CENTER FOR APPLIED
RURAL INNOVATION

A Research Report*

Quality of Life of Rural Nebraskans:
1996 - 2000

2000 Nebraska Rural Poll Results
John C. Allen

Rebecca Filkins
Sam Cordes

Nebraska

INSTITUTE OF AGRICULTURE
& NATURAL RESOURCES




Center Research Report 00-2, July 2000.

© graphic used with permission of the designer, Richard Hawkins, Design & Illustration, P.O. Box 21181, Des Moines,
|A 50321-0101
Phone: 515.288.4431, FAX: 515.243.1979

*These reports have been peer reviewed by colleagues at the University of Nebraska. Any questions,
suggestions, or concerns should be sent directly to the author(s).

All of the Center’ s research reports detailing Nebraska Rural Poll results are located on the Center’s
World Wide Web page at http://www.ianr.unl.edu/rural/ruralpoll.htm.

Funding for this project was provided by the Partnership for Rural Nebraska, the Cooperative
Extension Division of the Institute for Agriculture and Natural Resources, the Agricultural
Research Division of the Institute for Agriculture and Natural Resources, and the Center for
Applied Rural Innovation. Additionally, considerable in-kind support and contributions were
provided by a number of individuals and organizations associated with the Partnership for Rura
Nebraska. A specia note of appreciation is extended to the staff and student workersin the
Center for Applied Rural Innovation for data entry and administrative and staff support.


http://www.ianr.unl.edu/rural/ruralpoll.htm

Table of Contents

Executive SUMMArY . . .ot vi it iiiiit ittt eeeseenseesssennssssssnnnsssss i
Introduction . . ... ittt i i it it ittt ittt 1
Trends in Well-Being (1996 -2000) ........cotttiiiiiittiiernnneeeeennnnssasanns 2
Figure 1. Well-Being Compared to Five Years Ago: 1996 -2000 . ................ 3
Figure 2. Well-Being Compared to Parents: 1996 -2000 . ...................... 4
Figure 3. Expected Well-Being Ten Years from Now: 1996 -2000 ................ 4
Table 1. Trend Analysis of Household Income Groups’ Perceptions of Well-Being,
1996 - 2000 . . .. .. 5
Table 2. Trend Analysis of Age Groups’ Perceptions of Well-Being, 1996 - 2000 . . . . . 6
Figure 4. “...People are Powerless to Control Their Lives”: 1996 - 2000 . . . ........ 7
Table 3. Trend Analysis of Age and Income Groups’ Feelings of Powerlessness,
1996 -2000 . . ... .. 7

Table 4. Proportions of Respondents “Very Satisfied” With Each Factor, 1996 - 2000 8§

General Well-Being in 2000 .. ........0iitiuitttiiiiiieeeeennnnseeeennnnssasoanns 8
Figure 5. Expected Future Well-Being by Age, 2000 . . .. ...................... 10
Figure 6. Well-Being Compared to Five Years Ago by Occupation, 2000 . . ........ 10
Figure 7. “...People are Powerless” by Income, 2000 . . . ...................... 11
Table 5. Prediction of Well-Being Compared to Five Years Ago by Individual and

Community Characteristics ... ......... ... .. 12
Table 6. Prediction of Expected Future Well-Being by Individual and Community

Characteristics . ... ... ... ... . 13
Table 7. Prediction of Feelings of Powerlessness by Individual and Community

Characteristics . ... ... ... ... . 14

Specific Aspects of Well-Being in 2000 .. ........coiitttiiiiiiniiritennnneeecnnns 13
Figure 8. Satisfaction with Current Income Level by Occupation, 2000 . .......... 15
Figure 9. Satisfaction with Clean Water by Region, 2000 . .. ................... 16
Figure 10. Satisfaction with Your Job Security by Occupation, 2000 . ............ 17

01 1 10 11 11) 1 17

Research Report 00-2 of the Center for Applied Rural Innovation



List of Appendix Tables and Figures

Appendix Figure 1. Regionsof Nebraska . ........ ...t 19

Appendix Table 1. Demographic Profile of Rura Poll Respondents Compared to 1990
NS . . .ottt e e e 20

Appendix Table 2. Measures of Individual Well-Being in Relation to Community Size,

Region, and Individual Attributes . . . ... 21
Appendix Table 3. Life Has Changed So Much in Our Modern World that Most People Are

Powerlessto Control Their Own Lives . ... ... . 23
Appendix Table 4. Satisfaction with Items Affecting Well-Being, 2000 . ................. 25

Appendix Table 5. Satisfaction with Items by Community Size, Region and Individual
AtriDUtES . . . 26

Research Report 00-2 of the Center for Applied Rural Innovation



Executive Summary

Nebraska s economy has shown growth during recent years. However, the agricultural economy
has not been faring as well in recent years. How have these changes affected rural Nebraskans?
How do they perceive their quality of life? Do their perceptions differ by the size of their
community, the region in which they live, or their occupation?

This report details results of 4,536 responses to the 2000 Nebraska Rural Poll, the fifth annual
effort to take the pulse of rural Nebraskans. Respondents were asked a series of questions about
their general well-being and their satisfaction with specific aspects of well-being. Trends are
examined by comparing data from the four previous polls to this year’ s results. I1n addition,
comparisons are made among different subgroups of the respondents, i.e., comparisons by age,
occupation, region, etc. Based on these analyses, some key findings emerged:

° Rural Nebraskans’ perceptions of their well-being have remained relatively stable over
the past five years. Approximately 40 percent in al five studies believe they are better off
than they were five years ago. The greatest variation in this trend occurred in 1999 when
the proportion dipped to 35 percent. Similarly, the proportion believing they will be better
off ten years from now has been approximately 35 percent in all the studies. The only
deviation from this pattern occurred in 1998 when the proportion increased to 42 percent.
Finally, no distinct trends have emerged relative to whether or not the respondents feel
powerless to control thelir lives.

° The differences in optimism between the youngest and oldest respondents have
increased over time. 1n 1996, 59 percent of those between the ages of 19 and 29 said
they were better off compared to five years ago, but only 23 percent of those age 65 and
older felt the same (a difference of 36 percentage points). But in 2000, the difference
between these two groups increased to 47 percentage points (70 percent of the youngest
felt they were better off, while only 23 percent of the older respondents felt the same).

° The gap in optimism about the future between the highest and lowest income groups
has also increased over time. A difference of 26 percentage points occurred between
these two income groups in 1996 (47 percent of those with incomes of $75,000 or more
believed they would be better off ten years from now compared to 21 percent of those
with incomes under $10,000). This difference has swelled to 46 percentage pointsin 2000
(59 percent of the higher incomes compared to only 13 percent of those with the lowest
incomes).

° Farmers and ranchers were less optimistic about the present and the future than
respondents with other occupations. \When asked how they were doing compared to five
years ago, only 30 percent of the farmers or ranchers felt they were better off, compared
to 54 percent of the respondents with professional occupations. And when considering
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their future, only 39 percent of farmers or ranchers believed they would be better off ten
years from now; yet 50 percent of the respondents with professional occupations felt they
would be better off ten years from now.

Persons living in larger communities were more optimistic about their current
situation compared to those living in smaller communities. Approximately 43 percent
of those living in communities with populations of 5,000 or more felt they were better off
compared to five years ago. Only 31 percent of those living in communities with
populations ranging from 500 to 999 shared this optimism.

No differences in optimism were detected by region of the state. There were no
statistically significant differences in respondents’ perceptions of either their current or
future well-being by the region of the state in which they reside.

Overall, age and household income affect expected future well-being. A multiple
regression analysis reveaed that these two factors are the primary influences on expected
future well-being. As age increases, expected future well-being scores decrease. As
household income increases, well-being scores also increase.

Respondents with lower educational levels were more likely than those with more
education to agree that people are powerless to control their lives. Fifty-seven percent
of the respondents without a high school diploma either agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement, while only 21 percent of those with at |east a bachelors degree shared this
opinion. Those with lower incomes and older respondents also tended to exhibit more
feelings of powerlessness.

More than one-half of rural Nebraskans are very satisfied with their marriage, their
Sfamily, and their religion/spirituality. Thisissimilar to findings of the previous studies.

The three areas where respondents expressed their greatest dissatisfaction include their
current income level, their financial security during retirement, and job opportunities.

Farmers and ranchers were more likely than those with different occupations to
express dissatisfaction with their current income level. Fifty-seven percent of farmers
and ranchers stated they were very dissatisfied or dissatisfied with their current income
level, while only 34 percent of the respondents with professional occupations felt the
same.
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Introduction

Overdl, Nebraska s economy has been fairly
strong in recent years. The state
unemployment rate has continued to be
among the lowest in the nation for the last
nine years (2.4 percent in March 2000,
compared to 4.1 percent nationally). There
was aso growth in the state’s non-farm
employment during the past year.
Preliminary data show that non-farm payroll
jobsin the state increased by 1.1 percent
between March 1999 and March 2000. In
addition, Nebraska's per capita personal
income grew 5.2 percent between 1997 and
1998.!

However, the state’ s farm economy has not
fared as well during the past few years.
Average farm profitability for the last few
years was down significantly (average net
farm income for Nebraska in 1998 was
$31,980 compared to $36,565 in 1997 and
$60,968 in 1996), mainly due to adeclinein
market prices. Asan example, the average
price received by Nebraska farmers for corn
in 1999 was $1.85, compared to $1.88 in
1998 and $2.32 in 1997.2

Given dl these changes, how do rural
Nebraskans perceive their quality of life?
When they consider their future, do they see
apositive or negative one? Have these
views changed over the past five years? Do

! Source: May 2000 edition of Recent
Nebraska Economic Trends, compiled by the
Nebraska Department of Economic Development.

2 source of farm income and commodity
price datac May 2000 Nebraska Agri-Facts,
published by the Nebraska Agricultural Statistics
Service.
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respondents’ perceptions of their present and
future Situations differ by the size of their
community or their region of the state? Are
farmers seeing an optimistic future? This
paper addresses these questions.

The 2000 Nebraska Rura Poll is the fifth
annual effort to take the pulse of rura
Nebraskans. Respondents were asked a
series of questions about their general well-
being and their satisfaction with specific
items that may influence their well-being.
Trends will be examined by comparing the
data from the four previous polls to this
year's results.

Methodology and Respondent Profile

This study is based on 4,536 responses from
Nebraskans living in the 87 non-metropolitan
countiesin the state. A self-administered
guestionnaire was mailed in February and
March to approximately 6,700 randomly
selected households. Metropolitan counties
not included in the sample were Cass,
Dakota, Douglas, Lancaster, Sarpy and
Washington. The 14 page questionnaire
included questions pertaining to well-being,
community, work, rural economic
development, retail shopping and the future
of agriculture. This paper reports only
results from the well-being portion of the
survey.

A 67% response rate was achieved using the

total design method (Dillman, 1978). The

sequence of steps used was:

1. A pre-notification letter was sent
requesting participation in the study.

2. The questionnaire was mailed with an
informal letter signed by the project
director approximately seven days later.



3. A reminder postcard was sent to the
entire sample approximately seven days
after the questionnaire had been sent.

4. Those who had not yet responded within
approximately 14 days of the original
mailing were sent a replacement
guestionnaire.

The average respondent was 53 years of age.
Ninety-five percent were married (Appendix
Table 1*) and seventy-four percent lived
within the city limits of atown or village.

On average, respondents had lived in
Nebraska 45 years and had lived in their
current community 30 years. Fifty percent
were living in or near towns or villages with
populations less than 5,000.

Forty-seven percent of the respondents
reported their approximate household
income from all sources, before taxes, for
1999 was below $40,000. Thirty-six percent
reported incomes over $50,000. Ninety-four
percent had attained at least a high school
diploma

Seventy-three percent were employed in
1999 on afull-time, part-time or seasonal
basis. Nineteen percent were retired.
Thirty-seven percent of those employed
reported working in a professional/technical
or administrative occupation. Eight percent
indicated they were farmers or ranchers.
When jointly considering the occupation of
the respondent and their spouse/partner, 13
percent of the employed are involved in

3 Appendix Table 1 also includes
demographic data from previous rura polls, as well
as similar data based on the entire non-metropolitan
population of Nebraska (using 1990 U.S. Census
data).
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farming or ranching.
Organization of Report

This particular report focuses on two
different aspects of well-being: genera well-
being, as assessed by four broad questions
(three related to how the individual
respondent assesses his/her overall situation
and another question on * powerlessness’);
and satisfaction with specific aspects of life
(e.g., satisfaction with health, family,
marriage and 14 other specific items). And,
as was noted earlier, the data on the two
different aspects of well-being — the genera
and specific — are available for afive year
period and allow examinations of trends.
Comparisons among different subgroups of
the respondents will aso be made, e.g.,
comparisons by age, occupation, income,
etc. Hence, thisreport isdivided into three
sections:

1. Trendsin well-being (both the genera
and specific dimensions of well-being)
during the 1996 - 2000 period.

2. Genera well-being in 2000 by subgroups
of respondents.

3. Specific aspects of well-being in 2000 by
subgroups of respondents.

Trends in Well-Being (1996 - 2000)

Comparisons are made between the well-
being data collected this year to the four
previous studies. These comparisons begin
to show a clearer picture of the trends
emerging in the well-being of rural
Nebraskans. It isimportant to keep in mind
when viewing these comparisons that these
were independent samples (the same people
were not surveyed each year).



General Well-Being

To examine perceptions of general well-
being, respondents were asked four
guestions.

1. “All things considered, do you think you
are better or worse off than you were
five yearsago?’ (Answer categories
were worse off, about the same, or better
off).

2. “All things considered, do you think you
are better or worse off than your parents
when they were your age?’

3. “All things considered, do you think you
will be better or worse off ten years from
now than you are today?’

4. “Do you agree or disagree with the
following statement? Life has changed
so much in our modern world that most
people are powerless to control their
own lives.”

Rural Nebraskans were more positive about
their current situation than they were last
year. Thisyear 40 percent felt they were
better off than they were five years ago,
compared to 35 percent in 1999 (Figure 1).
Conversely, in 2000 they were less likely to
say they were worse off compared to five
years ago (16% this year compared to 21%
in 1999). The percent saying they were
about the same as they were five years ago
remained stable between the two years.

When examining the results from dl five
years, one can see that rural Nebraskans
have generally reported fairly positive views
about their current situation. Approximately
40 percent of rural Nebraskansin all five
studies have felt that they are better off than
they were five years ago. The greatest
variation from this trend occurred in 1999
when the proportion feeling they were better
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Figure 1. Well-Being Compared
to Five Years Ago: 1996 - 2000
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off dipped to 35 percent. Conversely, the
proportion feeling they were worse off than
five years ago has tended to decrease since
1996 (from 26 percent to 15 percent in
1998), then increasing to 21 percent in 1999
and finally decreasing to 16 percent this year.
But in general, there appears to be afairly
consistent pattern across all five years with a
dight deviation occurring in 1999.

When asked to compare themselves to their
parents when they were their age, the
proportion feeling they were better off has
remained fairly constant between 1996 and
2000 (Figure 2). The percentage who feel
they are worse off than their parents has
declined fairly steadily between 1996 and
2000 (from 21 percent to 13 percent).

When asked about the future, the responses
to the 2000 study were fairly similar to those



Figure 2. Well-Being Compared
to Parents: 1996 - 2000
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Figure 3. Expected Well-Being
Ten Years from Now:
1996 - 2000
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given in 1999. The proportion believing they
would be worse off ten years from now
decreased from 22 percent in 1999 to 18
percent in 2000 (Figure 3). And, the
proportion believing they would be about the
same increased from 42 percent to 45
percent.

When examining the responses given over
the past five years, three general trends are
evident: a decrease in the proportion of
respondents feeling they will be worse off
and simultaneous increases in the proportion
who feel their well-being will either increase
or remain the same. The proportion feeling
they would be worse off steadily decreased
from 1996 to 1998 (from 31 percent to 16
percent), then increased to 22 percent in
1999 and decreased again to 18 percent in
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2000. 1n 1996, 32 percent felt they would be
better off ten years from now. This
increased to 35 percent in 1997 and 42
percent in 1998. However, this proportion
decreased to 37 percent in 1999 and
remained fairly steady at 38 percent in 2000.
Not only are the overall trends for these
variables important to examine, but it is also
necessary to examine group differencesin
these trends. The direction of an overal
trend could hide important differencesin key
groups of people. Two fundamental
variables that influence perceived well-being
are age and household income. Therefore,
the relationships between these demographic
variables and the well-being variables over
time were anayzed.

When examining the relationship between



household income and individual well-being
over time, a mixed picture appears. In all the
study years, those with higher incomes were
more likely than those with lower incomes to
say they were better off than they were five
years ago. However the difference between
those with the highest income levels and
those with the lowest income levels has
decreased over time (Table 1). For example,
in 1996 64 percent of those with household
incomes of $75,000 or more said they were
better off than they were five years ago.
Only eleven percent of those with incomes
less than $10,000 felt the same. Thus, a
difference of 53 percentage pointsis
observed between the two groups. 1n 2000,
this difference is only 45 percentage points
(63 percent for the respondents with higher
incomes compared to 18 percent for those
with lower incomes). This narrowing of the
difference was due to an increase in the
proportion of lower income people, not
higher income people, who felt they were
better off.

Table 1 also shows the relationship between

household income and expected future well-
being over al the study periods. A
dramatically different trend emerges here.
As was the case with perceptions of their
current situation, persons with higher
incomes were more likely than those with
lower incomes to say they expected to be
better off ten years from now. Thiswasthe
case in each study period. However, the
difference between the proportion of the
highest income group that said they would
be better off in the future compared to that
of the lowest income group has increased
over time. A difference of 26 percentage
points occurred between these two groupsin
1996 (47 percent of those with higher
incomes said they would be better off ten
years from now compared to 21 percent for
those with the lowest incomes). This
difference has swelled to 46 percentage
pointsin 2000 (59 percent of those with
incomes of $75,000 or more said they would
be better off ten years from now compared
to 13 percent of those with incomes less than
$10,000). The reason for thisincreasing gap
isacombination of (a) an increase among

Table 1. Trend Analysis of Household Income Groups’ Perceptions of Well-Being, 1996 - 2000

Compared to 5 Years Ago

Ten Years From Now

HH
Income 1996 1997 1998 1999 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Percent of “Better Off” Responses

$75,000 or

more 64 70 62 60 47 56 60 55 59
Less than

$10,000 11 23 20 13 21 23 25 17 13
Difference 53 47 42 47 26 33 35 38 46
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higher income people who expect to be
better off and (b) a decrease in the
proportion of lower income people who
expect to be better off. Logistic regressions
confirmed these trends were statistically
significant.

The relationship between age and individual
well-being over timeis shown in Table 2.
During al study periods, younger
respondents were more likely than older
respondents to say they were better off than
they were five years ago and would be better
off ten years from now. And, the differences
between the oldest and youngest respondents
have increased over time for both variables.
For example, in 1996 59 percent of those
between the ages of 19 and 29 said they
were better off compared to five years ago,
but only 23 percent of those age 65 and
older felt the same (a difference of 36
percentage points). But in 2000, the
difference had increased to 47 percentage
points (70 percent of the youngest
respondents said they were better off
compared to 23 percent of the older
respondents). A similar pattern of
divergence occurred between these age
groups when they were asked to project their
well-being ten years from now. In both

cases the views of the elderly were
unchanged but there was an increase in the
proportion of younger respondents who felt
they were better off compared to five years
ago, and who also projected an increasein
well-being ten years into the future. Again,
logistic regressions indicated these trends
were statistically significant.

In addition to asking about general well-
being, rural Nebraskans were also asked
about the amount of control they feel they
have over their lives. To measure this,
respondents were asked the extent to which
they agreed or disagreed with the following
statement:

“Life has changed so much in our modern
world that most people are powerless to
control their own lives.”

There are no noticeable trends in the
responses to this question (Figure 4). The
proportion that either strongly disagreed or
disagreed with the statement decreased
between 1996 and 1997, increased between
1997 and 1998, then again decreased
between 1998 and 1999 and once again
increased between 1999 and 2000. The
reverse of this pattern occurs when looking
at the proportions that either strongly agreed

Table 2. Trend Analysis of Age Groups’ Perceptions of Well-Being, 1996 - 2000

Compared to 5 Years Ago

Ten Years From Now

Age 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Percent of “Better Off” Responses

19-29 59 59 63 61 70 67 70 77 77 76

65 & over 23 26 23 21 23 11 10 10 10 11

Difference 36 33 40 40 47 56 60 67 67 65
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Figure 4. " People are
Powerless to Control Their Lives":
1996 - 2000
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or agreed with the statement each year. The
proportion that were undecided each year
has remained fairly constant.

Group differences for these trends were al'so
analyzed, similar to the other well-being
guestions (Table 3). In all survey years,
older respondents were more likely than
younger respondents to report feeling
powerless. The differences between these
two age groups have become more
pronounced over time. 1n 1996, 39 percent
of those age 65 and older agreed with the
statement that “.. .most people are powerless
to control their own lives.” Only 29 percent
of those between the ages of 19 and 29
shared this opinion. Thus, the difference
between these two age groups was 10
percentage points. However, in 2000 this
difference is 24 percentage points (44
percent for those 65 or older compared to 20
percent of those 19 to 29 years of age). This
occurred for two reasons: a decrease in the
proportion of younger people who felt
powerless and an increase in the proportion
of older people who felt powerless.

In general, those with lower incomes were
more likely than those with higher incomes
to report feeling powerless for all the study

Table 3. Trend Analysis of Age and Income Groups’ Feelings of Powerlessness, 1996 - 2000

Age Comparisons

Household Income Comparisons

HH
Age 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 |ncome 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Percent of “ Strongly Agree or Agree’ Responses
65 & Lessthan
over 39 46 43 50 44 $10,000 46 53 41 58 48

19-29 29 32 21 24 20

Diff.

10 14 22 26 24

$75,000
or more 23 24 21 24 20

23 29 20 34 28
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periods. But the differences between these
two groups has both increased and decreased
over time

Satisfaction with Specific Aspects of Life

Each year, respondents were also given alist
of items that can affect their well-being and
were asked to indicate how satisfied they
were with each using afive-point scale (1 =
very dissatisfied, 5 = very satisfied). They
were aso given the option of checking a box
to denote “does not apply.”

This same question was asked in the four
previous polls, but the list of items was not
identical each year. Table 4 showsthe
proportions “very satisfied” with each item
for each study period.

The rank ordering of the items has remained
relatively stable over the years. In addition,
the proportion of respondents stating they
were “very satisfied” with each item also has
been fairly consistent over the years,
particularly between 1997 and 2000. Family,
spirituality, friends, and the outdoors
continue to be items given high satisfaction
ratings by respondents. On the other hand,
respondents continue to be less satisfied with
job opportunities, current income level, and
financia security during retirement.

General Well-Being in 2000

In this section, 2000 data on the four general
measures of well-being are first summarized
and then comparisons are made among
different subgroups of the respondents based

Table 4. Proportions of Respondents “Very Satisfied” With Each Factor, 1996 - 2000.*

Item 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Y our marriage NA NA 67 71 71
Your family 51 62 62 58 62
Y our religion/spirituality 42 48 48 46 51
Y our friends 37 47 47 46 48
Greenery and open space NA NA 52 52 46
Y our housing NA 34 35 39 38
Y our spare time** 13 NA 29 30 32
Y our health 26 34 29 29 28
Y our education 24 27 28 28 28
Y our job security 19 24 25 24 27
Y our job satisfaction 22 25 24 25 24
Y our community 17 20 16 19 17
Y our current income level 12 15 12 12 12
Job opportunities for you 10 12 11 12 11
Financial security during retirement 10 14 10 11 10

Note: Thelist of items was not identical in each study. “NA” means that item was not asked that particular year.
* The proportions were calculated out of those answering the question. The respondents checking “ does not apply”

were not included in the calculations.

** Worded as “time to relax during the week” in 1996 study.
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upon the size of the respondent’s
community, the region of the state they
reside in, income, age, gender, education,
marital status and occupation. The
differences between these groups are
examined using two different approaches.
First, the data are presented for these
characteristics or categories of respondents.
Second, a more sophisticated analytic
technique called multiple regression is used
to gain a clearer understanding as to how
each of these factors may influence general
measures of well-being.

The four genera well-being questions asked
the respondents how they are doing
compared to five years ago, how they are
doing compared to their parents when they
were their age, how they expect to be ten
years from now, and the extent to which they
agreed or disagreed that people are
powerless to control their own lives. The
specific question wordings are included on
pages 2 and 3 of thisreport. The overal
responses to these questions can be viewed
inFigures 1, 2, 3 and 4.

Generally, rural Nebraskans appear to be
relatively optimistic about their current
Situation. Forty percent believe they are
better off than five years ago and 62 percent
feel they are better off than their parents
were when they were their age. Rural
Nebraskans are also optimistic about the
future, with 38 percent stating they believe
they will be better off ten years from now.
When asked about their feelings of control
over their lives, 52 percent “strongly
disagreed” or “disagreed” that people are
powerless to control their own lives.

Next, various demographic subgroups of the
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respondents will be examined to seeif these
attitudes are shared by all respondents.
Responses were analyzed by the size of the
respondent’s community, the region of the
state they reside in, household income, age,
gender, education, marital status, and
occupation. These comparisons are shown
in Appendix Table 2.

Most of these subgroups showed statistically
significant (at the .05 level) differencesin
thelr responses to these questions. The
younger respondents were more likely than
the older respondents to believe they are
better off than they were five years ago and
would be better off ten years from now.
Seventy percent of those between the ages of
19 and 29 said they were better off than they
were five years ago, while only 23 percent of
those age 65 and older felt the same.
Similarly, 76 percent of the youngest
respondents felt they would be better off ten
years from now, but only 11 percent of the
oldest respondents shared this optimism
(Figure5).

Differences were also detected among
respondents in different household income
categories. Respondents with higher
household income levels were more likely
than those with lower incomes to believe
they were better off compared to five years
ago, better off than their parents were at
their age and would be better off ten years
from now. For example, 59 percent of those
with household incomes of $75,000 or more
believed they would be better off ten years
from now, yet only 14 percent of those with
incomes under $20,000 believed they would
be better off.

Occupation is another area where differences



Figure 5. Expected Future
Well-Being by Age, 2000
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Figure 6. Well-Being Compared

to Five Years Ago by Occupation,
2000
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between groups emerged. Respondents with
professional occupations were more likely
than those with other types of occupationsto
believe they were better off compared to five
years ago, better off than their parents were
at their age and would be better off ten years
from now. Fifty-four percent of those with
professional occupations believed they were
better off compared to five years ago, but
only thirty percent of farmers or ranchers
shared thisopinion (Figure 6). Similarly, 50
percent of the respondents with professional
occupations believed they would be better
off ten years from now, compared to
approximately 38 percent of the manual
laborers or the farmers and ranchers.

Community size, education and marital
status groups also differed when assessing
their current and future situations.
Respondents living in larger communities

Research Report 00-2 of the Center for Applied Rural Innovation

Page 10

were more likely than those living in smaller
communities to believe they were better off
compared to five years ago and better off
than their parents were when they were their
age. Respondents with a college degree and
those who are married were the other groups
most likely to see themselves as better off
compared to five years ago and better off ten
years from now.

These same demographic groups were
analyzed to seeif differences emerged in
their feelings of powerlessness (Appendix
Table 3). Certain groups were more likely to
agree with the statement that people are
powerless to control their own lives than
others.

Respondents with less education were more
likely than those with more education to
agree that people are powerless to control



their lives. Fifty-seven percent of the
respondents with no high school diploma
either agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement, while only 21 percent of those
with at least afour year degree shared this
opinion.

Likewise, people with lower household
incomes were more likely than those with
higher incomes to believe that people are
powerless (Figure 7). Fifty-three percent of
those with incomes under $20,000 either
strongly agreed or agreed that people are
powerless to control their lives. Only 20
percent of those with incomes of $75,000 or
more felt the same way.

Other groups more likely to agree with the

Figure 7. "...People are
Powerless" By Income, 2000
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statement include those living in smaller
communities, older respondents, those who
are not married and manual laborers.

What really influences general well-being?

It was noted earlier that community size,
income, age, education, marital status, and
occupation were all related to respondents
well-being compared to five years ago.
However, many of these characteristics are
also related to each other. Asan example,
older respondents are more likely to have
lower household income levels, lower
educational levels, are more likely to be
involved in farming and ranching, and livein
or near the smallest communities. Given
that, is the well-being of rural Nebraskans
primarily influenced by age, or do education
and income have an effect on well-being
independent from age?

To determine how each variable affects well-
being compared to five years ago, amultiple
regression analysis was performed (Table 5).
Multiple regression helps determine the
effects of each variable on well-being while
holding the effects of the other variables
constant. For example, oneis able to hold
age, community size, income, occupation
and marital status constant to determine the
effect education has on well-being. Thisis
done for each of the variables.

The “beta coefficients’ represent the effect
of each variable on the well-being score.
Because these coefficients are in
standardized units, this allows one to directly
compare the effects of each variable. The
significance level indicates whether or not
the relationship of each variable can be
generalized to the genera population from
which the survey sample was drawn (in this



Table 5. Prediction of Well-Being Compared to Five Years Ago by
Individual and Community Characteristics

Variable

Age

Household income

Education

Farmer

Marital status

Community size
R?=.097

.000
.000
.328
.000
526
575

case, al rural Nebraskans).

The R? value indicates how much of the
variance in the well-being scale is explained
by the variables chosen for the analysis. In
this case, 9.7 percent of the variance in the
well-being scaleis explained by age,
household income, education, marital status,
occupation and community size.

First of al, by looking at the significance
levels we find that age, household income,
and occupation are the only statistically
significant variables. Education, marital
status and community size did not have an
effect on well-being once the other variables
were held constant. Thus, the other
variables did have independent effects on
well-being compared to five years ago.

To see which of these characteristics have
the largest influence on the respondents
well-being compared to five years ago, the
beta coefficients of each variable will be
examined. Of these variables, the beta
coefficients indicate that household income
has the largest effect on well-being, followed
by age and then occupation.

Age has a negative relationship with well-
being. This means that as age increases,
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well-being scores decrease. Household
income has a positive relationship with the
well-being scale. Therefore, as one moves
into higher categories of income, well-being
scores tend to increase. The farmer variable
also has a negative relationship with well-
being. Thisindicates that farmers are more
likely to report lower well-being scores than
non-farmers.

A similar analysis can be performed to see
which characteristics influence expected
future well-being. The individual and
community characteristics used in this
analysis are the same ones used in analyzing
well-being compared to five years ago. The
results of this analysis are presented in Table
6.

These variables together account for 15.7
percent of the variation in expected future
well-being scores. In thisanaysis, the
occupation and marital status variables are
no longer statistically significant. Even
though these variables had statistically
significant relationships with expected future
well-being when analyzed separately, when
al the variables are included in the analysis
these relationships no longer hold. Thus, age
and household income are the only two
variables which have an effect on expected



Table 6. Prediction of Expected Future Well-Being by Individual
and Community Characteristics

Yariables . . . ... Betacoefficient . Significance .
Age -.340 .000
Household income 158 .000
Education .018 315
Farmer .007 .691
Marital status -.014 432
Community size -.012 .509

R?=.157

future well-being once the other variables
under consideration are held constant.

Age and household income have the same
relationship with expected future well-being
asthey did with well-being compared to five
years ago. As age increases, expected future
well-being scores decrease. Asincome
increases, well-being scores also increase. In
this analysis, however, age has the largest
influence on expected future well-being.

A third multiple regression analysis was
conducted to determine which variables have
the most influence on feelings of
powerlessness. The results are shown in
Table 7. Theindividua and community
characteristics account for 6.9 percent of the
variation in feelings of powerlessness.

Age, household income, and education are
the statistically significant predictors of
feelings of powerlessness. Agehasa
positive relationship with powerlessness; as
age increases, feelings of powerlessness aso
increase. Household income and education
have a negative relationship with
powerlessness. As people obtain higher
levels of household income and higher
educational levels, the lesslikely they areto
believe that people are powerless. Marita

Research Report 00-2 of the Center for Applied Rural Innovation
Page 13

status, occupation and community size had
no statistically significant effect. When
comparing the respective beta coefficients,
we find that household income has the
largest effect on feelings of powerlessness,
followed by education and age.

Specific Aspects of Well-Being in 2000

Respondents were given alist of items that
may influence their well-being and were
asked to rate their satisfaction with each.
The complete ratings for each item are listed
in Appendix Table 4. More than one-half of
the respondents were very satisfied with the
following: their marriage (66%) their family
(61%), and their religion/spirituality (51%).
Items receiving the highest proportion of
very dissatisfied responses include: financid
security during retirement (17%), current
income level (15%), and job opportunities
for you (13%).

The top ten items people were dissatisfied
with (determined by the largest proportions
of “very dissatisfied” and “dissatisfied”
responses) will now be examined in

more detail by looking at how different
demographic subgroups viewed each item.
These comparisons are shown in Appendix
Table 5.



Table 7. Prediction of Feelings of Powerlessness by Individual and
Community Characteristics

Variable

Age

Household income

Education

Farmer

Marital status

Community size
R? = .069

.096 .000
-.157 .000
-.118 .000
-.012 515
.028 133
-.034 .076

Respondents' satisfaction levels with their
financia security during retirement differed
by most of the characteristics examined.
Persons with lower incomes were more likely
than those with higher incomesto be
dissatisfied with their financia security
during retirement. Fifty-four percent of
those with incomes under $30,000 reported
being dissatisfied with their financid

security during retirement, compared to only
24 percent of those with incomes of $75,000
or more.

Persons with graduate or professional
degrees were /ess likely than those with less
education to be dissatisfied with their
financia security during retirement. Thirty-
four percent of those with graduate degrees
were dissatisfied with their financia security
during retirement, compared to
approximately 43 percent of those without a
college degree. Other groups reporting
higher levels of dissatisfaction with thisitem
include: those living in smaller communities,
persons between the ages of 40 and 49,
females and manual laborers.

Satisfaction with their current income level
differed by dl the characteristics examined
except region. Persons with lower incomes
were more likely than those with higher
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incomes to be dissatisfied with their current
incomes. Fifty-five percent of those with
incomes under $20,000 were dissatisfied
with their current income, while only 15
percent of those with incomes of $75,000 or
more were dissatisfied.

Farmers and ranchers were the occupation
group most likely to report being dissatisfied
with their current income. Fifty-seven
percent of farmers or ranchers were
dissatisfied with their current income,
compared to 34 percent of those with
professiona occupations (Figure 8).

Other groups most likely to be dissatisfied
with their current income level include: those
living in smaller communities, those between
the ages of 40 and 49, females, and those
with lower educational levels.

Persons between the ages of 30 and 49 were
more likely than those of other agesto be
dissatisfied with their job opportunities.
Approximately 46 percent of thosein this
age group were dissatisfied with their job
opportunities, compared to only 20 percent
of the respondents age 65 and older who
were dissatisfied.

The manual |aborers were the occupation



Figure 8. Satisfaction with
Current Income Level by
Occupation, 2000
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group most likely to be dissatisfied with their
job opportunities. Fifty-seven percent of the
manual laborers were dissatisfied with their
job opportunities, compared to 37 percent of
the farmers or ranchers.

Other groups more likely to be dissatisfied
with their job opportunities include: those
living in smaller communities, those with
lower income levels, females and those with
educational levels ranging from a high school
diplomato an associates degree.

Respondents living in communities with
populations ranging from 5,000 to 9,999
were more likely than those living in
communities of other sizesto report being
dissatisfied with clean water. Thirty-one
percent of the respondents living in
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communities of this size were dissatisfied
with clean water, compared to approximately
16 percent of the respondents living in
communities of other sizes.

Persons living in the Panhandle were more
likely than those living in other parts of the
state to be dissatisfied with clean water
(Figure 9). Twenty-nine percent of those
living in the Panhandle were dissatisfied with
clean water, compared to 15 percent of those
living in the North Central part of the state
(see Appendix Figure 1 for the counties
included in each region).

Other groups more likely to be dissatisfied
with clean water include: the younger
respondents, females, the manual or skilled
laborers and those with educational levels
ranging from a high school diplomato some
college (but no degree).

Satisfaction with their spare time differed by
income, age, education and marital status.
Respondents under the age of 50 were more
likely than respondents age 50 and over to be
dissatisfied with their spare time.
Approximately 28 percent of the respondents
under the age of 50 reported being
dissatisfied with their spare time, yet only six
percent of the respondents age 65 and older
were dissatisfied.

Those with higher incomes were more likely
than those with lower incomes to be
dissatisfied with their spare time. At least 20
percent of the respondents with incomes of
$30,000 or more were dissatisfied with their
gpare time, while only 10 percent of those
with incomes under $20,000 shared this
opinion.

Persons with higher educational levels and



Figure 9. Satisfaction with Clean
Water by Region, 2000
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married respondents were the other groups
more likely to be dissatisfied with their spare
time.

The groups most likely to be dissatisfied with
their community include: respondents with
incomes under $50,000, those between the
ages of 40 and 49, persons with an associates
degree, respondents with administrative
support positions and manual laborers.

When comparing the regional groups, those
living in the Southeast region of the state
were the group least likely to be dissatisfied
with their community.

Respondents with lower income levels were
more likely than those with higher incomes
to be dissatisfied with their health.
Approximately 24 percent of those with
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incomes under $30,000 reported being
dissatisfied with their health, compared to
approximately 12 percent of those with
incomes of $50,000 or more.

Older respondents were more likely than
younger respondents to be dissatisfied with
their health. Twenty-one percent of those
age 65 or older were dissatisfied with their
health, compared to only nine percent of
those age 19 to 29.

Other groups most likely to be dissatisfied
with their health include: those with lower
educational levels, the respondents who were
not married and the respondents who
classified their occupation as “ other.”

The manual laborers were the occupation
group most likely to be dissatisfied with their
job security. Thirty percent of this group
stated they were dissatisfied with their job
security, while only 14 percent of those with
sales occupations felt the same (Figure 10).

Persons with lower income levels were more
likely than those with higher incomes to
report being dissatisfied with their job
security. Thirty percent of those with
incomes under $20,000 were dissatisfied
with their job security, compared to only 14
percent of those with incomes of $75,000 or
more.

Persons between the ages of 40 and 49 were
more likely than the other age groups to be
dissatisfied with their job security. When
comparing educational groups, those with a
graduate or professional degree were the
group least likely to report being dissatisfied
with their job security.

Manual laborers were the occupation group



Figure 10. Satisfaction with Your
Job Security by Occupation, 2000
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most likely to be dissatisfied with their job.
One-third (34%) of the manual |aborers
stated they were dissatisfied with their job.
Only 16 percent of the farmers or ranchers
reported being dissatisfied with their job.

Other groups more likely to be dissatisfied
with their job include: respondents between
the ages of 40 and 49, those with lower
incomes and persons with lower educational
levels.

Respondents with an associates degree or
less were more likely than those with at |east
a bachelors degree to be dissatisfied with
their education. Approximately 13 percent
of the group without a four year degree were
dissatisfied with their education, compared
to only three percent of those with at least a
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four year degree.

The manual laborers were the occupation
group most likely to be dissatisfied with their
education. Twenty-three percent of the
persons with this type of occupation were
dissatisfied with their education, compared
to only nine percent of those with
professional occupations.

Those living in the Panhandle and persons
under the age of 50 were the other groups
most likely to report being dissatisfied with
their education.

Conclusion

This analysis of rural Nebraskans sense of
well-being reveals that rural Nebraskans still
remain relatively optimistic about their
current and future Situations. The
proportion believing they are better off than
they were five years ago increased between
1999 and 2000 (from 35 percent to 40
percent). In genera, the pattern over al five
years of this study has remained fairly
consistent, with a dlight deviation occurring
in 1999.

Rura Nebraskans have aso been relatively
optimistic about their future situation. The
proportion believing they will be better off
ten years from now has remained relatively
stable across dl five years of the study. A
dight deviation from the pattern occurred in
1998.

When examining the trends for certain
demographic groups, interesting patterns
emerge. The differencesin optimism
between the youngest and oldest respondents
have increased over time. Thistrendis
noted for their perceptions about both their



current and future situations.

When examining the trends for different
income groups, one finds that the gap in
optimism between those with the highest
incomes and those with the lowest incomes
has increased over time when asked about
their expectations for the future.

Overall, age and household income are the
primary influences on expected future well-
being. Older respondents and those with
lower income levels continue to be more
pessimistic about the future than those who
are younger and wedlthier.

These two factors, along with occupation,
are the primary influences on respondents
opinions about their current situation. The
older respondents, those with lower income
levels and farmers/ranchers are more
pessimistic about their current situation.

Community size was related to rura
Nebraskans' current well-being but only
because of the characteristics of the
individuals who live in smaller communities.
Once the demographic variables were
included in the analysis, the relationship
between community size and their well-being
compared to five years ago no longer holds.

Arerural Nebraskans aso beginning to feel
more powerless? The proportion agreeing
or strongly agreeing that people are
powerless to change their lives decreased
from 1999 to 2000. Throughout the past
five years, the proportion feeling powerless
has fluctuated from year to year.

Factors contributing to powerlessness were
income, education, and age. The older
respondents, those with lower incomes and
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those with lower education levels tend to
exhibit more feelings of powerlessness.

When examining satisfaction with specific
items, rural Nebraskans are satisfied with
most aspects of their lives. Over one-half of
all respondents said they were very satisfied
with their marriage, their family and their
religion/spirituaity. The areas where the
most dissatisfaction occurs include their
current income level, their financia security
during retirement, and job opportunities.
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Appendix Table 1. Demographic Profile of Rural Poll Respondents Compared to 1990 Census

2000 1999 1998 1997 1990

Poll Poll Poll Poll Census
Age :*
20- 39 20% 21% 25% 24% 38%
40 - 64 54% 52% 55% 48% 36%
65 and over 26% 28% 20% 28% 26%
Gender: *
Femae 57% 31% 58% 28% 49%
Mae 43% 69% 42% 72% 51%
Education: ¢
L ess than 9" grade 2% 3% 2% 5% 10%
9" to 12" grade (no diploma) 4% 5% 3% 5% 12%
High school diploma (or equivalent) 34% 36% 33% 34% 38%
Some college, no degree 28% 25% 27% 25% 21%
Associate degree 9% 9% 10% 8% 7%
Bachelors degree 15% 15% 16% 14% 9%
Graduate or professiona degree 9% 8% 9% 9% 3%
Household income: ’
Less than $10,000 3% 8% 3% 7% 19%
$10,000 - $19,999 10% 15% 10% 16% 25%
$20,000 - $29,999 15% 18% 17% 19% 21%
$30,000 - $39,999 19% 18% 20% 18% 15%
$40,000 - $49,999 17% 15% 18% 14% 9%
$50,000 - $59,999 15% 9% 12% 10% 5%
$60,000 - $74,999 11% 8% 10% 7% 3%
$75,000 or more 11% 10% 10% 8% 3%
Marital Status: ®
Married 95% 76% 95% 73% 64%
Never married 0.2% 7% 0.4% 8% 20%
Divorced/separated 2% 8% 1% 9% 7%
\Widowed/widower 4% 10% 3% 10% 10%

1990 Census universe is hon-metro population 20 years of age and over.
1990 Census universe is total non-metro population.

1990 Census universe is hon-metro population 18 years of age and over.
1990 Census universe is all non-metro households.

1990 Census universe is hon-metro population 15 years of age and over.
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Appendix Table 2. Measures of Individual Well-Being in Relation to Community Size, Region and Individual Attributes.

Compared to Five Years Ago

Compared to Parents

Ten Years from Now

Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse
Off  Same Off  Significance Off  Same Off  Significance Off  Same Off  Significance
Percentages
Community Size (n =4408) (n =4403) (n = 4346)
L ess than 500 36 44 21 55 29 15 34 48 18
500 - 999 31 47 22 55 28 17 36 44 19
1,000 - 4,999 38 46 16 62 23 15 37 46 18
5,000 - 9,999 43 43 14 x> = 44.85 63 26 11 x> = 43.74 39 42 19 x? = 11.16
10000andup 44 43 13 (.000) 67 22 12 (.000) 40 44 16 (.193)
Region (n = 4426) (n = 4422) (n = 4363)
Panhandle 39 45 16 63 24 14 39 45 16
North Central 37 45 19 59 27 14 36 45 19
South Central 42 43 15 61 25 14 41 42 17
Northeast 40 45 15 2 =9.23 65 22 13 x? = 11.31 37 45 18 x> = 13.38
Southeast 40 45 15 (.324) 63 25 12 (.185) 35 48 18 (.099)
Individual
Attributes:
Income Level (n=4054) (n=4052) (n=4012)
Under $20,000 18 53 30 53 27 20 14 55 31
$20,000 - $29,999 24 54 23 54 30 15 28 49 24
$30,000 - $39,999 36 47 17 58 26 16 34 47 19
$40,000 - $49,999 42 44 14 60 26 14 42 44 15
$50,000 - $59,999 55 34 11 65 24 11 49 40 11
$60,000 - $74,999 58 34 9 x> = 421.37 69 20 11 x> = 124.30 52 38 11 x> = 334.33
$75000 and over 63 29 7 (.000) 81 14 6 (.000) 59 32 9 (.000)
Age (n = 4420) (n = 4415) (n = 4359)
19-29 70 27 4 72 22 6 76 22 3
30-39 56 33 11 59 27 14 62 31 7
40 - 49 44 38 18 56 26 18 52 38 10
50-64 38 42 20 x> = 348.99 60 24 15 x> = 101.26 30 47 24 x> = 791.44
65andolder 23 63 14 (.000) 72 21 7 (.000) 11 61 28 (.000)
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Appendix Table 2 Continued.

Compared to Five Years Ago

Compared to Parents

Ten Years from Now

Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse
Off  Same Off  Significance Off  Same Off  Significance Off  Same Off  Significance
Gender (n=4437) (n=4433) (n=4375)
Male 41 43 16 x> = 1.68 64 23 13 x> = 3.59 38 43 18 x? =3.21
Femde 40 45 16 (.431) 61 25 14 (.166) 37 46 17 (.201)
Education (n =4420) (n =4416) (n =4358)
No H.S. diploma 22 56 23 61 26 13 16 54 30
H. S. diploma 32 52 16 65 23 12 29 50 21
Some college 39 46 16 62 24 14 40 43 18
Associate degree 50 33 18 59 25 17 49 40 11
Bachelors degree 54 32 15 x> = 186.05 60 25 15 x? = 15.19 53 36 11 x> = 198.93
Grad/prof degree 54 35 11 (.000) 64 26 10 (.125) 44 44 13 (.000)
Marital Status (n = 4446) (n=4442) (n=4385)
Married 41 44 16 x> = 22.76 63 24 14 x? = 2.05 39 44 17 x? = 19.12
Not married 25 56 19 (.000) 60 28 12 (.359) 25 51 24 (.000)
Occupation (n=3108) (n =3106) (n=3093)
Professional/
technical/admin. 54 34 13 64 23 13 50 38 13
Admin. support 47 40 13 60 25 16 46 41 13
Sales 46 39 15 62 23 16 46 40 14
Service 42 44 14 57 27 17 41 42 17
Farming/ranching 30 42 29 48 28 23 39 37 24
Skilled laborer 41 44 16 55 31 13 47 38 15
Manual laborer 34 48 19 x> = 100.00 53 29 17 x> = 41.02 38 44 18 x> = 39.35
Other 40 49 11 (.000) 59 26 15 (.000) 45 46 9 (.000)
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Appendix Table 3. Life Has Changed So Much in Our Modern World that Most People Are Powerless to Control
Their Own Lives.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Undecided Agree Agree Significance
Percentages
Community Size (n=4404)
L ess than 500 7 37 15 29 13
500 - 999 8 42 13 29 8
1,000 - 4,999 10 41 13 27 9
5,000 - 9,999 12 43 15 24 6 x> = 60.85
10,000 and up 12 44 13 25 5 (.000)
Region (n=4421)
Panhandle 11 42 13 27 7
North Central 11 40 13 27 10
South Central 12 44 13 25 7
Northeast 10 41 13 28 8 x> = 25.92
Southeast 9 41 18 26 7 (.055)
Individual Attributes:
Income Level (n = 4050)
Under $20,000 4 23 20 37 16
$20,000 - $29,999 8 36 14 33 9
$30,000 - $39,999 9 43 15 28 6
$40,000 - $49,999 11 46 14 22 7
$50,000 - $59,999 11 50 12 24 4
$60,000 - $74,999 17 53 9 18 4 x> = 343.72
$75,000 and over 21 51 9 16 4 (.000)
Age (n=4417)
19-29 16 46 18 18 2
30- 39 15 48 14 19 4
40 - 49 13 48 11 23 6
50 - 64 9 40 14 29 8 x> = 193.34
65 and older 6 33 17 33 11 (.000)
Gender (n=4433)
Male 12 42 12 26 8 x> = 18.56
Femde 9 42 15 27 7 (.001)
Education (n=4415)
No H.S. diploma 4 20 19 39 18
H.S. diploma 8 36 16 31 9
Some college 11 43 13 26 7
Associate degree 13 46 13 25 4
Bachelors degree 15 54 11 17 4 x> = 280.22
Grad/prof degree 16 54 8 19 3 (.000)
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Appendix Table 3 Continued.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree Significance
Marital Status (n=4442)
Married 11 42 14 26 7 x> = 16.43
Not married 9 32 19 30 10 (.002)
Occupation (n=3106)
Professional/
technical/admin. 16 50 10 20 4
Admin. support 8 50 14 22 5
Sales 9 48 12 26 5
Service 9 43 14 28 6
Farming/ranching 8 43 11 30 9
Skilled laborer 13 44 12 23 7
Manual |aborer 7 32 18 32 12 x> = 106.35
Other 10 42 18 25 6 (.000)
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Appendix Table 4. Satisfaction with Items Affecting Well-Being, 2000.

Does Not Very No Very

Item Apply Dissatisfied  Dissatisfied  Opinion Satisfied  Satisfied
Y our marriage 6% 1% 2% 4% 20% 66%
Your family 1 1 3 5 30 61
Y our religion/spirituality 1 1 4 13 31 51
Your friends 1 1 3 9 39 47
Greenery and open space 1 1 5 8 40 45
Y our housing 1 2 8 8 42 38
Clean air 0* 3 8 9 42 37
Clean water 0* 6 13 7 39 34
Y our sparetime 1 4 15 9 40 32
Y our education 2 1 11 12 46 28
Y our health 1 5 11 8 438 28
Y our job security 30 5 10 9 28 19
Y our community 0 3 14 13 52 17
Y our job satisfaction 30 4 10 7 32 17
Current income level 3 15 23 11 38 12
Financia security during

retirement 7 17 23 12 31 10
Job opportunities for you 17 13 21 20 20 9

* Lessthan 1 percent.
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Appendix Table 5. Satisfaction with Items By Community Size, Region and Individual Attributes.*

Financial security during Current income level
retirement
No No
Dissatisfied opinion Satisfied Significance Dissatisfied opinion Satisfied Significance
Community Size (n =4048) (n=4244)
L ess than 500 52 14 34 45 12 43
500 - 999 47 12 41 42 10 48
1,000 - 4,999 45 15 40 41 12 48
5,000 - 9,999 42 12 46 x?=42.18 34 12 55 x> = 35.19
10,000 and up 40 12 48 (.000) 35 11 55 (.000)
Region (n = 4060) (n = 4258)
Panhandle 49 10 41 41 11 49
North Central 47 13 40 40 12 48
South Central 42 13 45 38 10 53
Northeast 44 13 44 x? = 14.19 38 11 51 x> = 8.96
Southeast 42 16 42 (.077) 37 13 50 (.346)
Individual Attributes:
Income Level (n=3738) (n=3930)
Under $20,000 54 21 25 55 21 24
$20,000 - $29,999 54 12 34 48 14 38
$30,000 - $39,999 46 12 42 43 11 46
$40,000 - $49,999 46 10 44 43 8 49
$50,000 - $59,999 43 13 44 30 9 61
$60,000 - $74,999 38 10 52 x> = 202.80 29 5 66 y* = 411.47
$75,000 and over 24 9 67 (.000) 15 4 80 (.000)
Age (n =4059) (n =4260)
19-29 43 20 37 36 8 56
30-39 50 13 37 41 8 50
40 - 49 52 11 37 46 7 47
50-64 48 11 42 x> = 165.64 40 9 50 x*=175.80
65 and older 28 17 56 (.000) 25 20 55 (.000)
Gender (n=4072) (n=4272)
Male 41 14 45 x> = 12.92 35 13 53 x? = 16.11
Femae 46 12 42 (.002) 41 10 49 (.000)
Education (n = 4058) (n = 4256)
No H.S. diploma 47 26 27 42 22 37
High school diploma 43 16 41 41 14 45
Some college 47 12 42 38 11 51
Associate degree 48 12 41 44 9 48
Bachelors degree 41 8 51 x> = 109.08 34 5 62 x> = 146.85
Graduate/prof. degree 34 9 58 (.000) 27 7 67 (.000)
Marital Status (n =4080) (n=4279)
Married 44 13 43 x> = 5.14 38 11 51 x> = 8.14
Not married 39 18 43 (.077) 39 17 44 (.017)
Occupation (n=2823) (n = 3066)
Prof./technical/admin. 45 9 46 34 6 60
Admin. support 50 8 42 45 6 48
Sales 45 14 41 40 10 51
Service 53 12 35 45 12 43
Farming/ranching 54 16 29 57 9 34
Skilled laborer 52 14 35 42 10 48
Manual |aborer 58 14 29 x> = 55.87 438 14 39 y*=107.05
Other 51 14 36 (.000) 43 9 49 (.000)

* Only the ten items with the highest combined proportion of “very dissatisfied” and “ dissatisfied” responses are included in
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Appendix Table 5 Continued.*

Job opportunities for you Clean water
No No
Dissatisfied opinion Satisfied Significance Dissatisfied opinion Satisfied Significance
Community Size (n=3619) (n=4379)
L ess than 500 44 24 32 16 7 77
500 - 999 43 25 33 18 4 78
1,000 - 4,999 45 24 31 16 7 77
5,000 - 9,999 37 28 36 x> = 27.25 31 8 62 x> = 84.39
10,000 and up 39 22 39 (.001) 18 9 73 (.000)
Region (n=3631) (n=4398)
Panhandle 44 23 34 29 5 66
North Central 47 22 31 15 7 79
South Centra 40 23 37 19 8 74
Northeast 41 24 35 x> = 14.26 19 7 75 x> = 42.94
Southeast 38 27 35 (.075) 19 9 73 (.000)
Individual Attributes:
Income Level (n=3377) (n=4034)
Under $20,000 45 33 22 18 8 74
$20,000 - $29,999 45 25 30 20 8 71
$30,000 - $39,999 45 23 32 18 7 74
$40,000 - $49,999 438 21 32 21 7 72
$50,000 - $59,999 39 21 40 18 7 75
$60,000 - $74,999 41 19 40 x> = 90.91 22 6 72 x> = 12.45
$75,000 and over 31 20 49 (.000) 18 5 77 (.410)
Age (n=3628) (n=4392)
19-29 43 20 38 26 10 64
30-39 46 16 38 23 7 70
40 - 49 49 17 34 22 7 70
50- 64 41 24 35 x> = 265.99 18 7 75 x> = 48.23
65 and older 20 49 32 (.000) 14 7 80 (.000)
Gender (n=3639) (n = 4409)
Male 36 26 38 x> = 35.32 17 8 76 x? = 14.32
Femae 46 22 33 (.000) 21 7 72 (.001)
Education (n = 3626) (n=4394)
No H.S. diploma 37 35 28 17 12 72
High school diploma 43 28 29 20 8 72
Some college 44 23 34 21 8 71
Associate degree 45 19 36 18 7 76
Bachelors degree 41 17 41 x> = 94.66 17 5 78 x> = 26.39
Graduate/prof. degree 29 22 50 (.000) 16 6 78 (.003)
Marital Status (n = 3648) (n=4418)
Married 41 24 35 x? =261 19 7 74 x> = 1.48
Not married 39 29 32 (.271) 22 7 70 (.476)
Occupation (n=2938) (n=3098)
Prof./technical/admin. 40 17 44 18 6 76
Admin. support 53 18 29 21 6 73
Sales 39 19 42 20 8 72
Service 48 19 32 20 6 74
Farming/ranching 37 27 35 10 6 84
Skilled laborer 43 21 36 25 9 66
Manual laborer 57 21 22 x> = 74.74 26 12 62 x> = 47.70
Other 49 20 32 (.000) 19 7 74 (.000)

* Only the ten items with the highest combined proportion of “very dissatisfied” and “ dissatisfied” responses are included in
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Appendix Table 5 Continued.*

Your spare time Your community
No No
Dissatisfied opinion Satisfied Significance Dissatisfied opinion Satisfied Significance
Community Size (n=4353) (n=4364)
Less than 500 18 9 73 17 14 69
500 - 999 18 11 71 19 13 69
1,000 - 4,999 20 9 71 17 12 71
5,000 - 9,999 17 8 75 x> = 9.69 16 15 69 x? = 5.29
10,000 and up 20 8 73 (.287) 19 13 68 (.726)
Region (n=4372) (n=4381)
Panhandle 17 9 74 17 12 71
North Central 19 8 73 19 12 69
South Central 19 8 73 20 13 67
Northeast 20 8 72 x> = 3.80 18 13 69 x> = 23.22
Southeast 19 10 71 (.874) 13 15 72 (.003)
Individual Attributes:
Income Level (n=4011) (n=4016)
Under $20,000 10 13 77 19 16 65
$20,000 - $29,999 15 10 76 18 12 70
$30,000 - $39,999 21 7 72 19 13 68
$40,000 - $49,999 24 8 68 21 12 67
$50,000 - $59,999 20 8 72 14 14 73
$60,000 - $74,999 27 5 68 x> = 78.99 16 11 74 x> = 24.30
$75,000 and over 22 7 71 (.000) 17 11 72 (.018)
Age (n = 4366) (n=4374)
19-29 28 7 65 18 12 70
30-39 30 8 62 17 13 70
40 - 49 28 10 62 24 14 63
50 - 64 15 8 76 x> = 287.10 18 13 69 x> = 66.29
65 and older 6 7 87 (.000) 11 13 76 (.000)
Gender (n=4383) (n=4391)
Male 19 10 71 x> = 6.42 18 14 67 x? = 5.41
Femae 19 8 73 (.040) 17 12 71 (.067)
Education (n = 4368) (n=4374)
No H.S. diploma 13 12 75 15 21 63
High school diploma 16 9 75 18 14 67
Some college 20 8 72 18 14 69
Associate degree 23 10 67 20 11 68
Bachelors degree 25 7 69 x> = 42.93 16 8 76 x> = 39.51
Graduate/prof. degree 20 7 74 (.000) 17 11 72 (.000)
Marital Status (n=4392) (n=4401)
Married 20 8 72 x> = 845 18 13 69 x? =182
Not married 13 12 75 (.015) 15 13 73 (.402)
Occupation (n=3084) (n=3090)
Prof./technical/admin. 26 7 67 19 11 71
Admin. support 24 8 69 21 11 68
Sales 25 9 66 15 14 71
Service 22 7 71 17 12 71
Farming/ranching 23 9 68 17 14 70
Skilled laborer 22 9 70 20 16 64
Manual |aborer 30 9 61 x? = 12.13 21 18 61 x> = 23.74
Other 21 8 72 (.596) 21 14 65 (.049)

* Only the ten items with the highest combined proportion of “very dissatisfied” and “ dissatisfied” responses are included in
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Appendix Table 5 Continued.*

Your health Your job security
No No
Dissatisfied opinion Satisfied Significance Dissatisfied opinion Satisfied Significance
Community Size (n=4355) (n=3087)
L ess than 500 17 9 74 23 13 64
500 - 999 16 9 74 21 10 69
1,000 - 4,999 15 9 77 19 14 67
5,000 - 9,999 16 9 75 x> = 4.36 20 13 67 x> = 8.04
10,000 and up 16 8 76 (.823) 22 11 68 (.430)
Region (n=4373) (n=3099)
Panhandle 16 8 76 21 11 68
North Central 15 9 76 21 14 65
South Central 16 7 77 21 12 68
Northeast 15 10 75 x? = 10.91 21 11 68 x> = 8.02
Southeast 17 9 73 (.207) 20 15 65 (.432)
Individual Attributes:
Income Level (n=4014) (n=2925)
Under $20,000 26 12 62 30 16 54
$20,000 - $29,999 24 9 67 22 17 61
$30,000 - $39,999 15 8 77 23 13 64
$40,000 - $49,999 14 8 78 22 12 66
$50,000 - $59,999 10 8 83 21 10 69
$60,000 - $74,999 12 5 83 x> = 140.04 19 9 72 x> = 54.86
$75,000 and over 10 6 84 (.000) 14 7 79 (.000)
Age (n=4371) (n=3093)
19-29 9 7 85 17 12 71
30-39 10 6 84 19 10 71
40 - 49 14 9 77 24 10 66
50 - 64 17 8 75 x> = 72.15 21 14 65 x> = 36.36
65 and older 21 11 69 (.000) 10 18 71 (.000)
Gender (n=4383) (n=3099)
Male 16 10 74 x> = 16.58 21 13 66 x> = 2.87
Femae 16 7 77 (.000) 21 11 68 (.238)
Education (n=4367) (n=3094)
No H.S. diploma 24 16 61 24 19 56
High school diploma 17 11 72 21 15 64
Some college 17 8 76 22 13 66
Associate degree 13 8 79 24 11 66
Bachelors degree 12 5 83 x> = 81.46 23 8 69 x> = 48.08
Graduate/prof. degree 12 5 83 (.000) 11 9 80 (.000)
Marital Status (n=4393) (n=3109)
Married 16 8 76 x> = 7.33 21 12 67 x> = 1.56
Not married 22 9 69 (.026) 26 11 64 (.459)
Occupation (n=3085) (n=2977)
Prof./technical/admin. 12 7 82 19 9 72
Admin. support 13 4 83 22 11 67
Sales 10 8 82 14 14 73
Service 15 6 79 20 14 66
Farming/ranching 15 7 78 27 13 60
Skilled laborer 16 10 74 25 14 62
Manual |aborer 15 14 71 x> = 37.70 30 19 51 x> = 64.88
Other 17 9 75 (.001) 19 18 62 (.000)

* Only the ten items with the highest combined proportion of “very dissatisfied” and “ dissatisfied” responses are included in
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Appendix Table 5 Continued.*

Your job satisfaction

Your education

No No
Dissatisfied opinion Satisfied Significance Dissatisfied opinion Satisfied Significance
Community Size (n=3116) (n =4260)
Less than 500 18 10 72 13 12 76
500 - 999 20 7 73 11 12 78
1,000 - 4,999 19 11 70 12 11 77
5,000 - 9,999 20 13 67 x> = 10.58 14 13 73 x> = 4.37
10,000 and up 22 9 69 (.227) 13 12 75 (.822)
Region (n=3127) (n=4279)
Panhandle 21 9 70 17 9 75
North Central 17 11 72 10 13 77
South Central 22 11 68 12 13 75
Northeast 20 10 71 x* =611 13 12 75 x? = 16.13
Southeast 21 10 69 (.635) 11 13 76 (.040)
Individual Attributes:
Income Level (n=2957) (n=3939)
Under $20,000 27 13 61 12 20 68
$20,000 - $29,999 20 16 65 13 15 72
$30,000 - $39,999 21 11 68 12 12 76
$40,000 - $49,999 24 10 66 15 9 76
$50,000 - $59,999 20 8 72 14 10 77
$60,000 - $74,999 19 7 74 x> = 42.25 13 6 81 x> = 66.97
$75,000 and over 17 7 77 (.000) 10 9 81 (.000)
Age (n=3123) (n=4276)
19-29 19 15 66 15 10 75
30-39 20 10 70 16 9 75
40 - 49 23 9 68 17 10 73
50 - 64 21 10 69 x> = 40.92 11 13 77 x> = 73.42
65 and older 6 15 79 (.000) 7 15 78 (.000)
Gender (n=3128) (n=4288)
Male 21 11 68 x> = 2.84 12 14 75 x> = 11.00
Femae 19 10 71 (.242) 13 11 76 (.004)
Education (n=3123) (n=4273)
No H.S. diploma 21 21 57 13 34 53
High school diploma 22 12 66 15 15 69
Some college 22 11 67 17 14 69
Associate degree 21 10 69 13 7 80
Bachelors degree 18 6 76 x> = 67.35 3 2 95 x*=38144
Graduate/prof. degree 10 6 83 (.000) 3 1 96 (.000)
Marital Status (n=3138) (n=4298)
Married 20 10 70 x> = 2.38 13 12 75 x> = 0.65
Not married 26 11 64 (.304) 11 11 78 (.722)
Occupation (n = 3008) (n=3063)
Prof ./technical/admin. 17 7 76 9 6 84
Admin. support 21 12 67 18 10 71
Sales 17 11 72 12 13 75
Service 20 10 70 17 11 72
Farming/ranching 16 11 73 15 15 70
Skilled laborer 29 9 63 17 11 72
Manual |aborer 34 24 43 x> = 120.63 23 16 61 x> = 95.82
Other 20 11 70 (.000) 13 14 73 (.000)

* Only the ten items with the highest combined proportion of “very dissatisfied” and “ dissatisfied” responses are included in
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