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Abstract

This study tested a model which predicted the relationship between

underemployment and depressive affect as moderated by coping styles. A randomly

selected community sample of 574 young adults completed a self-report employment

status measure, the Underemployment Scale, the Center for Epidemiological Study

Depression Scale, and the Coping^Stralegy Indicator. The interaction model was

supported for men only. Results indicated that significant interactions between Perceived

Job Requirements Underemployment by avoidance copings and Subjective

Underemployment by avoidance coping predicted depressive affect for men. Further, the

same results were found even after controlling for prior depressive affect. UsingJhe^ self-

report employment status measure revealed significant group differences between

unemployed and underemployed men. Underemployed men who utilized more support

seeking coping strategies reported higher depressive affect than unemployed men. The

interaction model was not supported for women even though women have consistently

reported higher depressive affect rates. These results have implications for

underemployment and depressive affect research and practical implications for assisting

men who feel subjectively underemployed and need to find an appropriate strategy to cope

with the situation.
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Introduction

There were three purposes of this study. The first was to develop a more

adequate, multi-dimensional conceptualization ofunderemployment and to measure it.

The second aim of this cross-sectional research was to examine the relationship between

underemployment and depressive affect. The final aim of this investigation was to explore

the moderating effect of different coping styles on the underemployment and depressive

affect relationship. It was anticipated that a general understanding would emerge with

regard to the effects ofunderemployment on the individual at the young adult stage of life.

The next section briefly discusses some basic concepts of employment and work.

Basic Concepts ofEmployment and Work

Work has been defined as the exchange of a specific service in return for a wage or

salary. This broad definition has been refined through the emergence of similar terms that

are used to describe the process ofwork which includes employment, occupation, job, and

vocation. The presence of multiple terms for the same concept can be considered an

indication that 'work' is and has been studied in several disciplines with the terminology

adjusted accordingly for each discipline. Although sociologists, economists and

psychologists have all been interested in the area of employment and each has added to the

general understanding ofthe concept, a basic definition ofthe term has emerged. Work is

the "physical or mental effort directed towards doing or making something" (Hanks, et al.,

1989, p. 1507). Most studies have focused upon work that is undertaken for economic

reasons while excluding unpaid work like volunteer work, house work, and homework. In

this study, the importance ofwork that is performed for economic reasons will be

1





examined.

Occupational position and status are a major part of an individual's life. They

symbolize economic achievement and accomplishment, depending on the level of prestige

of a particular occupation. In addition, work is an important component of one's identity

and, it provides financial security for the present and future. Warr (1982), identified six

benefits of paid employment which included, "the provision ofmoney, activity, variety,

temporal structure, social contacts, and a status and identity within society's institutions

and networks" (p. 7). The importance ofthese benefits should not be underestimated.

First, earning an income ensures financial stability and can alleviate stress associated with

receiving very little income. Second, work allows individuals to use their mental energy

to express their ideas and creativity. Third, the individual may be able to learn and use a

wide variety of technical equipment present in the workplace. Fourth, the structure of the

work week enables individuals to organize their time accordingly between work and

leisure activities. Warr (1982), also acknowledged the increased opportunity for social

interaction in the workplace. The structure ofmany organizations enables social

interaction among employees which provides the opportunity to tap into social support

networks otherwise not available. Finally, workers may acquire personal identity and

status within the organization with which they can identify and incorporate into their self-

concept (Warr, 1982).

The positive influences discussed above must not overshadow the negative

influences that are also associated with employment. Research has indicated that jobs that

are tedious and repetitive may discourage motivation to be productive and may increase
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levels ofjob dissatisfaction (Warr, 1982). Other negative consequences of employment

which have been identified include having a heavy workload, bad working conditions,

unclear job descriptions regarding work role, and interpersonal problems with coworkers

(Warr, 1982). The literature on 'occupational stress' addresses these issues.

Although employment studies have addressed the benefits and consequences of

employment, many psychologists, sociologists, and economists have directed their efforts

to examining the effects ofunemployment. The unemployment rate has been identified as

a global indicator ofproblems that exist on a societal and/or economic level.

Governments have used the unemployment rate as a method of determining the strength of

the nation's economy at certain points in time. High unemployment rates indicate the need

for economic reform. Furthermore, high rates ofunemployment appear to be indicative of

the possibility that people are experiencing financial, familial, relationship and

psychological problems. Studies have found unemployment to be related to lower levels

of self-satisfaction (Stokes & Cochrane, 1984) and increases in levels of distress,

depression, and anxiety (Kessler, Turner & House, 1988). Thus, numerous studies have

shown that unemployment tends to produce negative effects for individuals (Warr &

Jackson, 1985; Linn, Sadifer & Stein, 1985; Warr, Jackson & Banks, 1988).

Other individuals may be satisfactorily employed in terms of the level ofwork,

responsibility, training, and salary. These individuals find their jobs personally fulfilling in

that they are able to use their skills and the education that they have acquired. If a

continuum were used to conceptualize the employment experience, at one end would be

those individuals who are satisfactorily employed with regard to work load, responsibility,
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training, and salary level, and at the opposite end of the continuum would be those who

are involuntarily unemployed. The center of the continuum could be considered the area

in which underemployed individuals would fall (Dooley & Prause, 1998). For these

individuals, there are particular aspects of their jobs that they find unsatisfactory like

salary, level of responsibility, and training opportunities.

A consensus on how to define underemployment has not emerged. Several

disciplines have examined different aspects ofunderemployment and for this reason,

sociology, psychology, and economics all have different ideas ofwhat it is. For example,

the field of economics tends to focus on objective indicators ofunderemployment

including income and educational level. In contrast, psychology's definitions of

underemployment considers the subjective experience including an individual's

perceptions and emotions. The second problem preventing a precise definition of

underemployment is the fact that researchers in a variety of disciplines have had

tremendous difficulty measuring underemployment in the population. Concepts that

cannot be easily measured seem also to be unpopular and researchers tend to lose interest

in exploring these areas. Finally, the last problem relates to whether underemployment

should be considered a unidimensional concept or a multidimensional concept. To sort

out some of these problems, research from psychology, sociology, and economics was

explored and what follows is a detailed discussion of the manner in which researchers have

conceptualized underemployment and the measurement strategies used. In particular,

attention will be directed towards the subjective experience ofunderemployment and the

various subjective indicators that have been designed to measure it.





5

One approach to understanding the various aspects ofunderemployment would be

to interpret the actual word itself. "Under - employment" could refer to being employed

below a certain standard. This standard may be related to a certain income level, level of

education, or level of skill match between the individual and that required by the job.

Economists, for example, use level ofincome as the standard ofunderemployment. Level

of income is related directly to level of education completed. If the financial rate of return

for a particular level of schooling falls below the expected level, the individual would be

considered underemployed, or overeducated (Rumberger, 1981). The term overeducation

has been used synonymously with the term underemployment in the disciplines of

economics and sociology.

In sociology, researchers have tended to focus on the mismatch between an

individual's level of education and the general skill requirements of a particular job. The

tool used most often is the General Educational Development (GED) Scale which ranges

from levels 1 through 7 (Rumberger, 1979). This approach focuses on establishing the

general skill level required for a particular job and the level of education necessary.

Underemployment would occur if the individual had more education than was required for

the job. Educationally inappropriate employment in this instance was mainly considered a

problem for individuals with higher education like college or university since post-

secondary education was considered to be preparation for professional careers (Richards,

1984). As job markets changed, college and university graduates were finding more and

more that professional careers were reality for a minority of graduates and that a growing

number were underemployed. Mismatch between educational level and general skill level
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of a particular occupation was one method in which to capture the experience.

The aforementioned working definitions ofunderemployment are unidimensional,

in that only one of a set of relevant aspects is considered. Each examines a single aspect

of a concept that should be considered as being composed of several different elements.

In contrast, Clogg and Sullivan (1983) conceptualized underemployment as a set of

indicators including working part-time involuntarily, receiving low income, mismatch

between educational attainment and job requirements, and being unemployed. A more

detailed discussion will follow but the crucial consideration is that underemployment

should be considered a multidimensional concept.

The above conceptualizations ofunderemployment focus on the objective

measurement ofunderemployment. The individual's subjective experience of the

employment situation was not considered. Alternatively, perceptions of being

underemployed could be another approach to conceptualizing underemployment.

Regardless ofwhether one's educational level exceeds the requirements of the job or

whether level of income falls below the standard for that occupation, ifthe individual does

not perceive the situation as underemployment then should this individual be classified as

underemployed? For instance, in a difficult job market, individuals may feel grateful for

having a job despite being qualified for better. Thus, underemployment could also be

conceptualized as a purely subjective experience that cannot be directly gauged from

objective markers. The strengths and weaknesses of objective and subjective indicators

will be discussed with a particular focus on the subjective measurement of

underemployment. Before conceptualizing the variables in the study it is important to
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introduce the model being used.

Introduction to the Model

This research is based on a model that investigates the relationship between

underemployment, depressive affect, and three coping styles which include avoidance

coping, problem-solving coping, and support seeking coping. According to this model,

underemployment is believed to be a significant predictor of depressive affect. The more

underemployed an individual feels the higher the level of depressive affect expected. The

model attempts to explain why this relationship exists by indicating that coping styles

moderate the underemployment and depressive affect relationship.

Also in this model, underemployment is conceptualized as a multi-dimensional

construct. Three subscales were created to capture the underemployment experience

which include the Person-Job Mismatch subscale, the Subjective Underemployment

subscale, and the Perceived Job Requirements subscale (Kambouris & Sadava, 1997).

Person-Job Mismatch involves evaluating whether the job provides opportunities to use

one's education and skills on the job and to learn new things. Subjective

Underemployment involves the individual expressing the need to take on more

responsibility on the job, and working full-time instead of part-time hours. In essence, this

subscale directly relates to the feeling of having the motivation and confidence to

contribute more to one's job but not being given the opportunity to do so. Finally, the

Perceived Job Requirements subscale evaluates perceptions ofwhat level of education and

training is believed to be necessary to perform adequately at a particular job, and what

skills and education individuals perceive they have for that job. Together the three



.
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subscales provide an understanding ofunderemployment that includes the desire for more

responsibility, more hours, opportunities for more training and learning while on the job,

and the opportunity to use one's education and skills.

The model predicts that underemployment is related to depressive affect.

Depressive affect is conceptualized as symptoms that include "depressed mood, feelings of

guilt and worthlessness, feelings of helplessness and hopelessness, loss of appetite, and

sleep disturbances" (RadlofF, 1977, p. 3 86). Literature that suggests a relationship

between underemployment and depressive affect is extremely limited in that only two

other studies have examined this relationship. A study by Beiser, Johnson and Turner

(1993) investigated the effects ofunderemployment and depressive affect on the mental

health of Southern Asian refugees coming to Canada. Although Beiser et al. (1993), did

not find underemployment to increase the risk of depression for the refugees, the results

are not generalizable because the sample consisted of a group of refugees who had to deal

with several challenges as they settled into the Canadian way of living. Possible challenges

include learning a new language, finding a place to live, and finding adequate medical care.

A second study by Winefield, Winefield, Tiggemann, and Goldney (1991), found

that differences in employment status were related to differences in psychological well-

being. The four groups in this study consisted ofthose who were satisfactorily employed,

underemployed, unemployed, and students. Findings suggest the individuals who were

classified as satisfactorily employed and students reported less depressive affect, higher

self-esteem, and less negative mood than individuals who were unemployed and

underemployed (Winefield et al., 1991).
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As a result of such limited research in the area ofunderemployment and depressive

affect, the model provides a rationale for why this relationship should exist. Jobs which do

not match the aspirations and expectations of individuals, and which do not make use of

the individual's potential have been found to be psychologically distressing (Cassidy,

1994). An individual may interpret the current job situation as a direct reflection of

personal worth and may feel entirely responsible for being underemployed. Thus, feeling

depressed may be the result.

The model also predicts that the relationship between underemployment and

depressive affect is moderated by an individual's coping style. The three coping styles,

support seeking coping, avoidance coping, and problem-solving coping are expected to

influence the relationship between underemployment and depressive affect. In particular,

an underemployed individual who predominantly uses avoidance strategies to cope, is

expected to report higher depressive affect than individuals who report using the other

two coping strategies. In contrast, ifan underemployed individual reports using a greater

number of problem-solving coping strategies, that person is less likely to report

depressive affect than one who reports using very few problem-solving strategies. Finally,

underemployed individuals who report using a greater number of support seeking coping

strategies are expected to report less depressive affect. This latter prediction is related to

evidence in the social support literature that indicates that support seeking coping

strategies are predicted to buffer the effects ofunderemployment for the individual.

The three coping strategies used in this study have been widely discussed in the

literature and have been found to he related to one' s adjustment and maladjustment to
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stressful situations. Support seeking coping generally uses one's social relationships to

buffer stress. Problem-solving coping strategies involve taking a direct approach to deal

with a situation, and avoidance coping involves ignoring or distracting attention away

from a situation. Such strategies include daydreaming, occupying one's time with

alternative activities, and pretending that the problem or situation does not exist. With

regard to depressive affect, it has been argued that certain coping strategies tend to be

related to higher reported depressive affect. Depressed individuals tend to use more

avoidance coping strategies and less problem-solving coping than individuals who are not

depressed (Zeidner & Saklofske, 1996).

There are several aspects of the model that are distinct from previous research.

First, the literature on underemployment is rather limited partly because of the lack of

consensus in conceptualizing the concept. Thus, this research focused on the

measurement and conceptualization ofunderemployment. Second, most research has used

a uni-dimensional measure to capture underemployment in the general population

(Rumberger, 1979; Burris, 1983; Zvonkovic, 1988). The model used in this study

includes a multi-dimensional underemployment scale which was developed to measure the

various aspects ofunderemployment. Third, there are only two existing studies in the

literature that explore the relationship between depressive affect and underemployment

(Beiser et al., 1993; Winefield et al., 1991). Although several studies indicate that further

research should examine this relationship, few studies have done so. Finally, the use of

coping styles as a moderator variable in which interactions are expected has not been

directly examined in regard to underemployment and depressive affect.
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In summary, in this research, underemployment is conceptualized as a multi-

dimensional construct which is proposed to predict depressive affect. The model also

suggests that coping style functions as a moderator variable which affects the relationship

between underemployment and depressive affect. The following section presents a review

of the literature in which each of the key variables used in the model, underemployment,

depressive affect, and coping styles will be defined and then the links between these

variables discussed. Further, the specific hypotheses to be tested in this study will be

presented.

Conceptualizating Key Variables in the Model

I. Underemployment: The Objective Approach

Two different types of indicators, objective and subjective, exist to measure

underemployment. The objective approach compares the employee's background with the

stated qualifications and requirements for a particular job including education, income,

training, hours worked per week, and salary. Each objective indicator measures various

aspects of a particular job that enables researchers to compare different individuals on the

same variables. A critique of existing objective and subjective underemployment measures

follows which examines the various ways underemployment has been conceptualized and

the different instruments used to measure underemployment.

Utilization of Educational Skills fRumberger. 1979)

Rumberger (1979) conducted a cross-sectional study to investigate whether,

relative to high school graduates, the economic position of college graduates had

deteriorated between 1969 and 1975. Deterioration of the college graduate's economic
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position was determined through two factors: the comparison of the individual's relative

earnings during the two years under investigation, and the discrepancy between

occupational position and the degree of skill utilization on the job. When relative earnings

was used as the measure of economic position, college graduates were not expected to

experience a deterioration (Rumberger, 1979). When economic position was measured by

use of educational skills on the job, the position of college graduates was expected to

worsen (Rumberger, 1979). Unfortunately, the use of relative earnings as a measure of

economic position was limited in that it failed to incorporate any periodic fluctuations

occurring in the labour market which may have affected earnings. During times of high

demand, earnings for college graduates tend to be high, and during times of low demand

the wages tend to be lower. A measure that fails to incorporate cyclical fluctuations

portrays an inaccurate picture of the labour market. The second hypothesis measured

economic position through the analysis of existing discrepancies between educational

attainments ofthe individual and the skill requirements ofthe job (Rumberger, 1979). The

method used to test the discrepancies between educational attainment of the individual and

the skills required for the job captured one of the earlier attempts to measuring

underemployment.

To determine the skill requirements for each occupation that participants held in

both 1969 and 1975 survey groups, Rumberger adopted a procedure used in the April

1971 Current Population Survey (CPS) to assign a code for all occupations present in

both surveys. A code from the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT) was also

assigned for each occupation. The DOT code indicated the skill requirements for a
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particular job. From the DOT code a corresponding level from the General Education

Development (GED) scale would be assigned. By cross-tabulating the occupation code

from the CPS and the GED level generated from the DOT, Rumberger was able to

determine the probability of holding a job with a certain GED level given the individual's

CPS occupation code (Rumberger, 1979). Next, Rumberger (1979), devised a series of

equations to determine the individual's level of overeducation.

The results of the study indicated that the economic position of college graduates

did not decline when relative earnings was used as the method of comparison between the

1969 and J 975 sample groups. In contrast, overeducation, as measured by the

discrepancy between the skill requirements of the job and the education of the individual,

was evident for college graduates. In summary, the results indicated that when the

economic position of college graduates in 1976 compared to 1969 were evaluated with

regards to relative earnings, it appeared that their position did not deteriorate. When the

measure of overeducation was used as the method of comparison than college graduates

from 1976 appeared to be more overeducated then their 1969 counterparts and their

economic position was considered to have declined.

Unfortunately, the overeducation measure used in the study was not without

limitations. The first concern with the overeducation measure involved the failure to

account for changes in job skill requirements over time (Rumberger, 1979). Skill

requirements may increase or decrease depending on the occupation and degree of

technological advancement incorporated into the occupation. Thus, some sort of

mechanism for incorporating changes in skill requirements should be considered in
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research on this issue. Rumberger (1979) has commented on this concern and has argued

that change in skill requirements of an occupation during the time frame of his study

would tend to be statistically nonsignificant and would not have influenced the results.

However, with the current rapid rate of technological advancement and increasing

numbers of people pursuing higher education, the changing demands of a particular

occupation should be considered to avoid under or over reporting underemployment in the

1990's. For example, librarians today need skills in data management and information

retrieval from data bases, skills which were virtually unknown twenty years ago.

A second limitation ofRumberger' s measure of overeducation involved individuals

who were classified into the lowest educational category, or who possessed a level of

education that was less than what was required for that occupation. In essence, these

individuals were "undereducated" because their jobs required more education than they

had completed (Rumberger, 1979). It is unlikely that Rumberger' s equation could

adequately capture the experience of these individuals because he did not include job

experience in the equations.

A third concern with Rumberger' s approach to the measurement of overeducation

involves the lack of regard for the subjective experience of the individual in assessing

overeducation. An individual's perception about the employment experience may not

coincide with the results obtained using the overeducation equation. An individual may

not feel overeducated when the equation indicates otherwise, or vice versa.

Finally, the study focused on men and excluded women from the analysis. Women

may follow different patterns with regard to the education they receive and the specific
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type ofjobs they tend to occupy. Both of these factors may contribute to different rates of

overeducation for men and women and research must consider the female experience.

Rumberger's objective approach to the measurement of overeducation demonstrated the

problem with using a uni-dimensional measure which failed to adequately explain a multi-

dimensional construct.

Measurement of Overeducation (Burris. 1983)

As noted above, Rumberger (1979) was interested in the economic position of

college graduates as assessed through relative earnings and overeducation. Burris (1983)

examined {he effect of overeducation on a variety ofworker attitudes including job

satisfaction, political alienation, political leftism, and stratification ideology. What was of

interest was the manner in which Burris (1983) defined, measured, and was able to

approximate the prevalence ofunderemployment in the U.S. labour force. Burris (1983),

operationalized overeducation as "a discrepancy between the education of the individual

and the amount of education necessary for that particular occupation" (p. 454).

Therefore, individuals would be considered overeducated if their completed level of

education exceeded the General Education Development score (GED), for that particular

occupation.

Burris (1983) used a sample of 1534 participants taken from a United States

National Survey Sample conducted in 1977-78, all ofwhom were employed on a full-time

basis. The General Educational Development scale was once again used to measure

overeducation as it was considered to be a direct approach to estimating the skill

requirements of a job independent from the educational achievements of the worker
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(Bums, 1983). To determine the GED level of skill requirements for a particular job, an

average GED score was calculated for each occupational group and the skill requirement

scores were then translated into the educational equivalent in years of school. Differences

between the Rumberger (1979) and Burris (1983) GED scores were evident since

different calculations were used to translate GED scores into educational requirements.

An individual in one study which used the GED measure, could be considered

overeducated for their occupation and in another study which applied a slightly different

GED classification of years may not be considered overeducated. This discrepancy

emphasizes the need for standardized calculation ofGED levels across studies employing

this measure. Regardless of this limitation some interesting results were generated from

the study.

According to Burris, in 1977-78 approximately 21.7% of full-time workers were

overeducated for their current positions and most ofthese individuals were not college

graduates but participants who were in the middle levels of educational attainment (Burris,

1983). For participants who had 13-15 years of education, 37.7% were in occupations

that did not require more than a high school education, and 30.9% of participants with 16

years of education were in occupations that did not require a college degree (Burris,

1983). Therefore, it was not the college graduates who experienced the highest levels of

overeducation but high school graduates who, according to the GED, were in occupations

requiring less education than they possessed. High rates of overeducation were similarly

evident for individuals with one or more years of graduate training who tended to hold

occupations that did not require specialized training beyond a college degree (Burris,
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1983). This last finding may be related to the fewer job openings available for those with

graduate training which force individuals to accept employment in occupations which fail

to be commensurate with their education.

Gender differences were reported for the overall rate of overeducation with 22.7%

ofmen experiencing overeducation and 20.1% ofwomen (Burris, 1983). Several

possibilities may exist for these gender differences. Burris (1983) suggested that female

high school graduates tended to be employed in low-level white collar jobs that used skills

taught in high school. On the other hand, male high school graduates had a higher

tendency to be employed in unskilled, or semi-skilled occupations that did not use the

skills learned in high school (Burris, 1983). Differences between men and women also

existed at the college level with higher levels of overeducation for men having a Bachelor

of Arts degree. Burris (1983), related this to higher rates of access to managerial

positions for men which, although these positions were high in prestige, did not

necessarily use the special skills acquired in college. Female college graduates were

found to be employed in occupations that mandated a specific educational level before

being hired. Such positions included social work, teaching, and several health related

fields which had strict educational requirements for all entering into the occupation

(Burris, 1983). A college education was the only educational level in which men had

higher rates of overeducation. For all other educational levels women reported higher

rates of overeducation than men (Burris, 1983).

Finally, the data indicated age differences in rates of overeducation when the GED

was used as the only measure of overeducation. Younger workers were more likely to be
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overeducated than older workers. The data showed that 27.4% ofworkers age 35 and

under were overeducated compared to 16.3% ofworkers over the age of 35 (Burris,

1983). The difference between the age groups may be a reflection of the fact that young

workers tended to be employed in jobs that were on the lower end of the career ladder

before they were able to move up in their occupation. Similarly, the tendency for younger

workers to be at the lower end of the career ladder coincided with a higher rate of

overeducation for this age group. Age differences were found for all levels of educational

attainment with the smallest difference between the two age groups for individuals who

had 16 years of schooling. This finding contradicted the common notion that the rise in

the rates of overeducation coincided with the rise in the number of college graduates

(Burris, 1983). The results suggested that the trend towards overeducation does not

occur because ofthe increase in the number of individuals attending college but was more

the result of college graduates being unable to find occupations that used the skills they

had acquired in college (Burris, 1983). The same can be said for individuals who pursued

graduate training because in many instances, the rate of occupational return was fairly low

when the educational level of graduate students was considered.

The results presented above illustrate the existence of overeducation but some

reservations remain with using the GED as the single measure of overeducation. Some of

the same limitations discussed with Rumberger (1979) also pertain to Burris (1983) but a

few additional problems require discussion. First, a single measure item was inadequate

for measuring a multi-dimensional construct. Overeducation was only one indicator of

underemployment and more than likely other underemployment indicators will also be
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present for the individual. In addition, the GED presented an estimated level of skill

requirements necessary for an occupation and compared it to the individual's educational

attainment to determine overeducation. As was demonstrated in the comparison ofGED

levels in the Burris (1983) and Rumberger (1979) studies, different GED calculations lead

to different rates of overeducation. To avoid this problem, it would be useful to use

standardized GED levels in calculating overeducation.

A second limitation ofusing the GED was the assumption that an average GED

score could be assigned to each occupational category, despite considerable variance

within an occupation. For example, a high school guidance counselor and an addiction

counselor are both considered counselors but each deals with different populations. An

addiction counselor may spend more years in school but the GED is unable to distinguish

between differences in skill requirements within the counseling occupation. Thus,

educational requirements may be different within an occupation but the same GED score

would be given to all participants in that occupational category (Burris, 1983).

Therefore, the GED must, in some manner, take into account the variance within

occupations.

Third, the GED failed to acknowledge the link between occupations. Certain jobs

are stepping stones to higher skill and higher prestige occupations. In order to succeed,

some time must be spent in these lower skilled jobs. Individuals may not feel

overeducated if they believe that being in a lower skilled position is part of the job process

that everyone goes through and things will change in time. In addition, and probably the

most serious concern regarding the use of the GED to measure overeducation, was the
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failure to incorporate subjective evaluations of the employment situation. Whether

individuals considered themselves to be overeducated or not depends less on the objective

measure of skill requirements of the job and educational level of the individual and more

on a person's perception ofthe employment situation. Certain individuals may fail to

experience any negative consequences of overeducation even though objectively they

possess more education than is necessary for an occupation. Others may have the

required education but may feel underemployed because their personal aspirations and

expectations are not satisfied in their job. This emphasizes the point that the GED is not

the best possible method to explore underemployment because an individual's skills may

be underutilized objectively but the individual may fail to experience any dissonance in the

employment situation.

Further, the GED failed to deal effectively with individuals who had less education

than was required by the job but who felt overeducated because ofthe education that they

had received through work experience. These individuals would not be objectively

overeducated and the GED would fail to categorize them as such. The repercussions of

this are that the rate of overeducation would be underestimated because it failed to

consider education or training and skills acquired on the job. The above discussion of

some ofthe limitations ofusing the General Educational Development (GED) scale

highlight the need to depart from a single item measure to a multi-dimensional

measurement approach to underemployment and the Labor Utilization Framework was

designed with this purpose in mind.
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The Labor Utilization Framework fClogg & Sullivan. 1983)

The conceptual basis behind the Labor Utilization Framework (LUF) was founded

on the notion that 'underemployment' presented itself as a small set of symptoms that

included several conditions such as involuntary part-time work, working poverty,

mismatch between educational attainment and employment requirements, and

discouragement (Clogg & Sullivan, 1983). The LUF framework was applied to data from

the U.S. Current Population Survey which covered a period of twelve-years (1969-1980).

A detailed outline of the framework will be discussed in conjunction with some of the

limitations and implications of the Labor Utilization Framework.

The LUF was comprised of six distinct categories that were created to analyze the

employment experience. Four components dealt directly with various aspects of

underemployment. The remaining components categorized individuals who were

adequately employed, and those who were not currently members of the work force. The

framework was hierarchically ordered and classified workers into mutually exclusive

categories treating the different forms ofunderemployment in order of severity with the

most severe form being "subunemployment".

The first category was termed subunemployment (S), and referred to the

'discouraged worker'. 'Discouraged workers' were individuals who were not currently

employed and who had been unable to find work in the past year. Also, individuals who

had been employed for only part of the year for various reasons were placed in this

category. These individuals, for some reason, had stopped actively looking for work. The

second category referred to unemployment (U). Individuals who were available to work
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and had participated in job seeking activity within the last month, and individuals who

were waiting to be called back to a job from which they had been laid offwere included in

this category, as were individuals who anticipated starting a job in the next 30 days. This

category was identical to the standard unemployment category used in general

unemployment research. The third category was related to hours ofwork (H). This

category included individuals who were employed part-time because full-time work was

unavailable, or individuals who worked part-time because of economic reasons such as

material shortages, repairs to plant equipment, termination, or start of a new job (Clogg &

Sullivan, 1983). A work week of less than 35 hours was classified as part-time, and this

standard was adapted by the LUF, the criterion also used by the U.S. Census Bureau to

indicate part-time employment.

The fourth category was the low income category (I) which measured the

"prevalence ofwork that does not produce adequate income for the individual worker"

(Clogg & Sullivan, 1983, p. 121). This category was concerned with an individual's work

related income and not with any social subsidies or other income that the individual may

have been receiving. Each individual's work related income was calculated for the

previous year because this was the only income information contained in the survey. Each

individual's income was compared to a "normative weekly wage which was equal to 1 .25

times the Poverty Threshold for an urban male worker under the age of 65" (Clogg,

Sullivan & Mutchler, 1986, p. 377). Any income figure below the Poverty Threshold

would classify full-time workers in this category (Clogg & Sullivan, 1983).

The fifth category was termed mismatch (M), because the primary concern ofthe
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category referred to possessing more education than the occupation required (Clogg &

Sullivan, 1983). The mean number of educational years required for each occupation was

calculated. Individuals were considered to be mismatched if they possessed the mean

number of years of education plus one standard deviation (Clogg & Sullivan, 1983). The

mean number ofyears of education for each particular occupation was calculated in 1970

and this figure was used as a benchmark figure for each ofthe succeeding twelve years to

ensure reliability of measurement.

The final component was the adequate employment category (A) which indicated

the absence ofunderemployment. Any individual who failed to experience any of the five

preceding conditions would be adequately employed according to the LUF. Clogg and

Sullivan (1983), considered the S, U, H, and I categories to be forms of economic

underemployment and the M category to be distinct because although changes in the

economy may affect the magnitude and composition of each of the four economic

underemployment categories at any given point in time, theM category is not as closely

connected to economic fluctuations.

The results ofthe study shed some light on the prevalence ofunderemployment

between 1969 and 1980. The proportion of individuals who were adequately employed

declined from 77.0% in 1969 to 67.4% in 1980 (Clogg & Sullivan, 1983). The most

noticeable trend was found for the mismatch category which increased from 7.8% in 1969

to 14.2% in 1980 (Clogg & Sullivan, 1983). This seemed to indicate that there was an

increase in the number of individuals with more education than required for the job relative

to the number ofjobs available for these individuals. When examining trends by sex, it
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appeared that for the years ofthe study, the ratio of female to male rates remained stable,

with the mismatch rate for females remaining at sixty percent the level ofmales (Clogg &

Sullivan, 1983). Even though the composition of the labour force was changing with the

inclusion ofmore women, the sex-underemployment relationship remained constant over

the period of the study between 1969-1980.

Trends by age determined that the rate ofmismatch increased for both old and

young workers. In 1969, the rate ofmismatch was 9. 1% for the 20-34 age group and

7. 1% for the 50-64 group and these rates increased in 1980 to 17.7% for the 20-34 group

and 12.1% for the 50-64 group (Clogg & Sullivan, 1983). To attribute the rise in

mismatch to a cohort phenomenon would be incorrect considering that those 20-34 years

of age in 1969 would not be 50-64 in 1980. To ascertain that mismatch was a more

prevalent concern for younger workers in the workforce would also be incorrect because

the rate of mismatch rose for both young and old workers throughout the course of the

study. Mismatch was a concern for both young and old workers and theM indicator was

able to capture this.

Age differences also emerged for other LUF components. Throughout the course

ofthe study, workers between the ages of 16-19 had the highest rates of S and U forms of

underemployment and rates for the H component similar to those workers who were 65

years and older (Clogg & Sullivan, 1983). The I form was high among youth workers but

the highest rates were found for workers in the 50-64 age group. For individuals between

the ages of 20-34, high rates ofunemployment and part-time employment were evident

along with the highest rates of mismatch than any other age group. The 20-34 age group
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had the greatest difficulty in "acquiring a full or part-time job (S, U, H), adequate income

(I), and skill utilization (M)" (Clogg& Sullivan, 1983, p. 131). Between 1975 and 1980,

approximately 37% of the 20-34 age group was underemployed in any or all of the

underemployment components of the LUF. It appeared that individuals of any a$e were

affected by some form ofunderemployment and young workers were not the only ones at

risk.

The Labor Utilization Framework aimed to incorporate all employment problems

under one measurement scale and to identify the presence ofunderemployment in the

population under analysis. The framework was considered to be objective in nature.

Although the LUF expanded the concept ofunderemployment to include various

categories, several limitations to the LUF approach were evident.

The M component of the LUF was more complex than the definitions of other

categories in the framework. Tipps and Gordon (1985) commented that the use ofmean

years of education plus one standard deviation, calculated in 1970, as the cutoff for

determining mismatch was difficult to interpret because of its somewhat arbitrary

definition. Changes in mean years of education for certain occupations and changes in

skill requirements may have occurred over the course of the study and some mechanism or

new calculations should have been incorporated to account for such changes. The use of

1970 as the benchmark for comparison was somewhat outdated and failed to incorporate

the changes in educational requirements of particular occupations. Second, the LUF

included unemployment as a form ofunderemployment in the hierarchy. The inclusion of

unemployment in the LUF presents some concerns. Unemployment may be seen as a form
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of inadequate skill utilization in which the individual fails to translate any skills and

education to the job. To understand the consequences ofunderemployment, it is

necessary for individuals to be employed. The bulk of the employment literature seems to

indicate that unemployment and underemployment are different employment situations

that should be studied separately.

Clogg and Sullivan (1983), failed to present a valid argument for their hierarchical

approach to the various forms ofunderemployment and more clarification is needed. The

LUF failed to deal with overlapping categories, and in fact, said very little about how

individuals who fall into several categories should be dealt with. The hierarchical

procedure starts at the top of the framework and works downwards to less severe forms

ofunderemployment. For example, an individual may be classified as in both the low

hours and low income category. The LUF would place this individual in the low hours of

work category (H) because it appears higher up in the hierarchy then the low income

category (I). This approach would appear to offer a quick fix solution to the problem with

overlapping categories but, unfortunately, the framework fails to offer a rationale for why

low hours ofwork would be considered a more severe form of underemployment than low

income.

Finally, the S, U, and H components of the framework were related to the

economic cycle more than other components. Accordingly, in times of a recession the S,

U and H components would be high because job availability suffers in times of economic

turmoil. Caution must be used when interpreting results because the LUF does not have a

mechanism in place to account for such economic fluctuations. The LUF was an
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improvement from previous objective indicators discussed because it constituted an

attempt to include the various dimensions ofunderemployment under one measurement

instrument. Unfortunately, placing individuals into mutually exclusive categories indicates

that only a single aspect ofunderemployment affects the individual at one point in time. In

fact, the individual may be affected by several aspects ofunderemployment including low

hours and low income, and the LUF would not be able to convey this information

adequately. Another issue relates to the exclusion ofthe underutilization of skills

regardless of level of education. Skill utilization is important to the definition of

underemployment because it identifies the presence ofmismatch between the individual

and the job. An individual may have skills that are not used on the job, and this may

contribute to the experience ofunderemployment.

Race. Sex and Underemployment (Tipps & Gordon. 1985)

As a conceptual framework, the LUF made an attempt to measure the multiple

dimensions ofunderemployment but some modification and expansion of the LUF were

needed to address some of its limitations. Tipps and Gordon (1985), after reviewing

existing measures ofunderemployment including the LUF, realized the need to develop

indicators that would capture the various employment problems faced by women and

members of minority groups. The literature demonstrated evidence that different

employment problems affected and were experienced by men and women which required a

more sensitive instrument. The new indicators created by Tipps and Gordon (1985) were

concerned with three primary types ofunderemployment which focused on hours worked,

skill mismatch, and income. The new indicators were designed for the purpose of



•



28

exploring intergroup differences among men, women, and members of minority groups.

The rationale used by Tipps and Gordon (1985) was based on their understanding that

members of minority groups and women, tended to suffer more underemployment and

from different types ofunderemployment which existing measures were unable to

demonstrate.

The first type ofunderemployment captured in the measure by Tipps and Gordon

(1985) was underemployment through inadequate hours worked. Underemployment

through inadequate hours worked had two subcategories. The first subcategory was

called involuntary part-time employment which included all individuals who had worked

less than 35 hours in the week preceding the survey. Individuals working less than 35

hours per week were asked to indicate reasons for this employment situation. Slack work,

plant closures, material shortages, and inability to find full-time work were all conditions

that defined the involuntary part-time category (Tipps & Gordon, 1985). This category

was similar to the H (hours ofwork) category used in the LUF. The second subcategory

for underemployment through inadequate hours was called intermittent unemployment

during the year. Being unemployed for fifteen or more weeks throughout the year or

being unemployed for three or more times in one year would constitute intermittent

employment (Tipps & Gordon, 1985). This subcategory would ensure that individuals

who were employed at the time of the study would be included here instead ofbeing

considered adequately employed. This category could be seen as a mechanism

incorporated by Tipps and Gordon (1985) to ensure that individuals with unstable

employment histories were not incorrectly viewed as adequately employed without



.
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experiencing any employment problems.

The second type ofunderemployment was inadequate skill utilization, for which

there were two subcategories. The first subcategory for inadequate skill utilization was

called overeducation. The approach used by Rumberger (1979) was adapted and an

individual was considered to be overeducated if educational attainment exceeded the

requirements of the occupation (Tipps & Gordon, 1985). Using the GED described

above, overeducation was indicated when individuals were employed in occupations that

were not commensurate with their educational levels. For example, individuals would be

considered overeducated if they had a college degree but were employed in an occupation

that only required a high school diploma. Therefore, this indicator made an attempt to

evaluate whether individuals had the ability to "transfer his or her educational attainment

into a suitably comparable job" (Tipps & Gordon, 1985, p. 43). According to this

definition of overeducation, it became evident that individuals who had less than high

school education could not be overeducated. Because members of minority groups tended

to have higher numbers ofworkers in this category than whites, members of minority

groups would not be considered overeducated according to this definition (Tipps &

Gordon, 1985). This problem was solved by standardizing level of education to avoid

underrepresentation of a particular group, like members of minority groups, in the

overeducation category.

The second subcategory for underemployment through inadequate skill utilization

was working in a marginal job. Marginal jobs were defined as those that required minimal

job-skills or training and limited room for career advancement (Tipps & Gordon, 1985).
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In particular, marginal jobs were those that required "3 months or less of specific

vocational training or experience" (Gordon, Hamilton, & Tipps, 1985, p. 8). Jobs found

in this category included dishwasher, messenger, maid, and elevator operator (Tipps &

Gordon, 1985).

Underemployment through low pay was the third type ofunderemployment. The

first subcategory of this type ofunderemployment was termed 'absolute pay inadequacy'

and examined family incomes and whether or not they were below the poverty line (Tipps

& Gordon, 1985). This measure was included because it was assumed that families with

incomes below the poverty line would have individuals experiencing employment

difficulties. The second subcategory of pay inadequacy was termed low relative pay or

relative pay deprivation. Workers were part of this category if "their earnings for the

previous year were under half ofFAIR.PAY" which was based on a regression equation

that used a variety of predictors including average local earnings, weeks worked last year,

hours worked in last year, years of education, age, GED score, and average amount of

training required for the occupation to calculate the equation (Tipps & Gordon, 1985).

The model created by Tipps and Gordon (1985) measured three different types of

underemployment: inadequate hours worked, inadequate skill utilization, and low pay.

The model was applied to data from the 1980 March Current Population Survey which

was a sample of approximately 147,000 individuals aged 14 years and over, conducted in

the United States. The results for underemployment through inadequate hours indicated

that for the involuntary part-time employment subcategory, white men had lower rates

than men who were members of minority groups (Tipps & Gordon, 1985). Women
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generally experienced this type ofunderemployment more often than their male

counterparts (Tipps & Gordon, 1985). For the intermittent employment subcategory it

was found that, in general, white women experienced this form ofunderemployment less

often than men. Men who were members of minority groups experienced the highest rates

pfall.

For underemployment through inadequate skill utilization, the subcategory of

overeducation indicated that women experienced this form ofunderemployment less often

than men. The lowest rate of overeducation was for white women (Tipps & Gordon,

1985). Once again, men who were members of minority groups appeared to have the

highest rates of overeducation demonstrating the problem experienced by male members

of minority groups of finding jobs equivalent to their level of education. Women tended to

experience overeducation less often than men, possibly because women appeared to be

employed in traditional occupations like nursing and teaching which demanded certain

educational requirements (Tipps & Gordon, 1985). The marginal jobs subcategory

indicated that white men had the lowest rates of employment in marginal jobs in general,

and rates for women were higher (Tipps & Gordon, 1985).

For underemployment through low pay, it was found that the subcategory of

absolute pay inadequacy through family incomes was experienced less often than any other

subcategory ofunderemployment. Women experienced lower rates than men in all groups

except for black women who had higher rates. The second subcategory of pay inadequacy

examined individual wages ofwhich white men had the lowest rates. The highest rates

were experienced by all women which presented rates double those ofwhite men.
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Although the Tipps and Gordon (1985) scale was created to measure

underemployment for women and members of minority groups, some limitations exist with

the scale. First, the marginal jobs index failed to consider that many individuals holding a

job classified within this category may hold these jobs on a part-time basis while in school

or as a second job on weekends. Although employed in these various jobs, these are not

the occupations that they will necessarily hold for long periods of their lives. This points

to the problem of failing to consider that some jobs are stepping stones to higher positions

or a means to an end to get through school. It may be beneficial to incorporate more

specific criteria for classifying individuals into this category. Second, the problem exists

with the actual definition ofunderemployment. This involves the inclusion of the

unemployment category in the underemployment measure. Individuals who are not

employed probably should not be considered underemployed simply because they are not

using their education and skills at a particular point in time. More likely, unemployment

can and should be considered a different experience from underemployment.

Finally, a problem occurred in the manner in which information was obtained. The

units of analysis were different for each index. For example, to measure intermittent

employment the individual was asked to consider the previous year's employment history

whereas for involuntary part-time employment, the week prior to the survey was used as

the time frame (Clogg et al., 1986). The researchers also standardized the education

measure which, although considered a short-term solution for the different schooling

experiences ofwomen and members of minority groups, made it extremely difficult to

compare these results to other studies that did not standardized the education measures
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(CloggeUl., 1986).

A comparison between the Labour Utilization Framework (LUF) and the Tipps

and Gordon (1985) scale was done, using the data from the 1980 Current Population

Survey. Both scales had an unemployment category with the LUF reporting an

unemployment rate 6.5% compared to 6.7% for the other scale (Tipps & Gordon, 1985).

The rates for involuntary part-time employment were the same at a rate of 3.4% (Tipps &

Gordon, 1985). Unlike the LUF, the Tipps and Gordon (1985) scale had an intermittent

employment category which reported a rate of 5.4%. Differences existed between the

LUF category of skill mismatch, defined as any individual with more education than was

required for a particular occupation, and the Tipps and Gordon (1985) overeducation

indicator which used the GED to measure the actual education needed for a job. The

results of skill mismatch from the LUF were 14.2% compared to the overeducation

category with a rate of 23. 1% (Tipps & Gordon, 1985). Using the Tipps and Gordon

(1985) category, more individuals were considered to be underemployed when the same

data set was used. The marginal jobs category used by Tipps and Gordon (1985) was

unique to their study and yielded a rate of 10.0% as was the inequitable pay category with

a rate of20.1% (Tipps & Gordon, 1985). Tipps and Gordon (1985) reported that the

results in their study showed that women were affected more than men with regard to

inequitable pay.

Finally, the poverty wages category used by Tipps and Gordon (1985) used family

income rather than individual income which gave a rate of2.5% compared to the low

income category of the LUF with a rate of 7.3% (Tipps & Gordon, 1985). The LUF
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looked at low individual income regardless ofwhether the family income was high. By

using the same data set, the two scales defined the same category differently.

An Extension ofthe Labour Utilization Framework fClogg. Sullivan & Mutchler. 1986)

The criticisms of the LUF that were presented by Tipps and Gordon (1985),

propelled Clogg, Sullivan and Mutchler (1986) into modifying and extending the LUF

with consideration of the limitations noted about the framework. The modified LUF had

eleven categories which were hierarchically ordered to eliminate counting the same person

in two or more categories. The categories, which were mutually exclusive, are as follows

in ascending order: 1) Subunemployment (same category as in original LUF);

2) Unemployment by reason of quitting or job loss; 3) Unemployment by reason of layoff;

4) Unemployment, residual (categories number 2, 3, and 4 are equivalent to the original U

category ofthe LUF); 5) Part-time employed by reason ofno full-time work available;

6) Part-time for economic reasons (e.g., material shortages in plants). Categories 5 and 6

are equivalent to the H category in the original LUF; 7) Voluntary part-time workers;

8) Intermittent employment, for workers not already counted above in any category;

9) Low income underemployment; 10) Mismatch; 11) Adequately employed full-time

workers. The last category was purposely placed at the end to ensure that all part-time

workers would already have been counted (Clogg et al., 1986). Additionally, Clogg et al.,

(1986) placed the voluntary part-time worker category as number 7 because they wanted

to ensure that categories numbered 8 through 1 1 would refer only to full-time workers.

One ofthe reasons for the modification ofthe LUF, aside from addressing some ofthe

framework's limitations, was to examine temporal changes in the workforce. Clogg et al.,
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(1986) created a scale that was sensitive to intergroup differences, addressed previously

stated limitations, and examined temporal changes in underemployment.

The modified LUF was applied to 1980 and 1982 March data ofthe Current

Population Survey which had been used with the original formulation of the LUF as well

as by Tipps and Gordon (1985). These two years were chosen specifically to correspond

to the major recession that was affecting the American labour force. Results that emerged

with regard to male and female differences indicated that subunemployment was a larger

problem for women than for men in both years with 1980 and 1982 (men 0.5%, 2.0% and

women 1. J%, 2.4%, respectively) (Clogg et al., 1986). Unemployment due to quitting,

job loss, or layoffs was a larger problem for men while women had higher rates of

unemployment due to entering and re-entering the work force (Clogg et al., 1986).

Women experienced higher rates of part-time work because no full-time work was

available while similar rates for men and women were found for the part-time work

category due to economic reasons (Clogg et al., 1986). Men had higher rates of

intermittent employment while the low income and mismatch categories had similar rates

to the original LUF version with women having higher rates oflow income in both years

and men experiencing higher levels ofmismatch (Clogg et al., 1986).

Examination of temporal changes revealed that between the years 1980 and 1982,

the rate ofunderemployment in all categories increased for men and women. The

mismatch category showed a small decrease for men from 17.7% to 17.2% in 1980 and

1982 respectively (Clogg et al., 1986). This slight decrease may have been the result of

the recession in which individuals were forced to put themselves in other categories ofthe
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hierarchy which would then exclude them from the mismatch category (Clogg et al.,

1986). Although the modified LUF categories gave a more detailed break down ofthe

numerous ways an individual may be underemployed, it once again failed to consider the

possibility of overlap. An individual can experience mismatch and low income at the same

time and the modified LUF would not be able to adequately capture this situation.

Individuals may be affected by more than one aspect ofunderemployment and the

modified LUF did not consider this limitation when changes were being made to the

framework. Additionally, although the modified LUF provides a detailed categorization of

employment situations it does very little to further the understanding ofunderemployment.

The criticisms brought forth by Tipps and Gordon (1985) appeared to have encouraged

Clogg et al, (1986) to respond with a more elaborate framework that failed to advance

the understanding ofthe underemployment concept since it only provided a more detailed

breakdown of the previously existing mutually exclusive hierarchical LUF categories.

Underemployment as Income LQS&(Zvonkovic 1
1988^

Zvpnkovic (1988) was interested in the relationship between income loss and

individual and marital adjustment to the employment situation. Underemployment was

measured using income level. An individual was considered to be underemployed if, in

any of the five years preceding the study, there was a decrease of20% or more in current

annual earnings (Zvonkovic, 1988). The study looked at married couples, using the

husband's income as the standard with which to measure underemployment The focus on

the husband's income was taken to ensure that any decrease in income was not related to

a family event such as the birth of a child (Zvonkovic, 1988). How this measure differed
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from other existing objective indicators was its exclusion ofunemployed individuals from

the study. The focus was directed instead to the psychological effects of

underemployment relative to adequate and full employment (Zvonkovic, 1988).

Unemployment was considered to be a separate employment concern.

Thus, in this study, underemployment was defined on the basis of income and

looked at the psychological consequences ofunderemployment orLthe family. The sample

consisted of 25 families in which the husband was underemployed, and 88 families whose

income^hadxemainedrelatively stable for the past five years (Zvonkovic^ 1988). Results

indicated that both husbands and wives who were considered underemployed were more

dissatisfied with their financial situation than the fully employed couples. Also, increased

levels of depression were reported for underemployed husbands. Husbands who had a

high fear of success and who also blamed their wives for the financial situation^were more

depressed than husbands in fully employed couples (Zvonkovic, 1988).

Zvonkovic (1988) found that risk of depression for underemployed husbands was

strongly related to attitudinal and attributional factors whereas risk for depression in

continuously employed husbands was related to marital interaction factors (Zvonkovic,

1988). With regard to marital satisfaction, the results showed that underemployed couples

were less satisfied with their marriages than fully employed couples (Zvonkovic, 1988).

Thus, the results appeared to show that underemployment, defined as income loss, was

accompanied by an increased riskifbr depression and dissatisfaction with marital

interactions (Zvonkovic, 1988).

The results suggest some ofthe consequences ofunderemployment for married
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couples. However, as important as these results may be, there were limitations to the

underemployment measure used in the study. First, income loss is only one manner in

which an individual can be classified as underemployed. As already discussed,

underemployment should be considered as a multi-dimensional construct because there are

different ways in which an individual can be underemployed. Second, the low number of

couples in the underemployment category warrants cautionwhen interpreting the results.

Third, although a rationale was provided for the use of the husband's income, there may

have been families in which the wife was the main breadwinner and earned more than her

husband. To account for this, an adjustment could have been made to include those

couples in which the wife earned more and underemployment may have resulted from the

wife's loss of income. The results of this study were important to the understanding ofthe

consequences ofunderemployment although the narrow definition failed to improve it's

measurement.

IL Underemployment: Subjective Measures of Underemployment:

The previous discussion provided an overview and critique of existing objective

underemployment indicators. SeveraL limitations were found with these indicators. Also

important to understanding underemployment is the individual's subjective experience and

the indicators that have been designed to measure it. The term subjective refers to the

individual's emotions and perceptions. Indicators of this nature include, but are not

limited to, questions that pertain to the emotional consequences of the occupation on

individuals, whether individuals believe their educational attainment exceeds the

requirements of the job, and whether individuals believe that their skills are under-utilized.
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Subjective indicators focus on identifying various components of the individual's

employment experience relevant to the individual. Psychologists have examined the

psychological effects ofunderemployment on individuals through the use of subjective

indicators (Jones-Johnson & Johnson, 1992; Bums, 1983; Staines & Quinn, 1979).

Perceptions about the job experience can provide useful information regarding an

individual's^ satisfaction or dissatisfaction with work. O'Brien (1986) states that there is

evidence to support the notion that a relationship exists between employees' judgements

about their jobs and the actual objective job characteristics. He reported a high positive

relationship between employee and expert job descriptions, a high positive relationship

between objective task procedures and employees' description of the job, and a

relationship between the objective job attributes and outcomes such as job satisfaction.

Subjective measures yield results that are reliable, and when underemployment exists,

subjective self-report measures can provide accurate and precise information regarding the

individual's experience which the objective indicators may fail to detect Thus, evidence is

available to support the argument that an individual's perceptions are related to an

objective reality which, in turn, has psychological meaning for that individual (O'Brien,

1986). The meaning for the individual has psychological consequences which, for the

most part^ have been identified as being negative (O'Brien, 1986).

Jones-Johnson and Johnson (1992), conducted a study that examined the

relationship between subjective underemployment and psychosocial stress. They noted

that self-reports of subjective states cannot be wrong or inaccurate because, by definition,

only an individual can accurately report how and what constitutes satisfaction, stress,
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health, and anything else under investigation. Recent work has suggested that subjective

reports are, in fact, "the_ products ofneed dispositions^ cognitive capacities, and

interpretive procedures used by the respondent to generate reports concerning internal

states" (Jones-Johnson.& Johnson, 1992, p. 16). Although errors in self-reports may

occur for a variety of reasons including social desirability, the purpose of the subjective

report is to describe the reality for that particular individual and only that individual can

accurately report it. This is important because, as indicated above, one limitation of

objective measures, is that individuals may have more education than their job requires but

may not feel underemployed because they realize that their current job is a stepping stone

to a higher position. Workers oflenunderstand they need to start atthe bottom ofthe job

market and work toward the top. For this reason, individuals may not feel underemployed

at the time but would be classified as such using an objective measure.

Information obtained from subjective reports is useful because it is able to account

for perceptions about thejob and consider such factors as changes in job skills over time.

In addition, subjective indicators consider more than just income level, level of education,

and hours worked as contributing to the definition ofunderemployment A limited

number of studies have used subjective measures ofunderemployment and a review of

these measures follows.

The Quality of Jobs Evaluated (Staines & Ouinn. 1979)

In 1977, Staines and Quinn conducted a survey designed to measure the quality of

employment as experienced by workers in the United States (Staines & Quinn, 1979).

The areas of concernin the study includedjob satisfaction, intention to changejobs, life
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satisfaction, as well as work-related problems such as income, fringe benefits, lack of

control over work condilicmv safety and health hazards^number ofhours worked, and

utilization of skills (Staines & Quinn, 1979). Questions regarding each work related area

weremeasuredby two methods. First, a. single open-ended question^was^presented to

encourage the employee to communicate individual feelings freely. An example of a

question was, "How satisfied would you say you arewith_your job?" (Staines & Quinn,

1979). This general question allowed respondents to include any comments they deemed

relevant. The singleopen-ended general question was then followed by a set of specific

questions related to each area of concern (Staines & Quinn, 1979). In particular, the

survey explored the issue of the utilization of skills and whether employees felt their jobs

provided adequate opportunity to use their skills to the fullest potential. Results from this

1977 study were compared to a similar study that had been conducted in L973 to examine

changes in job satisfaction over time. Results from the study found that there was a

decrease in level ofjob satisfaction,between the years 1973 to 1977, as measuredby the

single item. Even further decline was noted for the specific questions regarding job

satisfaction.

Another area of interest was number of hoursworked The hours considered to be

a normal work week ranged from 35 to 44 and the general question regarding number of

hours worked revealed a decline in the number of individuals workingsnormal work

week between 1973 and 1977 (Staines & Quinn, 1979). The specific questions for hours

worked revealed that particular problems like inadequate control over the number oOiours

an individual was able to work increased between 1973 and 1977 (Staines & Quinn,
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1979).

The results for skill utilization showed a. general decline hxthe extent to which

employees thought their skills were being used to the fullest. Between 1973 and 1977,

36% of individuals consideredJheir skills to be underutilized This doe& not mean that an

individual's skills were not being used at all on the job but, individuals believed they did

not have the opportunity to use their skills to the fullest potential (Staines & Quinn, 1979).

Overall, the study demonstrated that American workers experienced a decline in

satisfaction in their jobs between 1973 and 1977. The researchers state that the results

from their study could possibly be related to the rising expectations that employees had

regarding their occupations and the role these expectations had in contributing to general

life satisfaction (Staines & Quinn, 1979). The researchers were interested in examining

the subjective experiences ofworkers as they related to various areas of satisfaction. The

manner in which this was accomplished was through the use of single questions which

were designed to encourage further elaboration from the employee.

Although the questions were created to explore issues of skill utilization, number

of hours worked, and other work related issues, there are limitations with using a single

question for each category. First, an employee may respond without understanding the

question. Other questions were not available to ensure that the response the individual

gave was consistent with what the individual was feeling. Ifthe same question were asked

in a variety of different ways, it would be possibleto determine the consistency of the

response. The second problem with using a single, open ended question relates to the

difference inresponses between the open ended general question and the closed ended
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specific questions. Some differences in results between the two types of questions were

found in that two different styles of questions-generated different results. As well, the

reliability of single-item variables is generally low. The next subjective indicator to

measure underemployment was found uLa^study conducted by Bums (1983).

A Qualitative Approach to Underemployment (Burris. 1983)

Building oiLthe study by Staines and Qumn(1979)r Burris (1983) conducted a

study of 32 low-level clerical workers in a large corporation to further explore some of the

consequences o£underemployment. LrparticulaivBums (1983) described

underemployment as including unmet expectations and inability to advance further in one's

occupation. Clericalworkersiiia large corporation were chosen far the sample because it

has been reported that subjective underemployment in the clerical sector is quite high

(Bowles & Gintis, 1976^Brown, 1979). The basic question asked of all employees was

phrased in the following manner, "Do you feel overqualified for your job?" (Burris, 1983).

The results indicated that regardless of education level, feelings of overqualification were

found with 60% of high school graduates, 60% of individuals with some college, and 92%

of college graduates reportingthat they believed they were overqualified for their jobs

(Burris, 1983).

High school graduates felt overqualifiedbecause their potential was not beingused

fully and there were few opportunities to learn and grow on the job (Burris, 1983).

College graduates expressed similar feelings but they also expressed their inability to use

the skills and knowledge that they had acquired in college while on the job (Burris, 1983).

Other concerns were related to job dissatisfactiorvjob turnover, and opportunity for
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promotion. With regard to job dissatisfaction, college educated individuals were more

likely to express their dissatisfaction^withutheirjobs describing factors such as alack of

autonomy, incompetent supervision, and high workplace control (Burris, 1983). The issue

ofworkplace control was a problem for all employees regardless of educational

background (Burris, 1983). Burris (1983) found that employees with less than college

education were more likely to blame themselves for being in an employment situation in

which they could not use their skills to the fullest potential.

When Burris (1983) examined turnover rates she found that individuals with some

college education reported having higher turnover rates. Employees with higher education

believedtheir education entitled them to an occupation which at least used the skills, they

had acquired in college. Additionally, the college graduates reported having more

negative feelings about their co-worker relationships (Burris, 1983). These employees

reported feeling that other co-workers were suspicious of their higher education (Burris,

1983). In contrast, individuals with less than two years of college had more positive

feelings abput the co-worker relationships they had within the office (Burris, 1983).

Overall, it was found that the clerical workers in the study were frustrated by the

lack of ability to learn and grow on the job and by the lack of opportunity to use the skills

they had acquired from their education. Burris (1983) reported that all the participants,

regardless of their educational level, felt overqualified and unable to advance in their

current positions. From this finding, Burris (1983) concluded that underemployment

consists ofmore than relative education level.

In Burris' (1983) study, one general question was used to explore the issue of
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underemplpyment. Reliance on one general question to capture the necessary information

can he considered a limitatioiLof the study, A&with_the Staines andQuinn's (1979) study,

a single itepi question cannot adequately capture the various concerns that employees may

have about their jolx One question may, in fact, inhibit individuals from talking about all

of their concerns. Underemployment is a complex issue and a single item question is

inadequate to tap into the subjective experienceofunderemploymenL The development

of further subjective measures attempted to deal with the limitation of a single item

measureby incorporating^several questions to capture the multidimensional aspects of

underemployment.

Subjective Underemployment and Psychosocial Stress (Jones-Tohnson & Johnson 1992)

Jones-Johnson and Johnson (1992), investigated the relationship between

underemployment and psychosocial stress in a sample of212 public utility employees.

Perceptions of social support from family and friends and supervisor support were

included because it was thought that they played a large role in influencing subjective

underemplpyment. Subjective underemployment was assessed using four questions

adopted from Shockey (1985): Would you say that you feel overeducated in your present

job? Would you say that you feel overqualified in your present job? Do you have skills

from your experience and training_that you would like to be using_in your work but can't

use on your present job? On your current job, would you say you feel underemployed?

Each response was coded 1 if the responsewas yes and for a no response (Jones-

Johnson & Johnson, 1992). The answers from all four questions were then summed to

create a subjective underemployment scale (Cronbach's « =0.75) that ranged from to 4
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(Jones-Jotyison & Johnson, 1992).

The results showed that there was a.positive^ significant relationship between

perceived underemployment and the five indices of psychosocial stress: depression,

frustxalionJiQStility, psychosomatic stress, and insecurity (Jones-JohnsojL&Johnson,

1992). The more underemployed the individual felt, the higher were the levels of

psychosocial stress, an effect which remained significant even,when controlling for an

individual's education, income, age, sex, and marital status (Jones-Johnson & Johnson,

1 992). AlthoughJones-Johnson,and Johnson. ( 1992) hypothesized that social support

would have a buffering effect on the relation between subjective underemployment and

psychosocial stress, the results did not support this buffering hypothesis.

The one limitation of the study was that it only looked at one group of employees

working in.aTJ.S. government agency and therefore, the results may not generalize to

individuals in other occupations. However, the results from this particular study

demonstrated that the four questions could be converted into a subjective

underemployment scale which was related to subjective stress. This represents progress

from single-item indicators, to a more complex multiple indicator approach^ Our own

research builds upon this work in developing a scale that taps the various dimensions of

underemployment.

Underemployment Scale (Kambouris & Sadava. 1997)

The Underemployment Scale created for this study used a multi-dimensional

approach to measuring underemployment. The scale was created by building on existing

subjective underemployment measures such as those developed by Jones-Johnson and
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Johnson (1992) and Shockey (1985). The Underemployment Scale consists of three

subscales that were factor analytically dmvedfrom 18 individual items. Eacksubscale

taps into a different dimension by asking individuals what their perceptions are about

various aspects of theirjobs. The scale avoids imposing standards against which

individuals are compared. For example, income is not used as an indicator because it is

believedthat income fails to incorporate the inequalities between men and women and

ethnic minorities who have tended to earn less than white males. The Underemployment

Scale^onsists of three subscales each ofwhich will be described in detail.

The first subscale is called Person-Job Mismatch and consists ofthe following

three items: (a) My job provides me with opportunities to learn new things, (b) I feel that

my job allows me to make use ofmy training, and (c) My talents are fully used in my job.

This subscale focuses oiLthe degree of congruence between the indiyiduaTs skills and

training and the opportunity to use these skills on the job. If the individual believes that

thejoh does not providethe opportunity for the use ofhis or her skills and training,

person-job mismatch, one indicator ofunderemployment, is thought to exist. This

underemployment subscale can be considered to be related to the many theories which

underlie the Person-Environment Fit Model in which there is misfit between the

"individual's work style or ability level and the organizational requirements or job

demands" (Gutierres, Saenz, & Green, 1994). The misfit experienced by the individual is

expected to produce stress which may have consequences for the individual (e.g.,

depression, tension, and job dissatisfaction) (Gutierres et al., 1994).

The second subscale is called Subjective Underemployment, It consists of six:
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questions: (a) I feel qualified for a full-time job but can only find part-time work, (b) I

have the motiyation„ancLenergy to worJcmoxeJiOJLir&thanJLcmg^ are

tough, I haven't been able to find a steady job, (d) I have skills that I would like to be

using in my job but I can't, (e) Withmy experience, I could take on more responsibility

than I'm given and, (f) I feel underemployed in my current job. Thus, the subjective

experience of the individual with regard to their currentjob is taken into account in

defining underemployment. In many instances, individuals work in part-time positions

because full-time work is not available and not because they do not want to work. Also,

jobs that do not give the individual enough responsibility or are not challenging enough for

the individual are aspects ofunderemployment.

The third subscale is termed Perceived Job Requirements. This subscale examines

individuals' perceptions and expectations about their current job. O'Brien (1986)

suggests that unrealized expectations about one's occupation can produce effects on the

individual which are related to meniaL health, workperformance and behaviour. This

subscale was created to try to understand the individual's job perceptions. The items

comprising this subscale were: (a) When you applied for the job, what level of education

did your employers expect you to have, (b) How much education do you think is needed

for your job, (c) When you applied for the job, how much training did your employers

expect you to have, (d) How much training do you think is needed for your job, (e) My

formal education overqualifies me for this job, (f) Withmy educatioiLand training, I feel

qualified for a much better job than the one I have. The more unrealized expectations

about job requirements and the general nature of the job, the more underemployment the
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individual is thought to be experiencing. Taken together, the three subscales are believed

to measure the various dimensions ofunderemployment The higher the subscale scores,

the more extreme is the individual's level ofunderemployment. A more detailed analysis

of the factor loadings and reliability ofthe scale is provided in the method section.

To summarize, the review of existing objective and subjective underemployment

measures has increased our understanding of the conceptualization ofunderemployment.

For the purposes of this research, underemployment is understood to be a multi-

dimensional construct that is best tapped through & subjective measure that examines an

individual's perception and personal understanding ofunderemployment. Subjective

measures are sufficient indicators ofunderemployment.

III. Depression and Depressive Affect

Researchers' interest in the study of depression is evidenced by the sheer volume

ofjournal articles devoted to the topic. As a result, a number of different theories have

emerged which offer explanations for the occurrence of depression including biological,

cognitive, and psychosocial theories. Each theory has added to the understanding of

depression and depressive affect while at the same time raising some important questions.

In this study, depressive affect will be focused upon but, before proceeding some

important considerations need to be discussed.

First, the distinction must be made between major depression or clinical depression

and depressive affect. The diagnosis ofmajor depression or clinical depression is made

when an individual meets certain diagnostic criteria outlined in the American Psychiatric

Association's Diagnostic and Statistical ManuaL ofMental Disorders, Fourth Edition
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(1994). Core signs and symptoms include depressed mood, a decreased interest in

activities, significant weight loss^ insomnia, fatigue, feelings ofworthlessness or excessive

guilt, decreased ability to concentrate, and thoughts of death. The individual must

experience at least five or more ofthe symptoms over atwo week period in order to be

diagnosed as having major depression. The symptoms cannot be the result of drugs, any

medical condition, grief, or bereavement. When the diagnosis has been made for major

depression, some type of treatment is sought which may include medications and/or some

form of counselling.

The most consistent finding relating to clinicai depression is that women tend to

have a substantially higher rate than men (e.g., Weissman & Klerman, 1977). Joiner Jr.

and Blalock (1995) note that women have an incidence rate of clinical depression and

depressive symptoms which is two to three times higher than men. According to the

DSM-IV (1994), the lifetime risk for major depression ranges from 10% to 25% for

women and 5% to 12% for men. A similar finding ofgender differences also emerges for

depressive affect.

The difference between clinical depression and depressive affect may be in the

manner in which the individual is affected. The manifestation of clinical depression

involves more than the presence of depressed mood and includes severe impairment in the

social or occupational aspects of the individual's life. Further, for a diagnosis of major

depression, some symptoms must be objectively observed by others as well as subjectively

reported by the individual, whereas the experience of depressive affect is obtained through

self-report of the individual only.





51

The focus of this study deals with general population depressive affect, particularly

depressed mood, hi relation.to underemploymenL Depressive affect has been found to be

consistently related to unemployment and more recently to underemployment (Feather &

Barber, 1983; Reynolds & Gilbert, 1991; WinefleldetaL^1991). Feather and Barber

(1983) noted that depressive affect occurs in everyday life and is not "an infrequent

reaction to stressful situations" (p. 186). When individuals fail to meet their aspirations

and expectations, depressive affect may be indicated as a consequence (Feather & Barber,

1983). In their study, it was noted that when individuals were faced with being unable to

attain a certain occupational goal, like working in a certain position, frustrated work

motivation and depressive affect were reported.

Underemployment has been linked to poorer general mental health (Feldman &

Turnley, 1995). In particular, underemployment has been found to be positively

correlated with depressive affect (O'Brien, 1986). The assumption behind this finding

relates to the discouragement of failingto achieve one's occupational goals produces

negative attitudes and feelings, one ofwhich is depressive affect.

In summary, depressive affect was described as depressed mood and was the focus

in this study. The literature suggests that a relationship exists between underemployment

and depressive affect. Unrealized expectations and aspirations related to an individual's

occupation may promote negative emotions and cognitions which may result in the

experience of depressive affect This study used a scale that measured depressive

symptomatology in the general population with a particular emphasis on depressed mood

(Radloff, 1977).
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IV. Coping

Coping has been defined as "the person's constantly changing cognitive and

behavioural efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands that are appraised

as taxing or exceeding the person's resources" (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p.993). From

this definition, coping can be viewed as an individual's effort to maintain psychological

adjustment and avoid distress. The following discussion will highlight and clarify some of

the current issues and controversies that can be found in the coping literature.

In order to understand the relationship between coping and adaptive and

maladaptive functioning, it is necessary to outline how coping has been categorized.

Individuals may rely on two general coping strategies, approach coping and avoidance

coping. Approach coping includes such efforts as problem-solving and seeking

information and also seeking support from others (Holahan, Moos & Schaefer, 1996).

Approach coping is also referred to as problem-focused coping in which direct action is

taken to alleviate or minimize the stressor in the environment- Avoidance coping is the

second general coping strategy discussed most often in the literature. Avoidance coping

may include such actions as denial or withdrawal and has been "generally associated with

psychological distress" (Holahan et al., 1996). Avoidance coping is also referred to as

emotion-focused coping which includes self-preoccupation, fantasy, and activities related

to affect regulation (Holahan et al., 1996). Holahan et al., (1996) have proposed four

basic categories of coping which include both approach and avoidance coping strategies as

well as incorporating cognitive and behavioural efforts. As a result, the four categories

include cognitive-approach, behavioural-approach, cognitive-avoidance, and behavioural-



a



53

avoidance. The cognitive-approach category includes such actions as thinking of different

ways to deal with the problem, and reappraising the situation from a positive perspective.

The behavioural-approach category, includes taking direct action to alleviate or minimize

the stressor and seeking_support and guidance. The cognitive-avoidance category includes

such actions as trying to forget the stressful situation and losing hope that things would

ever returnback to the way they were. The behavioural-avoidance category includes

such actions as looking for new activities to remove oneselffrom the stressful situation

and allowing for emotional discharge (Holahan et aL, 1996). It is from these categories

that the coping strategies used in this study were adapted.

In our study, coping was classified into three categories: problem-solving, seeking

social support, and avoidance. The problem-solving category, or problem-focused coping,

includes any effort that is directed toward solving or minimizing the effects ofthe stressful

situation (Holahan et al., 1996). Seeking social support is a strategy that individuals use

to find support in others around them to assist in dealing with the problem and any

emotions that may arise. The final coping category used in this study is avoidance coping,

which includes such strategies as wishful thinkings overt efforts to deny the situation, and

self-distraction to assist the individual to avoid or forget the stressor (Zeidner &

Saklofsker 1996). Thus, three categories of coping were measuredand each individual in

the study reported three coping scores. Individuals could report using one type of coping

strategy more often bmv could also report using^the other two strategies. This method

enforces the notion that just because an individual tends to use one coping style regularly,

it does not mean that the other coping strategies are never used. Some controversy exists
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in the literature as to whether coping should be viewed as a dispositional style or whether

it can be considered a process, and a brief review of the literature will highlight the major

arguments on this issue.

There are several studies that argue for a dispositional style of coping and those

that emphasize coping as a process. In the literature, this distinction is often referred to as

the interindividual (dispositional or trait approach) and the iniraindividual (specific coping

styles used in different situations) approach to coping (Parker & Endler, 1996). The

literature is vast and not always consistent, and for this reason, researchers have not been

able to combine the two approaches to arrive at a more comprehensive understanding of

coping.

The interindividual approach examines "habitual coping strategies that are used by

an individual across different types of stressful situations" (Parker & Endler, 1996, p.l 1).

Support for an interindividual approach to coping is derived from test-retest studies of

coping measures which reveal that individual coping is stable over time (Holahan & Moos,

1987; Amirkhan, 1990). For example, the Coping Strategy Indicator developed by

Amirkhan (1990) and used in this study, found test-retest values to be: 0.83 and 0.77 for

the problem-solving scale, 0.80 and 0.86 for the support seeking scale, 0.82 and 0.79 for

the avoidance coping scale over 4 to 8 weeks of his study (Amirkhan, 1990). The samples

were community members and university students and the coping style used tended to be

consistent over the course of the study. Further evidence is provided by Carver, Scheier,

and Weintraub (1989), who support the notion that a habitual way of coping with stressful

situations can be influential when an individual encounters a new situation. In some
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instances an individual may only know how to use a certain coping strategy that has been

useful in previous situations.

The intraindividual approach to coping focuses on the particular coping strategies

used in a variety of different situations. This approach "assumes that individuals have a

repertoire of coping options available to them from which they can build what they believe

to be the most effective strategy, depending on the nature ofthe situation" (Parker &

Endler, 1996, p. 12). In this approach, coping is viewed as a process in which the coping

strategy used will vary across situations for the same person. Some studies have found

that individuals use different coping, strategies across situations and others have reported

inconsistent results. The controversy remains in the literature as to which approach best

conceptualizes coping. Instead of focusing on one approach, several researchers have

focused on the transactional theory of stress and coping in which "coping changes over

time in response to changing, objective demands and subjective appraisals of the person-

situation interaction" (Porter & Stone, 1996, p. 133). Coping, in this regard, is viewed as

being a stable pattern although situational factors could change the coping style. Thus,

individuals are viewed as having their own particular coping style which they rely on in a

variety of situations but, this style may change as a function of the situation or

circumstances.

Aside from considering the interindividual and the intraindividual approach to

coping, it is important to explore the research for the consequences ofusing a particular

coping style. There is a substantial amount of research which indicates that problem-

focused coping tends to predict positive adaptation and outcomes (Compas, Malcarne &
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Fondacaro, 1988; Mitchell, Cronkite & Moos, 1983). For instance, in a study by Parkes

(1990), it was found that problem-focused coping was adaptive for managing work stress.

The individuals who used problem-focused coping strategies were found to have better

general health than those who used other coping strategies (Parkes, 1990). Several other

studies have reported that problem-focused coping is significantly predictive of adaptive

functioning_(Bhagat, Allie & Ford, 1991; Headey & Wearing, 1990; Mitchell, Cronkite &

Moos, 1983).

In contrast, avoidance coping has been found to be related to distress and

maladaptive functioning (Holahan et al., 1996). It has been reported that avoidance

coping is correlated with depression due to the use of strategies such as self-blame,

worrying, and venting negative emotions. Windle and Windle (1996) found that

avoidance coping was positively related to depression and to alcohol problems in a sample

of adolescents. Other studies report similar negative outcomes with avoidance coping

(Rohde, Lewinsohn, Tilson & Seeley, 1990; Smith, Patterson & Grant, 1990).

Seeking social support has been found to have positive psychological effects when

the support comes from individuals who are socially similar and who are facing the same

stressful situation (Thoits, 1986). Thoits (1986) considers social support as a form of

coping assistance in which individuals receive support in order to manage stress. This

support may come in the form of reinterpreting the stressful situation so that it appears

less threatening, and may include tangible support such as providing money for a financial

crisis or empathy and understanding during a stressful period. The qualification is that the

support comes from someone else other than the individual experiencing the stressor. For
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example, a study by Parkes (1990) found that student nurses who received support from

their supervisors were able to use more approach coping to deal with serious work related

problems. Social support provided guidance and served to buffer the stressful situation,

promoting more adaptive functioning.

Aside from the different effects that result from using, the three coping strategies,

gender differences in the choice of coping strategy have also been reported in some studies

although the results have been mixed. Some studies report that womeo, in general, tend

to use more social support seeking strategies than men and that men use more problem-

focused coping than women. Other studies report that men use more avoidance coping

than women in certain situations. Caution should be used when interpreting these gender

differences since further research must be conducted to reach more conclusive results.

In summary, there are a variety of coping strategies that individuals may use to

deal with stressful situations. This study used three coping strategies that have been

widely discussed in the literature: problem-solving coping, support seeking coping, and

avoidance coping. The Coping Strategy Indicator (Amirkhan, 1990) was the measure

used because it provided scores for all three coping strategies indicating that an individual

could use all three but have greater reliance on one particular type of coping strategy.

Literature Relevant to the Links Among the Variables in the Model

In the above sections, each of the key variables was conceptualized and some

issues and controversies in the literature were presented. In the next section, the

relationships amongst the three key variables are presented with literature to support the

model. First, the relationship between employment status and depressive affect will be



'



58

explored. A review of the literature exploring the connection between coping and

depressive affect will follow and a look at the relationship amongst the three key variables-

underemployment, depressive affect, and coping styles- will conclude the section along

with a review of the hypotheses of the study.

I. Employment Status and Depressive Affect

Research on the effects ofunemployment on psychological health indicates that

individuals who become unemployed tend to experience a decrease in psychological well-

being (Jackson & Warr, 1984; Dressier, 1986; Winefield et al., 1991; Dew, Bromet &

Penkower, 1992). The results from studies that explore non-psychiatric depression in

unemployed community samples demonstrate that depression levels increase following

unemployment. Linn, Sandifer, and Stein (1985), found that unemployment had an

adverse effect on psychological function "with the unemployed becoming more anxious,

depressed, and concerned with bodily symptoms than those who continued to work"

(p. 504). The researchers controlled for any preexisting psychological symptoms or

conditions and attributed the decrease in psychological functioning to becoming

unemployed.

In a community sample of492 individuals, Kessler, House, and Turner (1987),

found that those who were unemployed were more likely to score higher on the measures

of depression, anxiety, and physical health than employed individuals. The study explored

whether these psychological and physical problems were higher in the unemployed who

had perceived that they had lost their jobs through some fault of their own. The

unemployed who believed they were responsible were found to report higher levels of
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health problems including depression and anxiety than those who did not report job loss

due to some fault of their own. The researchers comment that "perceptions of fault affect

adjustment to stress, and those who impute characterologic self-blame experience more

extreme emotional reactions than those who do not see themselves at fault" (Kessler et al.,

1987, p. 57). Thus, self-blame for one's unemployment may increase the health effects of

losing one's job.

Age has also been extensively studied in the unemployment literature as a variable

that affects psychological outcomes. A curvilinear relationship has been found to exist

between unemployment and mental health as a function of age in several studies (Warr &

Jackson, 1984; Warr & Jackson, 1985; Hepworth, 1980). This curvilinear relationship

seems to hold that men between the ages of 20 to 59 show more deterioration in mental

health following unemployment than those younger and older (Warr & Jackson, 1984).

Several explanations have been offered to explain this outcome. For example^ role

responsibilities may be different for men younger than 20 and over 59 years of age. In the

event ofunemployment, teenagers may still be living at home with their parents and are

able to survive financially. Men over 59 years are close to the age of retirement and tend

to have the financial resources to support themselves even though unemployed (Warr,

Jackson & Banks, 1988). Those between 20 to 59 years of age have been found to have

more financial responsibilities and to view their work role as more salient to their identity

which may contribute to higher levels of psychological ill health. These results tend to

hold true for men. The few studies conducted on unemployed women have not found

similar age effects. Further research is needed.
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Any Job is Better Than No Job (Jahoda. 1982;)

Jahoda (1982Xhas argued in the literature that employment provides many more

benefits than negative outcomes. The benefits or 'latent functions' to which she refers

include social interaction, a positive identity, time structure of the day, and a constant

income. This argument suggests that being employed in any job is preferred to being

unemployed and that "underemployment is much more akin to satisfactory employment

than to unemployment in its psychological impact on young adults (Feldman & Turnley,

1995). The previous section provided evidence for the negative effects ofunemployment

on mental health. Elevated levels of anxiety and depression have been reported by

unemployed individuals. These findings are constant even when variables such as age and

gender are controlled for. It is now necessary to explore whether the same relationship

exists between underemployment and depressive affect and whether there is evidence to

support Jahoda' s (1982) claim that any employment situation is better than not being

employed. Specifically, there is only one study in which underemployment and depressive

affect are related and this study contradicts Jahoda' s (1982) argument.

A longitudinal study conducted by Winefield et al. (1991) of483 young adults in

South Australia explored the psychological effects of employment status. A comparison

of individuals who were satisfactorily employed, underemployed, unemployed, or full-time

students revealed that the satisfactorily employed and full-time students reported better

psychological health than the underemployed, and the unemployed groups (Winefield et

al., 1991). Psychological health was measured using Rosenberg's Self-Esteem and

Depressive Affect Scales, a negative mood scale, and an internal-external locus of control
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scale. Depressive affect and negative mood were lower in the satisfied and student

groups. The researchers suggested that the results show that young adults who are

dissatisfied with their employment situation lose the psychological benefits reported by the

student and satisfied employment groups (Winefield et aL, 1991). Thus, it can be noted

that individuals who were unemployed and those who reported being dissatisfied with

their employment reported experiencing the same negative psychological effects.

The question arises as to what specific aspect of the employment situation can be

attributed to the differences between the groups. O'Brien (1986), suggests that the use of

one's skills, task variety, and personal control are important explanatory variables. Jobs

which offer limited opportunity to use one's skills and education contribute to a negative

employment experience. In addition, the perception of not using one's skills and

education^compared to the perceived demands of the job leads to poor psychological

health, and in some instances, physical health is affected (Coburn, 1975). Coburn (1975)

found that individuals who perceived themselves to be underutilized reported lower well-

being compared to those who were satisfactorily employed.

Another study that examined the relationship between unemployment,

underemployment, and depressive affect was conducted using refugees from Southeast

Asia who had migrated to Canada. It was found that underemployment did not negatively

affect the mental health of these refugees. Beiser et al. (1993) reported that, when

underemployment was conceptualized as the incongruence between an individual's

education and previous occupation in Southeast Asia compared to the refugee's current

occupation after migration to Canada, no significant relationship emerged between
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underemployment and depressive affect. These results should be interpreted with caution

as there are several confounding variables, including the experience of settling in a new

country, which may result in the underreporting of symptoms (Beiser et al., 1993).

In summary, being underemployed was found to have similar negative effects on

mental health as being unemployed. Reports of higher levels of depressive affect have

been documented for the underemployed and unemployed when compared with the

satisfactorily employed group (Winefield et al., 1991). Evidence shows that Jahoda's

argument that any job is better than no job is losing validity and support Given the

limited research, it is important to examine the relationship between underemployment and

depressive affect further.

II Coping and Depressive Affect

It has been reported that depressed individuals are more likely to use avoidance

and emotional coping strategies rather than problem-solving strategies (Zeidner &

Saklofske, 1996). A comparison of university students found that those who scored high

on the Beck Depression Inventory had a preference for emotion-focused coping compared

to students who were not depressed (Zeidner & Saklofske, 1996). Aside from the

increased use of emotion-focused coping and avoidance coping, depressed individuals

have been found to use fewer problem-focused coping strategies (Zeidner & Saklofske,

1996; Zeidner, 1994). It has been suggested that the use and effectiveness of coping

strategies may be related to the features of depression like depressed mood and a strong

desire towards self preoccupation (Endler & Parker, 1990), negative views about one's

ability to solve problems, and a greater tendency to not feel in control of both good or bad
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outcomes of a situation (Mirowsky & Ross, 1990). Thus, depressive affect has been

connected to particular coping styles with more emotional-focused coping and avoidance

strategies used by individuals who report feeling depressed. However, the relationship

between coping_and depressed mood is not as simple and direct as previously stated.

Nevertheless, for the purposes of this study it is important to understand that there is a

relationship between feeling depressed and the types of coping strategies used in stressful

situations.

TTT T TnderemploymentT Depressive Affect and Coping

The present discussion will now focus on the moderating role of coping in the

underemployment and depressive affect relationship. Certain coping^styles have been

found to buffer or influence the relation between stress and the outcome that would have

otherwise resulted. A study by Kessler et aL (1988), which explored the effects of

unemployment on health, found that social support, self-concept, and coping all had

moderating effects on the relationship. Three indicators of mental health included scales

for anxiety, depression, and somatization. The sample was divided into three groups

which included the currently unemployed (at time of study), previously unemployed

(unemployed right before the study but now working), and the employed. The data

analysis showed that social support, self-concepty and coping all had amoderating effect

on the impact ofunemployment (Kessler et al., 1988). Two types of coping were

explored in this study including cognitive coping and financial coping (i.e., steps taken to

adapt to the financial consequences ofunemployment). In particular, the use of public

assistance was a financial coping strategy that had a significant effect on reducing physical
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illness, and the ability to avoid intrusive thoughts helped the individual deal with anxiety

(Kessler et al., 1988). Thus, both forms of coping influenced the impact of

unemployment.

A study by Cooper, Russell, Skinner, Frone and Mudar (1992), examined the

relationship between stress and alcohol consumption and the moderating effects of gender,

coping, and alcohol expectancies on the relationship. The study assumed that active,

problem-focused coping was generally adaptive for individuals and this form of coping

wouldbuffer the stress-alcohol relationship (Cooper et aL, 1992). They also assumed that

avoidant coping strategies for dealing with negative emotions were maladaptive and would

affectthe relationship between stress and alcohol use (Cooper et aL, 1992). The results

indicated that coping style did have an effect on drinking. It was found that avoidance

coping strategies resulted in drinkingmore alcohol by men but not for women.

Another study by Parkes (1990), tested the hypothesis that active, problem-

focused coping would moderate the relationship between work stress, and mental health

outcomes. The sample consisted of 157 teachers in training. Cognitive and behavioural

coping, strategies were measured using, a scale developed by Lazarus and his colleagues

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), which asked individuals to think of one stressful work

situation and to answer the questions with this encounter in mind. Other indicators

included perceived work demand, perceived social support available for work related

stress, and mental health measured using the General Health Questionnaire. The results

indicated that direct coping (problem-focused coping) had a moderating relationship

between perceived environmentaL stressors andGHQ scores (Parkes^ 1990). An
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interactive relationship existed between perceived work demands and work support in

predicting scores on the GHQ. Those who had high levels of direct coping had low GHQ

scores "regardless ofthe levels of perceived work demand and work support; conversely,

for those who reported low levels of direct copings higkwork demand and low work

support were both directly and independently associated with greater distress" (Parkes,

1990r p.4Q6). In genera^ the results were indicative of the impact that an individual'

s

coping efforts have on alleviating work related stress.

Other research focuses on the relationship between employment status,

psychological health, and coping strategies. Cassidy (1994), explored the relation between

psychological health and employment status as related to the use of cognitive appraisal

and coping. He used recent college graduates as his sample group and divided them into

two groups^ individuals who were employed (particularly those graduates who were in

jobs that they did not want to be in) and those who were unemployed. Significant

differences were found between the two groups. Employed individuals reported higher

levels of somatization such as difficulty sleeping and feeling weak, higher levels of anxiety,

and lower levels of self-esteem (Cassidy, 1994). Also, the employed group perceived

themselves experiencing more stress than the unemployed group (Cassidy, 1994).

According to Cassidy (1994), in this sample the employed graduates were significantly

worse off than the unemployed graduates with regard to levels of somatization, anxiety,

self-esteem and stress. Significant differences between the two groups of graduates were

not found for depression. This finding fails to support the notion that unemployed

graduates are psychologically worse offthan employed graduates (Cassidy, 1994). The
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lack of significant differences between the two groups on depression may have been a

function ofthe coping strategies that were used by these two groups.

It was reported that two of the problem-solving dimensions, creative problem-

solving and approach style were significantly different for the two groups (Cassidy, 1994).

The unemployed group was found to be "more creative and to approach and tackle their

problems more" (Cassidy, 1994, p.391). The unemployed group was. found to have

cognitive coping styles that made them more resistant to the stress from their situation

(Cassidy, 1994). Thus, the unemployed were not significantly worse offthan the

employed groups with regard to the psychological distress they reported. Rather, those

who were employed in jobs that they did not want to be in were found to experience more

stress and to use fewer problem-solving strategies to alleviate their stress. Cassidy (1994)

suggests that being in a job that does not match one's aspirations is stressful and that "it

may be psychologically better to remain unemployed and hopeful" (p.393).

The study by Cassidy (1994) supports the interactive model used in this study in

which coping styles are regarded as moderator variables which affect the relationship

between underemployment and depressive affect. The subjective appraisal ofbeing

underemployed occurs from a combination of indicators including: jobs in which there is

the lack of opportunity to learn new things and to use one's education and skills, having

the confidence and motivation to take on more responsibility than is given, wanting to

work full-time hours but only being able to work part-time hours, having unrealized

expectations and aspirations with regard to using training and education, and wanting a

better position than is currently available for the individual Evidence is available that
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suggests that the various dimensions ofunderemployment are related to a variety of

responses that include dissatisfaction, high absenteeism and turnover, lower productivity,

and a deterioration of physical and mental health (Rumberger, 1981). The relation

between depressive affect and underemployment is the focus of this model with coping

styles influencing the underemployment and depressive affect relationship. An outline of

the hypotheses is presented below.

The model predicts a direct relationship between underemployment and depressive

affect when the Underemployment Scale is used as the measure ofunderemployment.

Support for this first hypothesis was found in a study by Winefield et al. (1991)y which

suggested that individuals who were underemployed had significantly higher levels of

depressive affect when compared to individuals who were satisfactorily employed.

Further, it has been suggested that for new graduates, failure to find satisfactory

employment may "lead to 'learned helplessness' (Seligman, 1975) which results in their

experiencing lower self-esteem, increased depression, and decreased feelings of control

over their lives" (Feldman & Turnley, 1995, p.694). Therefore, it was hypothesized that

underemployment would be directly related to depressive affect.

The second hypothesis was based on literature indicating a relationship between

coping styles and depressive affect. The use of avoidant coping strategies has been found

to significantly predict an increase in the reporting of depressive symptoms (Rohde et al.,

1990). The use of avoidant coping strategies has been found to increase an individual's

vulnerability to future depression (Rohde et al., 1990). Evidence also indicates that

greater reliance on problem-focused copings strategies relative to all coping strategies used
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by an individual has been connected to reduced depression (Mitchell et al., 1983). The use

of support seeking coping strategies being effective in buffering the effects of stressful

situations can be found in the literature regarding social support and the stress buffering

hypothesis. With regard to depressive affect, greater reliance on support seeking

strategies should be associated with less depressive affect. Thus, the three coping styles in

this study should be related to depressive affect, with greater use of avoidance coping

strategies related to higher levels of depressive affect, and greater use of problem-solving

and/or support seeking strategies associated with less depressive affect.

The third hypothesis predicts that coping styles will moderate the relationship

between underemployment and depressive affect In order to interpret this interactive

model, main effects ofunderemployment and coping styles will be statistically controlled

and then the interactions interpreted. Several interactions are expected to be significant

and each will be presented individually. First, for high levels ofunderemployment, low

levels of problem-solving are expected to predict high depressive affect. For high levels of

underemployment, high levels of problem-solving are not expected to predict depressive

affect. Second, for high levels ofunderemployment, high levels of avoidance coping are

expected to predict high levels of depressive affect whereas low levels of avoidance

coping are not. Third, high levels ofunderemployment and low levels of support seeking

coping are expected to predict high levels of depressive affect. For high levels of

underemployment, high levels of support seeking coping are not expected to predict

depressive affect.

The above hypotheses are based on a cross-sectional analysis of the model. Data
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are also available to control for depressive affect at time 1 . Depressive affect scores are

available for 1991 and 1996 data points which will enable the model to examine the effects

of change in depression scores as a result ofunderemployment and coping style. By

controlling for chronic depressive affect the relationship between underemployment and

depressive affect as a function of coping style will not be influenced by constantly feeling

depressed.

It is also hypothesized that the same predictions will result when a self-report

measure of employment status is used. Instead ofusing the underemployment scale, self

categorizations of one's employment status will be used. Three groups will be compared

which will include those who are full-time and satisfactorily employed, those who classify

themselves as underemployed, and those that report being unemployed It is hypothesized

that the comparison between the unemployed and the underemployed should yield

significantly different results. Those who classify themselves as underemployed, and have

high levels of avoidance coping will have high levels of depressive affect. Unemployed

individuals who use high levels of avoidance copingwilLhave high levels of depressive

affect but, the level of depressive affect will be lower than the underemployed group.

Underemployed individuals with low problem-solving will have high levels of depressive

affect whereas those with high problem-solving will have low levels of depressive affect.

Unemployed individuals with low problem-solving will have high levels of depressive

affect whereas those with high problem-solving will report low levels of depressive affect.

The underemployed are expected to have significantly higher levels of depressive affect

than the unemployed when comparing low levels of problem-solving.
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For support seeking, underemployed individuals who are high in support seeking

will have low levels of depressive affect whereas those with low levels of support seeking

coping will have high levels of depressive affect. Unemployed individuals who are high in

support seeking coping will have low levels of depressive affect and those who are low in

support seeking will have high levels of depressive affect. The underemployed are

expected to have significantly higher levels of depressive affect with low levels of support

seeking coping when compared to the unemployed.

To summarize, the general hypotheses of this study were: L Underemployment

would be associated with depressive affect. 2. The three coping styles would account for

significant variability in depressive affect such that greater use of avoidance coping

strategies, low levels of problem-solving coping, and low levels of support seeking coping

would be associated with higher levels of depressive affect 3. The moderator variable,

coping styles, would interact with underemployment to predict depressive affect. The

relationship between underemployment and depressive affect would be expected to be

stronger for individuals who use high avoidance coping strategies, or who use few

problem- solving coping strategies. Also, the relationship between underemployment and

depressive affect should be stronger for individuals who use few support seeking strategies

in comparison to those who report using several support seeking coping strategies. 4.

Controlling for prior depressive affect, current depressive affect would be associated with

underemployment as a function of coping styles. 5. Higher levels of depressive affect

would be found among the underemployed than the unemployed, as a function of coping

style.
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Method

Participants and Procedures

All data were obtained from a larger longitudinal study, the Niagara Young Adult

Health Study (NYAHS). A random digit dialing process was used to locate individuals in

the Niagara region. The first phase of the study was conducted in 1991 with 843

individuals completing the questionnaire. For phase two ofthe study, conducted in the

spring/summer of 1996, the sample was re-contacted to participate. From the original

sample, 730 participants were contacted. Of these, 13 withdrew after the initial contact, 3

were deceased, 49 withdrew after receiving the questionnaire, and 91 questionnaires were

not returned. These numbers indicate a sample retention rate of 68%. Thus, longitudinal

data were available for 574 participants ofwhich 338 were female (59%) and 236 were

male (41%).

Participants in phase 2 ofthe study which was conducted in 1996, were between

the ages of22 and 39 (M=3 1 years). Marital status for phase 2 ofthe study consisted of

59% were married; 16.2% were single; 17.3% were in a serious relationship; and 7.5%

were either separated or divorced. Most ofthe sample (98.6%) were Canadian citizens.

With regard to employment status at phase 2 ofthe study, 46.4% reported being employed

full-time and satisfied; 20.9% reported being underemployed (58 men, 57 women); 9.4%

were unemployed (22 men, 30 women); 1.8% reported being in school full-time; 1.1%

were in school part-time; and, 9.3% were full-time homemakers. Mean income level was

between $10, 000 and $19, 999 with 20.7% reporting this income category; 22.6%

71
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reported earning between $20, 000 and $29, 000; 16% earned between $30, 000 and $39,

000; 16.6% earned more than $40, 000. In addition, 9.9% reported an income level

between $5, 000 and $9, 999; and 14.2% reported earning less than $5, 000.

Participants were asked to fill out a questionnaire composed of a variety of scales.

In return for completing the questionnaire, each participant was paid $20.00.

Confidentiality was assured at all stages ofthe study with participants acknowledging their

right to withdraw from the study at any given time without penalty.

Measures

Employment Status

Employment status was obtained through a self-report measure. Current

employment status at time of the study was obtained by having participants select from a

variety of possibilities (See Appendix A for the entire scale). Three employment status

groups were used in this study composed of the following employment categories.

Satisfactorily employed consisted of individuals who selected any ofthe three possibilities

including: employed fixll-time and generally satisfied, employed part-time and also have a

nail-time job, and self-employed full-time. The unemployed employment status group

consisted of individuals who reported being in any of the five following categories

including: employed part-time but currently laid off and called in fronLtime to time,

unemployed and looking for work, unemployed and no longer looking for work

(discouraged), unemployed due to temporary layoff, and unemployed due to indefinite

layoff. The underemployed employment status category consisted of individuals in the

following categories; employed fiiU-time and looking for a better jobr and employedpart-
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time and looking for full-time work.

Underemployment Scale (Kambouris and Sadava, 1997).

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted with the time 2 data in order to

create a subjective underemployment scale. See Appendix B for individual items of the

scale. Principal axis factor extraction was used in an attempt to extract as many factors as

possible from agroup of 18 items which were derived from the existing literature. Each

item was rated on a seven point scale with 1 indicating "completely disagree" and 7

indicating."completely agree". In addition, the participants could also answer "does not

apply to me" for any of the questions. Items which pointed to the lack ofuse of

education, training, and skills were considered to be negative in nature and a higher score

for these questions suggested the individual was underemployed. Any positively worded

items were reverse scored.

Three factors emerged with eigenvalues greater than one, accounting for 49.9%of

the variance. The oblique rotation was used to derive the three factors because it was

expected that the three factors would be correlated. All items with loadings of 0.40 and

higher were included in the analysis with three main factors emerging (see Table 1).

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (1989), it is acceptable to interpret any factor loading

of 0.30 and higher to derive reliable factor clusters. It was decided that a more

conservative factor loading cutoff of 0.40 would be used to assist in the interpretation of

factors. By using a more stringent cutoff point, better delineation of the factors would

emerge and elimination of double loading of items on more than one factor would result.

Pairwise deletion was used to deal with missing data in the factor analysis.
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The factor labelled Person-Job Mismatch underemployment was concerned with

whether the job provided the opportunity to learn new things and make use of the

employee's training. This dimension is similar to the Person-Environment fit model that

proposes a. relationship betweenthe characteristics, of the person (Le.^ abilities) and

characteristics of the environment (i.e., the work setting) (Caplan, 1988). Person-Job

Mismatch is the perceptioa of incongruence between skills and the opportunity to use

these skills on the job.

The second factor obtained was termed Subjective Underemployment This factor

concerned perceptions ofwanting more responsibility, having the motivation and energy

to work more hours, and wanting more than just a part-time job but being unable to find

one because of the current job market. Feelings ofunderemployment were the central

theme of this factor.

Perceived Job Requirements underemployment was the assigned label for the third

factor obtained. The main focus of this factor was the congruence between how much

training and education the employee perceives the job to require, and the employee's

perceptions ofwhat level of training and education the employer expects. This factor was

sensitive to the expectations that individuals had about their jobs.

Reliability analysis of each factor produced high Cronbach's alpha's: Person-Job

Mismatch, 0.82, Subjective Underemployment, 0.83, Perceived Job Requirements, 0.88.

The three factors were used as subscales in the measurement ofunderemployment. Each

subscale was summed and a mearrcalculated for use in the hierarchicalmultiple regression

analyses ofthe model.



•



r

75

The Center for Epidemiological Study Depression Scale (CES-D) fRadloff. 1977).

The CES-D is a 20 item self-report scale that was designed to measure depressive

symptoms in the general population (Radloff, 1977) (See Appendix C for the entire scale).

Most statements were worded negatively with a higher score indicating greater depressive

affect. Questions that were positively worded were reversed scored. For each statement

participants used a four point scale with 1 indicating "rarely or never" and 4 indicating

"most or all the time". The scores were summed and the mean was computed to arrive at

a depression score for each participanL Radloff (1977) offers numerous studies which

demonstrate the validity and internal consistency of the CES-D in general and patient

populations. Coefficient alpha, in the general population, was reported at 0.85 (Radloff,

1977).

Coping Strategy Indicator (Amirkhan 1990)

The Coping Strategy Indicator (Amirkhan, 1990), was a factor analytically derived

measure ofvarious coping strategies used by individuals (See Appendix D for entire

scale). Three main strategies emerged which were represented by three subscales:

problem-solving, avoidance behaviour, and support seeking behaviour (Amirkhan, 1990).

Problem solving coping items included trying to alleviate the problem, and trying different

ways to solve the problem until one worked (Amirkhan, 1990). The avoidance coping

subscale included such items as avoiding being with people, and daydreaming about better

times (Amirkhan, 1990). Support seeking coping items included talking to people about

the situation, and asking for advice to try to change the situation (Amirkhan, 1990).
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Possible range of scores was 1 to 3 with 1 indicating the individual did not use that

particular coping strategy, and 3 indicating high use of a particular coping strategy. Each

subscale was summed and a mean was calculated with higher scores indicating greater use

ofthe coping strategy. In the sample reported by Amirkhan (1990), Cronbach's alpha was

0.89 for problem-solving, 0.93 for support seeking behaviour, and 0.84 for avoidance

behaviours, with good internal consistency and construct validity also reported (Amirkhan,

1990).
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Results

The results will be presented in the following manner. First, descriptive statistics

including means, standard deviations, and correlations between all the variables used in the

study will be discussed. The results ofthe model building phase will follow along with the

cross-sectional analyses ofthe model. The final set of analyses will be based on the use of

self-report employment status categories to test the model All data analyses were done

using SPSS software, version 6. 1 . The means and standard deviations for all the variables

in the model are presented in Table 2.

Means and standard deviations were calculated separately for men and women to

determine whether there were sex differences for any of the variables. Mean scores

indicated moderate levels of all three underemployment dimensions with no significant

differences between men and women. Sex differences existed for depressive affect at both

time 1 and time 2 data points with men reporting lower levels of depressive affect than

women. The depressive affect means in this study correspond to those obtained in other

population studies and are lower than those obtained in clinical samples (Radloff, 1977).

Mean scores indicated moderate use of all coping strategies with women reporting greater

use of avoidance coping strategies, and support seeking strategies than men. A similar

finding of sex differences was reported in a study by Bhagat et al. (1991).

Correlations Among the Variables

Table 3 presents the correlations among the variables for the entire sample. Table

4 presents the correlations for men and women separately. The three underemployment
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Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and t-tests for the entire sample, men, and women.

Entire Sample Men Women Differences

Variable MSDn MSDn MSDn t p

Subjective

Underemployment 4.08 1.50 450 4.16 1.50 208 4.02 1.50 242 0.95 0.34

Perceived Job Requirements

Underemployment 3.96 1.49 453 4.07 1.51211 3.86 1.46 242 1.50 0.14

Person-Job Mismatch

Underemployment 122 1.86 430 3.20 1.84 205 3.25 1.88 225 -0.24 0.81

Depressive affect

-timel 1.82 0.44 571 1.71038 235 1.90 0.45 336 -5.43 0.00

Depressive affect

-time 2 1.89 0.57 573 1.75 0.50 235 1.99 0.60 338 -5.36 0.00

Problem Solving

Copings 2.40 0.37 565 2.43 0.36 229 2.39 0.38 336 1.38 0.17

Support Seeking

Coping 2.17 0.49 564 1.98 0.46 229 2.30 0.46 335 -8.3L 0.00

Avoidance Coping 1.67 0.40 563 1.63 0.38 228 1.70 0.41 335 -1.94 0.05

dimensions were correlated sharing between 12% to 25% of the variance. This suggests

that each underemployment dimension measured a different aspect but the three

dimensions were not mutually exclusive from one another. Individuals could report

experiencing any or all ofthe three underemployment dimensions. The general pattern of

relationship for the three coping styles indicated that greater use of problem-solving was

related to less use of avoidance coping strategies, and more use of support seeking
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strategies. Depressive affect scores at time 1 and time 2 were significantly related.

Table 3. Correlations among the variables hi the study.

Variable ~T~ ~Y~ ~T~ 4 ~~

5

6 7 8

1

.

Depressive affect

- time 1

2. Depressive affect

-time 2 53*** „

3. Person-Job Mismatch

Underemployment 14*** 15*** „

4. Perceived Job Requirements

Underemployment .12** 13*** .50*** —

5. Subjective

Underemployment \g*** 20*** .34*** .41*** —

6. Support Seeking

Coping .07 .05 -.01 -.02 -.03 -

7. Problem Solving

Coping -.09* -.17*** -.13*** .01 .07 .15 ***

***
8. Avoidance Coping .38*** .53*** .10* .12** .18*** .01 -.12

Note, n's differ as a function of the total number of individuals who completed each item. *p<0.05,

**p<0.01, ***p<0.00L

Significant correlations for the entire sample were found between the predictors

and criterion variables. From Table 3, it is evident that all three underemployment

dimensions were moderately related to depressive affect at time 2. The strongest
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relationship was between Subjective Underemployment and depressive affect. Thus,

underemployment was significantly related to depressive affect in that the more

underemployed an individual felt the higher the level of depressive affect reported. All

three underemployment dimensions were related to depressive affect at time 1 . Reporting

depressive affect five years earlier was significantly related to reporting high levels of all

three underemployment dimensions. Significant relationships emerged between depressive

affect at time 2 and various coping styles. As expected, greater use of avoidance coping

strategies was positively related to high levels of depressive affect. In addition,

use offewer problem-solving strategies was related to higher levels of depressive affect

for the sample but depressive affect was unrelated to support seeking coping.

Relationships between coping styles and the various dimensions of

underemployment were also found. In particular, high use of avoidance coping strategies

was associated with higher underemployment scores for all three dimensions, Person-Job

Mismatch, Perceived Job Requirements, and Subjective Underemployment. Also, use of

fewer problem-solving strategies was related to higher levels of Person-Job Mismatch

underemployment.

Table 4 presents the correlations separately for men and women. The three

underemployment dimensions were correlated for both men and women suggesting that

each factor measured a different aspect ofunderemployment but were not mutually

exclusive from one another. The relationships between the three coping styles indicated

that for men, greater use of problem-solving was related to use of less avoidance coping,

and use ofmore support seeking strategies. For women, greater use of problem-solving
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Table 4. Correlations among the variables in the study presented separately for men and

women.

Variable 1 8

1

.

Depressive affect

-time 1

2. Depressive affect

-time 2

3. Person-Job Mismatch

Underemployment

4. Perceived Job

Requirements

5. Subjective

Underemployment

6. Support Seeking

Coping

7. Problem Solving

Coping

8. Avoidance Coping

.*** _ - ft**
0.46 0.20 0.18 0.24 0.09 -0.04 0.32

0.53 —

0.11 0.08

0.12 0.05 0.50

0.25 0.28 0.30 0.04 -0.23 0.48

.*** « . ,***
0.50 0.46 -0.02 -0.12 0.15

0.48-0.03 -0.04 0.19

0.18" 0.14* 0.29***0.35***

-0.51 -0.06 -0.02 0.04 -0.03

0.01 -0.03 0.26

0.23*** -0.03

-0.10 -0.12 -0.13 0.05 0.14 0.15 - -0.14

0.41***0.55***0.06 0.07 0.14* -0.01 -0.11**-

Note. Values above the diagonal represent results for men and values below the diagonal are the results

for women, n's differ as a function of the total number of participants who completed each item.

strategies was related to less use of avoidance coping strategies and to more support

seeking strategies. That is, the pattern was similar for both men and women.

All three underemployment factors were related to depressive affect at time 2 for

men but, only Subjective Underemployment was significantly related to depressive affect

at time 2 for women. Significant relationships between depressive affect at time 2 and
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various coping styles were found. For men, greater use of avoidance coping strategies

were positively related to high levels of depressive affect at time 2. In addition, use of

fewer problem-solving strategies was related to higher levels of depressive affect, but not

for support seeking coping strategies. The same results were found for women.

Relationships between coping styles and the various dimensions of

underemployment were found. For men, the use of avoidance coping strategies was

related to higher scores on all three underemployment dimensions. For women, the use of

avoidance coping strategies was related to higher scores on Subjective Underemployment

but, women who used fewer problem-solving strategies reported higher Person-Job

Mismatch underemployment.

Model Building Phase

A model building phase was conducted to test for the possibility that the relations

between the predictor and criterion variables were non-linear. The model that was

presented earlier anticipated that the predictors (three dimensions ofunderemployment),

the moderator variable (coping style), and the interactions between them would

significantly predict depressive affect. Both two-way and three-way interactions were

tested. Although sex differences were not predicted by this model, there was the

possibility that sex could interact with either the predictor or moderator variable to predict

variance in depressive affect and therefore, the model building phase was used to explore

this possibility. A significance level of 0.05 was used to determine which variables would

be kept in the model. Therefore, the model building phase was used to reduce the number
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of variables to be included in the model to preserve degrees offreedom (Cohen & Cohen,

1983). Table 5 presents the results ofthe model building phase.

Main effects for sex, underemployment, and coping styles were entered as a set

and were found to be significant predictors of depressive affect. Overall, none of the two

way interactions were found to be significant. When non-linear aspects of

underempbyment were entered, they were found to be non-significant The three-way

interactions yielded an overall F change that was significant. Individual t-tests revealed

that three of the three-way interactions were significant which included the following,

Subjective Underemployment by sex by avoidance coping (t (360)=-2.71, p=0.00 ),

Perceived Job Requirements Underemployment by sex by avoidance coping (t (360)=2.43,

p=0.01), and Person-Job Mismatch by sex by support seeking coping (t (360)= 2.01,

p=0.04). A residuals analysis was conducted to test the adequacy ofthe model building

phase. The residuals were normally distributed indicating the model was adequate in

describing the data.

To summarize, the model building phase was necessary to ensure that non-linear

aspects of the predictor were not influencing the results, and to test for two and three-way

interactions to determine ifthey were significant. The model predicted main effects for

underemployment and coping styles as well as significant interactions between the two

variables. The model building phase indicated that three ofthe three-way interactions

were significant in addition to the main effects. In the three-way interactions, sex

interacted significantly with all three-way interactions. Therefore, on the basis ofthe
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Table 5. Results for the model building phase to test for interactions and non-linear

components for the variables in the model.

Variable



I
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priority (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). Hierarchical analysis of the model was carried out in the

following way. First, the three underemployment dimensions were entered as a set

because, according to Baron and Kenny (1986), predictors must be entered before the

moderator variable. Second, the moderator variables^ coping styles^ were entered as a set

(Baron & Kenny, 1986). Finally, all two-way interactions were entered simultaneously.

The protected-t strategy was used to reduce the possibility ofmaking a Type I error

(Cohen & Cohen, 1983). If the overall F test for each step ofthe analysis was not

significant^ individual t-tests were not examined (Cohen& Cohen, 1983). Tables 6 and 7

present a summary ofthe hierarchical analysis of the model for men and women,

respectively.

Table 6 indicates that the overall model was significant for men in this sample.

Main effects for the set ofunderemployment scales were obtained, although t-tests

indicated that none of the subscales individually accounted for variability in depressive

affect. Main effects for problem-solving coping, and avoidance coping scales were

significant. Problem-solving coping uniquely accounted for 2% (sr^O.02) ofthe

variability indicating that use offewer problem-solving strategies was associated with

higher reports of depressive affect. For avoidance coping strategies, 14% (sr^O.14) of

the variability in depressive affect was accounted for by the use of greater avoidance

coping strategies. When the two-way interactions were entered as a set, they were found

to be significant. Individual t-tests indicated that the interaction between Perceived Job

Requirements and avoidance coping accounted for 2% (sr^O.02) ofthe variability in

depressive affect. In addition, the interaction between Subjective Underemployment and
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avoidance coping uniquely accounted for 1% (sr^O.Ol) of the variability in the criterion

variable. Thus, two ofthe two-way interactions were significant for men in this sample.

To summarize, for men, the set ofunderemployment scales significantly predicted

higher levels of depressive affect Main effects were found for coping styles with higher

levels of depressive affect reported by men who used a greater number of avoidance

coping strategies, and fewer problem-solving strategies- Hypotheses regarding

interactions were supported for men in that the relationship between underemployment

and depressive affectwas stronger for menwho used a greater number of avoidance

coping strategies than those who used fewer. This was found to be significant for

PerceivedJob Requirements underemployment, and for Subjective Underemployment.

These interactions are presented in Figures 1 and 2.

The interactions were plotted using the final regression equations, to calculate the

various points on the graph. All final regression equations can be found in Appendix E.

All variables in the equation were included with the mean of each variable multiplied by its

regression coefficient. For Perceived Job Requirements and avoidance coping, low,

medium and high scores were determined by using the mean as the medium score. To

determine the low score, the mean minus one standard deviation was calculated, and a

high score was calculated by adding one standard deviation to the mean. The low,

medium, and high scores were substituted appropriately into each equation and nine

equations were calculated to plot Figure L
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Table 6. Hierarchical regression results for men in which underemployment, coping styles,

and their interactions were used to predict depressive affect at time 2.

Variable B~ ~R? R1 F ~<g~ ~g~
Change

1. PJM 0.04

PJR 0.05

SU 0.05 0.12 0.12 8.74 3,185 0.00

2. Avoidance Coping 0.52**

Problem Solving -Q.22*

Support Seeking 0,13 0.18 0.31 16.05 3,182 0.00

3. PJM by Avoidance 0.07

PJM by Problem Solving -0.08

PJM by Support Seeking -0.08

PJRby Avoidance -0. 16*

PJR by Problem Solving -0.09

PJR by Support Seeking 0.01

SU by Avoidance 0.12*

SU by Problem Solving 0.04

SU by Support Seeking -0.01 0.06 0.37 1.98 9,173 0.04

Overall Model: 0.37 6.84 15,173 0.00

Note. *p<0.05, **p<0.001. PJM, Person-Job Mismatch Underemployment; PJR, Perceived Job

Requirements Underemployment; SU, Subjective Underemployment.
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Figure 1. Significant interaction between Perceived Job Requirements underemployment

(PJR) and avoidance coping predicting time 2 depressive affect for men.

The form ofthe interaction indicated that the highest level of depressive affect was

reported by men who used greater avoidance coping strategies, and experienced high

Perceived Job Requirement underemployment. An increase in level of depressive affect

was found for men who used few avoidance coping strategies, and reported high

Perceived Job Requirement underemployment This finding was contrary to what was

predicted.

The graph of the interaction between Subjective Underemployment and avoidance
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coping predicting depressive affect for men is presented in Figure 2. The same procedure

that was used to plot Figure 1 was used to plot the points on Figure 2. Values were

obtained in the manner described above using the final regression equations and the mean,

plus and minus one standard deviation to calculate the high, medium and low scores for

avoidance coping and Subjective Underemployment.

It is evident, from Figure 2, that men who reported feeling high levels of

Subjective Underemployment, and who reported using many avoidance coping strategies

reported higher depressive affect than men who reported feeling high Subjective

Underemployment but used fewer avoidance coping strategies. The interaction occurs as

a result ofthe men who report high Subjective Underemployment and use ofmany

avoidance coping strategies. These men reported higher depressive affect levels than men

who reported using less avoidance coping strategies. Therefore, for men, the interaction

between Subjective Underemployment and avoidance coping was indicative of depressive

affect.

The same analysis of the model was run for women. Table 7 presents the results

ofthe analysis in which the overall model was found to be significant. Main effects for

underemployment were not significant. Main effects for coping styles were significant

with individual t-tests indicating avoidance coping strategies were significant in predicting

depressive affect. Unique variability accounted for by avoidance coping was 29%

(sr^O.29). None ofthe interactions were significant. A residuals analysis revealed that,

overall, the residuals approached a normal distribution indicating the model was adequate

in describing the data.
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Figure 2 . Significant interaction between Subjective Underemployment (SU)

and avoidance coping predicting time 2 depressive affect for men.

In summary, main effects for underemployment were found for men but not for

women. Only the three underemployment scales, as a set, predicted depressive affect for

men. Main effects for coping were found for men and women with high levels of

avoidance coping predicting high levels of depressive affect. Also, use offew problem-

solving strategies predicted high levels of depressive affect for men, but not for women.

Use offew support seeking strategies did not significantly predict depressive affect for

either men or women. Interactions as a set were significant for men only, indicating a

moderating model. Perceived Job Requirements underemployment by avoidance coping

was predictive of depressive affect in that higher levels of Perceived Job Requirements
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Table 7. Hierarchical regression results for women in which underemployment, coping

styles, and their interactions were used to predict depressive affect at time 2.

B1 E~ df ~pTVariable
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underemployment reported, and high avoidance coping strategies predicted higher levels

of depressive affect. The same relationship was found for Subjective Underemployment

and avoidance coping. The higher the Subjective Underemployment and use of greater

avoidance coping, the higher the level of depressive affect. Interactions were not

significant for women.

Controlling for Time 1 Depressive Affect

In this set of analyses, depressive affect scores at time 1 were statistically

controlled to determine how current employment status related to depressive affect.

Tables 8 and 9 present the results for men and women, respectively. When depressive

affect at time 1 was entered on the first step, it was found to be significant, accounting for

22% (sr^O.22) ofthe variability in depressive affect at time 2 (see Table 8). Main effects

for the underemployment scales, as a set, were significant but individual t-tests indicated

that none of the underemployment dimensions individually accounted for variability in the

criterion variable. Main effects for coping styles were found, with problem-solving coping

uniquely accounting for 2% (sr^O.02), and avoidance coping uniquely accounting for 8%

(sr^O.08) of the variability in depressive affect.

The greater the use of avoidance coping strategies, and the fewer problem-solving

strategies used, the higher was the level of depressive affect for men. The two-way

interactions as a group were found to be significant. However, individual t-tests indicated

that only the interactions between Perceived Job Requirements Underemployment and
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Table 8. Controlling for time 1 depressive affect, hierarchical regression results for men in

which underemployment, coping styles, and their interactions were used to predict

depressive affect at time 2.

~E? E~ df ~b

0.22 53.26 1, 187 0.00

Variable



[

.
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Table 8. continued

Variable B R2 R2- F df

Change

Dep 1 by Problem Solving 0.15

Dep 1 by Support Seeking 0.09 0.08 0.48 1.82 16,166 0.04

5. Dep 1 by PJM by Avoidance 0.05

Dep 1 by PJM by Problem Solving 0.03

Dep 1 by PJM by Support Seeking 0.21

Dep 1 by PJR by Avoidance -0. 1

3

Dep 1 by PJR by Problem Solving 0.12

Dep 1 by PJR by Support Seeking -0.46

Dep 1 by SU by Avoidance 0.3

1

Dep 1 by SU by Problem Solving -0.34

Dep 1 by SU by Support Seeking -0.10 0.06 0.54 2.21 9, 157 0.20

Overall Model: 0.54 6.01 31,157 0.00

Note. PJM, Person-Job Mismatch Underemployment; PJR, Perceived Job Requirements

Underemployment; SU, Subjective Underemployment; Dep 1, Depression at time 1. *p<0.05, **p<0.01,

***p<0.001.
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Figure 3. Significant interaction between Perceived Job Requirements (PJR)

Underemployment by avoidance coping predicting time 2 depressive affect for men after

controlling for depressive affect at time 1

.

avoidance coping and between Subjective Underemployment and avoidance coping were

significant each accounting for 1% of the variability in depressive affect. Three-way

interactions as a set were not significant. A residuals analysis revealed the overall pattern

of residuals approached a normal distribution indicating the model was adequate in

describing the data. The significant interactions are presented in Figures 3 and 4.

In Figure 3, the form of the interaction indicates that higher depressive affect was

reported by men who used several avoidance coping strategies and experienced high
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Perceived Job Requirements underemployment compared to men who used few avoidance

strategies. Men who reported low Perceived Job Requirements underemployment, and

who used a greater number of avoidance coping strategies reported greater depressive

affect than men who used fewer avoidance coping strategies. Thus, for men, the more

Perceived Job Requirements underemployment they experienced, and greater use of

avoidance coping strategies, the more depressive affect reported.

In Figure 4, the more Subjective Underemployment that was reported, and greater

use of avoidance coping strategies, the higher the levels of depressive affect than for men

who reported using few avoidance coping strategies. For low levels of Subjective

Underemployment and high Levels of avoidance coping, high levels of depressive affect

were reported when compared to men who used fewer avoidance coping strategies. Men

who reported medium avoidance coping strategies, and high Subjective

Underemployment, reported lower depressive affect than men who used either low or high

avoidance coping. It was possible that these men found that not completely avoiding the

issue was beneficial in helping to decrease depressive affect for them. Thus, men who

used a greater number of avoidance coping strategies and experienced high Subjective

Underemployment, reported higher levels of depressive affect than men who said they

used a medium number of avoidance coping strategies-

Table 9 presents the results for women. The overall model was found to be

significant. Time 1 depressive affect was entered on the first step, accounting for 29%

(sr^O.29) ofthe variability in time 2 depressive affect. Main effects for underemployment

were non-significant. Main effects for coping styles were significant with avoidance
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Figure 4. Significant interaction between Subjective Underemployment (SU)

by avoidance coping predicting time 2 depressive affect for men after

controlling for depressive affect at time 1

.

coping uniquely accounting for 17% (sr^O.17) ofthe variability in depressive affect.

None of the interactions were significant. A residuals analysis revealed the overall pattern

of residuals approached a normal distribution indicating the model was adequate in

describing the data.

To summarize, when controlling for time 1 depressive affect, a significant

relationship between underemployment and depressive affect, as moderated by coping

styles was found for men but not for women. The interactions between Subjective

Underemployment and avoidance coping, and between Perceived Job Requirements and
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Table 9. Controlling for time 1 depressive affect, results for women in which

underemployment, coping styles, and their interactions were used to predict depressive

affect at time 2.

Variable B R2 R2- F ~~df
p~~

Change

1. Depression at time 1 0.68* 0.29 0.29 80.80 1,202 0.00

2. PJM 0.02

PJR -0.02

SU -0.01 0.00 0.29 0.29 3, 199 0.83

3. Avoidance Coping 0.66*

Problem Solving -0.11

Support Seeking -0.01 0.18 0.47 22.12 3,196 0.00

4. PJM by Avoidance -0.04

PJM by Problem Solving 0.01

PJM by Support Seeking 0.04

PJR by Avoidance 0.12

PJR by Problem Solving 0.01

PJR by Support Seeking 0.03

SU by Avoidance -0.09

SU by Problem Solving -0.02

SU by Support Seeking -0.02

Dep 1 by PJM 0.07

Dep 1 by PJR -0.04

Dep 1 by SU 0.01

Dep 1 by Avoidance 0.08

Dep 1 by Problem Solving 0.13

Dep 1 by Support Seeking 0.22 0.02 0.49 0.57 15,181 0.89
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Table 9. continued

Variable B R2 R1 F df
Change

5. Dep 1 by PJM by Avoidance -0.01

Dep 1 by PJM by Problem Solving -0.03

Dep 1 by PJM by Support Seeking -0.04

Dep 1 by PJR by Avoidance -0.03

Dep 1 by PJR by Problem Solving 0. 1

8

Dep 1 by PJR by Support Seeking -0.08

Dep 1 by SU by Avoidance 0.02

Dep 1 by SU by Problem Solving -0.03

Dep 1 by SU by Support Seeking 0.10 0.01 0.50 0.40 9,173 0.92

Overall Model: 0.50 5.81 30,173 0.00

Note. PJM, Person-Job Mismatch Underemployment; PJR, Perceived Job Requirements

Underemployment; SU, Subjective Underemployment; Dep 1, Depression at time 1. *p<0.001.

avoidance coping predicted higher depressive affect for men only. For women, only

coping main effects were significant in predicting time 2 depressive affect with greater use

of avoidance coping predicting higher depressive affect.

Testing the Model Using a Self-Report Employment Status Measure

The final set of analyses were concerned with group comparisons between the

underemployed, the unemployed, and the satisfactorily employed. A self-report
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employment status measure was used in which participants could categorize themselves

according to their interpretation of their employment situation. It has been suggested that

being underemployed is preferable to being unemployed. The aim of this set of analyses

was to investigate whether there was support for this argument. To test the effects of self-

report employment status, two dummy variables were created using orthogonal contrast

coding (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). The first comparison was between groups that were

satisfactorily employed, and the unemployed and underemployed taken together. The

second comparison was between the unemployed, and the underemployed groups. Before

the analysis was run, analysis ofvariance was performed to identify group differences on

any of the variables in the model but particularly on coping styles. Table 10 provides a

summary ofthe ANOVA results.

Of particular importance are the differences in means for avoidance and support

seeking coping. Gender main effects were evident such that the means for avoidance and

support seeking coping were significantly different for men and women (i.e., women more

likely to use avoidance and support seeking strategies). In addition, there was a sex by

employment status interaction effect which indicated differences in support seeking coping

across the three employment groups as a function of sex. After identifying the group

differences in coping styles, the analysis for the model using the self-report employment

status measure was run for men and women separately. Table 1 1 and 12 present the

results for men and women, respectively.
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Table 10. Summary of results ofthe 3X2 (sex by employment status) ANOVA of coping
strategies, underemployment scales, and depressive affect.

Variable
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Table 1 1 . Hierarchical regression results for men in which self-report employment status,

coping styles, and their interactions were used to predict depressive affect at time 2.

Variable B R2 ~bF F df U
Change

1.
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Figure 5. Significant interaction between unemployed and underemployed

men by support seeking coping predicting depressive affect for men.

(sr^O.02) of the variability in depressive affect, respectively. Finally, the two-way

interactions as a set were significant. Individual t-tests indicated that only the interaction

between the group comparison underemployed versus unemployed by support seeking

coping was significant accounting for 2% (s^O.02) of the variability in depressive affect.

A residuals analysis indicated that the overall pattern ofthe residuals was normally

distributed and the model was adequate in describing the data. The interaction is plotted

in Figure 5.

Figure 5 indicates that underemployed men who used a greater number of support

seeking coping strategies reported higher levels of depressive affect than men who were

unemployed and who used a high number of support seeking coping strategies. The
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opposite results occurred when few support seeking coping strategies were used. Men

who were unemployed and used few support seeking strategies reported higher levels of

depressive affect than underemployed men who used fewer support seeking strategies.

Thus, for underemployed men, using several support seeking coping strategies appeared

to be detrimental in that they reported higher depressive affect whereas for unemployed

men, support seeking strategies appeared to be beneficial in that less depressive affect was

reported.

Table 12 presents the results for women in the sample. The overall model was

significant in predicting variability in depressive affect. The employment status group

comparisons were not significant. Main effects for coping style were found with

avoidance coping uniquely predicting 27% (sr^O.27) ofthe variability in depressive affect

in that greater use of avoidance coping strategies predicted higher depressive affect. None

of the interactions were significant. A residuals analysis indicated that the overall pattern

of residuals was normally distributed allowing for the conclusion that the model was

adequate in describing the data.

To summarize, when making group comparisons using self-report employment

status categories, coping styles were found to moderate the relationship between

employment status and depressive affect for men only. Particularly, greater use of support

seeking strategies by underemployed men predicted higher depressive affect than for

unemployed men who similarly used a greater number of support seeking strategies.
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Table 12. Hierarchical regression results for women in which self-report employment
status, coping styles, and their interactions were used to predict depressive affect

at time 2.

Variable B R2 R2- F df

Change

1. Un_Undr2
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The opposite results were found for the use offew support seeking strategies in that

unemployed men who used fewer support seeking strategies reported higher depressive

affect than underemployed men using few support seeking strategies. Significant

interactions were not found for women in this sample. The only consistent finding for

women was related to the use of greater avoidance coping strategies which predicted

higher levels of depressive affect.
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Discussion

Underemployment has been found to be related to such negative outcomes as

increased depressive affect (Winefield et al., 1991), lower self-esteem (Kalleberg &

Sorensen, 1973) and lower levels of productivity (Rumberger, 1981). In addition, coping

has been suggested to moderate the relationship between underemployment and

depressive affect. It was hypothesized that reports of high underemployment and the

increased use of avoidance coping strategies would result in increased reports of

depressive affect. Alternatively, reports of high underemployment and the use ofmore

problem-solving coping strategies was predicted to be related to less depressive affect.

Finally, reports of high levels of underemployment and use of few support seeking coping

strategies was expected to predict depressive affect. Therefore, this study proposed an

interactive relationship between underemployment and coping styles which would predict

depressive affect

Additionally, the model was also analyzed by controlling for time 1 depressive

affect to control for chronic depressive affect. Finally, a self-report employment status

measure was used to test the model and group comparisons were made to determine if

there were significant differences in depressive affect between the satisfactorily employed,

the unemployed, and the underemployed, as a function of coping styles.

The first hypothesis predicted a relationship between underemployment and

depressive affect. Results indicate that women reported higher levels of depressive affect

than men at both time 1 and time 2 (see Table 2). This finding is consistent with literature

that states women tend to report higher rates of clinical depression and depressive affect
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(Rosenfield, 1980). When examining the relationship between depressive affect and

underemployment, a significant relationship was found for men only, regardless of higher

levels of depressive affect for women. These findings are consistent with previous

research which suggest underemployment to be related to such negative outcomes as

increased depression, and lower self-esteem (Feldman & Turnley, 1995).

Underemployment did not predict depressive affect for women.

Why was underemployment associated with depressive affect for men only? The

results show that the particular aspects ofunderemployment that were measured in this

study had an effect on men in that the three underemployment subscales, as a set,

predicted depressive affect. This was a consistent finding when the model was tested

cross-sectionally, when time 1 depressive affect was controlled for, and when the self-

report employment status measure was used. This relationship could possibly be

explained by the literature which suggests sex roles may help explain the

underemployment and depressive affect relationship for men and women.

Traditionally, the work role was associated for a large part with the male role

(Mutchler, 1987). Women were traditionally found to place less emphasis on the work

role and to focus on family and child responsibilities. Although times have changed and

women are entering the workforce at an increasing rate, the possibility still remains that

men and women have different expectations about their work role and what it means to

them. It has been suggested that women may have lower expectations about their

employment situation because offewer opportunities in the workforce, although

opportunities for women have improved, compared to men.
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In addition, it is possible that women are less likely to be judged socially by their

occupation than men are. Women have other roles which they may strongly identify with

and which they may get depressed about. As a result, it is possible that employment

problems may not depress women as they do men. Women get depressed by other things

whereas men have been found to place particular importance on the work role and their

occupational goals (McCreary & Sadava, 1995).

It is important to mention that, although the data do not demonstrate a relationship

between underemployment and depressive affect, it is not to say that women do not get

depressed about their underemployment. It is possible that the dimensions of

underemployment which were measured in this study were not prevalent for women.

Women may experience other dimensions ofunderemployment which may be related to

depressive affect. Further discussion of this issue will occur later on.

The second hypothesis in this study predicted main effects for coping styles such

that greater use of avoidance coping would predict depressive affect as would either low

levels of problem-solving or low levels of support seeking coping strategies. High levels

of avoidance coping predicted depressive affect for both men and women. This was found

to be true when the model was analyzed cross-sectionally, when time 1 depressive affect

was controlled for, and when the self-report employment status measure was used. This

finding is consistent with previous research, suggesting the use of avoidant coping

strategies is related to an increase in the reporting of depressive symptoms (Rohde et al.,

1990), and with psychological distress (Holahan et al., 1996).

Why did avoidance coping strategies predict depressive affect for men and
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women? It is possible that using avoidance strategies may help alleviate stress by avoiding

or distracting attention away from the problem in the short-term but may have long-term

consequences such as higher incidence of depressive affect. Studies have found depressed

individuals more likely to use avoidance or emotion focused strategies than problem-

focused strategies (Zeidner & Saklofske, 1996). One reason could be that individuals who

report being depressed are not able to focus on a problem when confronted with a

stressful situation so they avoid it (Endler & Parker, 1990).

Main effects for problem-solving coping were also found. Low problem-solving

strategies predicted depressive affect for men. Mean differences were not significant

between men and women which indicates that the data do not support the notion that men

use more problem-solving than women. Again, caution needs to be used when

interpreting gender differences in coping as results have been inconsistent. Low levels of

problem-solving predicted high depressive affect for men only. The fact that low problem-

solving coping predicted depressive affect supports previous findings which note

depressed individuals tend to rely on fewer problem-solving strategies (Zeidner &

Saklofske, 1996).

A possible explanation for this finding could be that for men in this sample, direct

problem-solving was an adaptive strategy to alleviate stress. Trying to improve or change

stress in an employment situation may enable the individual to focus on being productive

and efficient rather than on trying to cope with stressful work issues. When this strategy

was not used, a consequence was higher reports of depressive affect. Thus, for men in

this sample, using few problem-solving strategies was ineffective and resulted in higher
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depressive affect.

Finally, main effects for support seeking coping strategies were not found for both

men and women. Use offew support seeking coping strategies was not related to

depressive affect. This was true regardless of the differences in support seeking coping

evident for men and women with women reporting higher levels.

The third hypothesis predicted an interactive model in which underemployment as

a function of coping styles was expected to predict depressive affect. The interactive

model was significant for men but not for women. The interaction between Perceived Job

Requirements and avoidance coping was significant such that high Perceived Job

Requirements and high levels of avoidance coping predicted high levels of depressive

affect. The Perceived Job Requirements subscale focused on expectations individuals had

about their jobs with regards to levels of education and skills required. If individuals

perceived their education and training to be more than was required, underemployment

was indicated. These particular perceptions, coupled with the use of avoidance coping

predicted depressive affect. Strategies such as, daydreaming, avoiding people in general,

watching television, and identifying with characters in movies and novels were found to be

ineffective in dealing with underemployment. In fact, more depressive affect was reported

in situations where high avoidance coping was used.

For Perceived Job Requirements underemployment, using several avoidance

coping strategies were found to be ineffective for men in the sample. When expectations

and perceptions about the job are incongruent with what the individual wants and expects,

avoiding these conflicting thoughts was not effective for men. There was also a rise in
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depressive affect for men who reported using few avoidance coping strategies but

experienced high Perceived Job Requirements underemployment. This rise in depressive

affect was contrary to what was predicted by the model. A possible explanation for this

rise in depressive affect for men who used few avoidance coping strategies was that

whatever other coping strategy these men used was also ineffective in dealing with

underemployment.

A second interaction was also significant. Subjective Underemployment by

avoidance coping was found to predict depressive affect for men only. Subjective

Underemployment included feeling confident to take on more responsibility, wanting a

full-time job but only being able to get a part-time job, and having skills that were not

being fully used on the job. This dimension^ofunderemployment coupled with avoidant

coping strategies predicted depressive affect. Avoiding these particular aspects of

underemployment was not an effective coping strategy. Both of these interactions support

the model that was predicted.

The fourth hypothesis predicted the interactive model would be significant even

when time 1 depressive affect was controlled for. The model was significant for men.

This set of analyses were included because by controlling for prior depressive affect, the

relationship between underemployment and depressive affect was still found to exist. The

same form of the interaction was evident for the Perceived Job Requirements

underemployment and avoidance coping as in the cross-sectional analysis. For the

Subjective Underemployment and avoidance coping interaction, the form ofthe interaction

indicated that higher levels of depressive affect were reported for individuals who used
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either high or low levels of avoidance coping. The lowest depressive affect was found for

those men who reported using a medium level of avoidance. Finding a balance between

completely ignoring the situation or directly focusing on the problem was found to be very

effective for these men.

This finding is an excellent demonstration of the importance of situations and the

coping reactions they elicit, some ofwhich are appropriate and some are not. Avoidance

coping was found to be generally ineffective for the men in this sample but when a balance

or medium use of these strategies was used they were found to be the most effective, and

the lowest levels of depressive affect were reported. It is possible that for these men, to

avoid dealing with underemployment issues in the short-term may be beneficial in that it

allows individuals to analyze the situation and deal with it more effectively once they fully

understand what underemployment means to them.

The fifth hypothesis predicted differences among the three employment status

categories and depressive affect as a function of coping styles. The three employment

status categories were from the self-report employment status measure. Results indicated

that underemployed men who used high support seeking coping, reported higher

depressive affect than unemployed men who also used high support seeking coping

strategies. The opposite was found when few support seeking coping strategies were used

in that unemployed men reported greater depressive affect than underemployed men. This

finding contradicts the stress buffering effects of support seeking coping strategies because

for underemployed men, high support seeking predicted depressive affect. The support

seeking strategies that were included in the coping measure were based on strategies that
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involved confiding in friends and talking about the problem. These types of strategies

were found to have a negative effect on underemployed men in that use of such strategies

was related to depressive affect. This finding contradicts the literature that suggests

support seeking coping tends to buffer stress in order to promote more adaptive

functioning (Holahan et al., 1996).

Possible explanations for this interaction could be that when unemployed men do

not seek support from their family and friends, they are not buffered from the reality of

their employment situation. Alternatively, underemployed men who do use high support

seeking strategies may not receive the kind of support that would appear to help them deal

with being underemployed. Thus, support seeking strategies do not buffer the effects of

underemployment and do in fact appear to be a detrimental coping strategy when

examining the underemployment and depressive affect relationship.

A further possible explanation focuses on the role ofblame. Being unemployed

tends to be related to the state of the economy rather than on the skills and education of

the individual. When times are tough, it is harder to find a job and it appears that less

blame is placed on individuals as being responsible because it is a phenomenon affecting

several individuals. Alternatively, underemployed individuals can be seen as being the

ones to blame for their current situation because, they chose to acquire a certain

educational level and specific skill level. They pursued further education and as a result

they were unable to find a job commensurate with their education. Seeking support would

not provide the guidance and comfort needed because others may be unsympathetic to the

situation. Therefore, being underemployed may be just as bad if not worse than being
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unemployed with regard to depressive affect.

There was evidence to contradict Jahoda's argument that being underemployed

was better than being unemployed. Significant interactions were found for the comparison

between the underemployed and the unemployed and support seeking coping. The results

indicated that high levels of support seeking coping predicted higher levels of depressive

affect for the underemployed than the unemployed indicating that being underemployed is

not a better alternative than unemployment. The results support Cassidy's (1994)

argument that being unemployed may be psychologically better than being in a job in

which one feels underemployed. Not meeting one's aspirations and constantly being

unable to use one's skills and education has consequences in the long run.

Significant interactions were not found for women in this study indicating that

coping did not interact with the various underemployment dimensions to predict

depressive affect. Several explanations may possibly explain this finding. The three

underemployment subscales that were developed attempted to focus on a multi-

dimensional conceptualization ofunderemployment instead ofthe traditional uni-

dimensional approach. Considering main effects for underemployment were not found,

women may experience different dimensions ofunderemployment that are not similar to

the ones men report experiencing. It has been noted that a large proportion ofjobs that

women tend to hold require a certain educational and skill attainment before entry into the

profession. As such, Person-Job Mismatch underemployment may not be as large of an

issue as income. Lower income levels for women may be considered a dimension of

underemployment that may predict depressive affect. In addition, another dimension that
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may be more relevant for women may be lack of opportunity to move forward in one's

occupation. This could be seen as a form ofunderemployment more prevalent for women

in that it may take longer to get promoted. Thus, it is possible that the dimensions of

underemployment measured in this study do not predict depressive affect as a function of

coping styles because women experience underemployment differently. This limitation of

the study will be discussed later on.

To summarize, the model predicted in this study was supported for men only. This

was found when the model was tested cross-sectionally, when controlling for time 1

depressive affect, and when using a self-report employment status measure. The model

was not found to be significant for women and possible explanations have been provided.

The findings of this thesis provide significant contributions to the existing

literature. First, a multi-dimensional conceptualization ofunderemployment was

developed to improve existing measures and provide support for the use of subjective

measures as being a reliable instrument for measuring underemployment. A critique of

existing measures provided the background for the development of the three subjective

underemployment dimensions. The three dimensions were not mutually exclusive and

could be experienced simultaneously which was an improvement from existing measures.

Thus, the use of a multi-dimensional subjective measure was a step forward in the

underemployment literature.

The findings of this study contribute to the existing literature in that the

relationship between underemployment and depressive affect as a function of coping style

has not been studied directly. Two studies have examined the underemployment and
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depressive affect relationship and in particular, one of those studies examined the

relationship in refugees to Canada. No study has yet explored the relationship as

moderated by coping style which in itselfmakes the study unique. The finding that the

interactive model was significant for men and not for women has theoretical and practical

implications.

Theoretically the findings have implications for the literature supporting sex

differences in depressive affect. Underemployed men in this sample reported higher levels

of depressive affect as a function of coping style, than women did. In addition, evidence

exists to support the moderating influence of coping styles for men only. Avoidance

coping was found to be an ineffective strategy to deal with underemployment, adding to

the existing literature that discusses the association of avoidance coping and negative

outcomes like depressive affect and physical illness (Holahan et aL, 1996).

Practical implications of the findings of this study are related to possible counseling

needs for underemployed individuals. Since a significant relationship was found to exist

between underemployed men and depressive affect, it may become necessary to provide

support which understands underemployment and is empathetic to the situation. The

focus of this empathetic support should be directed at the coping strategy chosen to deal

with underemployment. Avoidant coping strategies were found to predict depressive

affect. Further examination of the effects of different coping styles needs to be examined

to determine the most effective way to deal with underemployment to avoid feeling

depressed about it.

Another practical implication ofthe findings of the study relates to the evidence
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that suggests that being underemployed may not be better than being unemployed in terms

of depressive affect. For underemployed men who reported using a greater number of

support seeking coping strategies, higher depressive affect was reported than men who

were unemployed and reported using high support seeking strategies. This suggests that

unemployment is not the only employment situation that may be related to adverse

consequences and coupled with support seeking coping, the outcome may be similar to

being unemployed in terms of depressive affect. Thus, attention needs to be paid to the

underemployed in addition to the unemployed when considering the consequences of the

situation.

The results of this study also have consequences and implications for the economy

in general. First, it is important to acknowledge that the unemployment rate is not the

only indicator ofhow well individuals are doing with regard to their jobs. Rates of

underemployment need to be known as a relationship between underemployment and

depressive affect, and more recently health in general has been found (Sadava, S.W.,

O'Connor, R., and McCreary, DR., 1999). In addition, as was reported, for men, being

underemployed in addition to using avoidance coping strategies, was related to higher

levels of depressive affect. More needs to be done to assist individuals who see

themselves as underemployed to prevent the negative effects that have been found to exist.

Underemployment needs to become more than just a topic studied in the academic world

and needs to be dealt with on a practical level to benefit anyone feeling underemployed.

To conclude, the model proposed in this study was supported in that the

interactive relationship between underemployment and coping styles was found to predict
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depressive affect for men, but not for women. The interaction between Perceived Job

Requirements Underemployment and avoidance coping and the interaction between

Subjective Underemployment and avoidance coping predicted depressive affect for men.

These results contribute to the existing literature in that they provide a clear understanding

of the multi-dimensional concept ofunderemployment and the relationship between these

dimensions, depressive affect, and coping styles.

Limitations of the Study

As with all studies, limitations exist that need to be addressed. Although some

longitudinal data was available for the sample, the majority of analyses were based on

cross-sectional data. As a result, cross-sectional data precludes direct inferences that

underemployment causes depressive affect. A more conclusive picture could have been

drawn if longitudinal data was available for all variables in the study. Another limitation

was that several of the measures used in the study were part of a larger investigation and

there was no opportunity to design measures specifically for this model. The scales used

in this study were restricted to the ones that were already available from the larger Niagara

Young Adult Health Study. A more detailed examination of the underemployment

measure is required to develop a further understanding, in particular, for women. In

addition, the model proposed that a subjective measure to underemployment was more

informative than an objective measure. A combination ofboth objective and subjective

indicators may be necessary to describe how underemployment is experienced by women.
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Advantages of the Study

This study used a multi-dimensional approach to underemployment in that a single

indicator item was not found to be sensitive enough to measure underemployment. Three

dimensions were presented to further our understanding of the underemployment and

depressive affect relationship. The creation of the current underemployment measure

provides the groundwork for further development ofthe conceptualization of

underemployment.

In addition to using the underemployment scales that were created, a self-report

employment status measure was used to analyze the same model. It was possible to

determine whether the results were consistent when using the two different employment

measures. Finally, a young community sample of individuals establishing their

occupational and career patterns that will extend throughout the working life was used

instead of a student sample. By exploring underemployment in the general population,

results would appear to be more generalizable.

Future Considerations

Underemployment research is still in the early stages. Although the

underemployment measure used in this study was an important step in understanding the

various dimensions ofunderemployment, a detailed look at how women experience

underemployment is needed. What dimensions are significant for women that may not

hold true for men? In addition, a combination of subjective and objective measures may

provide a closer look at the underemployment phenomenon.

The study focused on three coping styles that were found to be used extensively in
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the literature. Further research needs to incorporate additional coping strategies that may

effect the underemployment and depressive affect relationship. It may be beneficial to

view coping as a process in which the strategies used vary as a function ofthe particular

situation the individual encounters. What was not included in this study was the influence

of situational factors that may influence the underemployment, coping, and depressive

affect relationship. Factors that have been suggested include controllability ofthe work

situation, and perceptions of control and decision making latitude (Cartwright & Cooper,

1996). Future research should consider such factors.

To conclude, the model predicted in the study was supported for men, but not for

women. These results are important in that they shed some light on an employment

situation. Underemployment may have consequences for men as was evident in this

study. These results could be used by counselors and agencies that deal with new

graduates to help them identify their feelings ofunderemployment, and try to cope

effectively. In addition, these findings could benefit employers by making the link between

unsatisfactory employment and consequences like depressive affect for men. Although

results were not found to be significant for women, it does not mean that women do not

experience underemployment. Women may experience underemployment differently and

further research needs to address this.
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Self-Report Employment Status Measure

We are interested in your employment status right now and on each ofthem dates listed

below on the right. Each date is a column . Go down each column and fill in your

employment statususingJhe categories on the left. We have tried to pick dates that you

will remember (Canada Day and New Years Day). Remember to choose on employment

status-fcr-EACH date .

NQW JULY1 JAK1 JUL^l JAN.l JULY 1 JAN.l

1995 1995 1994 1994 1993 1993

EMPLOYED FULL-TIME

and generally

satisfied.. .„Q.. jQ.. .Q. O O

but looking for a better

job O JO— Q ~£> —O. —Q- O

EMPLOYED PART-TIME

and looking for full-time

work. ...... _ Q„ O O O O... .....Q. O

not looking for full-time because

of family JD Q_ Q O 0..„ .O O

not looking for full-time because

of school...- ....O O.... O ....O O O O

just prefer shorter

hours .o o o o. .o o o

laid off but called in from

time to time O O ....O.... O O O. O





r

NOW JULY1 JAN.l JULY1 JAN.l JULY 1 JAN.l

V995 1995 1994^ 1994- 1993 1993

and also have full-time

job jQ Q O ..„Q„ O ..Q O

SELF-EMPLOYED. IN BUSINESS/PROFESSION

fuii-time ...a a a. .o a o ....o

part-time O O O O O O O

UNEMPLOYED

andlooking for

work.. _J3 .Q Q. Q.„. .Q„ O O

not interested in looking for

work Q„ .€)... Ql^ .Q„„_^0™™„0 O

no longer looking

(discouraged) O .....Q„ ....O Q— O Q_ O
\

due to temporary

layoff: „0 ~Q Ql~ JO O... Q_ O

due to indefinite

layoff Q.„ ..Q .CL O O X) O

IN EDUCATION OR TRAINING PROGRAM
(e.g., high school, university, college, apprenticeshipvjob training program)

full-time, also

working. O O.... Q... O O O. O

full-time, not

working..... Q ....O O O O O O

part-time, also

working.. „.. O ......O O.. O O ..O Q
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NOW JULY1 JAN.l JULY1 JAN.l JULY 1 JAN.l

1:995 1995 199A- 1994 1993 1993

part-time, not

working. O O 0„ Q... Q Q. O

and working in the

summer ...O O ,.Q O O .....O O

FULL-TIME
HeMEMAKER ...O. Q Or O O O ....O

OTHER O O O O O O O

Satisfactorily employed category consisted of individuals who responded they now were:

Employed full-time and generally satisfied.

Employed part-time and also have a.full-time job.

Self employed in business/profession full-time.

Unemployed category consisted of individuals who responded they now were:

Employed part-time and laid offbut called in from time to time.

Unemployed and looking-for work.

Unemployed and not longer looking (discouraged).

Unemployed due to temporary layoff.

Unemployed due to indefinite layoff.

Underemployed category consisted of individuals who responded they now were:

Employed full-time but looking for a better job.

Employed part-time and looking for full-time work.
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Underemployment Scale

Please tell us about the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements.

Agree Agree Agree Neutral

Completely Somewhat Slightly

Disagree Disagree Disagree Does Not
Slightly Somewhat Completely Apply

3 2 1 O

L My formal education overquahfies me for this job

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 O

2. I feel that my job allows me to make use ofmy training

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 O

3. With my education and trainings I feel qualified for a much better job than the one I

have

76-5 432 iO
4. Because of recent advances in technology (e.g., computers), my job doesn't require

someone with my training anymore

765432 I O

5. I do not feel overeducated in my present job

7dl43 2_LQ



'
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6. I feel qualified for a full-time job but can only find part-time work

7654^3-2 V O

7. I have the motivation and energy to work more hours than I can get

7654 321-0
8. Because times are tough, I haven't been able to find a steady job

7 6 5 ± ^ 2 V O

9. My talents are fully used in my job

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 O

10. I have skills that I would like to be using in my job but I can't

7 6 S 4- y 2 I O

1 1

.

With my experience, I could take on more responsibility than I'm given

7 6543-210
12. My job provides me with opportunities to learn new things

7 6 5 4*2 1 O

13. I feel underemployed in my current job

7 6- 5 4 3 2 1 CX
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14. I wish my job required less skill than it does

7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Please tell use about the education and training that your employers expected you to have

when you first started your current job. We are also interested in how much training and

education you think is necessary.

A Lot Somewhat A Little About What
More More More I Have
7 6 5 4

A Little Somewhat A Lot Does Not

Less Lesi Less_ Appty
3 2 1 O

liL When you applied for thejoh^what level of education did your employers expect you

to have?

7 d 5 4 3 2 1 O

16. How much education do you think is needed for your job?

7 d 5 4 3.2. L O

17. When you applied for the job, how much training did your employers expect you to

have?

7 6-5-43-2 1 a
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18. How much training do you think is needed for your job?

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 O

Items which were reversed scored include 2, 5, 9, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18.

Person-Job Mismatch Underemployment subscaleconsistedLof items 2,_9, 12.

Subjective Underemployment subscale consisted of items 6, 7, 8, 10, 11.

Perceived Job Requirements Underemployment subscale consisted of items 1^3, 15, 16,

17.

-o
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Center for Epidemiological Study's Depression Scale fCES-D)

Below is a list ofthe ways you might have felt. Please indicate how often you have felt

that way lately.

l=Rarelyor 2=Someora 3=Occasionally or a 4=Most
never little ofthe time moderate amount of or all of

time the, time

1

.

I was bothered by things that don't usually bother me.

12 3 4

2. I did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor.

12 3 4

3. I felt like I could not shake off the blues, even with help from my family or friends.

12 3 4

4. I felt like I was just as good as other people.

12 3 4

5. I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing .

12 3 4

6. I felt depressed.

1 2 3-4
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7. I felt that everything I did was an effort.

12 3 4

8. I felt hopeful about the future.

lr 2 3 4

9. 1 thought my life had been a failure.

12 3 4

10. I felt fearful.

1 2 3^ 4

1 1 . My sleep was restless.

12. I was happy.

13. I talked less than usual.

14. I felt lonely.

15. People were unfriendly.

12 3 4

1-234

12 3 4

1 2 3 4

I 2 3 4





16. I enjoyed life.

17. I had crying spells.

18. I felt sad.

19. I felt that people dislike me.

20. I could not "get going".

142

12 3 4

1 Z 1 4

12 3 4

12 3-4

12 3 4

Items which were reversed scored: 2y 8^ 12r 16.
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Coping Scale

Different people have different ways of reacting to things. We are interested in how you

have handled problems that were important to you and which may have caused you to

worry. How much of each ofthese did you use in handling those problems?

1. Tried to solve the problem

NotatalL A little A lot

2. Confided your fears and worries to a friend

Not at all A little A lot

3. Avoided being with people in general

Not at all A little A lot

4. Tried to carefully plan a course of action rather than acting on impulse

Not at all A little A lot

5. Sought reassurance from people who know you best

Not at all Alittle A lot

6. Daydreamed about better times

Not at all Alittle A lot

7. Brainstormed all possible solutions before deciding what to do

Not at all Alittle A lot



•



145

8. Talked to people about the situation because talking about it helps you feel better

Not at all A little A lot

9. Wished that people would just leave you alone

Not at all A little A lot

10. Set some goals for yourselfto deal with the situation

Not at all A little AJot

1 1

.

Accepted sympathy and understanding from friends who had the same problem

Not at all A little A lot

12. Identified with characters in novels, movies or on TV

Not at all A little A lot

13. Tried different ways to solve the problem until you found one that worked

Not at all A little ^\lot

14. Went to a friend for advice on how to change the situation

Not at all A little A lot

15. Watched television more than usual

Not at all A little A lot



.



The following coding was used for the scale.

l=not at all, 2=a little, 3= a lot.

Problem-solving coping consisted ofthe following items: 1, 4, 7, 10, 13.

Support seeking coping consisted ofthe following items: 2, 5, 8, 11, 14.

Avoidance coping consisted ofthe following items: 3,

6

y 9, 12, 15.
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Calculations Used to Plot Interactions

Figure 1 - Perceived Job Requirements (PJIO by Avoidance Coping for Men

Low PJR = 4.079- 1.551=2.53

Medium PJR - 4.079=^4:08

HighPJR= 4.079 + L551= 5.63

Low PJR and Low Avoidance:

Low Avoidance = 1.63Q - 0.172= 1.26

Mediunr Avoidance = 1.630=^1.63

High Avoidance= 1.630 + 0.372= 2.00

=(-0J7)+C0.27)(3 J27)+(k4gX2,51)+

(-0.24)(4. 12)+(0.37Xl.^)+fO-20)(2.44)+(0.44Xl.26)+
(-0 QR)T3 273T-L QXtfJ) C\*)(% 01 v 9 dA^fi my* 97 * 1 9*}*ffl.fli)ff ^ Jf4jQ^4-

(-0.09)(2.53 x 2.44)+(-& 16X2.51 x 1.26)+(-0.01)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.04)(4.12 x 2.44)+

(0.12)(4J2xl.26)

= (-Q.57)+C0^)+(lJ24M-0^9^
(-0.56)+(-Q.51)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.62)

=1.3&

Low PJR and Medium Avoidance:

=(-0J7)+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(2,53)+

<-0.24)(4.12)+(0.37)(1.98)+(0.20)(2.44)+(0.44)(1.63)+

(-0.08X3^7^4.98)+(-0jQ8X3^7^^44)+<0J)IX3J2Jxl^3)+(^mX2.53 x L98)+

(-0.09)(2.51 x 2.44)+(-frr6X2.53 x 1.63)+(-0.01)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.04)(4.12 x 2.44)+

(0.12X4J2x 1.63)

=(-Q.57)+0O.;8S)+(lJ24)+{-O.99)+^J7^^^

(-0.56)+(-0.66)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.81)

=1.67

Low PJR and High Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(2.53)+

(-0.24)(4. 12)+(0.37)(1 .98)+(0.2fr)(2.44)+(0.44)(2.00)+

(-0.08X3.27x4.98)+(^a^X3 -27 x2.44)+(0.07)(3 .27 x2.00)+(0.01)(2.53 x 1.98)+

(-0.09)(2.53 x 2.44)+(-a. 16X2.53 x 2.00)+(-0:01X4.12 x 1.98)+(0.04)(4.12 x 2.44)+

(0.12)(4.12x2.00)
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=(-0.57)+(0.88)+(1.24)+(-0.99)+(0.73)+(0.49)+(0.88)+(-0.52)+(-0.64)+(0.46)+(0.05)+

(-0.56)+(-0.81)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.99)

=1.95

Medium PJR and Low Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(4.08)+

(-0J24)(442)+(0.37)(1^8)+(0^0)(2.44)+(0.44)(1.26)+

(-0.08)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.08)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.07)(3.27 x 1.26)+(0.01)(4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.09X4.08 ^l2.44)+-(-0.J^X4^ x i.26)+(-Q.01)(4.12 x L98)+(0.04)(4. 12x2.44)+
(0.12)(4.12xl.26)

=(-0.57)+(0J&8)+(2.OQ)+X-Q,99i+(QL^

(-0.90)+(-q.82)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.62)

=1.52.

Medium PJR and Medium Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(4.08)+

(-0.24)(4. 12)+(0.37)(1 .98)+(0.20)(2.44)+(0.44)(l .63)+

(-0.08)(3 .27 x 1.98)+<^J)&X3'27jl2,44)±(0.07X3.27 x 1.63)+(0.01)(4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.09)(4.08 x 2.44)+(-0.16)(4.08 x 1.63>+(-0.01)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.04)(4.12 x 2.44)+

(Q.12)(4.12xl.63)

=(-0.57)+(0^)+{2.00)+<-O.99^+(0.

(-0.90)+(-1.06)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.81)

=L72

Medium PJR and High Avoidance

=(-0.57)+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(4.08)+

(-0.24)(4.12)+(0.37)(1.98)+(0.20)(2.44)+(0.44)(2.00)+

(-0.08X3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.08)(3.27 x2.44)+(0.07)(327 x 2.00)+(0.01)(4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.09)(4.08 x 2.44)+(-0.16)(4.08 x 2.00)+(-0.01)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.04)(4.12 x 2.44)+

(0.12X4.12x2.00)

=(-0.57)+(0.88)+(2.00)+(-0.99)+(0.73)+(0.49)+(0.88)+(-0.52)+(-0.64)+(0.46)+(0.08)+

(-0.90)+(-1.31)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.99)

=4,90^
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High PJR and Low Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(5.63)+

(-0.24)(4. 12)+(0.37)(1 .9S)+(0.20)(2 44)+(0.44)(l .26)+

(-0.08)(3 .27jc im)Mr0m)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.07)(3.27 x 1.26)+(0.01X5.63 x 1.98)+

(-0.09)(5.63 x 2.44)+(-(X 16)(5.63 x 1.26>+(-0.01)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.04)(4.12 x 2.44)+

(0J2X4. 12x1.26)

=(-0J7)+(0^+^7£)+{-i)i>9)+^^^
(-1.24)+(-l

r 14)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.62)

=L65

High PJR and Medium Avoidance:

=C-0.57)+(0r27X3.27)+(0.49X5r63)+

(-0.24)(4. 12)+(O.37)(1.98)+(a20X2.44)+(^.44Xl. 63^)+^

(-0.08X3.27 x 1.98)+<.0J)8XX27-xJL4-4)+(0.07X3<27^443)+(0.XaX^63 x 1.98)+

-(-0^9X5.^3 x 2.44)+(-a. 16)(5v» x 1.63)+(-0.01)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.04)(4.12 x 2.44)+

(0.12)(4J2xl.63)

K-0.57)+(0.£8)+<2.76)+<-G.9^+^23)^^^^

(-1 .24)+(-l .47)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.8 1)

=L76

High PJR and High Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(Qr27)(3^)+(a49X5^3)+
(-0.24)(4. 12)+(a.37XL98)+(e.20X2.44)+^
(-a08)(3.27^OS)+(-Gi)8X3^7jxJ244)+{^^

<-a.d9X5.^3 x 2.44)+(-a. 16X5.6>x 2.00)+(-0.01)(4. 12x1 .98)+(0.04)(4. 12 x 2.44)+

(0.12)(4.12x2.00)

=(-0.57)+(Q^)+{2.76)+(-0^9)+40^^^

(-1 .24)+(-l 80)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.99)

=1.86
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Figure 2 - Subjective Underemployment fSIP> by Avoidance Coping for Men

Low SU = 4.LL6 - L491= 2.62

Medium SU = 4.116= 4.12

High SU = 4.116+1.491= 5.61

Low Avoidances L63Q - (1312= 1.26

Medium Avoidance = 1.630= 1.63

High Avoidance= 1.630 + 0.372= 2.00
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Low SU and Low Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0J27)(3.27)+C0.49)(4.08)+

(-0.24)(2.63)+(0.37)(l .9S>+(O:2dX2-44>+(0:44)(l .26)+

(-0.08X3 -27.x 1.98)+(^-0&X3 .27 x2.44)+(0.07)(3 .27 x 1J26)+(0.01)(4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.09)(4.08 x2.44)+(-0: 16X4.08 x 1.26)+(-0.01)(2.63 x 1.98)+(0.04)(2.63 x2.44)+

(0J2)(2.63 x 1.26)

= (-0.57)+(0^)+^.QQ)+{-Qu63)+^JZ3^

(-0.90)+(-0.82)+(-0.05)+(0.26)+(0.40)

=1.55

Low SU and Medium Avoidance:

=(-0J7)+C0J27X3.27)+(0.49X4 <08)+

(-0.24)(2.63)+(0.37)(1.98)+(0.20)(2.44)+(0.44)(1.63)+

(-0.08)(3 J27 x4.9S>+(-0i)8X3J27x^2I44)+(0J97X3 .27 xL63)+(0.01X4.Q8 x 1.98)+

(-0.09)(4.08 x 2.44)+(-0. 16X4.08 x t\63)+(-0.01)(2.63 x 1.98)+(0.04)(2.63 x 2.44)+

(0.12X2^63 x 1.63)

= (-0.57)+(0.88)+(2.00)+C-0.63X+(0.73)+(0.49)+C0.72)+(-0.52)+(-0.64)+(0.37)+(0.08)+

(-0.90)+(-1.06)+(-0.05)+(0.26)+(0.51)

=1.67

Low SU and High Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(4.08)+

(-0.24)(263)+(0.37)(1.98)+(0.20)(2.44)+(Q.44)(2,00)+

(-0.08)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.08)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.07)(3.27 x 2.00)+(0.01)(4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.09X4.08 x2.44)+(-0.16)(4.08 x 200)+(-0.01)(2.63 x 1.98)+(0.04)(2.63 x2,44)+

(0.12)(2.63x2.00)





/

152

= (-0.57)+(0.88)+(2.00)+(-0.63)+(0.73)+(0.49)+(0.88)+(-0.52)+(-0.64)+(0.46)+(0.08)+

(-0.90)+(-1.31)+(-0.05)+(0.26)+(0.63)

=1.79

Medium SU andLow Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(4.08)+

(-0.24)(442X+(0.37)(1.98)+(0.20)(2,44)+(0.44)C1.26)+

(-0.08)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.08)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.07)(3.27 x 1.26)+(0.01)(4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.09X4.Q8 x2.44)+(-0.16)(4.08 x 1.26)+(-Q.01X4.12 x 1.98)+(0.04)(4. 12x2^44)+

(0.12X4.1^x1.26)

= (-0.57)+(0.88)+(2.00)+(-0.99)+(0J3)+(0.49)+(0.55)+(-0.52)^^^

(-0.90)+(-Q.82)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.62)

=1.52

Medium SU and Medium Avoidance:

=(-Q.57>+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(4.08)+

-(-0.24X4.12)+(0.37)(1.98)+(0.20)(2.44)+(0.44X1.63)+

(-0.08)(3 .27 x 1.98)+(-CLQ&X^27jc2.44)+<ai)7)(3^7 x lJ63)MQM)(4m xl.^8)+

(-0.09)(4.08 x 2.44)+(-0. 16X408 x 1.6^)+(-0.01)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.04)(4.12 x 2.44)+

(0.12X4.12x1.63)

= (-0.57)+(0^)+<2.Q0)+<-0.9^ai3^
(-0.90)+(-l

f
06)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.81)

=L72_

Medium SU and High Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(4.08)+

(-0.24)(4. 12)+(0.37)(1 .98)+(0.20)(2.44)+(0.44)(2.00)+

(-0.08)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.08)(3.27 x2.44)+(0.07)(3.27 x 2.00)+(0.01)(4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.09)(4.08 x 2.44)+(-0.16)(4.08 x 2.00)+(-0.01)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.04)(4.12 x 2.44)+

(0.12X4.12x2.00)

= (-0.57)+(0.88)+(2.00)+(-0.99)+(0.73)+(0.49)+(0.88)+(-0.52)+(-0.64)+(0.46)+(0,08)+

(-0.90)+(-J.31)+(-0.08)+(0.40)+(0.99)

=1.90



.
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High SU and Low Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0J27)(3 J27)+(0.49X4.08)+

(-0.24)(5.61)+(0.37)(1.98)+(0.20)(2.44)+(0.44)(1.26)+

(-0.08X3.?? x 1.98)+(-0.08>(3.27 x 2.44)+(_0.07X3.27 x 1.26)+(0.01X4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.09X4.08 x 2.44)+(-0. 16X4.08 x 1.26)+(-0.01)(5.61 x 1.98)+(0.04)(5.61 x 2.44)+

(0.12)(5.6LxL26)

= (-0.57)+(0^8)+(2J)0)+(-1.35)+(0.73)+(0.49)+(0J5)+(-0.52)+C-0.64)+(0.29)+(0,08)+

(-0.90)+(-Q.82)+(-0. 1 1)+(0.55)+(0.85)

=1.5L

High SU and Medium Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0.27)(3J27)+C0.49)(4 v08)+

(-0.24)(5.61)+(0.37)(1.98)+(0.20)(2.44)+(0.44)(1.63)+

(-0.08)(321 x 1.98)+(-0.08)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.07X3.27 x 1.63)+(0.01X4.08 x L,98)+

(-0.09)(4.08 x 2.44)+(-0.16)(4.08 x 1.63)+(-0.01)(5.61 x 1.98)+(0.04)(5.61 x 2.44)+

(0.12)(5.61 x 1.63)

= (-0.57)+C0^)+{2.00)+<-4.35)+^^
(-0.90)+(-l .06)+(-0. 1 l)+(0.55)+(l . 10)

=1.77

High SU and High Avoidance:

=(-0.57)+(0.27)(3.27)+(0.49)(4,08)+

(-O.24)(5.61)+(O.37)(1.98)+(0.2O)(2.44)+(O.44)(2.OO)+

(-0.08)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.08)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.07)(3.27 x 2.00)+(0.0 1X4-08 x L98)+

(-0.09)(4.08 x 2.44)+(-0.16)(4.08 x 2.00)+(-0.01)(5.61 x 1.98)+(0.04)(5.61 x 2.44)+

(0.12)(5.61x2.00)

= (-0.57)+(0.88)+(2.00)+(-1.35)+(0.73)+(0.49)+C0.88)+(-0.52)+(-0.64)+(0.46)+(0.08)+

(-0.90)+(-1.31)+(-0.11)+(0.55)+(1.35)

=2.02



.



Figure 3 - Perceived Job Requirements fPJIO by Avoidance Coping for Men

Low PJR = 4.079 - 1.551=2.53

Medium PJR - 4.079= 4.08

High PJR= 4.079+ 1.551=5.63

Low PJR and Low Avoidance:

Low Avoidance = L610 - 0.172= 1.26

Medium Avoidance = 1.630= 1.63

High Avoidance= 1.630 + 0.372= 2.00
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=(6.85)+(-5.04)(1.69)+(LllX3.27)+(-0.91)(2.53)+(-0.81)(4.12)+(-2.64)(1.98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(1.26)+(-0.41)(3.27xl.98)+(-0.10)(3.27x2.44)+(0.11)(3.27x

1.26)+(0.79)(2.53 x 1.98)+(-0.32)(2.53 x 2.44)+(0.09X2.53 x L26>+(0.07)(4.12 x
1.98)+(0.54)(4. 12x2.44)+

(-0.46X4.12x 1.26)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0 85X1.69 x 2.53)+(0.59)(1.69 x 4,12)+

(1/96)(1.69 x 1.98)+(0.98)(1.69 x 2.44)+(-0.58)(1.69 x 1.26)+(0.21)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.98)+

(0.03X1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.05)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.26)+(-0.46)(1.69 x 2.53 x 1.98)+

(0.12)(1.69x 2.53 x2.44)+(-0.13)(1.69x 2.53 xl.26)+(-0.10)(1.69x 4.12x1.98)+

(-034X1.69 x 4.12 x2.44)+(0.31)(1.69 x 4.12x 1.26)

=(6.85)+(-8.52)+(3.63)+(-2.29)+(-3.34)+(-5.23)+(-2.71)+(1.61)+(-2.65)+(-0.80)+(0.45)+

(3.94)+(-1.97)+(0.29)+(0.57)+(5.43)+(-2.39X+C-3.43)+(3.62)+(4.11)+(6.56)+(4.04)+

(-1.24)+Q.30)+(0.40)+(0.35)+(-3.88)+(1.25)+(-0.70)+(-1.38)+(-5.78)+(2.72)

=1.81

Low PJR and Medium Avoidance:

=(6.85)+C-5.04)(1.69)+(l.llX3.27)+(-0.91)(2.53)+(-0.81)(4.12)+(-2.64)(1.98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(1.63)+(-0.41X3.27xl.98)+(-0.10)(3.27x2.44)+(0.11)(3.27x

L63)+(0.79)(2.53 x 1.98)+

(-0.32)(2^3 x2.44)+(0.09)(2.53 x 1.63)+(0.07X4.12x 1.98)+(0.54)(4. 12x2.44)+

(-0.46)(4.12 x 1.63)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 2.53)+(0.59)(1.69 x 4.12)+

(1.96X1.69 x 1.98)+(0.98)(1.69 x2.44)+C-0.58)C1.69 x 1.63)+(0.21)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.98)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.05)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.63)+(-0.46)(1.69 x 2.53 x 1.98)+

(0.12)(1.69x2.53 x2.44)+(-0.13)(1.69x2.53 x 1.63)+(-0.10)(1.69x4.12x 1.98)+

(-0.34)(1.69 x 4.12 x 2.44)+(0.31)(1.69 x 4.12 x 1.63)

=(6.85)+(-8.52)+(3.63)+(-2.29)+(-3.34)+(-5.23)+(-2.71)+(2.09)+(-2.65)+(-0.80)+(Q,59)+

(3.94)+(-1.97)+(0.37)+(0.57)+(5.43)+(-3.09)+(-3.43)+(3.62)+(4.11)+(6.56)+(4.04)+

(-1.60)+(2.30)+(0.40)+(0.45)+(-3.88)+(L25)+(-0.90)+(-1.38)+(-5.78)+C3.52)

=2.15
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Low PJR and High Avoidance:

K6.85)+(-5.04)(1.69)+(Lll)(3.27)+(-0.91)(2.53X+(-0.81X4.12)+(-2.64)(1.98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(2.00)+(-0.41)(3.27xl.98)+(-0.10)(3.27x2.44)+(0.11)(3.27x

2.00)+(QJ9)(2.53xlL98)+

(-0.32)(2J3 x2.44)+(0.09)(2.53 x2.00)+(0.07)(4.12x 1.98)+(0.54)(4.12x244)+

(_0.46)(4.12 x 2.00)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 2.53)+(0.59)(1.69 x 4.12)+

(1.96)(1.69 x 1.98)+(0.98)(1.69 x 2.44)+(-0.58X1.69 x 2.00)+(0.21)(L69 x 3.27 x 1.98)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.05)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.00)+(-0.46)(1.69 x 2.53 x 1.98)+

(0.12)(1.69 x2.53 x2.44)+(-0.13)(1.69 x 2.53 x 2.00)+(-0.10)(1.69 x4.12x 1.98)+

(-0.34)(1.69 x 4.12 x 2.44)+(0.31)(1.69 x 4.12 x 2.00)

=(6.85>+(-8.52)+(3.63)+(-2.29)+(-3.34)+C-5.23)+(-2.71)+(2.56)+(-2.65)+(-0.80)+(0.72)+

(3.94)+(-1.97)+(0.45)+(0.57)+(5.43)+(-3.79)+(-3.43)+(3.62)+(4.11)+(6.56)+(4.04)+

(-L96)+(2.30)+(0.40)+(0.55)+(-3.88)+(L25)+(-l.ll)+(-L38)+(-5J8)+(4.32)

=2.46

Medium PJR and Low Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.04)(1.69)+(l.llX3.27)+(-0.91)(4.08)+(-0.81)(4.12)+(-2.64)(1.98)+

(-L11)(2.44)+<1.28X1.26)H^41X3^^
1.26)+(0.79)(4.08xl.98)+

(-0.32X4.08 x 2.44)+(0.09X4.08 x 1.26)+(0.07)(4.12 x L98)+(0.54)(4.12x 2.44)+

(-0.46)(4.12 x 1.26)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 4.12)+

(1.96)(1.69 x 1.98)+(0.98)(1.69 x 244)+(-0.58)(L69 x 1.26)+(0.21)( 1.69 x 3.27 x 1.98)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.05)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.26)+(-0.46)(1.69 x 4.08 x 1.98)+

(0.12)(1.69 x 4.08 x2.44)+(-0. 13)0-69 x 4.08 x 1.26)+(-0.10)(1.69 x4J2x 1.98)+

(-0.34)0.69 x 4.12 x 2.44)+(0.31)(1.69 x 4.12 x 1.26)

=C6.85)+(-8.52)+(3 .63)+(-3 .7 1)+(-3 .34)+(-5.23)+(-2.7 1)+(L6 L)+(-2.65)+(-0.80)+(0.45)+

(6.38)+(-3. 19)+(0.46)+(0.57)+(5.43)+(-2.39)+(-3.43)+(5.86)+(4. 1 1)+(6.56)+(4.04)+

(-1.24)+(2.30)+(0.40)+(0.35)+(-6.28)+(2.02)+(-1.13)+(-1.38)+(-5.78)+(2.72)

=1.96



I
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Medium PJR and Medium Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.04)(1.69)+(l.ll)(3.27)+(-0.91)(4.08)+C-0.81)(4.12)+(-2.64)(1.98)+(-

l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(1.63)+(-0.41)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.10)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.11)(3.27 x

L63)+(0.79)(4.08 x 1.98)+

C-032)(4.08 x 244)+(0.09)(4.08 x 1.63)+(0.07)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.54)(4.12 x 2.44)+

(-0.46)(4.12 x 1.63)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 4.12)+

(1.96)(1.69;x 1.98)+(©.98)(i^9 x2.44)+(-0.58)(1.69 x 1.63)+(0.21)(1.69 x3.27 x 1.98)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.05)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.63)+(-0.46)(1.69 x 4.08 x 1.98)+

(0J2)( 1 .69 * 4.08 jl2.44)+<-XU3X1 69 x 4.-08 x 1 43)+{-0. 10)( 1 j69 x4. 12s 1 .98)+

(-0.34)(1.69 x 4.12 x 2.44)+(0.31)(1.69 x 4.12 x 1.63)

^.SS^-S^^^+^IJ^
(6.38)+(-3. 19)+(0.60>+(0:57)+(5.43>+(-3.09)+(-3.43)+(5.86)+(4. 1 1)+(6.56)+(4.04)+

(-L60)+(2.30)+(0.40)+(0.45)+(-6J28)+(2.02)+(-0.13)+(-1.46)+(-L38)+(3.52)

=2.23

Medium PJR and High Avoidance:

=(6.83)+(-5.04)(1.69)+(l.llX3.27)+(-0.91)(4.08)+(-0.81X4a2)+(-2.64)(1.98)+

(-1.1 l)(2.44)+(1.28)(2.00)+(-041)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.10)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.11)(3.27 x

2.00)+(0.79)(4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.32)(4.08x 2.44)+(0.09X4.08 x 2.-00)+<0.X)7X4,12x-1.98)+(0.54X4.12 x 244)+

{-046X4.12 x 2.00)+(-0.62)(1.69x S.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 4.12)+

( 1 .96)( 1 .69 x 1 .98)+<0.98)(l JS9jx244)+(-0.58)£L69 x2.X)0)+<0.21)0 ,69 x 3 .27 x 1;98)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 244)+(e.&5X1.69x 3.27 x 2.0e)+(-0.46)( 1.69 x 4.08 x 1.98)+^

(0.12)0.69 x4-08 x2.44)-K-0'13X1^9 x4.08 x2J30)+{-0.10)(1.69 x4J2_xl.98)+

(-0.34)(1 .69 x 4. 12 x 244)+(0.3 1)(1 .69 x 4. 12 x 2.00)

=(6.85)+(-8^2)+<3 .63)+{-3Jl)+<-3J4)+(r5J23)+(-2J71)+<236)+(-2.45)+(-^.80)+(0 s72)+

<O8)+(-3.19)+(0.73)+(0.57)+(543)+(-3\79y+(^

(-L96)+(2.30)+(040)+C0.55>+(-6.28)+(2.02)+(-1.79)+(-1.38)+(-5.78)+(4.32)

=2.47



.
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High PJR and Low Avoidance:

K6.85)+(-5,a4K1.69>+aJlX3^7K-0^1)(5^3)+(-0.81)(4.12)+(-^64)(L98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28Xt.26)+(-0.4tX3.27 x }.98)+(-0. 10X3.27 x 2.44)+(0. 11X3.27 x
1 J26)+(0J9X5^3xl^
(-Q.32)(5.63;x 244)+<0i)9)(5.63 x 1,26)+<0.07X442 x4.98)+(Q.54X4.42x244)+
(-0.46X4.12-x h26)+(-&62X1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85X1.6£x 5.63)+(0.59)(1.69x 4.12)+

(1.96X1.69 xl.98)+<0.98X1.69 x^44)+i-QJ«X1^9x-1^6)+<0JHX1^9x3JZ7-x 1.98)+

_(0^3^(1^9x 3.27 x 2.44>+(O:0SX1.69x 3.27 x 1.26>+(-0:46X1.69 x 5.6^x 1.98}+

(QJ2)(L69 x 5.63 xJ2.44)+(-0.13Xi^69x3^3x4J26)±(^),l£)Xl.69x4.12x^.98)+
(-0.34)(1.69 x 4.12 x 2.44)+(0.31)(1.69 x 4.12 x 1.26)

^6.85)+(-8^+(3 .62)+X-^.13)+(-l^^

(8.82)+(-4.40)+(0.64>+(O.S7>+(5.43)+(-2.39)+(-3.43)+(8. 10)+(4. 1 1)+(6.56)+(4.04>+

(-1.24)+(2.30)+(0.40)+(0.35)+(-8.68)+(2.79)+(-1.56)+(-1.38)+(-5.78)+(2.72)

=2.13

High PJR and Medium Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.04)(1.69)+a.ll)(3.27)+(-0.9L)(5.63)+(-0.81)(4.12)+(-2.64)(l.98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(1.63)+(-a.41)(3.27xl.98)+(-0.10)(3.27x2.44)+(0.11)(3.27x

L63)+(0J9)(5.63xl.98)+

(-0.32X5.63 x2.44)+(0.09)(5.63 x 1.63)+(0.07)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.54)(4.12 x2.44)+

4^46X4.42 x 1.63)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 5.63)+(0.59)(1.69x 4.12)+

( 1 .96)( 1 .69 x 1 .98)+(0.98Xl .69 x 2.44)+<-0.5&X4^9 x4 .63)+<0.2 1X4 69x 3 .27x 1 .98)+

(0.03X1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.05)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.63)+(-0.46)(1.69 x 5.63 x 1.98)+

(0.12)(1.69 x 5.63 x 2.44)±(-X). 13X1.69 x 5.63 x 1.63)+(-4).lQ)(1.69 x442.x4,98)+

(-0.34X1.69 x 4.12 x 2.44)+(0.31)(1.69 x 4.12 x 1.63)

=(6.85)+(-8.52)+(3.63>+(-5.13)+(-3.34)+C-5.23)+(-2.71)+(2.09)+(-2.65)+(-0.80)+(0.59)+

(8.82)+(-4.40)+(0.83)+(0.57)+(5.43)+(-3.09)+(-3.43)+(8.10)+(4.11)+(6.56)+(4.04)+

(-1.60)+(2.30)+(0.40)+(0.45)+(-8.68)+(2.79)+(-2.02)+(-1.38)+(-5.78)+(3.52)

=2.32
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High PJR and High Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.04X4 .69)+41JlXaj27^-D.9XK5^2)+(-0^X4a2)H-2,64Xl .98)+

(-1.1 l)(2.44)+(1.28)(2.00)+(-Q:41X3.2Tx 1.98)+(-0.10)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.1 1)(3.27 x
2.00)+(0.79)(5^3-x fc98)+

(-0.32X5.63 ^44)+(0.Q9X5^Jc2i)Q)+(^^
4^X46X4.12 x 2.00)+(-0.62X1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85X169 x 5.63)+(0.59)(1.69 x 4.12)+

(1 .96X1 .69 xX98)+ia9JSX1^9j?L2^4)+(-QjS&Xl 69 x 2 QQ)+(0 21)(1 69 * 1 22 X 1 QK)+

(0.03)(1.69 x3.27 x 2.44)+(0.05)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.00)+(-0.46)(1.69 x 5.63 x 1.98)+

(Q.12)(L69 y56^x244)t(-0nX169 xj5j61jL2jQO)±(r-0.10X1^9-^442^4^8)+
(-0.34)(1 .69 x 4. 12 x 2.44)+(0.3 1)(1 .69 x 4. 12 x 2.00)

=(6.85)+(-8^)+(3j53)+4-J43)+^

^,82)+<-4.40)+(1.02)+(0.57)+(5.41)+(-3.79)+(-3.43)+(8.10)+(4.11)+(6.56)+(4.04)+

(-L96)+(2.30)+(0.40>+(0.55X+(-8.68)+CL79)+(-2.48)+C-1.38)+(-5.78)+(4.32)

=2.49

Figure 4 - Subjective Underemployment fSIX) by Avoidance Coping for Men

Low SU = 4. 116- 1.491—263 Low Avoidance - 1.630 - 0.372= 1.26

Medium-SU= 4. 116= 40X Medium AynHa"ce = \j&<\= \ .63

High SU = 4.1 16 + 1.491= 5.61 High Avoidance= 1.630 + 0.372= 2.00

Low SU and Low Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.Q4X1 .69)+Xl J1X3J27)^^^
1.1 l)(2.44)+tL28)(1.26)+(-0.41)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.10)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.01)(3.27 x

L26)+(0.78X4.^x 1.98)+

(-Q.32X4.08^244)+(Q.Q9)(4D8 jlL26)+(CL07)(2j53 x 1^8)+(0^4XZ63jcJL44)+

{-0.46X2,63 x 1.26)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 2.63)+

(L95)(L69 xL98)+(Q.98)q.69 xJ2.44)+(-ai8)CL69 x 1 2ft)+(a05)0-69 x 3.27-xq^6)+

(0.03)(1.69x 3.27 x 2.44)+(a.21XL6^x 3.2? x 1.98)+(-0.13)(1.69 x 4.08 x 1.26)+

(0J2)(L69 x 4.08 x2^44>+<-£L4j6)(1.69x4i)8_XLr9S)+<Q.31X^-69 x 7, 63jlX26)+

(-0.34)(1.69x2.63 x2.44)+(-0.10)(l.69x2.63 x 1.98)

=(6.&5)+(-8^2)+(4.38)+{aj^
{6.30)+^.19)+(O.46)+(O::te)+(3.47^^

(-L24)+(0J5)+(0.40)+(2J0)+(-L13)+(202)+(-6.28)+(1.74)+(-3.69)+(-0.88)



'
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=2.22

Low SU and Medium Avoidance:

=(6.85)H-5.04)(L69>+(lJlX3.27X+(-0.91X4.08)+C-0.81)(2.63)+C-2^4)a.98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(1.63)+(-0.41)(3.27xl.98)+(-0.10)(3.27x2.44)+(0.01)(3.27x

L63)+(0J8)(4i)8 x 1,98)+

(-QJ2)(4.O8.x2.44)+(O iX)9X4jO8x4^3)+(0.e7)C2.63 x L98)+(0.54X2.63 x 2.44)+

(-0.46)(2.63 x 1.63)+(-0.62X1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85X1.6^x 4.08)+(0.59X1.6^x 2.63)+^

(1.95X1 ^69 x 1 .9&)+((L98X1j69 *J244)+(-iL58XL69 xX63)+{0.05X1 49-x3 .27 x 4,43)+

(0.03X1.69 x 3.27 x2.44)+(0.21Xl-69x 3;27 x 1.98)+(-0.13)(1.69x 4.08 x 1.63>K

(0J2XL69 x4.Q8 x2A4)+C>a46X1^69x4J)8js_1^8)+40JlX1^9jc2^3jU^^)+
(-0.34)(1.69x2.63 x2.44)+(-0.10)(1.69x 2.63 x 1.98)

=(6.85)+(-8,52)+{438)+C^ll)+X,£^^
^.30)+<-3.19)+(fr6a)+(a.^

(-I.60)+(0.45)+(0.40)+(2J0X+(-1.46)+(2.02>+(-6J28)+(2L25)+(-3.69)+(-0.88)

=2.33

Low SU and High Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.04)(L69X+(Ul)(3.27)+(-0^1X4.08)+(-0.81)(2.63)+(-2.64)(1.98)+

(-1.1 1)(2.44)+(1.28)(2.00)+(-0.41)(3.27 x j.98)+(-0.10)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.01)(3.27 x

2.Q0)+(0JSX^Q&x, 1.98)+

(-O.32X4.08^J2.44)+<Oj09X4-O8 xlZ00)+(QJ}7XZ63 x 1^5)+<0^4)(2^3x 2^4)+

(-0.46X2.43 x 2.00)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 2.63)+

(1.95)(1.69 x 1.98)+<0,98Xlj69xX44)+<-0^58Xi49 x 2jQQ)+(0.Q5XL69jl3J27x2£0)+
(0.03)(1.69^x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.21)(1.69x 3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.13)(1.6^x 4.08 x 2O0>+

(0.12X1.69 x 4.Q8 x2.44)+(-0.46XL69 x 4.08 xL98)+(Q3lX1.69 x 2.63 xX00)+
(-0.34)(1.$9 x 2.63 x 2.44)+(-0.10)(1.69 x 2.63 x 1.98)

=(6.85)+(-8^+<4.3S)+<-3.71)+4-2.13)+<-5^)+(-2Jl)+(256)+(-2.65)+(-0.80)+(0.07)+

#.30H-3.19)+(O.73)+(a.34)+(3.47)+(-2.42)+(-3.43)+(5.86)+(2.62)+(6.53)+(4.O4^^^

(-1.96)+(0.55)+(0.40)+(2.30)+(-1.79)+(202>+(-6.28)+(2.76)+(-3.69)+(-0.88)

=2.48
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Medium SU and Low Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5 r04X1.69)±(l.ll)(3.27)+(-0.91)(4.08)+(-0.81)(4.12)+(-2.64)(1.98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(1.26)+(-0.41)(3.27xl.98)+(-0.10)(3.27x2.44)+(0.01)(3.27x

lJ26)+(0.78X4,0&x 1.9S)+

(-0.32X4.08 xJL44)+(0i)9X4.08 x lJ2d)+(QjQ7X4J2^L98)+(QJ4X4J2jc 2,44)+

(_0.46X4.12 x 1.26)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 4.12)+

(1.95)(1.69 x 1.98)+(0.98)(1.69 x 2.44)+(-0.58)(1.69 x 1.26)+(0.05)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.26)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.21)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.13)(1.69 x 4.08 x 1.26)+

(0J2)(1.69 x 4.08 x 2.44)+(-0.46)(1.69 x 4.08 x 1.98)+(0.31)(1.69 x 4.12 x 1.26)+

(-0.34)(1.69 x 4.12 x 2.44)+(-0.10)(1.69 x 4.12 x 1.98)

=(6.85)+(-8.52)+(438)+(-3.71)+(-3.34)+(-5J23}+t^

(6.30)+(-3.19)+(0.46)+(0.57)+(5.43)+(-2.39)+(-3.43)+(5.86)+(4.11)+(6.53)+(4.04)+

(-1.24)+(035)+(0.40)+(2.30)+(-1.13)+(2.02)+(-6.28)+(2J2)+(-5.78)+(-1.38)

=2.19

Medium SU and MediumAvoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.04)(1.69)+(l.ll)(3.27)+(-0.91)(4.08)+(-0.81)(4.12)+(-2.64)(1.98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(1.63)+(-0.41)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.10)(3.27 x2.44)+(0.01)(3.27 x

1.63)+(0.78)(4.08xl.98)+

(-0.32)(4.08 x 2.44)+(0.09)(4.08 x 1.63)+(0.07)(4.12 x 1.98)+(0.54)(4.12 xZ44)+
(-0.46)(4.12 x 1.63)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 4.12)+

(1.95)(1.69x 1.98)+(0.98)(1.69x2.44)+(-0.58)(1.69x 1.63)+(0.05)(1.69x3.27x 1.63)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.21)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.13)(1.69 x 4.08 x 1.63)+

(0.12)(1.69 x 4.08 x 2.44)+(-0.46)(1.69 x4.08 x 1.98)+(0.31)(1.69 x 4.12 x 1.63)+

(-0.34)0.69 x 4.12 x 2.44)+(-0.10)(1.69 x 4.12 x 1.98)

=(6.85)+(-8.52)+(4.38)+(-3.71)+(-3.34)+(-5.23)+(--L71)+(2.09)+(-2.65>+C-0.80)+(0 <05)+

(6.30)+(-3. 19)+(0.60)+(0.57)+(5.43)+(-3.09)+(-3.43)+(5.86)+(4. 1 1)+(6.53)+(4.04)+

(-1.60)+(0.45)+(0.40)+(2.30)+(-1.46)+(2.02)+(-6.28)+(3.52)+(-5.78)+(-1.38)

=2.33
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Medium SU and High Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.04)(1.69)+(l. 1 lX3.27X+C-Q.91)(4.08>+(-Q.81X(4. 12)+(-2.64)(l .98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(2.00)+(-0.41)(3.27xl.98)+(-0.10)(3.27x2.44)+(0.01)(3.27x

2.00)+(0.78)(4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.32X4.08 x 2.44)+(0.09)(4.08 x 2.00)+(0.07)(4. 12 x 1 .98)+(0.54)(4. 12 x 2.44)+

(_0.46)(4.12 x 2.00)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 2.63)+

(1.95)(1.69 x L98)+(0.98)(1.69 x2.44)+C-0.58)(U69 x_2i)G)+(0.05)(L69 xJ.27 xl2,00)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.21)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.13)(1.69 x 4.08 x 2.00)+

(0.12)(1.69 x 4.08 x 2.44X+(-0.46X169 x4.08 x 1.98)+(0.31)(1.69 x4.12 x 2,00)+

(-0.34)(1.69 x 4.12 x 2.44)+(-0.10)(1.69 x 4.12 x 1.98)

=(6-85)+(-8.52)+(4.38)+(-3.71)+(-3.34X+(-5.23)+(-2.71)+(2.56)+(-2.65)+(-0.80X+(0,07)+

(6.30)+(-3.19)+(0.73)+(0.57)+(5.43)+(-3.80)+(-3.43)+(5.86)+(4.11)+(6.53)+(4.04)+

(-L96)+(0.55)+(0.40)+(2.30)+(-1.79)+C2.02)+(-6.28)+(4.32)+(-5.78)+C-1.38)

=2.45

High SU and Low Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.04)(1.69>+(l.llX3.27)+(-0.91X4.08)+(-0.81X5.61)+(-2.64)(l
A
98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(1.26)+(-0.41)(3.27xl.98)+(-0.10)(3.27x2.44)+(0.01)(3.27x

L26)+(0.78)(4.08 x 1.98)+

(-0.32X4.08 x 2.44)+(0.09)(4.08 x L26)+(0.07)(5.6Lx L98)+(0.54)(5.61 x Z44)+
(-0.46)(5.61 x 1.26)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 5.61)+

(1.95)(1.69 x 1.98)+(0.98)(1.69 x 2.44)+(-0.58)(1.69 x 1.26)+(0.05)C1.69 x 3.27 x 1.26)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.21)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.13)(1.69 x 4.08 x 1.26)+

(0. 12)(1 .69 x 4.08 x 2.44)+(-0.46)(l .69 x 4.08 x 1 .98)+(0.3 1)(1 .69 x 5.61 x 1
N26)+

(-0.34)(1.69x5.61 x2.44)+(-0.10)(1.69x 5.61 x 1.98)

=(6.85)+(-8.52)+(4.38)+(-3Jl)+(-4.54)+(-5^3)+(-2.71)+(1.61)+(-2.65)+(-0.80)+(0,04)+

(6.30)+(-3.19)+(0.46)+(0.78)+(7.39)+(-3.25)+(-3.43)+(5.86)+(5.60)+(6.53)+(4.04)+

(- 1 .24)+(0.3 5)+(0.40)+(2.30)+(- 1 . 1 3)+(2.02X+(-6-28)+(3 .70)+(-7.87)+(- 1 .88)

=2.18
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High SU and Medium Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.04)(1.69)+(l.ll)(3.27)+(-0.91)(4.08>+(-0.81)(5.61)+(-2.64)(L98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(1.63)+(-0.41)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.10)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.01)(3.27 x

1.63)+(0.78)(4.08xl.98)+

(-0.32)(4.08 x2.44)+(0.09)(4.08 x 1.63)+(0.07)(5.61 x 1.98)+(0.54)(5.61 x2.44)+

(-0.46)(5.61 x 1.63)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 5.61)+

(L95)(L69 x 1.98)+(0.98)(1.69 x 2.44)+(-0.58)(1.69 x 1.63)+(0.05)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.63)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.21)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.13)(1.69 x 4.08 x 1.63)+

(0.12)(1.69 x 4.08 x Z44)+(-0.46)(1.69 x 4.08 x 1.98)+(0.31)(1.69 x 5.61 x 1.63)+

(-0.34)(1.69 x 5.61 x2.44)+(-0.10)(1.69x 5.61 x 1.98)

=(6.85)+(-8J2)+(4.38)+(-3Jl)+(-4J4)+(-5J23)+(-^71)+(2.09)+C-2.65)+(-0.8QX+(Q,05)+

(6.30)+(-3.19)+(0.60)+(0.78)+(7.39)+(-4.21)+(-3.43)+(5.86)+(5.59)+(6.53)+(4.04)+

(-L.60)+(0.45)+(0.04)+(2J0)+(-L46)+(2.02)+(-6.28)+(4.79)+(-7.87)+(-1.88)

=1.98

High SU and High Avoidance:

=(6.85)+(-5.04)(1.69>+(l.ll)C3.27)+(-0.91)(4.08)+(-0.81)(5.61)+(-2.64X1.98)+

(-l.ll)(2.44)+(1.28)(2.00)+(-0.41)(3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.10)(3.27 x 2.44)+(0.01)(3.27 x

2.00)+(0J8)(4.08 x l.98)+

C-0.32)(4.08 x 2.44)+(0.09)(4.08 x 2.00)+(0.07X5.61 x 1.98)+(0.54)(5.61 x 2.44)+

(-0.46X5.61 x 2.00)+(-0.62)(1.69 x 3.27)+(0.85)(1.69 x 4.08)+(0.59)(1.69 x 5.61)+

(L95X1.69 x 1.98)+(0.98)0-69 x 2.44)+(-0.58)(1.69 x2.00)+(0.05)C1.69 x 3.27 x 2.00)+

(0.03)(1.69 x 3.27 x 2.44)+(0.21)(1.69 x 3.27 x 1.98)+(-0.13)(1.69 x 4.08 x 2.00)+

(0J2X1.69 x 4.08 x 2.44)+(-0.46)(1.69 x 4.08 x L98)+(0.31)(1.69 x 5.61 x 2,00)+

(-0.34X1.69 x 5.61 x 2.44)+(-0.10)(1.69 x 5.61 x 1.98)

=(6.85)+C-8.52)+(4.38>+(-3Jl)+(-4.54)+(-5.23)+C-2JL)+(2.56)+(-2.65)+(-Q.80)+(a07)+

(6.30)+(-3.19)+(0.73)+(0.78)+(7.39)+(-5.16)+(-3.43)+(5.59)+(5.86)+(6.53)+(4.04)+

(-L96)+(O.55)+(0.40)+(2.30)+(-lJ9)+(2.02)+(-6^8)+(5.89)+(-7.&7)+(-1.88)

=2.52
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Figure 5 - Unemployed vs Underemployed by Support Seeking Coping for Men

Unemployed = 1 Low Support Seeking=1.959 - 0.438=1 .52

Underemployed—

1

Medium Support Seeking=l.959=1.96

High Support Seeking=L959 + 0.438=2.40

Unemployed and Low Support Seeking:

=1.08+(-0J2)C0.84)+(-0.16XlX+(0.08X1^2)+(-0J21X2.41>H0.63)a.61H0.02)(0.84x
1.52)+(0.04)(0.84x2.41)+(-0.05)(0.84x 1.61)+(-0.33)(l x 1.52)+(0.24)(1 x

2.41>+(0.16)(lxl.01)

=L08+(-QJ0)+(-0J6)+(0J2)+(-0.51)+(1.01)+(0.03)+(0.08)+(-0.07)+

(-0.50)+(0.58)+(0.16)

=1.72

Unemployed and Medium Support Seeking:

=1.08+(-0.12X0.84)+(-0.16)tl)+(0.08XL96)+(-0^1)C2.41)+(0.63XL61)+(0.02X0.84x

1.96)+(0.04)(0.84x2.41)+(-0.05)(0.84x 1.61)+(-0.33)(l x 1.96)+(0.24)(1 x

2Jl)+(0.16)(lxl.01)

=L08+(-0.10)+(-0.16)+(0.16)+(-0Jl)+(1.01>+(0.03X+(0.08)+(-0.07)+

(-0.65)+(0.58)+(0.16)

=k61

Unemployed and High Support Seeking:

=L08+(-0J2X0.84)+(-0J6Xl)H0^

2.40)+(0.04X0.84 x 2.41)+(-0.05)(0.84 x 1.61)+(-0.33)(l x 2.40)+(0.24)(l x

2.41)+(Q.16)(lxl.01)

=L08+(-0.10)+(-0.16)+(0.19)+(-0.51)+(1.01X+C004)+(0.08)+(-0.07)+

(-0.79)+(0.58)+(0.16)

=1.51



,.
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Underemployed and Low Support Seeking:

»l.(»K-0-12)pLa4>f(-0.1gX-1>»(0.0gX 1 -52>+<-fl.21X2.41)»(0 ^X 1 61>Kft raXQ 84 it

1.52)+(0.04)(0.84x2.41)+(-0.05)(0.84x 1.61)+(-0.33)(-l x 1.52)+(0.24X-1 x

Z41)+(0.16)(-lx:1.01)

=1.08+(-0J0)+(-0J6)H0.12)H-0.51)H101)+(0.03)+(0.08)+(-0.07)+(0.50)+(-0^

(-0.16)

=1.56

Underemployed and Medium SupportSeeJdng Coping;

=1.08+(-0.12X0.84)+(-0.16X-l)+(0.08)(1.96)+(-0.21X2.41)+(0.63)(1.61)+(0.02X0.84x

L96)+(0.04)(0.84 x 2.41)+(-0.05)(0.84 x 1.61)+(-0.33>(-l x 1.96)+(0.24)(-l x

2.41)+(0.16)(-lxl.01)

=L08+(-0J0)+(-0J6)+(0.16>+(-Q.51XH101)H0i)3)+C0.08)+(-0.07>+(0

(-0.16)

=1.75

Underemployed and High Support Seeking Coping:

=1.08+(-0.12X0.84)+(-0J6X-l)M0.08)C2.40>+C-0.21)C2.41X+(0.63Xl^l)+(0.02X0.84x

2.40)+(0.04)(0.84x2.41)+(-0.05)(0.84x 1.61)+(-0.33)(-l x2.40)+(0.24)(-l x

Z41X+(0.16)C-lxl.01)

=L08+(-0.10)+(-0.16)H0.19)H"0-51)+(1.01)+(0.04)+(0.08)+(-0.07)+(079)+(-0.^

(-0.16)

=1.93
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