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| Abstract
| ~In the past, literature has proposed relatronshlps between several d1fferent factors
| , Multrples roles mﬂuence performance and stress good perforrnance 1ncreases self-
. : eﬂicacy, hrgh self-eﬂicacy increases performance and increased amounts of stress
decrease performance Whrle performance can be measured in dlﬁ‘erent ways the lrterature
has supported usmg academ1c achlevement asa performance rndlcator Consrdermg these
,relatlonshrps three models were proposed that mcorporate these vanables ‘To assess
multrple roles and role overload scales were developed and tested that expanded the past -
measurements Model one proposed that multlple roles. contrrbuted to role overload
| 'Role overload then mﬂuenced stress whrch mﬂuenced self-efﬁcacy, whrch 1nﬂuenced
| grade point average Model two proposed that self—efﬁcacy would bea moderator
| between mult1ple roles and role overload Role overload then mﬂuenced stress Wthh |
| tnﬂuenced grade pornt average Model three proposed that self-efﬁcacy 1nﬂuenced the .
: .multlple roles These roles contrlbuted to role overload whlch mﬂuenced stress whlch
| lrnﬂuenced grade pomt average Structural equatron model analysrs was used to test the
models Whrle none of the models had a strong fit, there were strong paths that supported_ : .
= the theoretrcal des1gn These paths were the relatlonshrp between stress and self-efﬁcacy, ‘
‘ | and self efﬁcacy and grade pomt average Post hoc analysrs provrded a “best ﬁt” model

that is suggested for future research
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Introduction

It has beeh_proposgd that multiple roles may contribute to stress and mental
overload. Baruch and Barﬁett (-1986) proposed that as womeﬁ take on more roles (above
and beyond wife and mother), fhéir emotional and physical health will deteriorate. This
proposition has received some su’pp‘iort (e.g.,.'Fvacione, 1994; Stéphens, Franks, Townsend,
1994; Woods, 1985), but others have not concurred (eg., Campion‘ & McClelland,v 1993;
Fasione, 1993; Kobp & Ruziéka_, '1“9“93.). II; sdmé studies, adding the role of worker to
women’s oth’er‘r()'iés have ‘increasedhé-alth,v energy% :ssif-esteem, social contacts, (e.g.,
Fécione, 1993; Froberg, Gj.érd'i‘néé.n,l & Preston, 19:86) and work performance (e.g., |
Caxﬁpioﬁ & McClelland, 1993). Although the thésries on ﬁultiple roles are usually
discussed in régard fo women, there have been a‘ few supportivé studies looking at both
genders (e. g Go_re & Mangione, 1983; Simon, 1995; Vérbmgge,.’ 1982); névertheless
most of the studies oniy referred to thé,role of worker added to parent and spouse.

The capaci_fy model of a‘ttsntion may help explain when multiple roles Will result in

“role overléad.' This model proposes that there is a iimit to the capacity of information a

person can attben-d to and process jafoné fimev(Kahneman, 1973). Multiple rqles may
increase the probability that a péf’son’_will reach thé_ limit of t'heir:‘ ability to process all that
is required to perform. the many tasks requifed by mtlll‘tiplé":roles‘». :

Stress is another factor t_‘ha’t may contﬁbute_ to ‘rolé ‘Qve,rload (Fishér, 1986).
‘Although certain afnounts_of stress have been shown to be Belﬁﬁﬂ 1n p'erformancs,

excessive amounts décreasé' mental ability (Fisher, 1986; Fisher, 1994). As the demands-



on mental capacity‘increase,to the point of overload there is oﬁen a strategic attempt to
sustain performance (Flsher 1986) These strategies mclude either changing the situation
or changmg the feelings the person holds. about the situation (e.g., pretend it does not
exist) (Fisher, 1994). In either case, these strategie’s may result in a decrease in
performance (Fisher 1’986).

Another i rmportant 1nﬂuence on berformance is self-eﬁicacy Self-eﬁicacy is the
bellef a person holds about their abihty to perform a task (Bandura 1977 1982; 1989a
1989b) It has been found that when this bellef is high, it often buﬁers against failure
(Bandura, 1989a). However when a person’s self-eﬁicacy is low, 1t can contribute to
failure (Bandura, 1989b; Soloman & Drame, 1995), Failing erodes subsequent levels of
self;eﬁicacy (Bandura, il98'2):. It has been shown that when the number of tasks is :
increased (one outcome of role ouerload) the rate of success decreases(Goode, 1960).

To further investigate these areas, the topics of rnultiple roles, role overload,
stress, and self-efficacy will be discussed in depth.- Performance will also be discussed as it
pertains to academic achievement.

| | Literature Review i

Multiple Roles and Mental Role Overload

Everyone has more than one role in their lives. In many cases, these roles inciude
that of spouse, parent, or employee' but it could also be student friend or care giver It
’ has been theorized that the number of roles in Wthh one participates may predict role

strain (Goode 1960 Froberg, Gjerdmgen & Preston 1986) Goode (1960) presents



- several reasons that multiple roles contribute to role strain. First, participating in a given

role may‘not be unusually difficult or unpleasant, but it has constant requirements.

Second, having‘ multiple roles often creates situations where there is not enough time or

resources to accornplish the goal, cansing internal discord. Third, since many roles require

multiple responSes', there is often an imbalance between quality and quantity of

performance. This personal imbalance also contributes to internal discord. When these

three factors converge, there is role overload (Goode, | 1960). Considering that most

- people, by choice or design, have more than}’ one role it is not surprising that people feel
role overload and experience the outcomes of that overload.

-Although t-lle terms are often used interchangeablv, multiple roles and role
overload should be deﬁned separately Multiple roles involve the life ch01ces a person
makes (ie,to be mamed a parent spouse, etc ) Multiple roles contnbute to stress
Wthh can lead to mental overload (also referred to as role strain and role overload). In-
the past this inﬂden’ce has been researched by applying one of the hypotheses from the ' | |
llterature that address multrple roles and their effects (Goode 1960 Gove & Tudor 1973 |
‘Marks, 1977, Sleber 1974 and Verbrugge, 1982) One model is based on the scarcny
hypothe51s. B.ased on Goode’s (1960) theory of role obllgatlon, the scarc1ty hypothesrs
states that role fstr’aln (role overload) is a result of time constraints, discrepancies in
performance expectatlons (conﬂlct) or both (Froberg, Gjerdingen, & Preston, 1986)

ThlS can lead toa break down in phy51ca1 and/or mental health. An alternative model of

role strain is the expansron hypothesxs Thns hypothe51s maintains that any negatlve



aspects of roie strain that may occur are balanced with more important gains such as
increased statns, privilege, self-esteem, etc. (Froberg, Gjerdingen, & Preston, 1986;
Marks, 1977; Sieber, 1974; Verbrugge, 1982). These gains lead to an overall positive
outcome as a result of multiple roles.
In some research, the scarcity hypothesis has been supported, indicating that
women have an increased risk of physical and/or emotional illness with every role they add |
- (e.g., Facione, 1994, Stephens, Franks, & Townsend, 1994; Woods, 1985). HOwever,
other results lend support to the expansion hypothesis, indicating that, as women increase
the number of roles, they increase their health, energy; self-esteem, happiness, and social
contacts (Campion_’&MeCIelland, 1993; Froberg, Gjerdingen, & Preston, 1986; Facione,
1993; Kopp & Ruzicka, 1993 )‘. As Bérnch and Barnett (1986) argue, neither hypothesis

4 explains preciSely how different roles produce di_ﬁ’erent influences. Baruch and Barnett
( 1986) discuss hotv some roles- .have awgreater nositi\re inﬂuence then others (e.g., paid
worker vs. mother). It appears that it is the quahtatlve not quantltatxve experience of
the multiple roles that contrlbutes to the 1mproved physncal and emotion well-being of the
1nd1v1dual (Waldron & J acobs,. 1989).

There are severai reasons that the qualitati\)e experience of the person is

considered one of the more imt)ortant influences in outcome satisfaction. Campion and

| McClelland (1993) dtscuss three factors in role increase that may change the qualitative

experience, thus determlmng its effect asacostora beneﬁt to women. These factors are

based on either i 1ncreas1ng the requirements of the task or increasing the knowledge of the



| employee (Campion & McClelland, 199.3). First, if an additional role increases the

- woman’s sense of authority or responsibility, ir may enrieh her experience. Second, if
roles are simply added without changing the level of authority or responsibility,' ir may not
be 'enriching (Campion & MeClelland 1993; F roberg, Gjerdingen, & Preston, 1986;
Garden, 1991; Hothschrld & Manchung, 1989; and Kopp & Ruzrcka 1993) Fmally,
multlple roles may enhance xdentlty by provrdmg her with new skills that she can apply to
her. Job and use to increase her abllrty. Increasmg the role requirements without increasing
vknowledge often.ha‘s negarive .inﬂ-uence‘s on p,e:rfo.rmancev'(Campion & McClelland, l993).
Data indlcated that the increase in a task’s requirement, as opposed to increases in
knovvledge, influenced the likelihood of making errors while increasing knowledge had
more beneﬁts then costs (Campion& McClelland, 1993; Garden, 1991). Considering the
potentially negative effects of multinle roles, it is important to find ways to maintain or ‘
enhance the positive outcomes of having many roles.

The Capacity Model and Stress

The definition and ramifications of role overload have been discussed in the
literature, but provrdrng a model for the results has not. The cogmtlve capacity model of
, attention may provide an explanatlon of role overload and its negative performance This
capacrty model states that there is a limit in the amount of information a person ean :
process at one time (Kahneman, 1973). If the capacity model can be applied to role
overload, different tasks would require different levels of mental energy. In this case, easy

tasks would require little mental energy and difficult tasks would require more



.(Kahneman, 1973). Once this capacity has been exceeded, performance hesitates, or
ceases completely (Kahneman, 1973). Although the capacity model is a theory of short-
term atte'_ntion, it is may provide a theoretical explanation for role overload.

To nse the _capacity 'model of attention requires assessi‘ng the amounts of mental
capacity’beingdepleted. Physi"cal tasks add to mental WOrk‘ load, but there is -
psychological depleti’on also. l:isher (1986) discussed‘fstress» as a contributor to mental
load. Although certain levels of stress have been shown to be helpful, excesswe‘stress
decreases mental ab1hty (Frsher 1986 and Fisher, 1994) As the demands on the mental
capacity increase to the pomt of overload (from stress tasks, or any other mﬂuence) there
is often a strategic attempt to sustain perforrnance (Fisher, 1986)." These strategies usually
fall into one of two eategories. First, the person may make an attempt to change the
situation that iscausing difﬁculty (e.g., remove some of the pressrire so that perfOMance
can be malntamed) (Frsher 1994). Second, the person may attempt to change their
cognitive or emotronal view about the 81tuat10n (eg, pretend it does not exist, or look at

itasa challenge instead of a problem). Unfortunately, this later strategy can cause more
stress if the problem is never resolved (Fisher, 1994). These strategies can result in
negative outcomes such as: not attending to some aspect of the task, making guesses
without considering the information given, orﬁprocrastinating and buhching their actions or
responses together (Fisher; 1986). Considering stress’ in‘ﬂuences on performance, its

relationship to role .o,verload should'also be consldered. o



Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is the judgment a person makes about their personal ability to
complete a task that affects their motivation, thought, and performance (Bandura, 1982;
1989a). According to Bandura (1982), specific self-efficacy is developed through three
forms of social learning. The first is performance. If a person succeeds at a task, their
belief concerning their own self-eﬁ’icacy will increase. In contrast, if the person |
consistently fails at a task, their self-efficacy will decline (e.g., Bandura & Cervone, 1986;
Sexton & Tuckman, 1991). A person méy also increase their level of self-efficacy by
vicarious experieﬁces. By observing peoplé that are assumed to be ofthe same leQEI of
competence achieve success the witness may increase his/her belief in his/her own ability.
The third way self-efficacy may be manipulate.d acgording to social learning theory is
through verbal persuasion (Bandura, 1982). | Thisv form of improvement is considered a
more short-term change and works best with people who already possess some level of
positive self-efficacy.

The majority of the litera»lture> describing self-efficacy as a theoretical construct
defines it as task speciﬁc (Bandura, 1977; 1982; 1989a; 1989b; Berry, 1989). However,
self-efficacy has also been described as a more generalized concept. Shelton (1990)
defines general‘ self-efficacy as the belief a person holds about his/her competence in goal
achievement and overcoming barriers that arise during daily activities. Although studies
have found a differencg between general and speciﬁcv selffefﬁcacy, they are highly

correlated in their predictive ability concerning performance. No significant benefit has



- been found for measuring speéiﬁcself-ef‘ﬁcac? instead of general Self-eﬁicacy (Shelton,'
" 1990; Watt & Martin, 1994; Woodruff & Cashman. 1993).
| Although sdf-éﬁicacy has been measuréd in different ways, it has been a consistent
predictor of rhotivatio"n», attitudes, and performance outcomes. Self-efficacy contributes to
the judgment a person makes about fh‘e level of gﬂ'ort to expend toward the task and how |
long to persevere toward task attainment (i.e., motivatic;n)v(Bandura, 1982; 1989b;
| Bandura & Cervone, 1983; 1986). In many Stl;ldi‘eS, pérformance is positively associated
with self-efficacy (e.g., Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Brown & Inouye, 1978; Schunk, 1981).
However, in some situations, when peovpl‘e view‘themselves as extremely capable; they
prepare less. This can result in a qecreased_ level of successful performances in task
obtainment (Bandura, 1982). |
Furthermére, if a person judges themselves as unable to perform a task (has low
self-efficacy), they will avoid the task (Ba'ndura,f“1977). People with higher self-efficacy
may not avoid the task because they utilize a higher level of cégnitive visualization. The
ability to visualize provides a guide for success that offers solutions to the problem at hand
(Corbin, 1972, Feltz & Landers, 1983; Kazdin, 1978). Self-efficacy can also be a buffer
against the stress and depression possible during a threatening or trying experience
(Bandura, 1989b; Mounsey, 1992; Soloman & Draine, 1‘995); In general, high self-
efficacy increases cognitive expectations for fiture behavior as well as provides possible

solutions to current dilemmas (Ozer & Bandura, 1990; Sexton & Tuckman, 1991).



- Finally, when a person has a hlgh level of self-efﬁcacy, they have an increased
hkehhood of obtalmng a performance goal (Bandura, 1989a). This finding has been
rephcated in many performance situations (e. g;, Bandura & Cervone, 1983; Kumpfer &
Turner 1991; Locke; Fredrick, Lee, & Bobko 1984; Waldersee 1994) Of special

' mterest to thlS study is the posmve mﬂuence of self—efﬁcacy on academlc achlevement
- (Lent, Brown, & Larkm 1984 Phllhps & Russell 1994 Poidevant, Loesch, & Wrttmer

1991; erhams 1994 memennan Bandura &Martmez-Pons 1992)

‘ : Aca-demlc Achrevement and-Motrvatlon

While perfonnance in -many areas has been measured, academic achievement in
,college seems partlcularly relevant since “many students are involved in a number of roles.
‘School performance and academlc achrevement have frequently been studied. Researchers
have assessed factors such as social behavior (e.g., DeBaryshe, Patterson, Capaldin,
1993), academicseif-concept (e.g., Marsh, 1'98'4; 1992), learning strategies (e.g., Pintrich
& DeGroot, 1990), academic engagement (e.g., Gamoran & Nystrand, 1991), and
parenting style (e.g., Baumrind? 1991) as indicators of performance and motivation.

As discusse_d in the previous section, self-efficacy has been found to have a
positive influence on many areas of a pverson’s life and work performance. It has also been
found to positively inﬂuence school perfofmance and motivation at all levels of education
(eg., Feldmann & Martinez-Pons, 1‘9.95.;'Phillips & Russell, 1994; Pintrich, Roeser, &
DeGroot, 1994; Poidevant, Loesch, & Wittmer, 1991; Williams, 1994). Higher levels of

self-efficacy were found to be signiﬁcantly associated with advanced cognitive methods of



learning, deeper processing of informatien,‘. and better un.der,st.a‘nding of materials (Pintrich,
Roeser, DeGroot, 1994). These findings applied to the understanding of general subject
matter, as well as to task-speci.ﬁc khowledge and understanding (Williams, 1994). The
acadeinic requirerhents of ah advanced college education, such as teaching and
researching, were also found to be signiﬁcantly inﬂﬁen‘ced. by self-efficacy (Phillips, &
Russell, 1994; Poidevant, Loesch, & Wiftmer, 1991).

Motivation is another bredictor of school achievement that has been studied.
Findings indicate that when a student has high intrinsic motivation to achieve, they set
higher goals for themselves and are more likely to achieve the goals (Pintrich, Roeser, &
Deroet, 1994; SinkaVich, 1994; Zimmerman, Bandura, and Martinez-Pons, 1992). It
has been suggested that there are several factors influencing motivation. Self—eﬁicacy has
been a consistent correlate (Pintrich, Roeser, & DeGroot, 1994; Zimmerman, Bandura,
and Martinez-Pons, 1992). Other factors include perceived academic self-determination
and perceived academic eompetence, both of which are related to self-efficacy (Fortier,
Vallerand, & Guay, 1995). Altheugh motivation and self efficacy are highly correlated, it
is unclear in what direction the influence occurs (Sinkavich, 1994).

Hypotheses

From the literature, several relatienships have been established. One relationship is
multiple roles’ contribution to role errlead. Role dverload also influences performance,
although the nature of this relationship is unclear. Stress has also been shown to influence

performance with variable results. Finally, self-efficacy influences a person’s performance.

10



Considering that all of thes¢ factors influence performance, and that performance also
influences self-efficacy a more complex relationship may exist. - The primary purpose of
this study is to study the relationship among multiple roles, role overload, stress, self-

efficacy and academic achievement. Considering this purpose and the previous research

findings, the following hypotheses are proposed.

’Hypothesis 1 establishes the basic model. As a person experiencesymore roles, the
increase in demands will lead to poor performance (in this study, academic achievement).
Performance is an important indicator of self-efficacy, and as it decreases it erodés self-
efficacy. As self-efficacy declines academic achievement is expected to decline.
Hypothesis 1: As multiple roles increase role overload aﬁd stress are expected to increase.
Role overload and stress are, in turn, expected to result in lower levels of self-efficacy,

which then contribute to a decline in academic performance (see Figure 1).

A person’s initial level of self-efficacy could moderate the effects of role overload
and stress. People with high self-efficacy believe in their ability to complete a task. This
knowledge will decrease the level of stress associated with knowing you have many rdles
to fulfill. This moderation will lessen the effects of role overload and stress on academic
achievement.

Hypothesis 2: The levél of self-efficacy will moderate the influence of multiple roles on

role overload and stress thus influencing academic performance (see Figure 2).

11
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Another pbssibility is that a person with high self-efficacy is more -likely to become

invélVéd in multiple roleé becausev of their belief in their own ability. This tendency to
become involved wili contribute fo stress and role overload. From the literature we would
expect a decrease in academic performance.
Hypothesis 3: Increased self-efficacy contributes to the increase in multiplé roles and role
overload. As tﬁese increase so does stress, contributing to a decline in academic
performance (see Figure 3).

| Pilot Study

As was mentioned in the section Multiple Roles and Mental Role Overload, these

two concepts are usually measured on dichotomous scales such as parenting, working,
and/or marriage. Either you participate in the role or you do not. If you are a participant
in a role, it is assumed to contribute to role overload. For a more complete measure,
questions were generated to assess the amount of time and/or energy that was spent on
each role. There were also questions intended to specifically assess Role Overload. These
items were subjected to the following pilot assessment.

Method

Participants
Participants were 140 students from California State University, San Bernardino.

There were 87 (64.4%) females and 48 (35.6%) males (five participants choose not to

answer). They ranged in age from 18 to 56 years old, with a mean Qf 23 (sd = 7.19) years

14
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of age. The racial make-up of the participants was 33.6% Caucasian, 32.1% Hispanic,

15.7% African-American, 15.7% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 3.1% other or no response.

Materials and Procedures

Participants received a questionnaire during the 1997 Winter quarter. The

~ questionnaire began with an informed conseht notice (see Appendix A). After completing
the informed consent, participants responded to two pages of questions measuring
multiple roles and role overloéd. Multiple roles were assessed with researcher generated
questions deéigned to méésure roles such as stﬁdent, caretaker, etc. Role overload was
established by a’skingb for subjective rvep‘ortsr of the peréeived involvement associated with
the roles the participaﬁi was involved in (séé Appendix B for a complete list of questions
measuring multiple roles and role overload). ’Finally, the participant answered a brief set
of demographic questions (see Appendix C).

To establish a relationship score, questio’ns #7 and #8 from Appendix B were
coded. If the person was married, they received a score of 3, if the person was in a long-
term relationship and was living with that person, they received a score of 2, and of the
person was not living with the person with whqm they had a long-term relationship, they
received a score of 1. This reclaSsifying wasbdone to represent increasing degrees of
commitment, although each score is independént and not representative of anyone else’s
score. Reverse scoring was done on items when necessary to have greater numbers reflect

more of a contribution to the subscale. Due to the differing nature of responses
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contributing to the subscales, alphas were conducted on the standardized scores of the

items.

I ‘Results
A principle axis factor analysis with obliminal rotation was done to assess
sub‘scales ‘within fhe Multiple Rol¢s andb Role Overioad items. Five factors were forced
based on a scree plot of the queﬁtions (see Table 1 for the questions in each subscale).
These five factors, once rotated, accounted for 55.8% of the total vvariance. Individually,
Factor one accounted for 12.6%, factor two for‘ 11.68%, factor three for 11.43%. factor
four for 9.39%, and factor five for 10.73% of the totél variance. Based on the factor
loading, the subscales for work, family, elderly care, school, and role overload were
‘iden‘bciﬁed (see Table 2 for item deécriptives and Table 3 for factor loadings). Question #9'
(see Appendix B) was eliminated due to the unrelated, small loading in all factors (see
Table 3 for loadings). Standardized alphas were established for the subscales and were
within acceptable ;angeé for research (see Téble 2). Based on the factof analysis, subscales
were established. A Pearson’s correlation was run on the subscales of family, W.ork,, |
‘ schoél, elderly care, and role overload. As can‘ be seen on Table 4. there varve weak

correlations among the subscales.
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Table 1

The Items that are in Each Subscale

Work Scale:

* (w'-ll) Do you work?

(w2) If you do work, on dverage, how r‘nvany hours a week?

(w3) On average, how mentally difﬁc}ilt do you’yconsider you job to be?

Famiiy Scale: |

(f1) In the average week, how many hours are you solely responsible for care?

(fZ)’ ‘Howkmany children do you have in your care (include shared custody)?

(f3) The recoded rélationship variable

(f4) 'How many hdufs a week, on aQerage, do you spend preparingvfor any aétivitigs that |
are not school related? | |

Elderly Care Scale‘:

(e1) In the average week, how many hours afe you Solely responsible for care?

| *(é2) Are you the caretaker of an elderly individual“?

- School Scale: | | |

| (gl) wa many héuf; a wéek', do ‘y.o’u spend working on these activities?

(s2) How many school related. abtivitiés (e g., ’res‘earch‘ grou;l)s,. honor vsocieties,
sororities/fratemitieé, etc.) are you currently involved in?

*(s3) How many hours a week, on average, do you spend studying?’
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Table 1 - continued

Role Overload Scale:

(r1) In the average week, how oﬁén do you feel that you have too much to do and not
| enough time to dov if? | |

(r2) How often do you think others in you cléss feel this time constraint?

(r3) How often, in the average week, are you aBle to complete all of your writing '
assignments? | |

(r4) How often, in the average week, are you able to complete ail of your reading
assignmehts? | |

| (r5) How often do yéu think your. classmates relax or participate in a hobby, ’in the
average- week?

(16) ‘How‘ maﬁy units are you taking this qu#rte_:r?

*(r7) How many houfs a week, on avefage, do you haVe time to relax, or pafticipa;g ina

hobby that is not school related each week?

* indicated items that were reverse scored.

19.



Table 2

Item Descriptive Statistics and Scale Standardized Alphas

Items n Mean ‘SD Skew Kurtosis 'Sténd.Alpha
’ Work Scéle: . : ' .86
(wi) 140 dichotomous |
yes = 104 |
no = 36
w2) 136 17.85 1409 30 -.69
(w3) 136 255 2.12 25 -1.28
Family Scale: ‘ i " .63
‘(fl) 140 1175 37.53 3.45 10.62 |
(f2)
(f3) 140  ordinal
| married‘-; 19 |

long-term relationship and living together =7
 long-term relationship, but not living together = 33
neither = 81

(#) 140 309 340 161 373
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Table 2 - continued

items . n Mean  SD  Skew ~ Kurtosis | Stand.Alpha
Elderly Care Scale: | | | | . - .v8.6
| (elj 140 1594 1417 -105 11545
(€2) 140 dichotomous |
yes =‘3 _ |
no=137
School Scale: o D | ' | 76
(s1) 140 315 5.702 212 3.74
'(s2)v 140 | .64  | 923 140 125
'(33) 40 1121 921 138 146
Roleb Overload Scale: : o , | .48
1) 140 2.57 1.52 | »[95 - 55
2) | '140  3.92 133 08 94
(13) 140 541 155 -.67 -.69
(r4) 140 3.8 174 08 -89
(5) 140 400 1.19 -.49 1.00
(r6) 40 1221 3.02 18 2.16
a7 140 7.34 775 - 247 644
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Table3

Pattern Matrix for Item Factor Analysis with a Obliminal Rotation

22

factor 1 factor 2 factor 3 | factor 4 factor 5

wl 92262 -.07101 -. 11336 .02858 .04317
w2 85417 .10383 -.21426 -.05966 -.12448
w3 ‘.82699 ,‘-.02235 .04045 02614 .10097
f1 .05406 .82964 .07380 -.11341 .04260
2 -.00392 .80765 02317 25143 -.07716
f3 .03609 .61547 17691 | 13477 -.19508‘
f4 -.18801 31706 -.18564 .01044 -.02421
sl -.12112 -.17249 .83835 -.071%4 04412
s2 | -.04552 05331 .80748 -.08961 .08162
s3 ->.03395 .10070 .50997 .00393 .04637
rl -.38436 .01246 -.06484 .60329 .010243
r2 -.04176 -21771 -.05427 .54362 -.24630
r3 21802 -.01219 .33081 49614 -.04181
| r4 -.01052 .17090 34254 46351 -.15334



Table 3 - continued

factor 1 factor 2 factor 3 factor 4 ‘factor 5
rS - .04094 -.04043 -.11119 41499 .08561
6 .06910 | .39038 -.09554 | .39702 | 23455
r7 - -16003 - -.10081 -.16216 38387 .15201
el -.02563 | .07414 - 12530 .07191 .89519
e2 .03610 -.15289 13404 .05102 .88788
Q#9 -.00657 -.06581 -.07390 -.26715 28212
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Correlation Matrix of the Subscales in the Pilot Study

© ElderCare  Family ~ Overoad ~ School ~ Work

Elder Care 1000 00170 0037 0073 0060

Famly . 1000 0026 0115 0027

©p=000 p=076  p=018 = p=076

Overdoad 1000 0012 - -0142

- p=000  p=089  p=010

~oSsehool . 1000  -0064

© p=000  p=046

Work 1000

p= 0.00

TR



Discussi.on
- Although tﬁe alpﬁaé for the family and role overload subscales are lower than
desired, they are acﬁdept’éble for subscales with such few questions. The short subscales
are due to the nature of the roles. There are few questions that can be generated without
being repetitiye.' The alpha for the role overload scale was, however, unacceptable.

The correlation matrix (see Table 3) does not indicate signiﬁcént relationships
among the majority of the subscales. It is possible that there is not be a relationship
among these subscales. However, it is also possibie that due to the low reliability of the
role overload scale,. chrelation between it and other scales are not meaningful.

Based on the alphas and felatively simple sffucture, this questionnaire will be used
in the study, but it is expected that several of the subscales will be revised in the principle
study. The role ovérload scale will be included in the principle study, but unless it has a

better reliability test, it will not be included in the analysis.

Principle Study
It was originally hypothesized that the subscales of work, school, family, and
elderly care would directly contribute to role overload. Based on the pilot study iﬁdicating
no relationship among the multiple role subscales, this section of the model had to be
rethought. The following hypotheses are kthe revised versions of the hypothéses presented

previously.
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Hypothesis 1:

Time spent with a family, at Work,, caringbfor an elderly individual, énd*doing work
for school contributes to role overload which increases stress. This stress contributes to a
decline in self-efficacy which will decrease grade point average (see Figure 4).’

Hypothesis 2:

The level of éelf-eﬂicacy will moderate the influence of family, work, school, and
the caring of an elderly individual on role overload. Increases in role overload increase
stress thus decreasing academic performance (see Figure 5).

Hypothesis 3:

Increased self-efficacy contributes to the increase in work, school, family, and

elderly care commitments, thus increasing role overload. This increase causes an increase

in stress, contributing to a decline in academic performance (see Figure 6).

Method

Participants |
For the principle stﬁdy, 250 questionnaires Were distributed. Two hundred and

fifteen questionnaires were returned with 198 having all the information included that was
- necessary for the study. Participants were students from California State University San
Bernardino. Of the participants, 157 (78.5%) were females and 43 (21.5%) were males
(one participant chose not to answer).  They ranged in age from 18 to 58 years old, with a
mean of 26.9 (sd = 8.84) years of age. The racial make-up of the participants was 63.5%

Caucasian, 19% Hispanic, 8% African-American, 7.5% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 2%
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other or no response. All participants were treated acdofdi‘ng to the guidelines suggested
by the American Psychological Association for the use of human participants.
Materials
The materials consisted of a six page questionnaire. ‘The questionnaire consisted of
an informed consent form, a measure of multiple roles and .role éverload, a personal self-
efficacy measure, and a perceived stress measure. Role‘overl‘oad and multiple roles were
measured with the scales developed and described in the pilot study (see Appendix B for a
complete list of questions). Validity and scale reliability were reported in the pilot study
(see Table 1 - 4).
Self-efficacy was measured with a revised version of the Personal Efficacy Beliefs
Scale (Riggs & Knight, 1994; Riggs, Warka, Babasa, Betancourt, & Hooker, 1994).
Rather than using task-specific items, this scale enables the paftic’ipént to cognitively refer
to and define their performance requirements‘ without listing specific tasks. Participants
were instructed to, “Think about your ability to do the tasks required to succeed in your
| major at this college." The 10-item Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale used a 6 point Lykert-
type response scale. Item responses varied from 1 to 6 and were anchored as follows: 1 =
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = somewhat agree, 5 = agree, 6
= strongly agree (see Appendix F for a complete list of questions). This measure has been
shown to be statistically reliable (.85 to .88) and indicates validity with satisfaction and

performance (.30 and .22 respectively) (Riggs et al., 1994).
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Stress was measured with the Global Meésure of -Perceived Stress (Cohen,
Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983). This scale was chosen because it was designed to
measure stress from current circumstances, chronic circumstances, and possible sources of
stress in the future. The scale consisted of 14 item, s"even of which required reverse
scoring (see Appendix F for complete list of items). _The items were answered on a 5-
point Lykert-type scale that was anchored at 1 = never, 2= almost never, 3 = sometimes, 4
= fairly often, and 5 = very often. All reliability and validity daté were collected on college
students. The scale is highly correlated with physical symptoms of stress (r =.52,p<
.001). Reliability testing indicated an alpha = .84, and test-retest correlation was .85
(Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983). |

* Performance was measured by academic achievement. This was established using
the participants’ Winter 1997 quarterly grade point average (the most current available at
the time of testing). This measure was chosen for two reasons. First, it does not reflect
past peﬁormance, good or poor, that would have been extranéously influenced. Second,
the measures of self-eﬂiéacy, stress, and multiple roles are concerned with fhe present as is
quarterly grade point average.

Procedures

All data, except quarterly grade point average, were collected by quéstio_nnaife
during the Spring quarter 1997. The questionnaire began with é detailed informed consent
notice which also acquired permission to access the participant’s grades (see Appendix -E).

After completing the informed consent, participants responded to questions intended to
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measure multiple roles and role overload, self-efficacy, and stress. At the time of return,
students were given a debriefing statement and an extra-credit slip. Extra-credit was given
at professors’ discretion ‘in psychology classes. No other incentive was given. Grade
point average was collected from the University’s records. Since the role overload and
multiple role measures were developed for this study, reliability testing was done in the
principlé study as well. Standardized scales were.generated for work, school, family,
elderly care, and role overload based on the principle study data.

Results

Reliability Testing and Descriptive Information:

The reliability testing on the multiple role and role overload items varied from the
pilot study. As can be seen on Table 5, the Cronbach’s alpha was not acceptable for the
original subscales (e.g., .47). Due to this, the original subscales were adjusted for use in
the principle study. Based on the item-total correlations, certain items were removed (see
Table 6 for the final items included in each subscale). Based on the poor reliability
measures and a failed attempt to restructure the scale, the role overload subscale was not
included in any further analysis. Reliability for the Perceived Stress Scale and the Personal
Self-Efficacy Scale were both acceptable (o = .89 and o =.81, respectively). Descriptive |
information about all the measurements used can be seen in Table 7. Based on the lack of
variance (only three of the participants reported caring for an elderly individual), the
elderly care subscale was excluded from the analysis. The covariance and correlation

matrixes can be seen in Appendix I.
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Table 5

Reliability Analysis for the Multiple Roles Subscales and the Alphas»if Items are Deleted*

S:_cal‘e o | Scal_é Alpha’  Item Item-Total Cvorr.> ] Alpha if Ttem Deleted
Work Scale: TR | »
| i 8209 8018
w2 .7747 | 8430
w3 7426 v. .8709 B
Family Scale: 5672 | | - |
f1 3980 a6l
2 6032 2675
3 2460 5769

fa 1949 . 6153

| ‘Elderly Care Scale: _.7374

School Scale: .5904
B | sl 6286 1110
2 6037 1550
3 0749 | 9074
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Table 5 - continued

Scale | Scale Alpha Item | Item-Tétal Corr. Alpha if Item Deleted
Role Overload: 4700 |
rl 3811 | 3526
12 2472 4193
r3 2164 4337
r4 3097 .3886
5 1262 4748
16 .0146 5227
r7 2755 4057

* Please see Table 1 for the questions that correspond to the items.
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Table 6

Items Left In the Subscales for the Princ_iple Study

- Work Scale:
* (wl) Do you work?
(w2) If you do work, on av¢fage, how many hours a ‘week?
(w3) On average, how m¢nta11y difficult do you consider you job to be?
Family Scale: |
- (f1) In the average week, how manyvhours are you sﬁlel& responsibie for care?
(f2) How many children do you have in youf care (include shared custody)?
(f3) The recoded relatioﬁship variable |

Elderly Care Scale:

(el) In the avéfage Week, how hany hours are you solely responsible for care?
*(e2) Are yéu th‘e‘ caretaker of an elderly individuai? | |

School Scale:

(s1) How many hours a week, do you spend working on these activities?
| (s2) Hdw many school related activities (e.g., research groups, honor societies,

sororities/fraternities, etc.) are you currently involved in?

* indicated items that were reverse scored.

/
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Table 7

Descriptive Statistics for All Variables *

Alpha

Variable n Mean SD Skew Kurtosis

Work Scale 198 -.001 2.72 ,-0.90 -0.54 .8868

Family Scale ‘198 -0.01 2.25 11.07 0.35 .6153'

School SCalé 198 : 0.01 1.92 3.10 12.56 .9074»

Elderly Care 198 -0.02 1.75 5.64 3526 7374
Scale

Stress Scale 198 40.72 843 0.19 026 8895

FSelf-Eﬁicacy 198  46.38 17.00 -0.19 -0.21 | .3129
Sczﬂe | | :

' GradePoint 198 3.04 0.8 -1.04 067  wa
Avérage'

~ * The Work, Family, School, Elderly Care, and Role Overload subscales are bas_éd on .

-adding the standardized score of variables in the subscale.
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- Hypothesis Testing:

Path analy81s was conducted using the EQS statistical software (Bentler 1992)
For each hypothe51s the two highest outliers were removed from the analy51s ‘Chi-square,
the Bentler-Bonett normed fit 1ndex (NF I), the Bentler-Bonett non-normed fit mdexl
(NNF I) and the compafefive ﬁf index (CFi) was computed to’ deter'minevthe chrall .ﬁt of

the data with each of the models.

Hypothesis 1 |
The resulting path coefficients énd error coefﬁcienfs for Model 1 ere’shbow'n in
‘Figure 7. The chi-square of 19.06 (df =7, N—'e 196) was signiﬁcant (p <.01), thus
indicating a poor fit. The measurec of the goodness-of-fit also indicated a pocr fit (NFI =

0.835, NNFI = 0.743, CFI = 0.880).

Hypothesis 2

Due to the lack of normality of the data_, the method used was the robust maxirnum
likelihood estimation (Ullman, 1996). The reSulting path coeﬁicients and error :
coefﬁcients for Model 2 afe shown in Figure 8. The cnj-square of 86.28 (df =23, N =
196) was siéniﬁcant (p <.001), thus indicating a poor fit. The meaéures of the goodness-

of-fit also indicated a poor fit (NFI = 0.187, NNFI = -0.336, CFI = 0.147).
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Hyp‘ othesis 3

The resulting path éoeﬁ‘iéients and error coefficients for Model 3 are shown in
Figure 9. The chi-square of 94.18 (df = 8, N = 196) was Signiﬁcant (p <.001), thus
indicating a poor fit. The measures of the goodnéss-of—ﬁt‘ also indicated a poor fit (NFI =

0.185, NNFI = -0.606, CFI = 0.143).

Based on the Wald tests and the largest standardized residuals in the three
hypothesized models, a new model was formulated to fit the data (see Figure 10). Due to
the lack of normality of the data, the method used was the robust maximum likelihood
estimation (Ullman, 1996). The chi-square analysis iﬁdicated 548 (df=4,N=197) was
nonsignificant (p = 0.24) which indicates a good fit. Further analysis also indicated a good
fit (NFI = 0.955, NNFI = 0.977, CFI = 0.991). The resulting coefficients and error
coefficients for this model can be seen in Figure 11. There were weak indirect effects to
grade point average from family (0.018), school (0.030), and stress (-0.017) (error =
0.303). |

Discussion

The first point of discussion is the scale testing information. As can be seen in the
results section, the subscales of ‘work, family, and elderly care had good reliability
information in the pilot, as well as, in the principle study. However, the elderly care scale

had poor variability which may explain why it was not a significant path in any of the
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models The other scale that was of concern durmg thls phase of the testmg was the R
B personal self-efﬁcacy scale (nggs & nght 1994 Rrggs Warka Babasa Betancourt &
Hooker 1994) The concem was about the changes in the questlons and the preference 1n r,
| .the hterature to measure task speclﬁc self-eﬁicacy ‘1nstead of a general self-efﬁcacy |

(Bandura 1977 1982 1989a l989b) The dlﬂ‘erence w1th thlS measure of self-eiﬁcacy is

~ it had task spec1ﬁc dlrectlons w1th general quest1ons In th1s study the measure was found S

to have good rehablhty measures and strong paths wrthm the model

As can be seen from the results sectlon the proposed rev1sed hypotheses were not )

RORE fully supported Hypothesrs 1 had the best ﬁt of the three hypotheses proposed The

strongest paths md1cate that there is a relatlonshrp between stress and self-eﬁicacy and

| . ;self-efﬁcacy and grade pomt average These paths have been supported in the llterature

. Flsher (1986 1994) dlscussed the decreased performance that 18 oﬁen lmked w1th

_1ncreased stress It has also been demonstrated that poor performance decreases self-
_ efﬁcacy (Bandura 1982 1989a Sexton & Tuckman 1991 etc ) Self-efﬁcacy has been | _:
. shown to predlct academlc performance in several studles (Lent Brown & Larkln 1984 :
: Phrlhps & Russell 1994 etc ) The weak paths seen between the work school and farmly‘.: |
. ,.subscales and stress appear to be a measurement dlscrepancy The llterature provrdes
':support for the 1nﬂuence of multlple roles and role overload but due to the lack of -
e relrablhty in thlS measure these relatronshrps were not testable} ‘

However certam paths w1th1n the models suggested strong relatlonshrps Based

o l on the results of these models a hypothesrzed model for future research was proposed and i



tested. This mbdel supported several aspects of the literature, but also does not support
relationships that have been discussed and prediqted in pasf studies.
The first sgction in the model is the relationShip school has with self-éfﬁcacy and
: grade‘point averégé. ThlS supports the expansioﬁ théérfof -rﬁultiple roleé (Campién &
McClelland, 1993;13 Froberg, Gjerdingen, & Presto‘n, 1986) as well as the theory of
jnpreasingédf—eﬁicacy (Bandura & Cervone, i986). ‘Adding roles can increase self-
eﬁicacy b‘yv‘adding' knowledge and skills. In» this»study, the schgol Sﬁbscale was assessed
by agking questions ’ab.out school activities arid/or,projécts in which the student was |
| involved. These activities were expected to pfovidé the stude‘,nt' with skills he or she could
use to become more successtul in’vother areas of écadenﬁc achievement (in this study, it
was quarterly grade‘ point average). vThe relationship between sch’ooi and self-efficacy is
also supportéd theorefically. | Bandura and Ceryorievb(198‘6) suggést that success ih én area
increases a person’s self-efficacy about his/ hér pefformancév. It i”s" expected that if a person
remains in .,a project or school activity he/she must‘ be successtul von'_ somé level, thus -
‘increasing his/her self-efficacy. | |
The next section in the model is the influence of family on grade point average and
self-efficacy. According__t'ob the mult,iple roles expansion_,t-h_ve‘ory (Campian & McClelland,
1993; Froberg, Gjerdingen, ‘& Presfon, 1986), ‘by having a relationship and/or children,
you are gaining enough positive'inﬂuences from them that it increases yOur'peffOHI}ance in
school. This gain could be in the form of suvp:'porvt offeféd.by the family. Social s”uppo,rt

has been recently investigéted as a buffer with mixed results (Bliése & Castro, 1997,
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Sanchez, Viswe_svaren, & Fisher, 1997, Sargent & Terry, 1997). Howeyer, it could also
be that the participants feel absense of resporisibility toward their family to sueceed' 1n
school and are applying themselves more diligently.

The final section of the model revolves around self-efficacy. Much of the literature
suggests that as self-efficacy improves, so will performance (Bandura & Schunk, 1981,
Brown & Inouye, 1978; Schunk, 1981). However, there has been research ehoWing that if
a person has high self-efficacy, he/ehe prepares less and his/her performance declines |
(Bandura, 1982). This model supported the first set of ﬁndings. As self-efficacy increased |
so did academic performance.

| Stress was also found to have an influence on self-eﬁicecy. The negative _
relationship suggests that as stress increases, self-efficacy decreases. As mentioped
earlier this is based on the theories presented by Fisher and Bandura. F isher (1986, 1994)
stated that a decrease in performance is linked with an increase in stress. The changes in
vperformance decrease self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982; Bandura, 1989a; Sexton & Tuckman,
1991; etc.).

Although the different sections of the model are supported in the literature, there
was a ‘large section of the original hypothesee_that was not supported. 'Considering,the‘
literature, it was expected that the multiple ro;les of family, school; and work would be
related and contribute to role overload (Goode, 1960; Froberg, Gjerdihgen, & Preston,

1986). At no time, was there a relationship with any of the multiple role measures or
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indications of a factof of role overload. However, without a reliéble measure of role
- overload, there is no way to assess its relationship with the other paths in the model. .
While none of the hypqtheses-were fully supported, fhe résults are promising. It
does appear that when é person is participating in multiple roles, his/her aqademic
performance will be affected. Theré is support that these effects are influenced by self-
efficacy and stress. However, bas'edﬂ on somé of th¢ weaknesses in the model, there should
be some modifications in the measures for future studies. First, the multiple roles and role
overload subscales need more items. Thi§ can be done by asking more qualitative
questions about each of the roles (e.g., do yoﬁ enjoy being a parent?) and exploring other
possible roles. Second, role overload should be reconceptualized and questions developed
from there. 'fhe questions should also reflect fhe psychological influences and physical
influences separately. Once a reliable measure of role overload is éonstructed, it can be

used in the post-hoc model proposed as well as the initial hypotheses.
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| A;v)pe.hdix‘A, _" . |
Ivnforméd Consent - Pilot |

The study ‘yo'u‘_are abdut to participellt.e‘ is’a pilot studyb of the enclosed measure.
The study is being conducted by Elizabeth Barbo as a part of the requirements to complete
the Master’s of Arts theéis. The purpose of this study isto assess the validity and
reliability of this measure. | |

You v;fill be asked to answer a 2 page questionnaire. If will fai(e approximately 10
minutes to complete. This study has Been approVed by the Psychology Department |
Human Subjects Review Board of Califbrrﬁa State University San Bernardino. The
University requires that you give your consent Before participating in a research study.

The data will only be reported in group form to further maintain your
| éonﬁdéntiality; You may choose to end your participation at any time or may 'ghoose not
to participate without penalty. bThis studsr will be compieted by April 1‘997. Resuits can
be obtained at that time by contacting Dr. Matt Riggs at (909) 880-5590. Extra credit may
be received at your instructors’ discretion. |

By placing a mark in the space provided below, I acknowledge fhat I have been
informed or, and unde?stand the.nature and purpbsé of this 'study, and I freely conéent to
participéte. By mark I furthetacknowledge that I am ét_ least 1:8 years of age.
Give your éor‘ls:ent‘ to particfpate by imiking a check or ‘X’ mark here:

_ Toda‘y’s date:
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Appendix B
Measures‘ of Multiple Roles and Role Overload
*1. Do you work? ' Yes | Né
If you do work, on average, how many hours a week?
2. On average, how mentally difficult do you consider you job to be? |
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at Very difficult
all difficult '
3. How many units are you taking this quarter?
4. How many school related activities (e.g., research groups, honor societiés,
sororities/fraternities, etc.) are you currently involved in? -
How many hours a week, on average, do you spend working on these activities?
*S. How many hours a week, on averége, do you spénd studying?
6. How often, in the average week, are you able to complete all of your reading
assignments?

1 2 3 4. 5 6 7
Always Never

How often, in the average week, are you able to complete all of your writing assignments?

1 2 3 4 S 6 7
Always : Never

7. Are you currently married? Yes No

8. If'you are not married, are you in a serious relationship of more then 1 year? Yes No
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Meaéures of Multiple Roles and Role Overload - continued |

If yes, do you live together? Yes No
*9. Have you begu>n a new relationship in the last year?  yes  no
10. How many children do you have in your care ‘(include shared custody)?v

In the average week, how many hours are you solely responsible for their care?
*11. Are you the caretaker of an elderly individual? Yes No

In the average week, how many hours are you solely responsible for their care?
12. How mény hours a week, on average, do you spend preparing for any activities that

are not school related (e.g., church groups, social events, etc.)?

13. In the average week, how often do you feel that you have too much to do and not

enough time to do it?

12 3 4 5 6 7
Never _ Always

14. How often do you think others in you class feel this time constraint?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
They feel this more , I feel this much more

*15. How many hours a week, on average, do you have time to relax, or participate in a
hobby that is not school related each week?
*16. How often do you think your classmates relax or participate in a hobby, in a week?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 : '
Always _ - Never

* indicates items that were reverse scored
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Appendix C
Demographic Quéstions
Please answer the following questions for reporting purposes:
1. Age . |
2. Gender(circle one)  Male ~ Female |

3. Race/Ethnicity

4. Year in school (circle one) Freshman Sophomore  Junior  Senior

Student Other

5. Please indicate your major
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‘Appe;ldix D
Debriefing Statement - Pilot

Thank you for your participation in this study. This study is desigpéd to test the
reliability and validity of é multiple 'role’an rol’e ovérload measure. We woﬁld like to
assure you again of the anonymi’ty of your participatioﬁ in this study.

If you have any questions about this sthdy, or would like to discqss youf
~ experience in this sfﬁdy, p;lease ‘contacbt -Dr. .Rviggs at (909) 8.80-5590.' The results of this
- study may aiso be ébtained at the abé\;e telephone number April 1997. We greatly

appreciate your time and honesty.

Elizabeth J. Barbo - researcher
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Appendlx E
Informed Consent Principle Study
- The}‘purpose of this stu'dy is to aSsess‘pos&ble_areas 'that lnﬂuence acade_mic_ »

performance in college students ‘This stndy 1s being condUCted by Elizabeth -B.arbo under
the supervrslon of Dr. Matt Rrggs professor of Psychology This study has been =
approved by the Instltutronal Revrew Board at California State Umversrty San Bernardmo. -

You will be asked to answer a 6 page questionnalre. It’wlll take apprermately 20 |
: 30 'mlnutes to complete. You will also be asked to provide the information necessary to |
access your academlc records To mamtam anonymlty and conﬁdenttahty, the records will
only be seen by Dr. Matt Rrggs department of psychology Once grade information i is.
| gathered it will be attached to the questionnaire that you completed Dr. Rrggs will
remove the informed consent page and store it separately from the questlonnalre before
the responses are v1ewed Once this is completed the 1nformat10n you prov1de will be.
entered into the computer. The data will only be reported in group form to ﬁxrther ‘_ o
maintain your confidentiality. | | | | |

You may choose to end your participation at’any time or may choose not to
participate without penalty. This study will be completed by June 1997. Results can be
obtained at that time-by contacting Dr. Matt Riggs at (909) 880-5590. Dr, Riggs‘may

also be contacted to answer any questions about your participation»at the above number.

Participant Consent continued on next page
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Participant Consent - continued

By sngnmg‘ this statement you understand
" .:' L. the purpose ‘of the study and what partrclpatlon w1ll entall
2. that you have the rlght to end your partrcrpatlon at any time.
,3 you are glvmg permrssron for your grades to be accessed
4 thatthe researchers‘wﬂl due everythmg..posmble to mamtam your anonynnty .'
and conﬁdentralrty |

oS you are at least18'years of age or older.

Participant’s Signature U e Date

Print your name - Social Security Number

54



 AppendixF
Personal Efﬁcacy Behefs Scale‘

Thmk about your abxhty to. do the tasks requ1red to succeed in your majoh at thls
| -¢o'11ége. LiWhen answering these questlons, answeh in referen‘ce to our own personal slqlls
‘é,nd abilities to 'perforrh college requi‘r_ements“. | .

N | have:cohﬁdence ln nly ahility to’ perl‘orm the requirerhentsof 'colleg_e.

*2. There are some tasks requnred by college that I cannot do well.
*3. When my performance is poor itis due to my lack of ablhty
¥4, 1 doubt my ablllty to succeed in college

5. Thave the skills needed to be successl'ul in college. - :

* 6. Most people in my classes cah do the work better than I can';

7. Iam exlremely succe‘ssful in college. |
* 8. My options in college are limited because of lny lack of skjlls
9. I am proud of my‘ college skills‘and abllities.

- *10. Ifeel threatened when professors:eValuéte my work.

* indicates questions that will be reverse score. All questions are responded to on a 6 '

polnt Lykert-type scale.
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Appendrx G
o Percerved Stress Scale o
The questxons in thls scale ask you‘ about your feelmgs and thoughts durmg the last”
| month In each case‘ vyou w111 be asked to 1ndtcate how often you felt or thought a certam‘ -
way. Although some of the questlons are smnlar there are dlﬁ'erences between them and S
_you should treat each one as asenarate duestron ‘lThe best appvrloach is to answer each
questlon falrly qurckly That is, dont try to count up the number of tlmes you felt a

partlcular way, but rather 1ndrcate the altematrve that seems hke a reasonable estlmate o

L thefsk monh, how often e you ben upsetbecaus of someting hat happened
| ,unéxééctedly?.]- G e e bt
» ? IﬁVthe fast aomh’ how °éé“ haveyou felt that you Were gnabre‘itoi%mra, the irnportaﬁt
tmngs m your life? B ST B .
& 3 In the last month howvoﬁen have you felt nervous or ¢ stressed”?
*4.In the last month, how oﬁen ha‘ve you dealt successﬁJlly"Mth.1rntating lit‘e‘ hassles? . .
- 5 fn the fast month how often have you felt that you were effectrvely copmg w1th e
lmportant Changes thtlt were occurrrng in your lrfe? DA
o 6 In the last month how often have you felt conﬁdent about your ablhty to handle Your ,. ;

*7, In the last month how oﬁen have you felt that thmgs were gomg your way‘7

) Percelved Stress Scale contmues on the next page B
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Pércéived Stress ‘S"(:él’e‘ ] cbntinggd. L .
8.Ir_1.the lést mo.rvl’th,-'-’hovs./: oﬁeh'héve you,foun‘cvi. 'fhét yhh hohld not "c‘opé 'wi‘fh"all"thga ‘thin‘gs
| .tha‘»tva‘u had to do? | BT R
% ‘9' In the _last rhonth, how oﬁén h_a{ve‘ );Oﬁ beeif:1 able to COI_ltr‘OIA irritatjdhs ‘in youf hfeq .‘
- *10. In the last r'nohth, how often h,é\é you felt that yOu were v'on ‘top of .thinés? B
11. In the last month, how»éﬁeh h.avvévyouv been angeted__hecause of tmhgs that‘ happened | o '
o t‘ha;t;were' Ohtéidé Qf'your .cqht‘“r_ol? o | |
12 In the last month, how often hav“‘e you foundly.lvoh:rsélf thm]qng -at‘)out"th‘ings‘that you
,'hhve fo accomplish? L ‘ o
*13. Ih fhé_last mohth, how oﬁeh have you been able fo control the Wéy »yoh".s;pevnd your -
‘tim,ej?.“' | - R |
14. In the lasf month, how often 'hh{(e you feh diﬁ'x‘chlt.iésb\&erg. piling 1ip ) h1ghthatyou |

‘could not overcome them?

 *indicates questions that will be reverse score. All questions are responded to onas5

'bbint Lykcrt-t;}pe scale. -
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;v“-Appendix H ‘«: M
‘ Debnefmg Statement Prlncrple Study o

Thank you for your partlcrpatlon in this study 'l‘hrs study is desrgned to assess | -
certain influences on academrc performance Specrﬁcally, we are mvestxgatmg the b
‘mﬂuence of self-efﬁcacy, havmg multiple roles the role overload caused by multrple roles ;
| and how they eﬁ’ect academrc performance in college. : We ‘wouldll_ke to assu‘r_e youi“_agalnbb :
| of the anonymrty of your partrcrpatron in thlS study g | 5 |
| If you have any questlons about thrs study, r”would like to dlscuss your -
:‘ expenence m th1$ study, please contact Dr Rrggs at (909) 880 5590 The results of thJS g
study may also be obtamed at the above telephone number aﬂer June 1997 We greatly

- _apprecrate your time and hOnesty. R

* Elizabeth J. Barbo - researcher (‘
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 Appendix1

- Covariance and Correlation Matrix Used for Analysis* . N

T Stress SE  Elderly’ Wérk " - Family ~ School GPA
Stress 70302 -4796  -0658 = .0806 ~ -0990  -09I4  .0347

Self-efficacy -28.135  48.947 - .0079 - .0094  .162] 2007 . .4045

CEldetly fo_;967 0097 3072 0935  -0312  -.0682 0063

~ Work 1.841 0179 0446 7404  -1295 1198 L0347

Family ~  -1866 2550 -0123 -0792 5061  -0908  .1954

School 1473 2698 0230 0626 -0392  3.689  .I819

CGPA -1214 2499 0010 0084 038 0308 0779

* Lower half of matrix is covariance matrix, higher half (italicized) is correlation matrix

‘(n =, -1'98)', .
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