <from the <city list, using a coin toss to select
the first name. Then from the remaining names, every
ninth name was re-added ¢to the list. Every twelfth
name was eliminated from the county list, beginning
with a randomly selected number. Selected families
which did not meet the sample criteria were eliminated
from the analysisg however, information on any
addi tional single~-parent families was retained for
future reference,

The typical sample size for a regional study of
individuals or households is about 500 - 1000 <(Sudman,
1983)., Because this listing was two and one-half years
old it was expected that many of the households would
have moved away, remarried, or become ineli-
gible for other reasons. It was also Known that the
data were not completely correct, and that some
households listed as single parents were actually
married. Therefore, an inttial mailing of 1000
households was made. According to the 1980 Census of
General Characteristics of Persons for Roanoke, VA,
SMSA, 354 of female householders with no husband

present and children under age 18 resided in Roanoke
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County and 654 resided in the independent city of
Roanoke. Therefore, the proportional sample drawn was
composed of 350 families from Roanoke County and 450
families from the city of Roanoke.

of the 1000 mailed questionnaires, 349 were
returned by the post office marked "incorrect address"
or "not able to forward". Eighty-nine were returned by
women who were married; either they had remarried since
the census data were taken or had been previously
married and were incorrectly listed as a single parent
in the census data. Two hundred and fifteen question-
naires were completed and returned by women who were
single parents with children living at home. Of these,
48 were living with other adults in the household; many
were living with parents, some with other single
parents to reduce expenses, one had a housekeeper.
These responses were eliminated from the analysis since
the presence of other adults may change fhe living
circumstances of single parents. Five other completed
questionnaires were eliminated because the responses
did not follow a logical pattern, indicating that the
respondents had misunderstood the questions or

instructions. This left a total of 162 usable
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questionnaires from female heads of single-parent
households.

The wusable response rates for the city and county
were nearly jdentical. The ratio of usable responses
to questionnaires not returned by the post office was
25.9% for the city and 25.94 for the county. The

responses to the survey are summarized in Table 2.

Method of Collecting Data

The 1000 women who were selected for the sample
were each sent a letter explaining the purpose of the
study (Appendix A), a self-administered questionnaire
to be filled out by the female head of the household
(Appendix B), and a stamped envelope addressed to the
researcher. An identification number on the front of
each questionnaire was matched to the mailing list.
All letters and the questionnaire were developed
according to Dillman‘’s (1978) total design method for
mail surveys in order to maximize response.

One week after the initial mailing atl of the
women in the sample, except those whose questionnaires

had been returned by the post office, were sent a

postcard thankKing them for sending their questionnaire
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Table 2

Survey Response

Questionnaires City County Total

Questionnaires Mailed

Number mailed 450 350 1000
Returned by post office 270 292 _36%
Total Possible Responses 380 251 631
Responses
Married respondents St 38 89
Living with other adults 21 27 48
Unusable responses 3 2 S
Usable responses 97 45 162
Total responses 172 132 304
Total response rate 45.3% S52.64 48,2/

(total responses divided
by possible responses)

Usable response rate 28,57 25.94 25.7%
(usable responses divided
by possible responses)
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or requesting its return if they had not done so
(Appendix ©). A second follow-up letter was mailed
three weeks after the initial mailing to those women
who had not responded or whose questionnaires had not
been returned by the post office (Appendix D). Another
copy of the questionnaire and another stamped return
envelope were included. The third follow-up letter to
be sent by certified mail was eliminated to reduce

costs.

Development of the Instrument

The instrument developed for this study was a self-
administered questionnaire consisting of four parts
marked A, B, C, or D (Appendix B>. It was printed in a
S 1/2% by 8 1/2" booklet format so that it could be
mailed easily. Pages were reduced to 794 of the
original size, printed on both sides of white paper, so
the booklet would be no more than 12 pages.

The questionnaire began with a single question on
marital status to determine eligibility of the
respondent for the study. If the respondent was
married, she was requested to return the questionnaire

with the remainder of the items unanswered. All
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single women were asked to complete the questionnaire
so that this information could be used for comparison
among groups of divorced, widowed, separated, and never
married.

Part A of the questionnaire contained a checklist
of dwelling characteristics. On the left of each
characteristic was a column to be circled "yes" or "no"
to determine if the respondent’s dwelling had that
characteristic. On the right was a column to be
circted "yes"™ or "no" to detqrmine if the respondent
would want the dwelling to possess that
characteristic if she were free to choose what she
felt would be best for her family. This column was
designed to show family housing norms while the left
column registered present conditions. A difference
between the responses in the two columns determined
housing deficits, The characteristics listed were
those mentioned in the literature as those which may be
problem areas for single parents, working women, or
families with children.

Part B contained a checklist of neighborhood
characteristics. It was arranged in the same format as

Part A.
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Part C of the questionnaire contained the 22 items
in the Langner <(1962) Index of Mental Illness. These
questions were used to determine the overall
psrchological stress level of the female household head
from all sources, so that the stress level could be
compared to the level of deficits found in Part A and
Part B. Johnson and Meile. (1981) divided the items
into three components for analysis. The Ffirst
component group consisted of physical components,
indicators of physical illness, and included Items 1,
S5, 6, 8, 10, and 18. The second component group, the
psychological component, consisted of psychological
manifestations of stress, and included Items 13, 14,
15, 19, 20, 21, and 22. The third component group, the
psychophysiological stress component, consisted of
symptoms of psychological stress, and included Items 2,
3, 4, 7, 9, 11, 12, 16, and 17. 1ltems were written in
the questionnaire in the original order and later
grouped according to Johnson and Meiles’ components for
analysis.

The final section of the questionnaire, Part D,
contained questions to obtain general information about

the current home and the family. These data were used
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to help interpret the results of the study.

The questionnaire was pre-tested, using a sample
of eight female heads of households in the Blacksburg,
Virginia area. Each was asked to complete the self-
administered questionnaire and then was interviewed
regarding the clarity of instructions and questions.
The women ranged in age from 27 to 42 years and had
from one to five children. Their educational level
ranged from high school to post graduate college work.
A 10-year-old female in the fifth grade was also asked
to complete the questionnaire to determine if the
vocabulary and questions were easily understood,
because all educational levels would be represented in
the random sample of single paﬁents. The questionnaire
was revised slightly after the pretest. Two items on
the Langner Index were slightly reworded for clarity. A
few changes were also made in the wvocabulary to
simplify the meaning of some items on the checklist.
An extra category was added to the question asking for
percentage of income spent on rent or mortgage payments
since it became clear that some women did not pay their

own housing costs.
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Scoring of Data

Data from Parts A, B, and C of the questionnaire
were scored before analysis. Data in Part D were not
scored since they were descriptive questions regarding
the dwelling type, location, cost, and tenancy, and the
characteristics of the sample families.

Part A& and Part B data. Data in Part A were

scored either "1 or "0" to show the existence or
absence of deficite according to the following
schedule:
left column, yes; right column, yes: score 0
left column, no; right column, no: score 0
left column, yes; right column, no: score 0
left column, no; right column, yes: score 1
The deficit created by a yes response in the left
column and a no response in the right column was given
a score of O since it wae a positive deficit which is
not 1likely to cause stress in the same manner as a
negative deficit. Characteristics were grouped so that
a positive deficit which may represent a stressful
situation was compensated for by an alternate
characteristic which showed the deficit in the

scoring. For example, if the family 1lived in a
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highrise apartment they may have shown a positive
deficit for access to outdoor areas via an elevator,
which could be a stressful situation. However, they
would have shown a negative deficit for some other
meane of access such as direct access from the outside
to their dwelling. Since these two items were both
measuring the same characteristic, they would only be
counted once in the number of possible deficits.

Part A of the questionnaire contained 48 items
with the possibility of 35 negative deficits. These
were scored as a continuous variable with a range of 0
to 35. Part B, which was scored in the same manner as
Part A, contained 21 items with the possibility of 18
negative deficits, ranging from 0 to 18.

Part C data. The 22 questions in Part C were
scored either "1" for stress responses, or "0" for all
other responses, including no answer. Total scores
could range from 0, representing no stress, to 22, the
maximum possible score since each of the 22 items could
be marked for only one possible stress-related

response.
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Analysis of Data

Six hypotheses were tested using the data gathered
in this survey. For analysis, the hypotheses were
grouped into three types: analysis of variance, linear
regression, and multiple regression. Each type of
analysis included one hypothesis for housing and one
for neighborhood.

Hypotheses 1 and 2. The first two hypotheses

involved the relationship of specific housing and
neighborhood characteristics (from Part D) with the
total deficit score for housing and neighborhood (from
Parts A and B)>). These hypotheses were as follows:

1. There is a correlation between the number of
housing-related normative deficits reported by the
female heads of single-parent families and the
following characteristics of housing and neighborhoods
occupied by female-headed single-parent families:

a. Type of dwelling occupied

b. Trpe of multi-family attached dwelling
€. What floor level multi~family unit is on
d. Age of dwelling

e. Length of residency

f. Same dwelling occupied during marriage
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g. Method of housing payment
h. Amount spent on rent or mortgage payment
i. Percentage of income spent on rent or mortgage
payment
J. Satisefaction with dwelling
K. Intention to move
1. Recommendation of dwelling type for other
single-parent families
. 2. There is a correlation between the number of
neighborhood-related normative deficits reported by the
female heads of single-parent families and  the
following characteristics of the housing  and
neighborhoods occupied by female-headed single-parent
families:
a. Type of dwelling occupied
b. Type of multi—-family attached dwelling
c. Location of dwelling
d. Age of dwelling
e. Method of housing payment
f. Amount spent on rent or mortgage payment
g. Percentage of income spent on rent or mortgage
payment

h. Intention to move
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To test the hypotheses, a one-way analysis of
variance was used to determine if any difference
existed among the groups for each independent
variable. A Scheffe" multiple range test was also used
to determine which groups were significantly different
at the .05 level. Statistics were generated to produce
the group means and standard deviations for further
comparison. The dependent variables were the total
housing deficit score for the first hypothesis and the
total neighborhood deficit score for the second
hypothesis.

Hrpotheses 3 and 4. The third and fourth

hypotheses were designed to test the relationship
between housing and neighborhood deficits and stress,
as follows:

3. There is a positive correlation between the
number of housing-related normative deficits and the
level of psychological stress of female heads of single-
parent families.

4. There is a positive correlation between the
number of neighborhood-related normative deficits and
the 1level of psychological stress of female heads of

single-parent families.
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These hypotheses were tested using regression
analysis with the total stress score as the dependent
variable and the total number of housing deficits or
the total number of neighborhood deficits as the
independent variable.

Hypotheses bS] and - The fifth and sixth

hypotheses were used to determine the specific housing
and neighborhood deficits which contributed the most to
the overall psychological stress level of the women.
They were as follows:

S. Specific housing-related normative deficits
are correlated with psychological stress in female
heads of single-parent families.

é. Specific neighborhood-related normative
deficits are correlated with psychological stress in
female heads of single—parent families.

Linear regression analysis was used to test these
two hypotheses. For the fifth hypothesis, the 48
individual housing deficit wvariables were regressed
separately on the total stress score. The housing
deficit wvariables with an R square value significant
at p < .01 or better were considered to have the

greatest affect on total stress. The same procedure
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was used for the sixth hypothesis, with the
neighborhood deficit wvariables regressed separately on
the total stress score.

A prediction model for determining stress in
female heads of single—-parent households was determined
for housing deficits and for neighborhood deficits
using multiple regression analysis, The housing
deficit wvariables which were significantly related to
stress in the linear regression equations were entered
by the forward method with stress as the dependent
variable. The same procedure was followed for
neighborhood deficit wvariables. To avoid the problem
of multicollinearity, no two variables correlated at
.40 or above were included in the same equation. 1I¥f
two wvariables were correlated at .40 or aboué, the one
with the higher R square value in the linear regression

equation was used in the multiple regression analysis.

Control of Extraneous Variables
The hypotheses were tested using the entire sample
of 162 usable cases. Since it is possible that a

number of extraneous variables may also have been

affecting the psychological stress level of these



49

women, a number of tests were run to check for other
effects.

Marital status and ethnic origin. Due to the

limited response of only 162 wusable cases it was
desirable to use the entire sample in the analysis.
However, the sample had originally been delimited to
only divorced women, since it was felt that those who
had never been married might be under stress from other
sources which could bias the analysis. To determine if
the entire sample could be wused, an analysis of
variance was conducted with psychological stress as the
dependent variable and marital status as the
independent wvariable. The sample was grouped into
those who had been married before (divorced, widowed,
and separated) and those who had never been married.
No significant difference was found between the two
groups. The means on the stress scores were similar
for the two groups: 46.78 for those who had been
married before, and 7.14 for those who had never been
married.

There was also the possibility that ethnic origin
may have some effect on psychological stress. An

analysis of wvariance was conducted with stress as the
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dependent wvariable and ethnic origin as the independent
variable, There was no significant difference (p > .7
between the two groups (white and non-white) which had
nearly identical mean stress scores, &.84 for white
respondents and 6.54 for non-white respondents.

To determine if the interaction between ethnic
origin and marital status together may have some affect
on stress that was not apparent in either factor alone,
an analysis of wvariance was conducted with stress as
the dependent variable and both ethnic origin and
marital status as independent variables. There was no
significant effect of either of the main effects or of
the interaction effect of the two variables together.
Therefore, it was concluded that the entire sample of
162 cases could be used for further analysis without
bias for ethnic origin or marital status.

Effect of extraneous variables on stress. Since

psrchological stress may be attributed to many factors
other than environment, several tests were run to check
for significant relationships between stress and
extraneous variables. An analysis of variance was run
on several wvariables to check the affects of the

variables on the stress scores, both alone and in
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interaction wi th each other. No significant
differences were found between stress scores on the
following variables: amount spent on monthly rent or
mor tgage payment, percentage of income spent on monthly
rent or mortgage payment, or the interaction of amount
and percentage spent on rent or mortgage paymentj
occupational category, hours worked per week, or
interaction between occupational category and number of
hours worked; number of children living in the home,
age of children, or interaction of number and age of
children; whether the dwelling was the same one
occupied during marriage, how long the respondent had
been divorced, widowed, or separated, or the
interaction between marital dwelling and time since
divorce. The only differences in stress which were
found to be significant were with level of education
(p ¢ .05). The interaction between level of education
and ethnic origin had no significant effect on stress.
A rank order correlation between stress and level of
education showed that the correlation was negative
(-.23), indicating that the higher the level of

education, the lower the stress score.
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Factors affecting perception of neighborhood. 1In

order to determine if perceptions of neighborhood
deficits may be altered by family characteristics not
necessarily related to housing characteristics, an
analysis of variance was conducted wi th the
neighborhood deficit score as the dependent variable
and several family variables as the independent
variable. No significant differences were found
between neighborhood deficit scores and number of
children in the household, number of hours employed per
week, level of education, ethnic origin, or whether the
dwelling was the same one occupied while married.

Correlation _between stress and extraneous

variables. Rank order correlations were also conducted
for relationships be tween stress and several
variables. The following rank-order correlations were
found:
Stress with number of children in the household
{(r = ,0473; sig. = .282)
Stress with age of respondeni (r = -.08??; sig.
= ,142)
Stress with length of time since divorce
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Stress with whether dwelling was the same one
occupied during marriage (r = —-.0303;
sig. = .398)

Stress with type of dwelling (r = ,1929;
sig. = 0100

Stress with floor level that multi-family unit
is on (r = -,0397; sig. = .368)

Stress with age of dwelling (r = -,0340}
sig., = .333)

Stress with percentage of income spent on rent
or mortgage payment (r = .0534; sig. = .265

Streses with dwelling satisfaction (r = .3217;
sig.< .001)

Stress with cost of monthly rent or mortgage
payment (r = -,1013; sig. = .119

Stress with hours per week employed (r = -.0408;
sig. = .310)

Stress with ethnic origin (r = -,0642;
sig. = .218)

Strese with length of residency at current

dwelling (r = —.0144; sig. = .431)

Only two of the rank order correlations were

significantly different from zero: stress with type of
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dwelling, and stress with dwelling satisfaction. These
correlations were consistent with the results of the
study, which showed that both dwelling type and
satisfaction were directly related to housing deficits.
The 1lack of correlation between stress and the other
variables reinforces the results of the analysis of
variance discussed above.

After testing for the effects of extraneous
variables on stress in the sample population, it was
concluded that the entire sample of 182 female heads of
single-parent families could be used for analysis. A
description of the families and their responses to the
items on the questionnaire are given in the following

chapter.



Chapter 4

Description of the Sample

This chapter contains information on the
respondents, their families, homes, and neighborhoods.
The Kinds of normative deficits experienced by these
single mothers in their housing and neighborhoods are
also discussed. The final section of the chapter
presents the responses to the Langner (1942) Index of
Mental Iliness used to measure stress. Adjusted
percentages were based on the total number of responses

for a particular variable.

Demographic Information on Respondents

All respondents were asked their marital status to
determine eligibility for the study. Of those eligible
women who responded to the survey, nearly 43/ were
divorced and 254 had never been married (see Table 3).

The women were also asked to mark their age
category. Over 86Z of the women were between the ages
of 25 and 40, inclusive (see Table 3).

The families of respondents were quite small, with
the majority (594 having only one child living in the
household (see Table 3). About a third (34.2%) had two

children, and none had more than four. It should be
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Table 3

Sé

Marital Status, Age

and Age of Children

of Respondents, Number of Children,

Characteristic

Number Adjusted “

Marital status

Divorced ?8 2.8
Widowed é 3.8
Never married 3% 25.0
Separated 13 8.4
Total item response 156 100.0
Age
Under 25 4 2.5
25 - 29 43 26.7
30 - 34 44 27.3
35 - 40 52 32.3
Over 40 _i8 11.2
Total item response 161 100.0
Number of children in household
One ?3 59.0
Two S5 34.2
Three or more 11 4.2
Total item response 1461 100.0
Age of children
é6 - 12 118 73.7
{6 and 6 - 12 17 10.6
12 and & - 12 12 7.5
{6 and/or >12 13 8.2
Total item response 140 100.0
Note. S8ix respondents were single parents but did not

specify whether they were divorced, widowed, never
married, or separated.
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noted that some effort was made to avoid selecting
families with more than three children from the census
data (few were listed), because large numbers of
children in the home may lead to additional stress
regardless of environmental factors.

The age of the respondent‘’s children was asked
because wvery young children or teenagers may contribute
more to the stress level of the mother. Nearly three
four ths (73.77) of the families had children of
elementary school age, &6 to 12 years old (see Table
. A few (10.6%) had one or more preschool
children in addition to one or more elementary age
children and 7?7.54 had a teenager in addition to one or
more elementary age children. This age distribution
of children was to be expected since families were
gselected from the elementary school census data. An
attempt was made to avoid families whose children would
be teenagers or preschool age by the time of the survey
in order to help control stress from sources other than
environmental factors.

Al though the educational level of respondents
ranged from less than an eighth grade education to post

graduate college education, the majority of respondents
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were well educated with over half (53.8%) having at
least some college or a college degree (see Table 4).
An additional third (31.94) had finished high school.
Since a great many of the questionnaires sent to the
lower income areas of the city were returned by the
post office, it is quite likely that these figures are
not representative of the general population of single
female household heads in the Roanoke area.

The ethnic origin of respondents was similar to
the ethnic origin of the general population of single
parenté. In the population, about half the female
household heads 1listed in the school census data for
the city of Roanoke were white, and nearly all were
white in Roanoke County, +for a total of about two-
thirds white. In the sample, about two thirds of the
respondents were white and one third were black (see
Table 4).

Because the <first year after divorce may be the
most stressful; it was desirable that the respondents
would have been divorced for more than a year. Of the
women who had been married before, nearly three fourths
had been divorced, widowed, or separated more than four

years, with the largest group (37.84) being those
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Table 4

Education, Ethnic Origin, Length of Separation, and

Hours Employed

Characteristic Number Adjusted

Level of education

8th grade or less é 3.7
Some high school 17 10.6
High school S1 31.9
Some college 59 36.9
College degree or above 27 16.9
Total item response 140 100.0
Ethnic origin
Whi te 103 64.4
Bl ack 55 34.4
Other 2 1.2
Total item response 1460 100.0

Number of years divorced, widowed,
or separated

2 years or less 11 ?.3
3 - 4 years 23 14.5
S - 6 vears 40 25.2
7 or more years _45 28.3
Total item response 11 100.0
Hours employed per week
None 31 19.4
Less than 20 hours 4 2.5
20 hours or more 125 78.1
Total item response 160 100.0

Note. Women who had never been married did not respond
to number of years divorced, widowed, or separated.
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divorced,

more (gsee Table 4).

widowed, or separated at

least seven years or

lLess than a tenth (92.3%) had been

divorced, widowed, or separated less than two years.

Al though many women

affordability of

employed 20 or more hours per week (see Table 4).

wrote on the

40 or 50 hours

held more than one job;
would lose their benefits

hours per week.

per week and some

mentioned low income or

housing as major problems, 78.1% were

Many

questionnaire that they worked more than

indicated that they
others mentioned that they

if they worked more than 30

The occupations held by the respondents were
categorized according to the 1980 Occup#tional
Classification System of the Census Bureau (U.S.
Department of Commerce, 1980) (see Table 3). More
respondents worked in technical, sales, and
administrative support occupations than in any other
classification. Only 13.84 were in managerial and
professioﬁal specialty occupations. Compared to the
total labor force for Roanoke and Roanoke County, fewer
women were employed in managerial and professional

occupations

in technical, sales,

occupations (U.S. Department

and as operators,

and

and more were represented
administrative support

of Commerce, 1983).
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Table S

Occupational Classification of Respondents

Occupation Number Adjusted ¥

Managerial & professional specialty occupations

Executive, administrative &

managerial occupations ) 3.1
Professional specialty occupations 17 10.7
Subtotal 22 13.8

Technical, sales & administrative

support occupations
Technical & related support occupations ? 4.4
Sales occupations 13 8.1
Administrative support occupations,

inciuding clerical 48 30.0
Subtotal 48 42.5

Service occupations
Private household occupations 3 1.9
Protection service occupations 3 1.9
All other service occupations 18 11.2
Subtotal 4 1S5.0

Operators, fa&ricators, and laborers

Machine operators, assemblers,
and inspectors 10 6.2
Transportation & material

moving occupations 3 1.9
Handlers, equipment cleaners,
helpers, laborers 1 -]
Subtotal 14 8.7
Students, disabled, retired, and unemployed 32 20.0
Total 140 100.0

Source: U.S, Bureau of the Census (1984), Statistical abstract of the

United States (104th edition).
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Respondents’ Dwellings and Location

The dwellings occupied by the respondents were
nearly evenly split between single- and multi-family
dwellings (see Table &). Of the families living in
single-family detached housing, the majority (58.6&X)
were living in one-story housing (see Table &)>. The
second most common type of single family house was the
two-story (24.3%).

Of the respondents living in multi-family housing,
nearly one half were in buildings with five or more
units per building <(only 4 of these had more than 12
units) (see Table &), The majority (57.54) lived on
the first or garden level of their multi-family
building (see Table &), None lived above the third
level. Units with more than one level in the unit;
such as a two-story townhouse, were coded as first
level, since the main entrance was on the first level.

All geographic locations were represented by the
sample; however, 704 of the respondents lived in an
urban area or in the suburbs (see Table 7). This was a
fairly accurate representation of the general

population since 650 questionnaires were sent to
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Table 6

Trpe of Dwellings Occupied by Respondents

Characteristic Number Adjusted *%

Type of dwelling

Single-family detached house 70 45.2
Multi-family attached dwelling _85 54.8
Total item response 155 100.0
Type of single—family detached house
One story 41 58.46
One & a half story 4 5.7
Two story 17 24.3
Bi-level 5 7.1
Tri-level 1 1.4
Mobile home 2 2,9
Total item response 70 100.0
Type of multi-family dwelling
Row house or townhouse 11 13.4
Duplex 20 24.4
3 or 4 units per building 11 13.4
S or more units per building 40 48.8
Total item response 82 100.0
Floor level of multi-family dwelling
First or garden 44 57.5
Second 25 31.3
Third 2 11.2

Total item response 80 100.0
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Table 7

Dwelling and Occupancy Characteristics

Characteristic

Number Adjusted /

Location of dwelling

Rural or country

Small town (<10,000)

Town (10,000 - 50,000

Suburbs of city over 50,000
Urban area of city over 50,000
Total item response

Age of dwelling

lLess than 5 years
S - 10 years

11 - 20 years

More than 20 years
Have no idea

Total item response

Length of tenancy

Less than 1 vyear

1 - 3 years

4 - 6 years

More than &6 years
Total item response

Same dwelling occupied while married

No
Yes
Total item response

20 13.2
11 7.3
15 9.9
56 37.1
_49 32.5
151 100.0
12 7.8
21 13.5
42 27.1
55 35.5
_25 16.1
155 100.0
22 14.1
41 26.5
48 31.0
_44 28.4
155 100.0
91 76.5
_28 23.5
119 100.0

Note.

to

whether their dwelling was

while married.

Women who had never been married did not respond

the same one occupied
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Roanoke <(suburbs and wurban area) and 350 were sent to
the county (rural, small town, and town).

Nearly half the dwellings occupied by respondents
(48.4%) were 20 years old or less; however, 27.1% were
between 11 and 20 years (see Table 7). Over a third
(35.5%4) were more than 20 years old, some much older.

Most respondents had been in their dwelling for
some time. Over half (59.4%4) had been in the same
dwelling for four years or more, and 28.47% had been
there more than six years (see Table 7). Only 14.1%
had moved in the 1last year. This is probably not an
accurate representation of 1length of tenancy for all
female household heads in the Roanoke area, however.
It must be considered that 349 questionnaires were
returned by the post office, mostly because the
addressees had moved some time in the last two and one-
half years. Only 23.5%4 still occupied the same
dwelling that they had while married (see Table 7).

The majority of respondents (684> rented their
dwelling, while 28.1%4 were buying with a mortgage (see
Table 8). A few respondents had paid for their homes

or lived in housing owned by relatives and did not pay

rent.
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Table 8

Characteristics of Housing Cost

Characteristic Number

Adjusted %

Method of housing payment
Rent
Own (with a mortgage)
Own (paid for)
Other
Total item response

Cost of monthly rent or mortgage

payment
Less than $100
$100 - %199
$200 - $299

$300 - $399
$400 - $499
$500 or more
Total item response

Percentage of total monthly take-home
income spent on rent or mortgage

payment
Less than 20%
207 - 29%
30”4 - 397
407 - 497
504 - 59%

604 or more
Someone else pays housing cost
Total item response

104

H
w

| ]
3|
Wi w

25
42
43
15
14

146

17
34
40
20

12
18
148
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The monthly cost of rent or mortgage payments
ranged from $0 to $1300, with most respondents (S58.2%)
paying from $100 to $300 per month (see Table 8). Of
those paying less than $100 (17.1%), several indicated
that they 1lived in public or subsidized housing. Only
one person paid more than $450 per month.

The percentage of monthly take-home income spent
on rent or mortgage payments was between 20% and 40%

"for one half of the respondents (see Table 8). Over
one fourth of respondents paid 40% or more of their
income for rent or mortgage each month. Another 12.2%
had their housing payment made by someone else,
usually relatives or qQovernment assistance, as
indicated by respondents’ comments. This category may
not be mutually exclusive of the less-than-20% category
because some of the respondents in that group may have
been making smaller payments because they received
assistance. However, the two cateqgories have been
listed separately because many of those in the less-
than-20% category were individuals with higher incomes
who did not have to spend as high a percentage on
housing or were those who owned their homes with no

mor tgage.
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Approximately half the respondents (48.8%) were
either satisfied or very satisfied with their dwelling;
however, a fourth (24.5%) were either dissatisfied or

very dissatisfied (see Table . Some of the

respondents indicated that they had no choice in
housing; therefore, it made no difference whether they
were satisfied or not. Some also indicated that

although they were satisfied with their dwelling unit
they were not happy with the location or neighborhood
in which it was located.

Respondents were asked whe ther they would
recommend their dwelling type to other female heads of
single-parent families looking for housing. Even
though only half the respondents were satisfied with
their dwelling, 62.54 said they would recommend their
type of dwelling to other single mothers 1looking for
housing <(see Table 9). Some respondents (14.9%) were
unsure, indicating that it would depend on the number
of children they had and whether they were home very
much.

A multiple response question was used to determine
the reasons why respondents had selected their current

dwelling. Over two thirds (67.7%4) had chosen their
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Table ¢

Satisfaction with Dwelling and Rec endation of

Dwelling Type

Response Number Adjusted %

Satisfaction with dwelling

Very satisfied 23 14.6
Satisfied 54 34.2
Nei ther satisfied nor dissatisfied 39 24,7
Dissatisfied 295 15.8
Very dissatisfied iz 10.7
Total item response 158 100.0

Recommendation of dwelling type for
other female-headed single-parent

families
Yes 100 é62.5
Unsure 27 16.9
No 33 20.6

Total item response 160 100.0
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dwelling because it was affordable (see Table 10 and
Figure 2). Good school district (45.8%) and liking the
neighborhood (43.24) were also important responses.
About one third (32.9%) had chosen their dwelling
because they had a limfted choice and needed it
immediately.

Respondents were also asked whether they intended

to move during the next year and what their reasons

were for wanting to move. Twenty percent planned to
move, 31.94 said they might, and 48.1% did not intend
to move. Several of those who did not intend to move
commented that they would like to move but Knew there
was no way they could afford it.

Eighty-three respondents gave reasons for wanting
to move. The most frequent response (43.4Y%) was that
the dwelling was the wrong size <(see Table 11 and
Figure 3). A1l but one of these checked that the
dwelling was too small. A third (36.17%) were
dissatisfied with the dwelling, 30.1”% wanted to improve
their location, and 27.7/ were dissatisfied with the
neighborhood (several commented that it was not safe
for the <children to play outside). Only 20.5% checked

that the dwelling was too expensive.
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Table 10

Reasons Why Respondents Selected Their Current Dwelling

Reason Number Adjusted %
Affordable 10S 67.7
Good school district 71 45.8
Liked the neighborhood &7 43.2
Limited choice; needed immediately St 32.9
Near family 39 25.2
Near employment 34 21.9
Design of dwelling; plan & layout 32 20.6
Provides more space 31 20.0
Inherited, gift, or settlement S 3.2
Built new house 4 2.6
Other 11 7.1

Note. Multiple responses do not total 100%. N = 155,
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NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS

Affordable

Good school district

Liked the neighborhood

Limited choice; needed immediately
Near family

Near employment

Design of dwelling; plan and layout
Provides more space

Inherited, gift, or settlement

Built new house
Other

Reasons why respondents selected their

current dwelling.
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Table 11

Reasons for Wanting to Move

Reason Number Adjusted %
Dwelling is wrong size 36 43.4
Dissatisfied with dwelling 30 36.1
Improve location 25 30.1
Dissatisfied with neighborhood 23 27.7
Dwelling is too expensive 17 20.5
Plan to buy or build 9 i0.8
Change in family structure 8 ?.6
Change in employment 7 8.4
Move closer to family é 7.2
Not physically able to

maintain dwelling 2 2.4
Other 15 18.1
Note. Multiple responses do not total 100%. N = 83.
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Dwelling Characteristics and Deficits

The characteristics of the dwellings occupied by
the respondents and the dwelling characteristics they
would want for their families if they were free to
choose are shown in Table 12. A comparison can be made
of the percentage and number of respondents who have a
characteristic in their dwelling compared to the number
and percentage who would want that characteristic.
Several characteristics were desired by over 70% of the
respondents but were present in less than 404 of their
homes. These included privacy from neighbors’ noise,
flexibility of space for more than one use, more than
one bathroom, and a separate bathroom for the parent‘s
room.

Housing deficits, shown in Table 13 and Figure 4,
are derived from the number of respondents who want a
particular characteristic but do not already have it in
their dwelling. Over half the respondents had a
deficit on separate bathroom for parent’s room (53.74)
and on private covered parking space with direct access
to dwelling (51.24). Over 404 of respondents had a
deficit on more than one bathroom (48.1%), private,

enclosed outdoor storage (46.37%), privacy from
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Table 12

Characteristics Respondents Have and Want in Their

Dwellings, Rank Ordered According to Wants

Ttem ¥ Characteristic Have Want

36. Freedom to make changes in
interior of dwelling (paint,

wallpaper) e0 49 .4 121 74,7
17. Adequate size of rooms 0 33.6 112 72.2
31. Separate bathroom for

parent’s room . 23 20.4 1z 72.2
408, Adequate indoor storage 49 42.6 112 72.1
40. Easy~-to-clean bathroom materials 1?7 72.2 116 7.6
16. Adequate number of rooms 103 64.0 1S 71.0
29. Bedrooms large enough for needed

furnishings and activities -1} $0.0 118 71.0
30. More than one bathroom 43 26.9 1"s 21.0
12. Privacy from neighbors’ noise 40 37.0 114 70.4
18. Flexibility of spaces fo more

than one use 43 30.9 114 70.4
19. Adequate space for family

activities in living area 83 S1.2 . 114 20.4
38. Easy-to-clean floor materials 109 67.3 113 69.0
39. Easy-to-clean Kkitchen materials 113 69.8 112 69.1
20. Adequate space for entertaining (34 42.6 112 69.1
37. Easy=-to-clean wal) materials 93 $7.4 112 49.1
23. Kitchen large enough to encourage

help of all family members 76 46.9 11 48.3
32, Laundry facilities in dwelling 946 $9.3 111 49.3
34. Pleasing appearance of outside

of housesbuitding 109 é7.3 111 é8.3
13. Children’s play area indoors 62 38.3 109 47.3
28. Separate bedroom for each child 114 70.4 100 6.7
1t. Visual privacy ¢rom neighbors 76 46.9 106 45.4
13. Privacy for family members

within dwelling 124 76.3 106 635.4
33. Pleasing appearance of inside of

house/dwelling unit 110 7.9 106 43.4
21. Dining area separate from Kkitchen 70 43.2 103 64.9
41. Private covered parking space

with direct access to dwelting 39 24.% 103 é4.8
27. Separate bedroom for parent 144 80.9 103 43.4
44. Private, enclosed outdoor storage 34 22.2 102 63.0
10. Entrance to dwelling

adequately Hit 119 ?73.5 100 é1.?7
26. Kitchen centrally located for

easy access 1272 78.4 99 1.}
8. Private balcony or deck 43 24.3 99 1.t
23. 8pace for children’s activities

in Kitechen (hobbies, home-work) &4 39.93 144 é1.1
14. Separation of children and

parent areas 72  Ss.8 7 Sr.0
24. Kitchen separate from other areas 122 735.3 94 $9.3
1. Direct access to ground-level

outdoor living area 11t 48.5 93 38.4
3. Private ground-level outdoor area 92 346.9 94 $8.0
33. Laundry facilities in building 49 30.2 21 43.8
22. Dining area in Kitchen 106 43.4 83 38.9
43. Assigned parking space 21 13.0 3 3.3
44, Off-street public parking &8 42.0 L% 28.4
42. Private covered parking space

with no direct access 16 9.9 40 24,7
4. Ground-level ourdoor area shared

with timited number of neighbors 31 1.3 20 17.3
3. Access to ground-level outdoor

area by public stairs 42 29.9 19 11.7
43, Public parking on street only 30 23.9% 24 14.0
7. Public ground~level outdoor area S2 32.1 23 14.2
47. Open, shared outdoor storage space 7 4.3 22 13.6
4. Access to ground-level outdoor

area by public elevator 2 1.2 1S ?.3
?. Balcony or deck shared with

adjoining units 13 8.0 13 8.0

2. Access to ground-level outdoor
area through a public halt 24 14.8 e 4.9
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Table 13

Rank Order of Normative Housing—-Related Deficits

Item # Deficit Number Adjusted “
31. Separate bathroom for parent’s room 87 53.7
41, Private covered parking space with direct

access to dwelling 83 51.2
30. More than one bathroom 78 48.1
446. Private, enclosed outdoor storage ?S 44.3
12. Privacy from neighbors’ noise 70 43.2
48. Adequate indoor storage 34 42.6
1S5. Children’s play area indoors 48 42.0
8. Private balcony or deck 48 42.0
18. Flexibility of space for more than one use I-Y4 41 .4
20. Adequate space for entertaining é1 37.7
23. Space for children’s activities in Kkitchen é1 37.7
29. Bedrooms large enough for needed

furnishings and activities 40 37.0
25. Kitchen large enough to encourage help of

all family members 40 37.0
36. Freedom to make changes in interior of dwelling S8 35.8
11. Visual privacy from neighbors S8 35.8
21. Dining area separate from kitchen SS 34.0
19. Adequate space for family activities

in the living area 51 31.5
37. Easy—-to-clean wall materials St 31.5
17. Adequate size of rooms 48 29.46
32. Laundry facilities in dwelling 44 27.2
16. Adequate number of rooms 40 24.7
38. Easy—to-clean floor materials 40 24.7
43. Assigned parking space 39 24.1
33. Laundry facilities in building 37 22.8
S. Private ground-level outdoor area 33 21.6
34. Pleasing appearance of outside of house/building 35 21.6
39. Easy—-to-cliean Kitchen materials 33 20.4
14, Separation of children and parent areas 32 19.8
40. Easy-to-clean bathroom materials 31 19.1
42, Private covered parking space--no direct access 31 19.1
28. Separate bedroom for each child 30 18.5
35. Pleasing appearance of inside of house/dwelling 29 17.9
1. Direct access to ground-level outdoor living area 24 14.8
13. Privacy for family members within dwelling 20 12.3
10. Entrance to dwelling adequately lit 19 11.?7
47. Open, shared outdoor storage 18 11.1
22. Dining area in kitchen 16 9.9
44, Off-street public parking 14 8.6
4. Access to ground-level outdoors--public elevator 13 8.0
6. Ground-level outdoor area shared with limited

number of neighbors 12 7.4
24, Kitchen separate from other area 12 7.4
28. Kitchen centrally located for easy access 12 7.4
45. Public parking on street only 14 5.6
9. Balcony or deck shared with adjoining units 8 4.9
27. Separate bedroom for parent 7 4.3
3. Access to ground-level outdoor area--public stairs 7 4.3
7. Public ground-level outdoor area S 3.1
2. Access to ground-level outdoor area--public hall 3 1.9
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neighbor’s noise (43.2%4), adequate indoor storage
(42.6%), private balcony or deck (42%), children’s play
area indoors (424), and flexibility of spaces for more
than one wuse (41.4%). At least 30X had a deficit on
space for children’s activities in the.kitchen (37.774),
adequate space for entertajning (37.77)>, Kitchen large
enough to encourage help of all family members (377>,
bedrooms large enough for needed furnishings and
activities (374>, freedom to make changes in interior
of dwelling (35.84), wvisual privacy from neighbors
(35.84), dining area separate from Kkitchen (34.0/),
adequate space for family activities in living area
(31.54), and easy—-to-clean wall materials (31.54).
Many of these characteristics are ones which are common
to multi—-family housing, especially less expensive
apartments. Because over half the respondents lived in
multi-family housing it is logical that these deficits

would exist for many single parents.

Ne ighborhood Characteristics and Deficits

A comparison of characteristics of neighborhoods

occupied by respondents and the neighborhood

characteristics respondents would want if they were
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free to choose is shown in Table 14. The
characteristics with the largest discrepancies between
what people wanted in their neighborhood and what they
actually had, included supervised after—-school
activities for children, protection from neighbors’
noise, swimming pocol andsor tennis courts within
walking distance, and day care in walking distance.
Neighborhood deficite are shown in Table 15 and
Figure 3. The only neighborhood deficit shown by over
half the respondents was for supervised after-school
activities for children (54.3%). Other important
neighborhood deficits reported by 304 or more of the
respondents were protection from neighbor noise
(43.2%4), swimming pool and/or tennis courts within
walking distance (37.74), protection from traffic noise
(35.8%4), adequate street lighting (34.6%), adequate
police surveillance (33.34), plarvground within walking
distance (32.1%), day care in walking distance (31.5%4),
and laundry in walking distance (30.9%4). Most of these
are concerns for safety, a factor in many low-income
neighborhoods, or concerns for children, a factor in
households with only one parent to 1ook after the

children.
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Table 14

Characteristics Respondents Have and Want
Ne ighborhoods, Rank Ordered According to Wants

in Their

Item ¥ Characteristic Have Want
N “% N 4
13. Adequate street lighting 88 54.3 114 70.4
15. Adequate police surveillance 84 351.9 113 49.8
é. Playground in walking distance 87 53.7 112 é9.1
19. Supervised after—-school activities
for children 30 18.5 112 é9.1
14. Social acceptance of single-
parent lifestyle 108 é6.7 110 7.9
18. Protection from neighbor noise 61 37.7 109 67.3
10. Swimming pool and/or tennis courts
within walking distance &1 37.7 108 66.7
20. Neighborhood is clean 121 74.7 108 86.7
17. Protection from traffic noise 80 49 .4 107 66.0
21. Pleasant, attractive looking
neighborhood 114 70.4 107 é6.0
14. Adequate lighting for parking 90 55.6 10S é4.8
7. Grocery within walking distance 80 49.4 102 63.0
12. Park within walking distance 89 S54.9 102 63.0
11. Public transit stop within
walking distance ?3 57.4 98 40.5
1. School within walking distance 73 45.1 97 59.9
8. Pharmacy within walking distance 84 51.9 92 56.8
?. Laundry within walking distance 62 38.3 88 54.3
5. Day care in walking distance 48 29.4 81 50.0
2. No school, on school bus route 81 S0.0 é2 38.3
3. No school, must drive 15 ?.3 13 8.0
4. No school, take public transit 10 6.2 11 6.8
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Table 15

Rank Order of Normative Neighborhood-Related Deficits

Item # Deficit Number Adjusted %
19. Supervised after-school
activities for children 88 54.3
18. Protection from neighbor noise 70 43.2
10. Swimming pool and/or tennis
courts in walking distance é1 37.7
17. Protection from traffic noise 58 35.8
13. Adequate street lighting 56 34.6
15. Adequate police surveillance 54 33.3
6. Playground in walking distance 52 32.1
9. Day care in walking distance S1 31.95
?. Laundry in walking distance =]t] 30.9
1. School within walking distance 47 29.0
7. Brocery in walking distance 44 28.4
12. Park in walking distance 42 25.9
14. Adequate lighting for parking 42 25.9
11. Public transit stop in
walking distance 37 22.8
8. Pharmacy in walking distance 36 22.2
16. Social acceptance of single-
parent lifestyle 34 21.0
21. Pleasant, attractive looking
ne ighborhood 33 20.4
20. Neighborhood is clean 27 16.7
2. No school, on school bus route 15 2.3
4. No school, take public transit S 3.1
3. No school, must drive ) 2.5




Resxsponsas

Dea fFfici t

o €

83

8e
701
601
501
401
301
201
18]

1.

3.
9,
S.
&
7.
8.
?.
10.
11.
i2.
13.
14.
15.
16,
i7.
18.
19.
20.
21.

2 34 35 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 28 24
Characteristic of Neighborhood

School within walking distance

No school, on school bus route

No school, must drive

No school, take public transit

Day care within walking distance

Playground within walking distance

Grocery within walkKing distance

Pharmacy within walking distance

Laundry within walking distance

Swimming pool/tennis courts in walking distance
Public transit stop within walking distance
Park within walking distance

Adequate street lighting

Adequate lighting for parking

Adequate police surveillance

Social acceptance of single-parent lifestyle
Protection from traffic noise

Protection from neighbors’ noice

Supervised after—school activities for children
Ne ighborhood is clean

Pleasant, attractive looking neighborhood

Figure S. Normative neighborhood-related deficits,
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Many respondents (354) wrote comments regarding
their housing situation and needs on the back of the
questionnaire. Selected housing-related comments of

respondents are presented in Appendix E.

Measurement of Stress

The stress responses to the Langner Index items
are shown in Table 146. The highest response rates were
for consider yourself a worrier ( 66%4) and for feel
nothing turns out for you the way you want it to (46X,

When responses are grouped according to the three

components, it can be seen that the majority of
responses are in the psychological and psycho-~
physiological components (see Figure &) . The

indicators of physical illness, the physical component,
rate low except for item one (25.3%), an appetite that
is poor or too good. In the original Langner Index
this question was scored only if the respondent checked
poor appetite, an indication of physical illness.
Because many people tend to overeat when under stress,
the responses in this survey were coded for an appetite

that was either poor or too good. This question may
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Table 16

Rank Order of Stress Responses to the Langner Index of

Mental Illness

Item # Response Number Adjusted %

17. Consider yourself a worrier 10?7 86.0
21. Feel! nothing turns out for you
the way you want it to, that

your wishes aren’t fulfilled 107 66.0
20. Feel somewhat apart, even among friends;

rather isolated or alone 9t 36.2
22, Sometimes wonder if anything is

wor thwhile anymore ?1 S56.2
19. Personal worries get you down

or make you physically ill 90 55.46

13. Periods of days, weeks, or months when

you couldn’t take care of things because

you couldn‘t “"get going" 87 53.7
12. Periods of great restlessness when

you couldn’t sit long in a chair or

couldn’t sit still very long 78 48.1
7. Feel suddenly hot all over 72 44.4
3. Fullness or clogging in the
head or nose much of the time é8 42.0
11. Trouble getting to sleep or staying asleep 48 29.6
16. Bothered by nervousness where you are
irritable, fidgety, or tense 48 29.6
2. Acid or sour stomach several times a week 43 27.8
4. Headaches or pains in the head 44 27.2
1. Appetite is poor or too good q1 25.3
15. Low spirits 34 21.90
6. Shortness of breath when not
exercising or working hard 15 9.3
14. Trouble remembering things 14 8.6
8. Feel weak all over 12 7.4
5. Bothered by heart beating hard 10 6.2
9. Bothered by "cold sweats® S 3.1
18. Hands tremble enough to bother 4 2.5
10. Fainting spells or loss of consciousness 2 1.2
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Items on Langner Index

Phrsical Component

Appetite is poor or too good

Bothered by heart beating hard

Shortness of breath when not exercising or working hard
Feel weak all over

Fainting spells or loss of consciousness

Hands tremble enough to bother

Psychological Component D

Periods of days, weeks, or months when you couldn’t take care of
things because you couldn’t “get going®

Trouble remembering things

Low spirits

Personal worries get you down or make you physically ill

Feel somewhat apart, even among friends —-- rather isolated or alone
Feel nothing turns out for you the way you want it to, that your
wishes aren’t fulfilled

Sometimes wonder if anything is worthwhile anymore

Psychophysiological Component E

Acid or sour stomach several times a week

Fullness or clogging in the head or nose much of the time

Headaches or pains in the head

Feel suddenly hot all over

Bothered by "cold sweats®

Trouble getting to sleep or staring asleep

Periods of great restlessness when you couldn’t sit long in a chair
or couldn’t sit still very long

Bothered by nervousness where you are irritable, fidgety, or tense
Consider yourself a worrier

é. Stress responses grouped into physical,
psychological, and psychophysiological

components.
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have scored higher than the other physical components
because of this change in response coding.

Several psychological manifestations of stress
were rated positive by more than half the 162
respondents: feeling that nothing turns out the way
you want it to (864), sometimes wonder if anything is
worthwhile anymore (356.2%4), feel somewhat apart, even
among friends, rather isolated and alone (54.2/4),
personal worries that get you down or make you
physically i1l (55.64), and periods of days, weeks, or
months when you couldn‘t take care of things because
you couldn’t "get going” (53.74).

Two thirds of the respondents (&6&Y) considered
themselves worriers. Other symptoms of psychological
stress, the psychophysiological component, which were
prevalent for over 40/ of respondents were periods of
great restlessness <(48.1X%), hot flashes (44.4%), and
fullness or clogging in the head or nose much of the
time (42%). More than a fourth of the respondents also
had trouble gettinglto sleep or staying asleep (29.6%),
were bothered by nervousness that made them irritable,
fidgety or tense (29.6%4), had acid or sour stomach
several times a week (27.84), or had headaches often

(27.24).
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1+ a profile was | dr awn of the “typical®
respondent, she would be divorced, between 25 and 40
vyears of age, have one elementary school age child, and
have a high school diploma and some college education.
She would be employed at 1least half time in a
technical, sales, or administrative support
occupation. Her home would be an older one—-story house
or an apartment which she rents for $100 to $300 per
mon th. It would be 1located in the city or suburbs.
The relationship of the respondents’ characteristics to
housing- and neighborhood-related deficits and
psychological stress will be discussed in the next

chapter.



Chapter S

Findings and Discussion

The results of the statistical analysis of the
data are presented in this chapter, followed by a
discussion of the <findings and their implications.
Results of analysis of variance and regression analysis

are presented in Appendix F.

Examination of the Hypotheses

First hypothesis. An analysis of wvariance was

used to determine the differences among groups on
housing-related normative deficit scores for various
factorse in the respondents”’ current housing
situations. Seven of 12 factors showed significant
differences between groups on mean housing deficit
scores at the .01 level.

The housing deficit scores of those 1living in
single~family housing and those in multi—-family housing
were significantly different <(p < .0001). The mean
housing deficit score was significantly lower for those
in single-family detached dwellings than for those
living in multi-family attached dwellings (see Table 17

and Appendix F, Hypothesis 1,a).

89
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Table 17

Mean Normative Housing Deficit Scores for Selected

Housing-Related Variables

Variable n Mean *

a. Type of dwelling (N=155)

Single-family 70 7.27 A
Multi—-family 85 15.22 B
b. Type of multi-family unit
(N=82)
Townhouse 11 13.09 A
Duplex 20 15.90 A
3 or 4 units i1 10.36 A
S or more units 40 17.30 A
c. Level of multi-family unit
(N=80)> :
First level 44 15.24 A
2nd or above 24 14,97 A
d. Age of dwelling (N=155)
{ S years 12 8.33 A
S5-10 years 21 12.67 A
11-20 years 42 13.48 A
> 20 years 59 10.51 A
no idea 25 11.72 A
e. Length of tenancy (N=155)
{1 year 22 4.64 A
1-3 vears 41 13.93 B
4-46 years 48 13.73 B
> 6 years 44 ?.70 AB
f. Same dwelling occupied
during marriage (N=119)
Not same unit 21 11.12 A
Same unit 28 7.75 A

(continued)
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Table 17 <(continued)

Variable n Me an *

9. Method of housing payment

(N=147)
Rent 104 13.70 A
Mor tgage 43 7.84 B

h. Monthly rent or mortgage
payment (N=144)

< $100 25 12.96 A
€100 - 199 42 15.52 A
$200 - 299 43 10.95 A
$300 - 399 15 10.27 A
4400 - 499 14 7.36 A
$500 or more 7 3.86 A
i. Percentage of income spent
on rent or mortgage (N=146)
< 207 15 .00 A
20-29% 34 12.38 A
30-39% 40 13.18 A
40-49% 20 11.80 A
S0-59% 7 11.86 A
607 or more 12 12.75 A
Don‘t pay 18 10.28 A
J. Dwelling satisfaction (N=138)
Very satisfied 23 3.78 A
Satisfied 54 8.04 AC
Nei ther 39 12.62 c
Dissatisfied 25 18.72 BC
Very dissatisfied 17 21.18 B
K. Intention to move (N=140)
No 77 7.86 A
Yes 32 13.93 B8
Maybe S1 16.57 B
1. Recommend dwelling type (N=140)
No 33 17.79 A
Yes 100 8.73 B
Unsure 27 15.67 A

% Means with the same letter on the same variable
are not significantly different (p > .01)
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Housing deficit scores were significantly
different (p < .005) for length of tenancy. Those who
had occupied their dwellings for one to six years had
significantly higher mean deficit scores than those
who had been in their dwellings less than one year
(see Table 17 and Appendix F, Hypothesis 1,e).

A significant difference (p < .0005) between
housing deficit scores was found for groups with
different methods of housing payment. Those who rented
their dwelling had a significantly higher mean deficit
score (13.72) than those who owned their home with a
mor tgage (7.849) (see Table 17 and Appendix F,
Hypothesis 1,g)>. Respondents whose homes were paid for
or who had some other arrangement of housing payment
were Jleft out of the analysis, since there were only
three respondents in each of these two groups.

Housing deficit scores may have been significantly
different among groups according to the amount spent on
monthly rent or mortgage payments (p < ,01) with means
ranging from 3.86 for those who pay more than $500 per
month, to 15.52 for those who pay from $100 to $200 per
month (see Table 17 and Appendix F, Hypothesis {,h).

However, even though the F-ratio on the analysis of
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variance was significant, the multiple range test did
not detect any significant difference among groups due
to the wide variance in standard deviations.
Satisfaction with the dwelling, intention to move,
and whether the respondent would recommend the dwelling
type to other single parentes were all significantly
different on housing deficit scores (p < .0001). Those
who were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with their
dwelling differed significantly <from those who were
satisfied or very satisfied (see Table 17 and Appendix
Fy, Hrpothesis 1,j). Those who were nelther satisfied
nor dissatisfied also differed significantly from those
who were very satisfied and those who were very
dissatisfied. Respondents who did not plan to move had
significantly Jlower mean deficit scores than those who
planned to move and those who thought they might (see
Table 17 and Appendix F, Hypothesis 1,k). Those
respondents who would not recommend their dwelling type
and those who were unsure if they would, had
significantly higher housing deficit mean scores (17.79
and 135.67, respectively) than those who said they would
recommend their dwelling type to other single parents
(mean = 8.73) (see Table 17 and Appendix F, Hypothesis

1,10,
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No significant differences in housing deficit
scores were found for type of multi-family dwelling,
floor level of multi-family dwelling, age of the
dwelling, whe ther the dwelling was the same one
occupied during marriage, or the percentage of income
spent on the rent or mortgage payments (see Table 17
and Appendix F, Hypothesis {1, b,c,d,f,i).

Due to the significant differences <found, the
following sections of the <first hypothesis were
retained: a) type of dwelling occupied; e) length of
residency; 9> method of housing payment; h) amount
spent on rent or mortgage payment; j) satisfaction with
dwellingy k> intention to movey and 1) recommendation
of dwelling type for other single-parent families.
However, the following sections were rejected: b) type
of multi-family attached dwelling; c) what floor level
multi—-family wunit was onj d> age of dwelling; ) same
dwelling occupied during marriage; and i) percentage of
income spent on rent or mortgage payment.

As a result of thies analysis, higher housing-
related normative deficits appeared to be associated
with inexpensive multi-family rental housing which had

been occupied for one to six years. People who had
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fewer deficits were more 1likely to be satiesfied with
their dwelling, did not intend to move, and would
recommend their dwelling type to other single parents.

Second hypothesis. The differences in

neighborhood-related normative deficits for certain
factors in the respondents’ current housing situations
were tested using analysis of variance. The intention
to move within the next year was the only factor tested
which showed significant dif?erences in neighborhood
deficit scores (p ¢ .01) (see Table 18 and Appendix F,
Hypothesis 2,h). Those who said they might move (mean
= 7.22) differed from those who said they did not
intend to move (mean = 4.57). Those who planned to
move (mean = 35.88) were not significantly different
from either of the other two groups. (See Table {8 and
Appendix F, Hypothesis 2, a,b,c,d,e,f,g for mean
ne ighborhood deficit scores on other variables.)

Only section (h), intention to move, of the second
hypothesis was retained,. The following sections were
rejected due to the 1lack of significant differences
be tween neighborhood deficit scores: a) type of
dwelling occupied; b)) type of multi-family attached

dwellingy c) Jlocation of dwelling; d) age of dwelling;
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Table 18

Mean Normative Ne ighborhood Deficit Scores for Selected
Housing~- and Neighborhood-Related Variables

Variable n Me an *

a. Trpe of dwelling (N=1395)

Single—-family 70 5.01 A

Multi-family 85 6.04 A
b. Type of multi—-family unit

(N=82)

Townhouse 11 .27 A

Duptex 20 46.95 A

3 - 4 units 11 S.00 A

S or more units 40 5.88 A
€. Location of dwelling (N=151)

Rural 20 5.35 A

Small town 11 6.55 A

Town 15 3.27 A

Suburbs Sé S.84 A

City 49 6.10 A
d. Age of dwelling (N=155

{ 5 years 12 S5.58 A

S - 10 years 21 72.05 A

11 - 20 years 42 3.95 A

> 20 years 55 5.07 A

No idea 25 4.80 A
e. Method of payment (N=147)

Rent 104 S5.460 A

Mor tgage 43 6.14 A

(continued)
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Table 18 <(continued)

Variabte n Mean *
f. Monthly rent or mortgage
payment (N=144)
< $100 25 S5.24 A
$100 - 199 42 6.19 A
$200 - 299 43 9.12 A
$300 - 399 1S 6.47 A
$400 - 499 14 5.21 A
$500 or more 7 4.14 A
9. Percentage of income spent on
rent or mortgage (N=146)
{ 204 15 4.47 A
20 - 294 34 6.38 A
30 - 394 40 5.88 A
40 - 49% 20 3.70 A
50 - 594 re é6.00 A
604 or more 12 5.92 A
Don‘t pay 18 4.89 A
h. Intention to move (N=1é0)
No 7? 4,57 A
Yes 32 5.88 AB
Unsure S1 7.22 B

% Means with the same letter on the same variable are

not significantly different (p > .01)
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e) method of housing payment; f> amount spent on rent
or mortgage payment; and g) percentage of income spent
on rent or mortgage payment.

For this sample, factors in the respondents’
current housing and neighborhood situations did not
show any particular pattern of relationship to
neighborhood-related normative deficits. However,
respondents with more neighborhood deficits were more
likely to plan on moving within the next year.

Third hypothesis. Linear regression was used to

test the third hypothesis for a correlation between the
housing deficit scores and the psychological stress
scores of the respondents. The correlation was
significant (p < .001) with 94 of the variance in
psychological stress attributed to housing deficits
(see Table 19 and Appendix F, Hypothesis 3). The
correlation between housing deficits and stress was
«30. Since the percentage of variance that could be
explained by housing deficits was significantly
different from zero, the third hypothesis was retained.

Fourth hypothesis. The correlation between the

ne i ghborhood deficit scores and the psychological

stress scores of respondents was also tested using
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Table 19

Regression of Psychological Stress on Total Normative

Housing and Neighborhood Deficit Scores

Variable b SE b

Housing deficits 1409 0366
Intercept = 5.1254
R squared = ,089%%

Ne ighborhood deficits .3045% .0859
Intercept 5.0378

R squared = .0773%

*p < .001
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linear regression. The correlation between neighbor-
hood deficits and psychological stress was .28;
however, another 7.74 of the variance in stress could
be attributed to neighborhood deficits (see Table 19
and Appendix F, Hypothesis 4). Since this percentage
was significantly different from zero (p = .0005), the
fourth hypothesis was retained.

For the women in this sample, those who
experienced a relatively high number of housing
deficits also had a higher 1level of psychological
stress than those with fewer housing deficits. A
similar relationship was also found for neighborhood
deficits. Higher .levels of stress were experienced by
women whose neighborhoods had more deficits than by
women whose neighborhoods had fewer deficits.

Fifth hypothesis. Linear regression analysis was
used to determine which specific housing deficits were
most significantly related to psychological stress in
female heads of single-parent households. Each
individual housing deficit wvariable was regressed on
the total psychological stress score. Of the 48
housing deficit variables, 12 were significantly

correlated with stress at p < .01 (see Table 20).
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Table 20

Linear Regression of Psychological Stress on Individual

Housing Deficit Variables

Variable b SE b r R square
1. Direct access 1.224 1.018 097 .00954
2. Access by public hall 1.221 2.4680 .037 .00138
3. Access by public stairs 3.4631: 1.7%54 167 .02805
4. Access by public elavator .888 1.332 .054 .00296
S. Private yard 1.493 .884 154 .02386
é. Shared outdoor area 864 1.382 .039 .00153
7. Public outdoor area 204 2,094 .008 .00006
8. Private balcony or deck 593 .749% 064 .00413
?. Shared balcony or deck 2.3583 1.497 128 .01393

10. Entrance adequately 1it 1.877 1.173 129 .01678
11. Visual privacy--neighbors 1.99¢ « 763 167 .02800
12. Neighbors’ noise 1.902 736 206 .04234
13. Privacy within dwelling 2.875% 1.078 212 04523
14. Separation of children’s

and parent‘s areas 1.574 .928 . 137 .01882
1S. Play area indoors 1.796, . 739 .194 03782
16. Enough rooms ’ 1.817. .841 173 .03018
17. Adequate size of rooms 2.848#» 783 286 .08213
18. Flexible space .882 . 750 093 .00913
19. Adequate space in L.R. 2.052# 776 218 .04453
20. Space for entertaining 2.289%. .742 .244 05941
21. Separate dining area 1.97S. .783 «182 02623
22. Dining area in Kitchen -2.3503 1.198 «148 .02827
23. Space for children’s

activities in Kitchen 2.012#» .74? .214 .04606
24. Separate kitchen .123 1.383 .00? .0000S
235. Kitchen large enough 1.434 759 152 .02323
26. Centrally located kitchen -.473 1.439 ,026 00072
27. Separate bedroom - parent 4,849%. 1,733 .222 .04947
28. B.R. for each child 2.289 931 194 .03973
29. Bedrooms big enough 2.3505% 743 263 .07044
30. More than one bathroom 1.310 .738 .143 .02057
31. Bathroom for parent’s room 1.310 .74} .142 .02039
32. Laundry in dwelling 917 819 .091 .00829
33. Laundry in building 1.153 844 .108 01174
34. Attractive building 2.148- .887 .193 .03758
33. Attractive interior 2.417- .928 .207 .04320
34. Freedom to change interior 1.990% 759 209 .04380
37. Easy-to-clean walls 1.224 792 .125 .01370
38. Easy-to-clean floors 2.839% .829 .270 .07343
39. Easy-to-clean kitchen 1.833 .902 163 .02875
40. Easy-to-clean bathroom 3.549% P17 .302 09167
41. Attached garage/carport 1.472 .?23? 160 .02588
42. Detached garage/carport -.310 .949 .024 .00071
43. Assigned parking 2.484» .833 «254 .048449
44. Off-street public parking 1.849 1.281 .118 .01400
43. Public parking- street only 2.033 1.662 .100 .01009
46. Private outdoor storage 713 745 .077 .00408
47. Shared outdoor storage 2.273 1.169% 156 .02443
48. Adequate indoor storage 2.623% 7221 .284 .08107

*p < ,o01.
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These included: #13, privacy for family members within
the . dwelling; #17, adequate size of rooms; #19,
adequate space for family activities in the living
area; #20, adequate space for entertaining; #23, space
for children’s activities in the Kitchenjy #27, separate
bedroom for the parent; #29, bedrooms large enough for
needed furnishings and activities; #3646, freedom to make
changes in the interior of the dwelling; #38, easy-to-
clean floor materials; #40, easy-to-clean bathroom
materials; #43, assigned parking spacej; and #48,
adequate indoor storage.

A multiple regression equation using the forward
me thod of entry was wused to determine the best
predictors of stress in female heads of single-parent
households. Stress was used as the dependent variable
wi th the housing deficit variables which were
individually correlated with stress at p ¢ .01 as the
independent wvariables <(see Table 21). Three of the 12
significant housing deficit wvariables (#19, #20, and
#29) were left out of the equation to avoid problems of
multicollinearity. Four variables dealt directliy with
the size of rooms: #17, adequate size of rooms; #19,

adequate space for family activities in the living
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Table 21

Housing Deficit Variables as Best Predictors of Stress

Variable b SE b
40. Easy-to-clean bathroom materials 2.614» .2301
43. Assigned parkKing space 1.723% .8308
48. Adequate indoor storage 1.684% . 7389

Intercept = 5.15¢9

R squared = .140648%

Adjusted R squared = ,14366&

Multiple R (correlation with stress) = .40084

*p < .0S.
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areaj #20, adequate space for entertaining; and #29,
bedrooms large enough for needed <furnishings and
activities. Because the latter three of these
variables were felt to be a subset of #17 and all had a
moderately high correlation wi th #17 (Pearson
correlation coefficients = .492, .528, and .622,
respectively), #17, adequate size of rooms, was used in
the equation to represent adequacy of space in rooms.
Number 17 also had a higher R square value in the
individual regression equations (.082) than the other
three gapace variables (.04, .04, and .07 respectively).
Using the nine remaining variables, those found to be
the best predictors of stress in female heads of single-
parent households were: #40, easy-to-clean bathroom
materialsy #43, assigned parking space; and #48,
adequate indoor storage.

Since many of the individual housing deficit
variables were significantly correlated wi th
psychological stress in female heads of single-parent
households, the fifth hypothesis was retained.

Sixth hypothesis. Linear regression analysis was

also used to determine which specific neighborhood

deficits were most significantly related to
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psrchological stress in female heads of single-parent
households. Each individual neighborhood deficit
variable was regressed separately on the total
psrchelogical stress score. Of the 21 neighborhood
deficit wvariables, four were significantly related to
stress at p < .01 <(see Table 22). These included:
#15, adequate police surveillance; #16, social
acceptance of the single—parent lifestyle; #20, clean
neighborhood; and #21, pleasant, attractive 1looking
neighborhood.

The best neighborhood predictors of stress were
determined by multiple regression. To avoid problems
of multticollinearity, #21 was left out of the
'equation. There was a high correlation (.802) between
deficit scores for #20, clean neighborhood and #21,
pleasant, attractive appearance of the neighborhood.
Since the R square value of #20 was higher (.111) than
that for #21 (.044) on the individual 1linear
regressions, #20, clean neighborhood, was used in the
prediction equation. Using the three remaining
variables, those +found ¢to be the best predictors of

stress in female heads of single-parent households
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Ne ighborhood Deficit Variables

Reqression of Psychological Stress on Individual

Variable b SE b r R square
1. School, walking distance 1.456 . 798 .147 02149
2. No school, school bus route .846 1.288 .053 .00287
3. No school, must drive 1.743 2.326 061 .00373
4. No school, public transit 1.631 2.087 .064 .0041 4
S. Day care, walking distance 1.300 . 783 .134 .01805
é. Playground, walking dstance 1.506 . 780 . 135 .02424
7. Grocery, walking distance .853 .819 .084 .00718
8. Pharmacy, walking distance .513 876 .047 .00228
?. Laundry, walking distance 1.024 .802 .103 .01075
10. Swimming pool/tennis court .514 766 .054 .0029%
ti1. Public transit stop .332 . 869 .031 .00097
12. Park, walking distance 1.138 .835 .110 .01223
13. Adequate street lighting -.131 .782 .013 .00019
14. Adequate ltight for parking 1.625 .836 . 154 .02452
1S. Police surveillance 2.053% . 768 .213 .04547
16. Social acceptance 3.309% .863 .298 .08917
17. Traffic noise 1.83% .738 194 .03770
18. Neighbor noise 1.075 745 <117 .01370
19. Supervised activities—Kids 1.345 .744 .148 .02192
20. Clean neighborhood 4.042%= .934 .333 .11098
2. Attractive neighborhood 2.347% .8%4 .209 .04388

#p < .01,
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were: #1646, social acceptance of the single-parent
lifestyle; and #20, clean neighborhood (see Table 23).

The sixth hypothesis was retained for these
specific neighborhood variables since the individual
neighborhood deficit variables were significantly
correlated with psychological stress in female heads of
single-parent households.

For this sample, 12 housing deficits and 4
neighborhood deficits were significantly related to
stress. The best environmental predictors of stress
for these single parents were lack of easy-to-clean
bathroom materijale, no assigned parking space,

inadequate indoor storage, lack of social acceptance of

single parents, and a neighborhood that was not clean.

Discussion of Findings

Housing deficits related to characteristics.

Housing deficits were found to be significantly
different for several factors pertaining to the current
housing situation of respondents. The significance of
the differences between housing deficits and dwelling
type could be expected since multi-family dwellings,

particularly apartments for lower income families, are
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Table 23
Ne ighborhood Deficit WVariables as Best Predictors of

Stress

Variable b SE b
16, Social acceptance 2,3%91= 8795
20. Clean neighborhood 3.227% .P629

Intercept = 5.732

R squared .1530%
Adjusted R squared = .14143

Multiple R (correlation with stress) = .39115

*p < ,01.
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frequently smaller, with fewer rooms, less storage, and
fewer amenities than single—family homes. This finding
was consistent with that of Edwards, Booth, and Edwards
(1982). In their setudy of Canadian families, housing
type was also found to be correlated with stress, with
apartment dwellers reporting more stress symptoms than
those in single—-family homes.

The housing deficit levels of those who had lived
in their homes for one to six years were higher.than
those of families who had lived in their dwellings
less than one year or more than six years. It is
possible that those who had recently moved into a unit
may not have had time to experience many problems,
especially if they moved from a unit which had more
deficite. Al though the present unit may have many
deficits, if it is better than the previous unit, the
deficits may not yet be perceived. Those who have been
in a unit for seven years or more are probably those
who have not experienced deficits to any great extent
or they would have moved already. Because of financial
hardship, many households who have been in the unit
long enough to discover its deficits may be forced to

remain for at Jeast a few years, accounting for the
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higher number of deficits of those who have lived in
their units for one to six vears.

Respondents who rented their dwellings experienced
more deficits than those who owned their dwellings. It
is possible that this difference may be related to the
differences in single- and multi-family dwellings,
since significantly more renters (76X) were living in
multi-family dwellings and significantly more owners
(90.7%4) were 1living in single—family dwellings (Chi-
square = 052.31, 1 d.f., p ¢ .0001). Renters are more
likely to have smaller dwellings, with fewer rooms,
less storage, and fewer amenities, and therefore, more
deficits. Al though the smaller amount of actual space
found in many rented dwellings may not be a primary
cause of stress, it may contribute to the severity of
family problems. As reported by Choldin, Jacobsen, and
Yahnke (1975), the same problems caused more stress for
families with 1less space than for families living in
larger dwellings.

Al though the monthly cost for rent or mortgage
payments appeared to be related to housing deficits,
'the statistical analysis did not indicate any

significant differences between groups. Those with
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1 ower housing costs generally had more housing
deficitsg however, even those with more expensive
housing had deficits. One probable cause for this is
that as income and expenditures rise, expectations
also rise.

Satisfaction, intention to move, and
recommendation of housing type for other single parents
all showed significant differences in housing
deficits. These wvariables were also highly correlated -
with each other, since those who had fewer deficits
were more satisfied with their home, did not need to
move to escape deficits, and therefore thought their
dwelling was a desirable type and would recommend it
for others.

The housing factors which showed no significant
relationship to deficits may have been, in part, due to
the nature of the data. Other studies have found a
relationship between housing pathologies and level of
multi-family dwelling <(Fanning, 19673 Gillis, 1977).
None was found in this study; however, nearly all
families lived on the first or second level of their
dwelling and none lived above the third level. Fanning

and Gillis both found that differences were more likely
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to occur between families living on lower levels of a
building and those 1living on much higher levels, such
as the top floors of a high-rise apartment building.

Percentage of income spent on housing rent or
mor tgage could also be expected to show differences in
housing deficit scores. However, the distribution of
the sample may have offset any expected relationship.
The 1lower percentages, in particular, represented both
those who were well off and only needed to spend a
small percentage of their income to get a nice house,
and also those who had very low incomes, but lived in
inexpensive housing.

Neighborhood deficits related to characteristics.

The lack of relationship between neighborhood deficits
and the factors involved with the respondents’ housing
situations may be attributed to the lack of control
most individuals have over their neighborhood and the
lack of community services in many residential areas.
Older, 1low-income neighborhoods are more likely to have
stores, public transit, and schools close by but may
also have noise, crime, and pollution. Newer, more
expensive neighborhoods may be cleaner and quieter but

are Jless likely to have community facilities and stores
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nearby. Therefore, it is possible that various types
of neighborhoods counteract each other in the
statistical analysis of deficits. Earlier studies

(Foote, Abu-Lugheod, Foley, & Winnick, 1940) have also
found that the nature of the dwelling was a more
important source of satisfaction and dissatisfaction
than neighborhood factors.

Jotal deficits correlated with stress. Housing and

neighborhood deficits accounted for a fairly small but
significant percentage of the variance in psychological
stress. It is logical to assume that stress is also
caused by many other factors such as poverty, job
related setress, loneliness, or behavioral problems of
children. When controlling for extraneous variables,
no correlations with stress were found except for
educational level, Al though the other variables were
not significant by themselves or in interaction with a
related wvariable, it may be poséible that a much more
complex interaction of 1life factors was taking place.
However, regardliess of the source of the remaining
stress, a significant portion (approximately one—-sixth)
of psychological stress could be attributed to housing
and neighborhood deficits in this sample of single

parents.
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Specific deficits correlated with stress. When

considered individually, the housing and neighborhood
deficits which were'most highly correlated with stress
in female heads of single-parent households were those
pertaining to quality of neighborhood and needs of
children. Many respondents commented on the need for
a neighborhood where children could play outside,
which was consistent with the need for adequate police
surveillance and a clean, pleasant neighborhood,
factors found to be related to stress. Hughes, Wood,
and Gove (1983) also noted that the perceived quality
of the neighborhood was important to the mental health
and well-being of residents, and that negative
neighborhood evaluations were associated with low
income and being unmarried. The perception of the
neighborhood as poor in quality or unsafe may be more
acute for women alone with children, who may consider
themselves more vulnerable without the protection of a
spouse.

The concern for the lack of social acceptance of
the single-parent Jlifestyle may indicate that for many
wome n single-parenthoocd ie not viewed as a short

transitional stage, but as a continuing lifestyle which
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is more stressful because of social prejudice. The
connection be tween stress and social acceptance
supports Hynes’ (1979) conclusion that higher social
participation was strongly related to lower distress in
low—-income single-parent mothers. Pearlin and Johnson
(1977) also noted that formerly married persons were
more likely ¢to live in socially isolated conditions
than those who were married and were more likely to be
depressed by equivalent conditions of isolation.
Several earlier studies also support these conclusions,
with evidence that social characteristics of neighbors
and the 1level of maintenance in the neighborhood are
the main determinants of neighborhood satisfactions
(Foote et al., 19403 Lansing and Marans, 194%9; Zehner,
1971).

Concernes for children were apparent in the 1ink
between stress and the need for space for children’s
activities in the Kitchen, adequate indoor storage, a
separate bedroom for the parent, and easy-to-cliean
bathroom and floor materials. Lack of these features
may cause stress for any mother, but may be
particularly acute for those who must assume total
responsibility for the care and supervision of

children.
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Several housing deficit variables which were
significantly related to stress may also be related to
living in small rental units. Lack of space, lack of
freedom to make changes in the interior of the
dwelling, and no assigned parking space are features
typical of small apartments and rental units. Although
they may be stressful for single parents, they may be
equally stressful for other types of households as
well,

Al though only a few housing and neighborhood
deficit wvariables were included in the final prediction
equation for stress, the other wvariables which were
individually correlated with stress should not be
discounted. Soﬁe of these wvariables, such as a
separate bedroom for the parent, may not affect very
many families but could be a very serious, stressful

situation for those families who are affected.



Chapter 6
Summary, Conclusions, Implications,

and Recommendations for Further Research

A summary of the study including methodology and
findings is presented in this chapter. Conclusions
based on the findings are also presented along with
implications of the study. Finally, recommendations

are made for further research.

Summar

The major objectives of this study were to
determine: (a) if a correlation existed between the
characteristics of the housing and neighborhoods
occupied by female headed single-parent families and
the number of housing-related normative deficits
reported; (b)Y if a correlation existed between the
characteristics of the housing and neighborhood
occupied and the number of neighborhood-related
normative deficits reported; <(c) if a correlation
existed between the number of housing-related normative
deficits and the level of psychological stress of
female heads of single-parent families; (d> if a

correlation existed be tween the number of

117
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neighborhood-related normative deficits and the level

of psychological stress; (e) what specific housing-
related normative deficits were associated with
psychological stressy and C$) what specific
neighborhood-related normative deficits were associated
with psychological stress.

The sample wused for this study consisted of 162
female heads of single—-parent households with one to
four children, primarily ages é through 12. The
majority of women were divorced and were employed
outside the home. There were no other adults living in
the household. The 1983 school census data of Roanoke
County and of the independent city of Roanoke,
Virginia, were used to obtain the sample. A listing
was made of all households with a female head and one
to three elementary school age children. A systematic
sample was drawn from this list.

A self-administered questionnaire with four parts
was developed and pretested for the sfudy. The first
part contained a checklisf of housing features. The
second part contained a similar checklist of
neighborhood features. The third part contained the

Langner (1962) Index of Mental Illness, and the final
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section contained questions to obtain general
information about the current home and family
situation.

Housing and neighborhood deficits were
operationalized as the difference between family norms
and the current housing and neighborhood situation.
There was considered to be a deficit if a respondent
felt that her family would want a particular housing or
neighborhood feature but did not currently have that
feature. Deficits for all housing and neighborhood
features were scored separately and then each
respondent’s total number of deficits was determined.
Psychological stres§ was operationalized as the
respondent’s total score on the Langner Index of Mental
Illness.

The questionnaire was mailed to &50 households
from the <city of Roanoke and 350 households from
Roanoke County. A total of 162 usable responses was
obtained from the initial mailing and two follow-up
mailings. The total response rate for deliverable
addresses was 48.2%. Those who were married, lived
with other adults, or filled out the questionnaire
incorrectly were eliminated, leaving a usable response

rate of 25,7/%.
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The relationship between housing-related normative
deficits and various factors in the respondents’
current housing situations were determined using
anaiysis of variance. Seven of 12 factors were
significantly different on mean housing deficit scores
(p < .01). Those living in multi-family dwellings and
rental wunits had housing deficit scores significantly
higher than those who lived in singlé-family homes or
owned their units. Female heads of families who had
moved into their dwelling in the past year experienced
fewer deficits than those who had been in their
dwellings Jlonger than one year. Another significant
factor was the amount spent on rent or mortgage
payments, with those paying the most (over $500 per
month)> having the lowest mean deficit score, and those
paying from %100 to $19%9 per month having the highest
mean deficit score. Satisfaction with the dwelling,
the respondent‘’s intention to move within the next
vear, and whether the respondent would recommend the
dwelling type to other single-parent families all
showed significant differences on housing deficit

scores,
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No significant differences were found between
housing deficit scores for types of multi-family
dwellings, floor level of multi-family dwellings, age
of the dwelling, whether the dwelling was the same one
occupied during marriage, or percentage of income spent
on the rent or mortgage payments,

The differences in neighborhood-related normative
deficits and certain factors in the respondents’
current housing situations were also tested using
analysis of wvariance. Of the eight factors tested,
intention to move within the next year was the only one
which was significantly different on neighborhood
deficits, wi th those who might move having
significantly more deficits than those who did not
intend to move. No significant differences were found
between neighborhood deficite for dwelling type, type
of multi-family dwelling, location of dwelling, age of
dwelling, method of payment, amount spent on rent or
mor tgage payment, or percentage of income spent on rent
or mor tgage payment.

Total deficit scores were significantly related to
psychological stress for both housing and neighborhood

deficits when tested using linear regression analysis.



122

The percentage of wvariance in psychological stress
which could be explained by housing and neighborhood
deficits was small; however, stress is a complex
variable which may be attributed to many other factors
such as poverty, job related stress, loneliness, or
behavioral problems of children.

Linear regression analysis was used to determine
the specific housing deficits which were most
significantly related to psychological stress in female
heads of single-parent families. The housing-related
deficits most significantly related to stress were lack
of privacy for family members within the dwelling,
inadequate <size of rooms, inadequate space for family
activities in the 1living area, inadequate space for
entertaining, inadequate space for children’s
activities in the KkKitchen, lack of a separate bedroom
for the parent, bedrooms not large enough for needed
furnishings and activities, lack of freedom to make
changes in the interior of the dwelling, lack of easy-
to-clean floor and bathroom materials, no assigned
parking space, and inadequate indoor storage. The
ne ighborhood-related deficits most closely related to

stress were inadequate police surveillance, lack of
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social acceptance of the single-parent lifestyle, a
neighborhood that was not clean or that was not
pleasant and attractive looking.

The best overall predictors of stress were
de termined by multiple regression analysis. The
housing deficits which best predicted stress were lack
of easy-to-clean bathroom materials, lack of assiéned
parking space, and inadequate indoor storage. The
neighborhood deficits which best predicted stress were
1ack of social acceptance of the single-parent
lifestyle and a neighborhood that was not clean.

Since it was possible that extraneous variables
also may have contributed to the psychological stress
level of these women, a number of tests were run to
check for other effects. No significant differences
were found between stress levels of women who had been
married before and those who had never been married, or
between black and white respondents. Other family and
environmental factors were tested for any significant
relationship to stress; however, the only relationship
which was significant was between stress and level of
education, with those having a higher education

experiencing lower levels of stress.
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Conclusions
On the basis of this study, the following
conclusions about female-headed single-parent families
seem Jjustified:
1. Female-headed single-parent families who
live in multi-family housing are more
likely to experience housing deficits than
those who live in single-family housing.
2. Female-headed single-parent families who have
been in their dwelling less than one year
are less likely to experience housing
deficits than those who have lived in the
same dwelling for more than one year.
3. Female-headed single-parent families who
rent their dwellings are more likely to
experience housing deficits than those who
own their dwelling.
4. Female-headed single-parent families are
more likely to be satisfied with their
dwelling if they have fewer housing deficits
than those families who experience a higher

number of housing deficits,.
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Female~headed single-parent families are

more likely to consider moving if they have
many housing deficits than if they have only
a few housing deficits.

Female—-headed single—parent families with
more housing deficits are less likely to
recommend their dwelling type to other female-
headed single-parent families than those who
experience fewer housing deficits.
Female-~-headed single-parent families who
experience fewer neighborhood deficits are
less likely to consider moving than those who
experience more neighborhood deficits.

There is a positive linear relationship
between housing deficits and psychological
stress in female heads of single-parent
households.

There is a positive linear relationship

be tween neighborhood deficits and
psychological stress in female heads of

single-parent households.
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Housing deficits which are most

significantly related to psychological stress

in female heads of single-parent families

include:

(a) lack of privacy for family members
within the dwelling

(b) inadequate size of rooms

(c) inadequate space for family activities
in the living area

(d) inadequate space for entertaining

(e) inadequate space for children’s
activities in the Kitchen

(f> no separate bedroom for the parent

(g) bedrooms not large enough for needed
furnishings and activities

(h> lack of freedom to make changes in the
interior of the dwelling

(i) lack of easy—-to-clean floor materials

(j) 1lack of easy-to-clean bathroom materials

(K> no assigned parkKing space

(1) inadequate indoor storage

The housing deficits which best predict

stress in female heads of single-parent
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families are lack of easy-to-clean bathroom
materials, no assigned parking space, and
inadequate indoor storage.
Ne i ghborhood deficits which are most
significantly related to psychological stress
in female heads of single-parent families
include:
(a) inadequate police surveillance
(b> lack of social acceptance of the single-
parent lifestyle
(c) a neighborhood that is not clean
(d> a neighborhood that is not pleasant
and attractive looking
The neighborhood deficits which best
predict stress in female heads of single-
parent families are lack of social
acceptance of the single—parent lifestyle and
a neighborhood that is not clean.
Psychological stress in female heads of
single-parent families is additionally
influenced by other factors not examined in

this investigation.
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Imglicationg

| The single-parent 1lifestyle was probably best
described in a comment by one of the respondents to
this investigation: ”It’s‘ not easy being a single
parent." Without a spouse to share responsibilities
these parents face many constraints, including economic
hardship, household and child rearing responsibilities,
and discrimination, They want to be considered
*normal® by society in general and by neighbors .in
particular, and yet they are often unable to afford or
maintain the type of home our society considers
"normal" for a family with children.

These constraints and social pressures may be
adding to the stress level of single parents. Single-
parenthood, whether through divorce, separation, death
of a spouse, or the birth of a child to an unwed
mother, is probably a stressful situation for most
families, Thousands of our children are growing up in
homes with only one parent and their numbers are
increasing vearly wi th high divorce rates and
increasing numbers of children being born to unwed
mothers. Previous research has shown that stress

contributes to family problems and this investigation
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has shown a significant 1ink between stress and
problems with the housing and neighborhoods occupied by
single~parent families,.

If single parents and their children are to lead
healthy, productive 1lives in our society they need to
be relieved of as much stress as possible. Although
housing~ and neighborhood-related stress contribute to
only a small portion of the total stress experienced by
single parents, it should not be dismissed as
unimportant. Housing and the welfare of their children
were obviously very important and very emotional topics
for many of the respondents to this investigation (see
Appendix E).

Counselors, designers, and policy makers should be
made aware of the housing problems and needs of these
families. Because of their often 1limited human and
financial resources, single parents must frequently
rely on the assistance of professionals. It should be
the responsibility of these professionals to recognize
gingle-parent families as a viable household type and
to educate themselves to the needs of all household

types including single-parent families.
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The implications of this study and related
investigations would suggest the following
recommendations for professionals involved with housing
for single-parent families:

Counselors. Housing counselors, family counselors,

and real estate counselors should help single-parent
families:

(a)> Compare all housing alternatives and
eliminate those which have an over abundance
of features which may be likely to cause
stress for female-headed single-parent
families.

(b> Look for dwellings which are low in
maintenance requirements and cost.

(c) For families with young children, look for
dwellings which provide easy parental
supervision of children’s activities, both
for indoor play and outdoor play.

(d> Look for neighborhoods which are safe for
women and children: good lighting, parking
close by, play area other than in the street,

adequate police surveillance.
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(e) Be sure there is enough storage space
available, especially for children’s things.

(f) If the family must rent, try to find a
landlord who will allow some flexibility so
that the family may personalize the dwelling

enough to provide a sense of identity.

Designers. Speculative housing designed
specifically for single-parent families is not
economically feasible under most circumstances;

however, all designers who work with low-income housing
or public housing should consider the needs of single-
parent families. The following considerations are
recommended:

(a) Keep spaces flexible enough that they can be
adapted for different needs and can be
personalized by the occupants.

(b) Interior materials should be durable for low
maintenance but should be easy to clean (i.e.
concrete blocks are durable but rough and
very difficult to wipe clean).

{(c> Make sure at least one space in the dwelling
is large enough for all family members to be

together or to entertain friends.
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Provide an adequate number of rooms and
division of space to allow privacy for family
members.

Provide ample storage space for children’s
toys and design their rooms to allow play
space.

Allow space for children’s activities either
in the Kitchen or close enough for easy
supervision.

In multi-family housing provide adequate
soundproofing and arrange units for visual

privacy from neighbors,

Policymakers. People in the position to make

housing policy at the Federal, state or local level

should consider the following recommendations:

(a)

(b)

Safe play areas need to be provided for
children of all ages. Supervised after-
school activities would be particularly
useful to working single mothers and for
other families as well.

Cleanliness and safety are important
neighborhood considerations for single~parent

families. Street maintenance, garbage
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collection, police surveillance, and adequate
lighting should be maintained.

Single-parent families-need to be treated as
"normal” families, not singled out as
different or transitional.

The social consequences of the situation as
well as the physical condition of the housing
should be considered for any housing
assistance for single-parent or other 1ow-

income families.

Recommendations for Further Research

The

research

following recommendations are made for further

in the area of housing for single-parent

families and housing-related stress:

Cad

(b

A comparison needs to be made between single-
parent families and two-parent families to
determine if their housing needs and

deficits differ,

Single-parent families headed by men need to

be studied to determine if their needs and
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£

(g)

134

constraints differ from those of single-
parent families headed by women.

Further research is needed to determine what
aspects of housing and neighborhoods
contribute most to stress for all types of
households, and to determine how
environmental stress can be practically and
economically reduced.

Further research is needed to develop
specific design guidelines for creating
low-stress environments.

Differences in the kKinds of deficits and how
they relate to stress need to be compared for
multi-family and single-family dwellings.
Differences in stress-related housing
deficits need to be compared for bltack and
white single parents and for formerly married
and never married to determine if there are

actual differences in the kind of housing

they occupy or in their perception of housing
deficits.

It is recommended that interviews be used in
future research to obtain more indepth

responses.
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COLLEGE OF HUMAN RESOURCES

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING, INTERIOR DESIGN AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (703) 961-6163

November 18, 1985

Name
Address
Address

Single parents today face many problems, among them the need for
decent, affordable housing which meets the family’s needs. Due to
their unique househol!d composition, these families may have
different housing needs and preferences than two parent families.
However, no one really Knows what Kind of housing families like
these really need or prefer.,

Your household is one of a small number in which people are being
asked to give their opinions on these matters. It was drawn in a
random sample of single parent families in Roanoke. 1In order that
the results will truly represent the thinking of single parents in
Roanoke, it is important that each questionnaire be completed and
returned. Since women may have housing needs which are different
from those of men, we would like the questionnaire for your house-
hold to be completed by an adult female. If no adult female is
present or you are not a single parent, please return the question-
naire unanswered, marked "no eligible respondent® on the envelope.

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The questionnaire
has an identification number for mailing purposes only. This is so
that we may check your name off of the mailing list when your
questionnaire is returned. Your name will never be placed on the
questionnaire.

The results of this research will be made available to women’s
counseling centers, housing designers, city planners, government
policy makers, and interested citizens. You may receive a summary
of results by writing "copy of results requested" on the back of
the return envelope, and printing your name and address below it.
Please do not put this information on the questionnaire itsel#,

! would be happy to answer any questions you might have., Please
write or call. The telephone number is (703) 384-739% (evenings
be tween 35:100 and 10:00 p.m.).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Sheila Baillie
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1.D0. No.

HOUSING NEEDS AND PREFERENCES
OF SINGLE-PARENT FAMILIES

This survey is being conducted to better understand how single
parents feel about their housing and neighborhoods. It should be
completed by the adult female head of the house-hold. Please
answer all questions. If you wish to comment on any questions or
qualify your answers, please feel free to use the space in the
margins. Your comments will be read and taken into account.

Thank you for your help.

Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed stamped envelope
to:

Sheila Baillie

107 Human Resources Annex
Virginia Tech

Blacksburg, VA 24041
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In order to determine if your household is appropriate for our study,
we need to Know your marital status.

What is ryour present marital status? (circle number of choice)

SEPARATED i IF MARRIED, PLEASE STOP !
MARRIED-~~=~==== > HERE AND RETURN QUESTION-!
i _NAIRE UNANSWERED h

1 DIVORCED

2 WIDOWED

3 NEVER MARRIED
q

S

Part A

In order to determine your housing needs and preferences we need to
know what kind of dwelling you live in and what features you would
prefer to have in your dwelling.

Following is a list of housing characteristice. In the column at the
left, please circle yes or no for whether or not your dwelling has
that characteristic. In the column at the right circle yes or no for
whether you would want your dwelling to have that characteristic if
you were free to choose what would be best for your family.

! My dwelling ! {1 would Ytike my !
! has this | | dwelling to have this!
i characteristic | ! characteristic H

1. Direct access to ground-level

no yes outdoor living area no yes
2. Access to ground-level outdoor

no ves area through a public hatl no yes
3. Access to ground level outdoor

no  yves area by public stairs no yes
4. Access to ground-level outdoor

no vyes area by public elevator no ves

no ves 5. Private ground-level outdoor area no ves
é. Ground-level outdoor area shared

no yes with limited number of neighbors no yes

no yes 7. Public ground-level outdoor area no yes

no ves 8. Private balcony or deck no ves
9. Balcony or deck shared with

no yes adjoining units no res

no yes 10. Entrance to dwelling adequately lit no yes

no yes 11. Visual privacy from neighbors no ves

no yes 12. Privacy from neighbors’ noise no yes
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13.
14,

15,
16.
17.
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19.

20.
21,
22.
23.

24,
25.

26.

27.
28.
29,

30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

3S5.
36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41 .

42.

43.
44,
45.
48.
47.
48.
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Privacy for family members
within dwelling
Separation of children and
parent areas
Children’s play area indoors
Adequate number of rooms
Adequate size of rooms
Flexibility of spaces for more
than one use
Adequate space for family
activities in living area
Adequate space for entertaining
Dining area separate from kitchen
Dining area in kitchen
Space for children’s activities
in Kitchen (hobbies, home-work)
Kitchen separate from other areas
Ki tchen large enough to encourage
help of all family members
Kitchen centrally located for
easy access
Separate bedroom for parent
Separate bedroom for each child
Bedrooms large enough for needed
furnishings and activities
More than one bathroom
Separate bathroom for parent‘s room
Laundry facilities in dwelling
Laundry facilities in building
Pleasing appearance of outside of
house/building
Pleasing appearance of inside of
house/dwelling unit
Freedom to make changes in interior
of dwelling (paint, wallpaper)
Easy-to-clean wall materials
Easy-to-clean floor materials
Easy—to-clean Kitchen materials
Easy-to-clean bathroom materials
Private covered parking space with
direct access to dwelling
Private covered parking space with
no direct access
Assigned parking space
Off-street public parking
Public parking on street only
Private, enclosed outdoor storage
Open, shared outdoor storage space
Adequate indoor storage
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Part B

Since the kind of neighborhood we live in directly affects our housing
and how we feel about it, we would Tike to Know about the neighborhood
you live in and what features you would prefer to have in your
neighborhood.

Following is a list of neighborhood characteristics. In the column at
the left, please circle yes or no for whether or not your ne ighborhood
possesses that characteristic. In the column at the right ptease
circle yes or no for whether you would want your neighborhood to
possess that characteristic if you were free to choose whatever you
felt would be best for your family’s needs.

I would tike my
neighborhood to have
this characteristic

{ My neighborhood !
i has this H
{ characteristic |

ho ves 1. Schoo!l within walking distance no yes
no yes 2. No school, on school bus route no yes
ne  ves 3. No school, must drive no yes
no  yes 4. No achool, take public transit no yes
no res S. Day care in walking distance no yes
no yes 6. Playground in walking distance no yes
no yes 7. Grocery within walking distance no yes
no yes 8. Pharmacy within walking distance no yes
no yes 9. Laundry within walking distance no yes
10. Swimming pool and/or tennis courts
no yes within watking distance no ves
1t. Public transit stop within
no yes walking distance no yes
no yes 12. Park within walking distance no yes
no yes 13. Adequate street Jighting no yes
no yes 14, Adequate lighting for parking no yes
no yes 15. Adequate police surveillance no yes
) 16. Social acceptance of single-
no yes parent lifestyle no yes
no yes 17. Protection from traffic noise no yes
no yes 18. Protection from neighbor noise no yes
19. Supervised after-school activities
no yes for children nho yes
no yes 20. Neighborhood is clean no yes
21. Pleasant, attractive looking
no yes neighborhood no yes
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Part C

Sometimes our environment can affect our general health and the way we
feel. The following questions are about your general well being.
(circle the number of the most appropriate choice)

1. Would you say your appetite is poor, fair, good. or too good?

POOR
FAIR
GOGcD
TOO GOOD

HWN -

2. Are you bothered by acid or sour stomach several times a week?

t YES
2 NO

3. Does there seem to be a fullness or cloqging in vour head or nose
much of the time?

1 YES
2 NO

4, How often are you ever troubled with headaches or pains in the
head?

i OFTEN
2 SOMETIMES
3 NEVER

S. How often have you been bothered by your heart beating hard?

1 OFTEN
2 SOMETIMES
3 NEVER

6. How often have you been bothered by shortness of breath when you
were not exercising or workKing hard?

1 OFTEN
2 SOMETIMES
3 NEVER

7. Do you ever so suddenly feel hot all over?

1 YES
2 NO
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8. Do vou ever fee) weak all over?

1  OFTEN
2 SOMETIMES
3 NEVER

9. How often have you been bothered by "cold sweats"?

1 OFTEN
2 SOMETIMES
3 NEVER

i10. How often have you ever had any fainting spells or lost
consciousness?

1 MORE THAN A FEW TIMES
2 A FEW TIMES
3 NEVER

11. How often have you had any trouble in getting to sleep or
staring asleep?

i OFTEN

2 SOMETIMES

3 NEVEK
12, Have you had periods of such great restliessness that you couldn’t
sit long in a chair or couldn’t sit still very long?

1 YES

2 NO

13. Have you had pericds of days, weeks, or months when you couldn‘t
take care of things because you couldn’t "get going"?

1 YES
2 NO

14. Do vou ever have trouble remembering things?

1 OFTEN
2 SOMETIMES
3 NEVER

15. In general, would you say that most of the time YOouU were in very
good spirits, good spirits, or low spirits?

1 LoW
2 GOoD
3 VERY GOOD
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14. How often are you bothered by nervousness where You are
irritable, fidgety, or tense?

1 OFTEN
2 SOMETIMES
3 NEVER

17. Do you consider yourself a worrier?

1 YES
2 NO

18. How often do your hands tremble enough to bother you?

1 OFTEN
2 SOMETIMES
3 NEVER

19. Do you have personal worries that get you down or make you
physicatly i11?

1 YES
2 NO

20. Do you feel somewhat apart, even among friends—--rather isolated
or alone?

1 YES
2 NO

21. Do you ever feel that nothing turns out for you the way you want
it to, that your wishes aren’t fulfilled?

1 YES
2 NO

22. Do you sometimes wonder if anything is worthwhile anymore?

{ YES
2 NO
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Part D

Finally, we would like to request some general information about your
home and family which is needed to help interpret the results of the
study. (circle number of your choice)

1. What type of dwelling do you live in?

1 SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED HOUSE
2 MULTI-FAMILY ATTACHED HOUSE

2. 1f you live in a single family detached house, what type is it?

ONE STORY
ONE AND A HALF STOKY
TWO STORY
BI-LEVEL
TRI-LEVEL
MOBILE HOME
OTHER (specify)

NOUNDWN -

3. 1f you live in a multi-family attached house, what type is it?

ROW HOUSE OR TOWN HOUSE

DUPLES

3 OR 4 UNITS PER BUILDING

S TO 12 UNITS PER BUILDING

MORE THAN 12 UNITS PER BUILDING

ADWN—

4. If you live in a multi-family unit, what tevel is your unit on?

i FIRST OR GARDEN
2 SECOND LEVEL
3 THIRD LEVEL
4 OTHER (SPECIFY)

5. Which of the foltowing best describes the location of your
dwelling?

1  RURAL OR COUNTRY

2 SMALL TOWN (less than 10,000)
3 TOWN 10,000 - S0,000)

4 SUBURBS OF CITY OVER 50,000

S URBAN AREA OF C!TY OVER 50,000

6. Approximately how old is the dwelling you live in?

LESS THAN 5 YEARS
S - 10 YEARS

11 - 20 YEARS
MORE THAN 20 YEARS
HAVE NO IDEA

NADWN —
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7. How long have you lived at your present dwelling?

1 LESS THAN ONE YEAR
2 1 TO 3 YEARS

3 4 TO é YEARS

4 MORE THAN & YEARS

8. If you are divorced, separated, or widowed, is your present
dwelling the same one you occupied while you were married?

1 NO
2 YES

?. Why did you select the dwelling you are now living in? (circle as
many as apply)

AFFORDABLE
INHERITED, GIFT, OR SETTLEMENT
LIKED THE NEIGHBORHOOD

GOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT

OESIGN OF DWELLING; PLAN AND LAYOUT
NEAR FAMILY

BUILT NEW HOUSE

NEAR EMPLOYMENT

PROVIDES MORE SPACE

LIMITED CHOICE; NEEDED IMMEDIATELY
OTHER (SPECIFY)

-
=~ OVONOUNDWN —~

10. What is your current method of housing payment?

1 RENT

2 OWN <(WITH A MORTGAGE)
3 OWN (PAID FOR)

4 OTHER (SPECIFY)

11. What is the cost of your monthly rent or mortgage?

12. Approximately what percentage of your total! monthiy take-home
income is spent on rent or mortgage?

60% OR MORE
SOMEONE ELSE PAYS HOUSING COST FOR ME

1 LESS THAN 20%
2 204 - 29%

3 304 - 394

4 407 - 494

S S04 - 594

é

?
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13. How satisfied are you with your present dwelling?

VERY SATISFIED

SATISFIED

NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED
DISSATISFIED

VERY DISSATISFIED

AbWN~-

14. Do you intend to move within the next year?

1 NO
2 YES
3 MAYBE

15. 1f yes, give reason(s) for moving. <(circle as many as apply>

DISSATISFIED WITH NEIGHBORHOOD

DISSATISFIED WITH DWELLING

CHANGE OF EMPLOYMENT

MOVE CLOSER TO FAMILY

DWELLING IS TOO EXPENSIVE

DWELLING IS WRONG SIZ2E (circle either a or b}
a TOO LARGE
b TOO SMALL

PLAN TO BUY OR BUILD

IMPROVE LOCATION

CHANGE IN FAMILY STRUCTURE

NOT PHYSICALLY ABLE TO MAINTAIN DWELLING

OTHER (SPECIFY)

OUNDWN -

—~Oovw\

1
1

16. Would you recommend the type of dwelling in which you live to
other female-headed single-parent families looking for a dwelling to
rent or buy?

i NO
2 YES
3 UNSURE

17. How many children live in your household?

NONE

ONE

TWO

THREE

MORE THAN THREE

NDDBWN -

18. If there are children living with you, what are their ages?
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19. What is your age?

UNDER 25
25 - 29
30 - 34
35 - 40
OVER 40

AL WN -

20. 1f divorced, widowed, or separated, how many years have you been
divorced, widowed, or separated?

1 LESS THAN 1 YEAR
2 1-2 YEARS
3 3-4 YEARS
4 5-6 YEARS
S 7 OR MORE YEARS
21. Do any other adults live in your household?

1 NO
2 YES

22, What is your occupation?

please specify

23. How many hours per week are you employed?

1 NONE
2 LESS THAN 20
3 20 HOURS OR MORE

24. What level was the last year of school you completed?

LESS THAN 8TH GRADE
8TH GRADE

SOME HIGH SCHOOL
HIGH SCHOOL

SOME COLLEGE
COLLEGE DEGREE
GRADUATE WORK

NOADWN -

25. What is your ethnic origin?

-

WHITE
2 BLACK
3 OTHER
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Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your housing
needs as a single parent? 1If so, please use this space for that
purpose, ’

Also, any comments you wish to make that you think may help us in
future efforts to understand what single parents want and need in
housing will be appreciated, either here or in a separate letter,

Your contribution to this effort is greatly appreciated. If you
would like a summary of results, please print your name and address on
the back of the return envelope (NOT on this questionnaire). We will
see that you get it.
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COLLEGE OF HUMAN RESOURCES

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Blacksburg, Virginis 24061
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING, INTERIOR DESIGN AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (703) 961 -616%

November 25, 1983

Last week a questionnaire seeking your opinion about housing needs
and preferences of single parent households was mailed to you.

Your name was drawn in a random sample of single-parent households
in the Roanoke area.

1f you have already completed and returned it to us please accept
our sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. Because it has
been sent to only a small, but representative, sample of Roanoke
area residents it is extremely important that yours be included in

the study if the results are to accurately represent the opinions
of Roanoke area residents.

1f by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or it got
misplaced, please call me today (384-7399 between 5:00 and 10100
p-m.> and 1 will get another one in the mail) today.

Sincerely,

Sheivla Balllie
Project Director
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COLLEGE OF HUMAN RESOURCES

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING, INTERIOR DESIGN AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (703) 961-6163

December %, 1983

Name
Address
Address

About three weeks ago 1l wrote to you seeking your opinion on the
housing needs and preferences of single parent families. As of
today we have not yet received your completed questionnaire.

Our research unit has undertaken this study because of the belief
that the opinions of single parents should be taken into account in
the formation of public policy, counseling information, and design
plans for housing for single-parent families.

I am writing to you again because of the significance each
questionnaire has to the usefulness of this study. Your name was
drawn through a scientific sampling procese in which every single-
parent household in the Roanoke area had an equal chance of being
selected. This means that only about one out of every 300 people
in Roanoke area households are being asked to complete this
questionnaire. In order for the results of this study to be truly
representative of the opinions of all single parents in this area
it is essential that each person in the sample return her
questionnaire. As mentioned in our last letter, the questionnaire
from your household should be completed by an adult female.

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a
replacement is enclosed. Al)l replies will be kept strictly
confidential. Identification numbers are only used for mailing
purposes.

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

qudially,

Sheila Baillie
Project Director
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Housing-related Comments by Respondents

The back cover of the questionnaire was left blank
with a request that the space be used for any comments
the respondent would 1like to make regarding housing
needs of single parents. Of the respondents whose
questionnaires were used in the analysis, 57 (354
wrote comments on the back cover,

The most frequently mentioned problems were
affordability, privacy, safety, and the desire to own
their own home. Many comments were in regard to
children’s needs:

"1 found that in my search for housing children
were not welcomed, but yet you could have pets.
How sad that animals are accepted more than
innocent children."

‘We need a safe, clean neighborhood. 1 want my
Kids to be able to get outside and play——they
can’t here--it’s not safe. The schools here
are horrible."

"...a neighborhood where I don’t have to be
afraid to let my children out. A place where
they can play without playing in the street."

Affordability of housing parments, rent,

maintenance, and utilities were a major problem for

many women:
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“1 find it almost impossible to stretch my
earnings for up—Keep on my house; therefore it
is gradually decreasing in value. I prefer a
house of my own but I get depressed Knowing I
can”“t take care of it."

"1 think it is very unfair that single low-
income parents and children have to live in
apartments whether they want to or not, Jjust
because they can‘t afford to live in a house."

"I‘m now paying on two college l1oans and its
hard. 1 pay because I cannot afford for them
to garnish my check. Single parents have it
hard when they cannot get credit. I spend a
lot in the laundromat because my credit is not
good to get a washing machine."

"We have roaches real bad, and no insulation in
the walls, which means every year the pipes
freeze and busts so all three of us sleep in
one bedroom for at least three months.”

"1 am a single parent living in a housing
project. 1 have always worked just barely
makKing ends meet...If you get a raise your rent
goes up. You can’t ever move. There isn’t any
way to get ahead."

"My take home is considered poverty level so
when I go to apply for any type of social help,
they turn me down because they say I make too
much money and there again I receive no help
and I Keep on struggling. 1 think they should
help you especially if you’re trying to help
yourself.,"

"Affordable housing in a neighborhood where you
don‘’t need to fear for your life."

"Making enough money for housing costs requires
more than full time employment and does not
allow time for parenting children much less any
leisure time or time and/or money for further
education in order to make a job change."
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"The biggest problem...is maintenance and the
cost of repairs. It seems a man can have the
same workK done as a woman and get it at a less
cost. This also holds true for auto repairs.*
Many women expressed the need for a peaceful life
without social discrimination:
"1 want peace and quiet, mainly a good life for

me and my Kids."

Y. s:a house where they can raise their Kids
without interference from the neighbors.*

".esa problem of acceptance of single parents—-
especially single mothers, in a single dwelling
neighborhood."
Some comments showed the desperation that many
women felt for their situation:
"I find myself askKing what’s the use of
trying. 1 am hoping and praying that something
will come up to make life a little more
pleasant to live."
"I‘m in the middle going nowhere."
"] guess I sound obnoxious, I‘m just fed up!'"”
Additional comments mentioned child care, poor
housing management, lack of privacy, noisy neighbors,
insects, dogs, discrimination, space problems, lack of
amenities, need for public transit, parking problems,
vandalism, and the need for housing counseling. It was
apparent <from the comments that housing is a very

important, very emotional concern <for many single

mothers.



Appendix F

Analysis of Variance and Regression Analysis Tables

144



HYPOTHESIS 1
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- ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES

a. Housing Deficits by Type of Dwelling

Analysis of Variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F

Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Be tween groups i 2427 .44 2427.44 32.28 .0000

Within groups 153 11504.59 75.19%

Total 154 13932.03

Group means:

Group Count Mean

Single—-family 70 7.27

Multi-family 8% 15.22

Total 135 11.63
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b. Housing Deficits by Type of Multi-family Dwelling

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F

"Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Be tween groups 3 484.74 162.25 1.635 .187¢9

Within groups 78 7737 .65 99.20

Total 81 8224 .39

Group means:

Group Count Mean

Townhouse 11 13.09

Duplex 20 15.90

3 or 4 units B | 10.36

S or more units 40 17.30

Total 82 15.446
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€. Housing Deficits by Level of Multi-family Dwelling

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween groups 1 1.41 1.41 .0141 .9056
Within groups 78 7773.34 ?22.66
Total 79 7774.7%9

Group means:

Group Count Mean
First level 46 15.24
2nd or above 24 14.97

Total 80 15.13
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d. Housing Deficits by Age of Dwelling

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups q 356.4 ?1.36 1.01 .4042
Within groups 150 135466.6 90.44
Total 154 13932.0
Group means:
Group Count Mean
{5 years 12 8.33
5-10 years 21 12.67
11-20 years 42 13.48
>20 years 35 10.51
no idea 25 11.72
Total 155 11.63
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e. Housing Deficits by Length of Tenancy

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F

Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 1139.5 379.84 4.48 .0048

Within groups 151 12792.5 84.72

Total 154 13932.0

Group means!

Group Count Mean

{{ year 22 6.64

1-3 years 41 13.93

4-4 years 48 13.73

>é years 44 ?.70

Total 155 11.43
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f. Housing Deficits by Marital Dwelling

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups 1 243.3 243.30 3.133 .0793
Within groups 117 ?086.9 ?77.67
Total 118 9330.2
Group means:
Group Count Mean
Not same unit 21 11.12
Same unit 28 72.73
Total 119 10.33
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9. Housing Deficits by Method of Payment

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups i 1053.2 1053.2 12.6 .0005
Within groups 145 12098.8 83.4
Total 1446 13152.0
Group means:
Group Count Mean
Rent - 104 13.70
Mor tgage 43 7.84
Total 147 12.00




172

h. Housing Deficits by Amount Spent on Rent or Mortgage

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups b= 1399.6 279.93 3.48 .0054
Within groups 140 11268.3 80.4%
Total 145 12667.9

Group means:

Group Count Mean
<{$100 25 12.96
£100-199 42 15.52
$200-299 43 10.95
$300-399 15 10.27
$400-499 14 7.36
4500 or more 7 3.86

Total 146 11.86
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i. Housing Deficits by Percentage of Income Spent
on Rent or Mortgage

Analysis of variance:

Sodrce D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups é 255.3 42.35 4753 .8258
Within groups 139 12443.7 89.52
Total 145 12699.0

Group means:

Group Count Mean
{20« 15 ?.00
20-29% 34 12.38
30-39%4 40 13.18
40-49% 20 11.80
S0-594 7 11.86
407 or more 12 12.75
don‘t pay 18 10.28

Total 146 11.92
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Jeo Housing Deficits by Dwelling Satisfaction

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups 4 4937 .3 123%.3 20.08 .goc0oO
Within groups 153 ?444.46 é61.7
Total 157 14401.9

Group means:

Group Count Me an
Very sat. 23 3.78
Satisfied 54 8.04
Nei ther 39 12.62
Dissatisfied 25 18.72
Very dis. 17 21.18

Total 158 11.65
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K. Housing Deficits by Intention to Move

Analysis of variance:

Source b.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups 2 24352.5 1226.3 15.47 .0000
Within groups 157 12283.9 78.2
Total 159 14736.4
Group means:
Group Count Me an
No 77 7.86
Yes 32 13.53
Maybe 51 16.57
Total 160 11.77
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1. Housing Deficits by Recommendation of Dwelling Type

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Me an F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 2529.2 1264.6 16.26 .0000
Within groups 157 12207.2 77.8
Total 159 14736.4
Group means:
Group Count Mean
No 33 17.79
Yes 100 8.73
Unsure 27 15.67
Total 160 11.77




177

HYPOTHESIS 2 - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES

a. Neighborhood Deficits by Dwelling Type

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups i 40.02 40.02 2.34 .1283
Within groups 153 2617.88 17.11
Total 154 24657.%90

Group means:

Groups Count Mean
Single—-family 70 S5.01
Multi-family 85 6,04

Total 155 5.57
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b. Neighborhood Deficits by Type of Multi-family

Dwelling

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Be tween Groups 3 30.1 10.02 9063 .6791
Within groups 78 1543.5 19.79
Total 1 1573.6
Group means:

Groups Count Mean
Townhouse 11 6.27
Duplex 20 6.95
3 -4 units i1 5.00
S or more units 40 S5.88
Total 82 6.07
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c. Neighborhood Deficits by Location

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups 4 . 107.8 26.96 1.62 .1734
Within groups 1446 2436.3 16.69
Total 150 2544.1

Group means:

Group Count Mean
Rural 20 5.35

- Small town 11 é6.95
Town 15 3.27
Suburbs 54 5.84
City 49 6.10

Total 151 5.66
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d., Neighborhood Deficits by Age of Dwelling

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups 49 80.4 20.10 1.17 « 3264
Within groups 150 2577.5 17.18
Total 154 2657.9

Group means:

Group Count Mean
{3 years 12 95.58
S5-10 years 21 7.05
11-20 years 42 S5.995
>20 years 55 5.07
no idea 25 4.80

Total 155 5.97
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e. Neighborhood Deficits by Method of Payment

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Me an F -F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Be tween Groups i 8.98 8.982 .93324 .44648
Within groups 145 2446.2 16.870
Total ‘ 146 2455.2
Group means:

Group Count Mean
Rent 104 5.40
Mor tgage 43 4$.14
Total 147 5.76
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f. Neighborhood Deficits by Amount Spent on Rent or
Mor tgage

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Me an F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups S 55.8 11.15 .704 6215
Within groups 140 2218.4 15.85
Total 145 2274.2

Group means:

Group Count Mean
<$100 25 S.249
$100-199% 42 6.19
$200-299 43 5.12
$300-399 15 6.47
$400-4%9 14 5.21
€500 or more Y4 4.14

Total 146 5.55
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9. Neighborhood Deficits by Percentage of Income

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups é 52.89% 8.814 95069 .8023
Within groups 139 2417.0 17.389
Total 145 2449.9

Group means:

Group Count Mean
{207 15 4.47
20-29% 34 6.38
30-39%4 40 5.88
40-49% 20 5.70
50-59% 7 6.00
407 or more 12 5.92
don’t pay _i8 4.89

Total 146 5.71
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h. Neighborhood Deficits by Intention to Move

Analysis of variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Me an F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups 2 216.1 108.04 6.64 .0017
Within groups 157 2555.0 16.27
Total 159 2771.1
Group means:
Group Count Mean
No 77 4,57
Yes 32 5.88
Maybe St 72.22
Total 160 5.68
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HYPOTHESIS 3 - LINEAR REGRESSION ANALYSIS
Psychological Stress by Housing Deficits

Multiple R . 29989
R square .089%1
Adjusted R sq. .08384
Standard error 4.38839

Analysis of Variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Regression 1 285.4 285.38 14,82 .0002
Residual 150 2888.7 19.26

Variables in the equation:

Variable b SE b BETA t Sig t

Heg deficits .1409 0366 .2998 3.85 .0002
(constant) 5.1254 0626 ?.11 .0000
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HYPOTHESIS 4 - LINEAR REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Psychological Stress by Neighborhood Deficits

Multiple R .27804
R square .07731
Adjusted R sq. .0711¢4
Standard error 4,41867

Analysis of Variance:

Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Regression 1 245.4 245.38 12.57 .0005
Residual 150 2928.7 19.52

Variables in the equation:

Variable b SE b BETA t Sig t

Ne i ghborhood
deficits .3045 .0859 . 2780 3.55 .0005
(constant) 5.0378 .6134 8.21 .0000
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