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I INTRODUCTION

ORIGIN OF THE PROBLEM

The history of school feeding is that of charitable

organizations providing for the welfare of indigent children. It

dates back aLmost a century and a half in Germany, a hundred years

in France, to 1865 in England, and in our own country there is a

record of the Children's Aid Society having served a noon meal to

the children in an industrial school of New York City as early as

1853 (2). Little progress was made in the United States for many

years, but with the deveIOpment of the science of nutrition in

the latter years of the nineteenth century many persons became

conscious of the importance of the right kind of food for school

children. As a result of this interest in nutrition, Ipenny lunches'l

were Opened in Boston and Philadelphia in 1894 to feed the under-

nourished children at low cost. Other cities followed their

example in rapid succession. In a number of these cities the

lunchrooms were leased to commercial organizations on a conces-

sionaire basis. Time proved that this hit and miss operation of

the school lunch was not accomplishing the desired results and

between 1909 and 1920 an increasing number of school systems took

over the control of lunchroom management. Knoll (12) reports that

by 1940 the concessionaires had been almost entirely eliminated.

While lunchrooms in the larger cities established them-

selves on a firm foundation they deveIOped slowly in the rural



and small town areas until the depression years of the early

thirties and world War II brought the realization that proper

nutrition for school children was a community problem and a

national responsibility. Since its inception in 1935 with the

temporary assistance of the Federal government, the lunch program

has grown steadily. The 79th Congress recognized the importance

of the program by passing the National School Lunch Act of 1946;

this Act provides permanent legislation to guarantee its continp

uance. Nearly'455000 schools and more than 6,000,000 children in

the United States and its territories received some kind of school

lunch assistance under this Act in the year ending June 30, 1948 (25).

Even though the school lunch is becoming an accepted part

of the school program it is accepted too casually too often. In

many instances it is considered only as a service to those students

who do not have time to go home for lunch. Jardine (11) estimated

that 11,000,000 children were eating their lunch at school in 1947.

If this is true, then we may assume that the cafeteria.manager is

teaching more children than any other teacher in the school system (3).

If we are to improve the food habits and promote good nutrition for

all children, the school must recognize its responsibility for

making the noon meal something more than a service feature. The

school lunch must be an integral part of the school system.

The expanding program of child feeding necessitated

finding someone to assume the duties of planning, preparing, and

serving the noon meal. The responsibility for quantity food



service became a regular function of more home economics teachers

than ever before, Because of her special training and exper-

ience it was a natural development that the assistance of the

home economist in the public school he sought and, in many

instances, actual participation in the operation of the lunchroan

became a large part of this teacher's Job,

At the same time that the lunch progrem.has been developing,

the whole concept of the field of home economics has broadened,

Boys as well as girls and men as well ae'women are enrolling in

the all-day, out-of-scheol, and adult programs, The heme-aking

teacher in the smaller schools is scheduled for a full day of

teaching: in addition she may have an evening class, she may

sponsor the activities of the future Homemakers of America, and

in many schools she is expected to assume a major part in.the opera-

tion of the noon lunch, ‘Ie recognise the fact that in light of

her training she is the persdn best qualified to assume these

duties, But when it must be done at the sacrifice of classroom

teaching or of health, many teachers are turning sway from any

and all responsibility in connection with the program“

The homemaking teacher has a,unique contribution to make

to the school lunch, However, if the school lunch.is to be a part

of the total school program there are other agencies that should

cooperate in the venture: the business education classes, the

physical education department; the science teachers, and the

parents. Virginia.F, Thomas, in an analysis of the situation in



West Virginia, says that there is a place for every department and

every teacher in the school in the promotion and operation of the

school lunch program (23).

The purpose of this study is to gather data relative to

the homemaking teacher and the school lunch situation as it exists

in Michigan today: to determine the contribution of the homemaking

teacher to the school lunch program and the contribution being

made by other school agencies. It is thought that the findings may

point ways in which the training program of prospective homemaking

teachers may be strengthened. If the major contribution of the

teacher is to be menu planning, then she must be given concrete

help in the planning of nutritionally adequate meals that will be

accepted by children and that can be served within the food cost

allowance of the lunchroom budget. If the majority of teachers

have a responsibility for marketing and the quantity purchase of

staples, then help must be given in this field. One can make any

number of similar comparisons from other phases of the lunchroom

operation. Or it may be that the homemaking teacher can make her

best contribution through the nutrition education program. The

parents, faculty members, and lunchroom workers need education in

nutrition as well as do the student patrons of the school lunch.



PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to determine the extent to

which the homemaking teachers in the public schools of’Michigan

are assuming responsibilities for the operation of the school

lunch and to what extent the total school shares in this responp

sibility.

STATEMENT OF HYPOTEESES

The re-evaluation of the contributions of the homemaking

teacher to the school lunch program would help it attain the

position it deserves as an integral part of the total school system

with the full support of the faculty and the community.

The evidence indicates a need for the expansion of the

program for training non-professional persons in key positions of

lunchroom management in the technique of menu planning, quantity

food buying, the establishment of high standards of food service,

and of sanitation.
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Although mnch.is being written concerning the growing

importance of the school lunch, its relationship to the wellébeing

of the school child, and the integration of the lunchroom into the

total school program, very little can be found relative to the

place of the homemaking teacher in the program,

Rutthowell (17) of the Arkansas Department of‘lducation

has made an excellent statement of the teacher's contribution to

the school lunch in an article of that same title, She says that

the homemaking teacher can make an effective contribution to the

school lunch program in four distinct ways: 1) she can convince

the superintendent of a need for a school lunch committee, outline

its functions, and be an active member of the committee: 2) she

can assist the school lunch.managers and helpers by giving advice

on quantity food purchasing, equipment arrangement, kitchen manage-

ment, and work schedules: 3) she may conduct nutrition classes for

the elementary teachers and offer suggestions concerning ways in

which.health, nutrition, and the school lunch.may be correlated

with other subjects: 4) she can vitalise and enrich her homemaking

classes by the use of real lunchroom problems in quantity food

preparation, by checking on the morning and evening meals of the

children in school, and by planning noon meals which will supplement

those eaten at home,

In a survey of the food service responsibilities of high

school home economics teachers in Iowa, Goldsmith (8) found that



the separation of the cafeteria from the home economics departments

was most common in cities with a population of 10,000 or over,

Forty per cent of the teachers reporting asked for help in setting

'up quantity cookery recipes, Organisation plans were requested

by thirtybthree per cent of the teachers. Other problems presented

included quantity food buying and selection of equipment, Thirty»

six per cent of the teachers recommended at least one course in

lunchroom management for college students planning to teach.home

economics in the small towns of that state,

Shepherd (21) conducted a study of the relationship of

the homemaking teacher to the school lunch program in seventeen

schools in seven counties of Texas, The data were received from

questionnaires and personal interviews with seventeen superintendents

and eleven homemaking teachers, A comparison of the menus as

planned by two superintendents, two homemaking teachers, and two

lunchroom managers was made according to the Recommended.Dietary

Allowances of the national Dairy Council and Lunch at School of

the united States Department of Agriculture. The conclusions drawn

were: 1) the lunchroom management training of the homemaking

teacher is directly related to her assumption of responsibility in

the lunchroom: 2) the homemaking teacher is better qualified to

pdan.menus than is either the worker er the superintendent: and

3) the lunchrooms in dhieh.the homemaking teacher assumes respon-

sibility operate more efficiently than those in.which she assumes

no responsibility, The responsibilities assumed, either directly



or Jointly with some other person, varied from one extreme to the

other: that is, the teacher assumed practically all of the reopen.

sibility or none,

Thomas (23) has reported an even more recent study of

the responsibilities of the home economics teacher in relation to

the school lunch program infllest Virginia, The first of the nine

reasons listed for undertaking the study was to determine the

number of school lunch duties for‘which.the home economics teacher

was responsible. Ber findings indicate that the number of respon-

sibilities which.make up the total school day determines, to some

extent, the effect the school lunch program has upon the classroom

efficiency of the teacher, riftyaeeven per cent of the teachers

in the combined vocational and non-vocational schools supervised

the school lunch.program in addition to teaching five or more

classes per day, Thomas was of the opinion that, in order to give

time to assume some of the responsibility for the school lunch.and

at the same time teach.home economics classes, it would be desirable

that the teacher be scheduled for three classes a day, and never

more than four classes, depending'upon the nature of the school

lunch.dutiss for'which the home economics teacher is responsible,

She further recommended that the home economics teachers change

their concept of the lunch.program and recognise that the school

lunch is not the total responsibility of the home economics teacher

or her classes, However, the planning of menus and the supervision

of food preparation should continue to be the responsibility of the

home economics teacher.



One of the basic beliefs eXpressed by Flanagan (7) before

the 1948 Convention of the Association of School Business Officials

is that the school lunch.program is the responsibility of the

school agency and, Just as any other part of the school program,

it should reflect the coordinated effort of the community if it is

to function satisfactorily in the lives of children.

Concerning the schedule of the homemaking teacher, West

and wood (26) recommend that in a small school where 200 or more

students are served the teacher should devote one-third of her

time to lunchroom.management and two-thirds to teaching.

The two studies reviewed in the material which follows

have attracted nation-wide attention. Both analysed the contri- f

bution of the noon meal to the well-being of the child and stressed

the importance of trained persons in key positions in the school

lunch.program.

Mack (13) and her co-workers at the Pennsylvania State

College conducted a.nine-year study of the school lunch programs

in Pennsylvania. The study was begun in 1935 to observe the food

habits and nutritional status of a large number of persons of

different sexes and ages with different socio-economic backgrounds.

At the end of the study it was concluded that the only children

who showed marked improvements in nutritional status were those

children whose home dietaries had been studied and the school

lunch, designed to complement the meals received at home, was

planned by a person trained in nutrition and dietetics.
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Ilerida'began a five-year study in September, 1940, to

measure the effectiveness of the school lunch in improving the

nutritional status of rural school children (1). The children

were given a.physical examination; hemoglobin and red blood cell

counts were taken: the height and weight were determined three

times during the study. The daily lunch was planned to provide

one-half or more of the recommended dietary allowances for each

nutrient. Results were comparable with those reported in Pennsyl-

vania; there was an increase in the hemoglobin values during the

school year and a.decrease in hemoglobin values during the summer

vacation period. Height and weight measurements charted on the

wetzel grid showed a shift in channels toward a‘better physique

and a.definite advance in the development level. The authors

concluded that adequate lunches, under the preparation of trained

supervisors, offer an effective means of raising the nutritional

status of school children. Uhen an untrained person took over

the food preparation and certain hard-to-get foods were left off

the menu, the children who had.prsviously shown a rise in hemo-

globin values showed a drop for that year.

In an address before the second annual meeting of the

School Food Service Association in November, 1948, Dr. Gederquist (4)

of Michigan State College stressed the importance of the lunchroom

manager knowing something about the food habits of the community

before planning the school lunch.or, ideally, about the food habits

of each individual child and emphasized the necessity of enlisting

the full cooperation of the parents of each child.
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She expressed the belief that an extensive nutrition

education program is necessary, Parents must be made to understand

that the school lunch.will not assure adequate nutrition for any

child unless it fits into the feeding program of the home, The

school lunchroom as an educational instrument for teaching good

food habits will function only if both the child and his parents

are actively engaged in the program,

The effectiveness of a school Lunch.Advisory Committee

in publicizing school lunches is discussed in a recent article by

Ecuflllan (14), This committee, consisting of the school nurse,

foods teacher, P,T,A, representative, parent, student, and principal,

was organised last year in every San.Bernadino school where food

was sold, It considers any problem which concerns the school lunch-

room including hours for lunch, food served, cafeteria discipline,

or any phase of operation, Written reports of its meetings are

presented to the cafeteria manager and the general business

manager of each school, The menus for each.week are published in

the Sunday issue of the local newspaper in an effort to create a

favorable attitude on the part of members of the community toward

the school lunch.and to make them realise that 'the school cafeteria

is the best place for children to eat,“

The review of literature would seem to indicate these

fundamental beliefs:

The school lunch.fulfills its function of improving the

health and nutrition of children only when the menus are planned
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by a trained person who makes a positive correlation between the

meals served at school and the home food intake of the child,

The homemaking teacher, by virtue of her training, has

a definite contribution to make to the school lunch program,

The school lunch is not the sole responsibility of the

homemaking teacher or of her classes, .1 strong lunch program can

function only through the Joint action of the child, of his parents,

and of all departments in the school,



III HISTORY OF FEDERAL ASSISTAIUCE TO SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

Widespread interest in the school lunch really began

during the depression years, It is true that a beginning had been

_ made in feeding children at school in the early years of the century

and that many of the larger cities had established well organised

lunchrooms prior to the early thirties (10), But when the nation

was faced by"wonters'with idle hands and empty pockets and farmers

with bumper crops, bulging bins and empty pockets“ (6) Congress

established the‘lorks Progress Administration and the National

Youth Administration to provide work for needy persons. Through

these organisations workers were supplied to build, serve, and

administer school lunches, The'United States Department of Agri-

culture donated foods purchased under its program to support

farmers' prices of agricultural commodities, School lunches in

this period were organised, then, to provide work for needy persons

and to provide an outlet for murplus goods,

The spotlight was focused on the importance of feeding

children well and on the need for training them in proper eating

habits when in‘lorld war 11 years the Selective Service findings

showed thirty per cent of the youth examined were physically’unfit

for military service (18), Some 700,000 had remedial defects

which.had not been corrected, England had had a similar experience

in 1902: three out of every five men who wanted to enlist for

military service in the Boer'larwwere rejected as physically unfit

for duty (6). Parliament ordered a national investigation and there
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followed the passing of the Provision of Meals Act in 1906, This

Act gave local authorities permission to install restaurants as a

part of the regular school equipment in order to serve suitable

lunches to the elementary school children (2),

The liquidation of the Works Progress Administration in

in the‘United States in 1943 brought an end to the funds for the

operation of school lunches in many parts of the country, Surplus

commodities were no longer available: a great defense army was

being fed, The national government realised that wartime was not

the time to cut down on school lunches; too many mothers were

employed in war production (22), In 1943 Congress authorised a

$50,000,000 appropriation for the continuation of the lunch program

in a new, simplified way, Food was to be purchased by the sponsors

from local merchants and farmers, The primary reason for this

change was to conserve transportation and storage facilities that

are a necessary part of the centralised distribution plan,

Through these authorized funds any public or non-profit

private school could receive aid for its school lunch program, The

sponsors were asked to submit monthly claims for reimbursement and

reports of operation to the Office of Distribution of the Food

Distribution Administration, A specified amount was to be returned

to the school for each child participating in the program: the

amount to be returned to the school depended upon the type of meal

served, Thus, the emphasis was changed from the disposal of surplus

foods to the nutritional aspect of the lunch itself, The Food
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Distribution Administration published lists of abundant foods and

the elasticity of the menu allowed for the use of those locally

available, The plan further stipulated that all children‘were

to be fed regardless of their ability to pay, and that there

should be no discrimination in feeding those who paid and those

who were fed free,

After a three-year trial of this reimbursed type of

program, the 79th Congress passed the Rational School Lunch Act,

Several revisions had been.made and a major portion of Title 11,

providing for nutrition education, deleted.when the School hunch

Bill EB 8370 was accepted by the House on May 23: it was passed

by the Senate on May 24, and became Public Law 396 when it was

signed by President Truman on June 4, 1946 (19), Thus the

“hand-to-mouth' existence of the federally aided school lunch

program was abolished: its continuation was guaranteed through

permanent legislation,

The School Lunch Act of 1946 is a grant-in-aid assistance

to the states in providing an adequate supply of foods and other

facilities for the establishment, maintenance, operation, and

expansion of nonpprofit school lunch programs (20), The Act in

itself does not appropriate money: it permanently authorises an

appropriation without the passage of new bills, There is no limit

set on the amounts that may be authorised to defray food costs, but

not more than $10,000,000 may be spent annually to provide equipment

for storing, preparing, and serving of foods in schools, The
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equipment appropriation in 1946-1947 was the first for this purpose

and, though the amount was small, it enabled many schools to buy

equipment needed to start their school lunch programs and others

to expand and improve lunchrooms already in operation, No funds

have been allocated for equipment since this first amount,

The National School Lunch Act is administered‘under the

United States Department of Agriculture (16), It is intended that

each state shall develop its own program and it requires that after

1948 the State Department of Education assume responsibility for

its direction, Each state must submit its plan of operation to

the Department of Agriculture indicating the manner in.which the

program is to be conducted, Information is included regarding the

state plan for supervision, finances, and procedures, as money

is allowed any state for the expense of administering the lunch

pregram, The plan must be accepted before the signatures are

affixed and the state becomes eligible to receive its quarterly

share of the federal funds,

As with other grants-in-aid programs, the state is

required to match the federal funds, The matching fund may be

acquired from‘a variety of sources and it may include the payments

children make for their lunches, Through 1950 the state-local

contributions must match the federal funds dollar for dollar,

Prom 1951 to 1955 the state-local contribution must be one-and-a-

half dollars for each dollar of federal money, and after 1955 the

proportion is three dollars of state-local money for each dollar

of the federal funds (16),
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The money is divided among the states on the basis of

the number of children five to seventeen years of age, inclusive,

The Act specifies a formula for the allocation of funds so that

states with a larger child population and a per capita income

lower than the national average will receive a larger proportionate

share, If it is apparent before the end of the year that any state

will not use its share of the federal school lunch funds, the amount

of this surplus may be redivided among the other states, Maximum

reimbursement is established at nine cents for Type A.lunch, six

cents for Type B lunch and two cents for Type C or milk only,

There shall be no discrimination against any pupil for his inability

to pay, The states are encouraged to adjust their own reimbursement

rates so that the programs in lower income areas will receive more

than those where the incomes are higher,

Section 6 of the Act charges the Department of Agriculture

with the direct purchase of food for distribution to schools in

accordance with their needs, Foods purchased under this authority

are chosen carefully to provide nutrients that are likely to be

missing in most areas of the country, Schools benefit because

even though.they receive foods that can be fitted into the Type A

lunch, their reimbursement is not decreased,

Section 9 designates the Department of Agriculture as

being responsible for setting the nutrition standards for lunches,

This section also states that insofar as practicable the schools

will make use of those foods designated.by the department as
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being in abundance as well as these which are donated to them,

This department also furnishes lists of abundant foods and menu

suggestions to the sponsors (16), Congress has been looking ahead

to the future by building up the domestic consumption of good

foods when the overseas demands for food will fall off,

The Consumers Guide (20) has summarised the reasons why

Uhcle Sam is promoting school lunches as follows:

1, as a measure of national security,

2, to safeguard the health and well-being

of the nation's children, and

3, to encourage the domestic consumption

of nutritional agricultural commodities

and other foods,

STATUS OF THE NATIONAL SCHOOL SURGE EROGEAK

According to a report received from O. I. Beyer (25),

Field.Area Supervisor, Foods Distribution Programs Branch, Production

and Marketing Administration, United States Department of Agriculture,

all of the fortyaeight states, the District of Columbia, and the

territories of Alaska, Hauaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands

were sponsoring school lunch.prograss under the National School

Lunch.Act in the fiscal year 1948. Participating in the program

were 6,106,359 children, or 22.6 per cent of all the students enrolled

in the elementary and secondary schools.
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STATUS OF THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM IN MICHIGAN

The national school lunch program is growing in Michigan.

In the fiscal year 1948, 1,325 schools were a part of the national

program (25); in February, 1949, 1,566 schools were participating in

the program.* The office of the State Director of School Lunches

made a complete breahhdown of the types of meals for which the

schools of Michigan were reimbursed during the month of February, 1949.

The following figures are a.part of that analysis:

742 schools

32 schools

91 schools

_1§Ischools

881"

685 schools

served Type A lunch

served Type A lunch without silk

served Type B lunch

served Type B lunch without milk

served Type C lunch, or milk only

1,566 total schools participating

The average daily participation was 245,794 students:

4,602,530 meals were reimbursed during the month of February of

which 2,805,531 were Type C, or milk only.

' This information was secured in the Office of Henry J. Ponits,

State Director of School Lunches, Department of Public Instruc-

tion, Lansing, Michigan, on May 16, 1949.

T‘ 399 schools of the 881 shown served a Type C, or milk only, in

addition to Type.A or Type B.
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TYPES OF LUNCHES AS DEFINED BY THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH.ACT'

Tn; ‘ is a complete lunch, hot or cold, providing 1/8 to 1/ 2 of one

day's nutritive requirements and must contain at least:

(a) One-half pint whole milk;

(b) Two ounces of fresh or processed meat, poultry meat, cooked

or canned fish, or cheese, or one-half cup cooked dry peas,

beans, or soybeans, or four tablespoons of peanut butter;

or one egg;

(c) Six ounces (three-fourths cup) of raw, cooked, or canned

vegetables and/or fruit;

(d) One portion of bread, muffins, or other hot bread made of

whole-grain cereal or enriched flour; and

(e) Two teaspoons of butter or fortified margarine.

The protein requirements in (b) above may be met by serving one-half

the required quantities of each of two proteins. One-half cup of

fruit Juice may be served in meeting one-half of the requirements of (c).

I:pg_§_lunch is an incomplete lunch, hot or cold, which is less adequate

nutritionally. It must contain at least:

(a) One-half pint whole milk;

(b) One ounce of fresh or processed meat, poultry meat, cooked

or canned fish, or cheese, or one-half egg; or one-fourth

cup cooked dry peas, beans, or soybeans, or two tablespoons

peanut butter:

(c) Four ounces (one-half cup) raw, cooked, or canned vegetables

and/or fruit;

(d) One portion of bread, muffins, or other hot bread made of

whole-grain cereal or enriched flour; and

(e) One teaspoon of butter or fortified margarine.

Ing,g_lunch is one-half pint of whole milk (which meets the minimum

‘butterfat and sanitation requirements of state and local laws), as a

beverage.

NOTE -- No meal for children can be considered complete unless milk

is served. However, if milk cannot be secured, a Type A.or

B lunch without milk may be served.

‘ This material was adapted from Form No. SL~4, 8.48~~2500, received

from the office of the State Director of School Lunch.
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In making an analysis of the contributions of the home-e

making teacher to the school lunch it seemed desirable to contact

as many schools as possible in order to secure an overuall picture

of Hichigan, The questionnaire method for collecting data related

to the problem was therefore determined to be the most practical.

CONSTRUCTION OF QUESTIONNAIRE

Before attempting to construct a questionnaire, a com-

plete list was made of all types of information related to the

school lunch that might be of value to prospective teachers in

developing an understanding of their relationship to and respon-

sibility for the program, Suggestions for items to be included

in this list were secured from Mrs, Mabelle S. lhlers, Head of

the Department of Institution Administration, and from Mrs, Merle

D. Dyers of the Home Economics Education Department, from observa-

tions of lunch programs in Operation, and from a review of available

published materials, These items fell logically into three main

categories: 1) those concerned with the general over-all organise.

tion of the lunch program, 2) those related to the direct operation

of the school lunch, and 3) those facts pertaining to the training

and schedules of the homemaking teachers of Michigan who are assuming

varying degrees of responsibility in the operation of the lunchrooms,
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In order to encourage a high percentage of returns, to

eliminate generalisations, and to secure data that might be tabu-

lated and analysed with greater accuracy, the check list technique

was employed wherever possible in the construction of a double-

page questionnaire, In Part I, General Information, questions were

set up to secure facts relative to the total school enrollment, the

number of students transported, the length of the noon hour, the

type of lunch served,. the number of students eating the noon meal

at school, the number of workers employed, the amount of time

assigned to the homemaking teacher for her part in the program, and

other facts related to a general understanding of the organisation

of the lunch programs in Michigan schools, Part 2, _ _A_d_ministration .

Division 2; Resmnsibilities, was designed to determine the allocation

of responsibilities among the various members of the school staff

for the activities connected with the direct operation of the school

lunch, And, since the basic problem was concerned with the extent-

to which the homemaking teacher was assuming responsibilities in

the lunch program, Part 3, Eomemakipg Teacher . Trainigg gag Schedule,

was designed for her to answer giving information about her training,

experience, daily schedules, and extra-curricular assignments,

The first draft of the questionnaire was criticised by

Mrs. Dhlers, Mrs, Byers and other members of the home economics

education staff, Doctor Ralph Van Hoesen, Associate Professor of

Education, Michigan State College, and was checked by the superim-

tendents in two nearby schools, C, W, Overholt, 'illiamston Commity
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Schools, and Edward L, Murdock, Cinemas Consolidated School, The

suggestions and criticisms received from these sources were utilised

in preparing a second draft of the questionnaire, which was then

sent to fifteen superintendents for a preliminary checking, These

were accompanied by a personal letter explaining the purpose of

the study and by an invitation to make any comments, criticisms,

or suggestions which they thought might result in an improvement

of the study,

The returns from these schools were tabulated and minor

changes made in light of the criticisms offered, The questionnaire

in this final form was then reviewed by the first three persons

named above and approved for distribution,

SELECTION OF SCHOOLS FOB SAMPLING

Two previous studies in Michigan influenced the selection

of schools for sampling: Georgia Halstead's (9) analysis of the

activities for which homemaking teachers carry or share responsi.

bility in high school, and that of M, Marie Harris (10) relative

to the status of homemaking teachers and lunchroom managers in

Michigan and Ohio.

In the first of these studies Halstead contacted the

Michigan schools receiving reimbursement from federal funds for

vocational education. She discovered that less than one-half of

the teachers reported any responsibility for the school lunch,

Only a simple analysis was made of the kinds of responsibilities
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assumed in relation to the lunch: two-thirds of the teachers

enJoyed planning the menus, buying supplies, supervising food

preparation, and keeping records, Advertising, selling, and

supervising of employees were the activities least enjoyed,

The second study, limited to cities of more than 10,000

population, was a comparison of the status of the home economics

teachers, teacher-managers, and full-time cafeteria managers in

respect to salaries, rights, benefits, and privileges, Harris

reported that many schools had both.fiome Economies teachers and

lunchroom managers, and some schools had Home Economics teachers

as well as teacher-managers, Nineteen instances were cited of

Home lconomics trained teachernmanagers in the returns from the

60 schools of 36 Michigan cities analysed in her study,

Harris further comments that in an increasing number of

large cities the hmmemaking teacher is relieved of lunchroom

responsibilities and that there is a full-time cafeteria manager

who is specially trained in.her field of work, Goldsmith (8)

presents evidence to substantiate this statement in reporting her

findings relative to the food service responsibilities of home-

making teachers in certain communities of Iowa, She says that the

separation of the cafeteria from the homemaking department was most

common in cities of over 10,000 population,

Since the Harris and Goldsmith.studiee have shown that

in-the larger cities the cafeteria is separated from the homemaking

department and, therefore, presents no management problem to the
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homemaking teacher, and since in this particular state those cities

are in the minority, it was decided to limit the study to those

schools in cities of less than 10,000 population, It was also felt

that a much more accurate picture of the relationship of the home—

making teacher to the school lunch program could be presented if

no distinction were made between those schools receiving reimburse-

ment from the federal funds for vocational education and those

schools receiving no reimbursement,

At this point it was necessary to compile a master list

of schools in Michigan cities of less than 10,000 population in

which there wae.known to be a homemaking department. This was

accomplished by checking the list of schools published in the

Michigan.Education.Directory (15) against the latest available

Michigan census figures (24) and deleting those cities having a

population greater than 10,000, To determine those schools having

homemaking departments, this list was then checked with the April

1948 issue of the Directory of Michigan Schools Having Home

Economics Departments (5), These schools having no home economics

departments were eliminated. To verify the accuracy of this list

and to determine the names of the present homemakdng teachers, the

list was then checked against the 1948-1949 roll of homemaking

teachers as compiled by the eight regional chairmen of the State

Home Economics Curriculum.Committee, This final checking resulted

in a master list of 463 schools, each one of which had one or more

homemaking teachers, located in cities of less than 10,000 population,
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After considerable deliberation, it was decided to include

the entire number of schools in the sampling,

COLLECTION OF DATA

A.1etter of transmittal accompanied each questionnaire

in order to acquaint the superintendent with the purpose of the

study and to give simple instructions for completing each part,

‘Ihen the mailing list showed more than one homemaking teacher as

a member of the staff, additional copies of Part 3 were attached

for each teacher to complete if she had any part whatsoever in the

lunch program. .A self-addressed, stamped envelope was enclosed

for the return of the completed forms. At the end of two weeks

a followaup card was sent as a reminder to all those who had failed

to reply.*

A total of 379 questionnaires were received out of the

463 which.had been mailed, These represent an 81.8 per cent return,

Table 1 shows that 68 schools, or 17,9 per cent of those reporting,

have no lunch program. Thirty-seven schools, 9,8 per cent, serve

milk only, 6.1 per cent of the returns were classed as incomplete

because they lacked sufficient information to be useful, Two

hundred and fifty-one schools, or 66.2 per cent, are serving some

kind of school lunch, The returns from these schools, each one

* A.copy of the letter of transmittal, the questionnaire, and the

followbup card are included in the Appendix, pages 91 - 93.
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of which has a homemakdng department, constitute the group analysed

in this study,

TABDE 1

CLASSIFICATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNS

ON THE BASIS OF USEFUL INFORMATION

Distribution of Returns
Classification Number Per cent

Lunch program in

 

Operation. . . , , 251 66,2

No lunch program , , 68 17.9

Milk only served , , 37 9,8

Incomplete returns , 23 6.1

Total returns. , 379 100,0

 

The fact that only 17,9 per cent of the schools have no

lunch program, and several of these schools indicate they will have

a lunch program in operation before the next school year, suggests

that the administrators recognise the noon lunch as an important

school function,

. Since these schools ranged in sise of total enrollment

from.120 to 3,731 pupils, and since the problems in the adminisn

tration of small schools are so different from those in the large

schools, it seemed advisable to divide the returns into more

homogeneous groupings on the basis of total pupil enrollment,

An examination of Table 2 will show that 102 schools, or 40.6 per
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cent, had a total pupil enrollment of 120 to 499. The second group

of schools sith.pupil enrollments from 500 to 999 is represented

by 106 returns, or 41.8 per cent, of the schools studied. Fortyb

four schools, or 17.6 per cent, had a total census of 1000 or over

and these constitute the third group.

TABLE 2

TOTAL ENROLLMENT AND DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNS

IN THE 251 SCHOOLS STUDIED

School Enrollment

  

 

“fl s e e e : ; I, q.

‘ _\. .. e 'e_

120 - 499 e e o O 102 “06

500 - 999 . . . . 105 41.8

1000 " 0701'. e e e “ 17.6

 

A.master tabulation of each group of returns was made on

a large chart which had been set up as a duplicate of the original

questionnaire. rrom this chart a nuaber of tables were constructed

in order to present a more detailed analysis of the findings.



V DISCUSSION

The discussion of the findings of the 251 schools which

constitute the study is centered around the three major divisions

of the questionnaire, Part 1, figngzal Information, is an analysis

of the kinds of lunch programs in Operation in Michigan, the

proportion of the student enrollment being served by the lunchroom,

the plans of organization for the preparation of food, the status

of the nutrition education program as a part of the school lunch,

the extent to which a School Lunch Advisory Committee is being

used, the number of adult and student workers employed, and the

patron load per worker, Fart 2, Allgggtigp_g£_flggpgn§1h11111pl,

presents information concerning the division of lunchroom duties

among the school personnel to determine the extent to which the

homemaking teacher is assuming specific responsibilities and the

extent to which other members of the school staff are sharing in

these same responsibilities, Part 3, Schedule Egg_Trainigg,

summarises information relative to the schedules and training of

homemaking teachers who have an active part in the program: the

number of hours scheduled for lunchroom supervision, the number of

hours spent in school lunch supervision, the number of homemaking

‘ teachers whose lunchroom duties require them to remain in the

building during the noon hour, the number who receive additional

remuneration for their lunchroom assignments, the kind of instruc-

tion they must give to lunchroom employees, and the college courses

the teachers have had as training for their part in this program,
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GENERAL INFORMATION

3mg 9; Lpnch Programs in mration
 

The figures presented in Table 3 reveal that in the

-maJority of schools studied, 88,8 per cent, the only lunch program

being sponsored is reimbursed from the funds of the national School

Lunch Act, 94 per cent of all the schools reporting a lunch

program in operation are receiving some assistance from the funds

provided by the Act, This is determined by the addition of 6.2

per cent in the first column of Table 3, which represents the

group of schools operating a combination of lunch plans, all of

which utilize federal funds to some extent, to 88.8 per cent, which

represents those schools in which the only lunch served receives

federal assistance, A further examination of the table discloses

that in 96,1 per cent of the small schools the only lunch served

is reimbursed from the federal funds: 81,8 per cent of the large

schools operate the same types of programs, Only 3,9 per cent of

the small schools sponsor lunch programs without federal assistance:

7.7 per cent of the middle size schools and 6.9 per cent of the

large schools operate without this assistance, These figures suggest

that the small school is depending to a slightly greater extent

upon the National School Lunch.Act to assist in financing its

lunchroom than is the lange school,

The number of schools receiving federal assistance for

the operation of the school lunch has an implication for those who
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TABLE 3

CLASSIFICATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION

OF TYPES OF LUNCH PROGRAMS

 

 

 

 

    

IN OPERATION

“a

Distribution

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all of varyinggenrollments

schools 120-499 500-999 1000-over

Number of schools repartigg 251 l02 105 44

Meals served are reimbursed

from funds of National

School Lunch Act

Type A.. , . . . , . , , 46,2 67,6 38,0 15.9

B O O O O O O O O O 6.0 6.9 6.7 2.3

A aMB e e e e e e 200 109 2.9 000

A and C . . , . . . 28,2 15.8 31,4 60.0

Band-Coos see 3.2 2.9 109 6e8

A and.B and 0 . . . 3,2 1,0 3,8 6,8

Total 88.8 96.1 84.7 81.8

Lunchroom offers enough

choices for a complete meal:

.not federally reimbursed . 2.4 0,0 4,8 2,3

One hot dish served to supple~ 1

meat the lunch carried from

ham. 0 I O O O O O O O C O 3.2 3.9 2.9 2.3

Caterer prepares lunches out-

side of school . . . . , . 0,4 0,0 0,0 2,3

Combinations of the plans

described above‘ . . . . , 5,2 0,0 7,6 11,3

 

* All combinations include one or more of the programs reimbursed

from the funds of the Rational School Lunch Act,

are training prospective teachers to hare a part in the school lunch

program, The qualified teacher must understand the requirements of

each of the meal plans as outlined by the National School Lunch Act

and should be given some assistance in the wise use of the surplus

commodity foods that are frequently available,
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Interesting facts relative to the percentage of the total

pupil enrollment being served by the school lunchroom are presented

in Table 4. In determining the percentages in this table no account .

was made of the indificual portions of milk served. The percentages

given represent meals or supplementary seals only, and were found by

dividing the total number of meals served in each school by the total

school enrollment.

TABLE 4

PER CENT OF TOTAL PUPIL ENROLLMENT SERVED A NOON NEAL

IN THE SCHOOL LUNCHROON

 

 

  

  

  
 

-:

1_211§;1bution

Sifidghitlziofgfizit Per cent Per cent in schools

Served in all , .. a r -; -nr- Hen

IQNQQAI._ 43-4'9 rye-'°° age-.-

0791' 75- e e e e e e e e e e 5.6 1108 109 000

m - 740 e e e e e e e e e e 19e5 3204 14.3 203

25 - 490 e e e e e e e e e e 3406 4202 3801 901

under 25 e e e e e e e e e 0 &e3 808 39.0 70.4

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 8.0 2.8 6,7 18,2
 

Awerage of total school

enrollment served. . . . . 29.2 48.8 31.3 15.1
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Table 4 indicates that 5.6 per cent of all the schools

reporting are serving more than three—fourths of the total school

enrollment, 11.8 per cent of the small schools are serving more

than three-fourths of their student body while none of the large

schools serve as large a proportion, The reverse relationship is

true in the lower percentage brackets: that is, 70,4 per cent of

the large schools serve less than one-fourth of the students enrolled

and 8.8 per cent of the smaller schools are serving a similar number,

The figures in Table 4 also imply that the school lunchn

room as an educational experience for all students is not being

utilised to the fullest extent of its possibilities, There is a

distinct relationship between the size of the school and the per

cent of the student body served, Fifteen out of every 100 students

in the large schools eat in the lunchroom: 48 of each.100 in the

small schools eat in the lunchroom, The noon meal is the one

activityof the school day common to all pupils regardless of age,

sex, or size of school, 'Why is it that such a small proportion

of the students eat in the school lunchroom?

Nutrition Education Program _a_g 3 Part oi pile School Lunch

mt the full significance of the opportunity the lunch-

room offers for nutrition education for all students has not been

understood is evidenced by Table 5,



34

Less than one-half of all the schools reporting, 43,8 per

cent, have a nutrition program as a part of the school lunch, Is

this one of the reasons for such a small percentage of the student

body eating lunch at school?

TABLE 5

PER CENT OF SCHOOLS REPORTING A.NUTRITION PROGRAM

‘8 A.PABT OF THE SCHOOL LUNCH

 

 

   
 

Per cent. Per cent in schools

Status of nutrition Program in all of varying enrollments

. schools 120-499 500-899 1000-ovgg_

Number of schools re rti 251 102 105 44

Have a nutrition program , , 43,8 53,9 36,2 38,7

Have no nutrition program, , 51,4 44,1 60,0 47,7

No reply , , , . , , . . . . 4,8 2.0 3,8 18,6

 

It seems worth noting here that a detailed analysis of the

original tabulation reveals that of the 110 schools in.which a nutri-

tion program is a part of the school lunch only 75, or 68.1 per cent,

of those same schools provide training in food selection and eating

habits, ‘While table manners and social relations are not a part of

nutrition education, they may accompany it, many schools do have

training in these important phases of everyday living as a part of

their lunchroom activity, Also worth noting is the fact that the

same analysis of the detailed tabulation shows five schools, or 3.8

per cent, of those reporting no school lunch nutrition program are

providing training in all four of these phases, and eleven others,
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or an additional 8,5 per cent, do offer training in one or more,

There might be material here for a study to determine more about

the kinds of nutrition programs in operation and the effectiveness

of such programs in increasing student health and student partici-

pation in the school lunch, '

Table 6 shows that in 55 schools,.or 59.1 per cent, of

110 schools in.which nutrition education is a part of the school

lunch, the homemaking teacher is named as the person in charge of

K.

the program, She is in first rank position in both the small and

TABLE 6

PERQENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS NAMED IN CHKRGE

OF NUTRITION'EDUCATION PROGRAMS AS REPORTED

IN 110 SCHOOLS

 

 

Distribution

Person in Change Per cent Per cent in schools

of Nutrition.Program in all of var igg:enrollments
 

schools 120-499 500-999J'1000-over

Number of schools reggrtigg 251 102 105 l 44
“m

Homemaking teacher . . . . . 59,1 67,5 60,5 29,5

 

    

Homemaking teacher and

teachers, cook, or home-

making class . . . . . . . 4,5 5.5 5.8 0.0

Other persons. . . . . . . . 20.9 19.9 10.5 47.0

Person named, position not

identified . . . . . . . . 6.4 1,8 7.9 17.6

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 9.1 5.5 15.8 5.9
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middle size schools, -The detailed analysis of the original tabulan

tion indicates that in the large schools the category “Other Persons"

includes two superintendents, three cafeteria managers, two teachers,

and one curriculum coordinator. In five instances the homemaking

teacher is named as the person in charge, So, even here she may be

placed as first in position,

The facts in Table 6 suggest that thethomemaking teacher

is in a very strategic position in respect to nutrition education:

a fact which.has definite implication for the training program of

the prospective teacher,

School Lunch Advises: Committee

Less than two-fifths of the 251 schools participating in

the study, as shown in Table 7, make use of an Advisory Committee

in the operation of their lunchrooms.

TABLE 7

PER CENT OF SCHOOLS REPORTING-A SCHOOL LUNCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE

   

   

 

 

   

Per cent Per cent in schools

St:::;.:f Sghzzigtznch in all of var ing enrollments

’7 schools 120-499 500-999 1000-over

Number of schools re rti 251 102 105 44

Have an advisory committee . 39.0 40,2 35,2 45,4

Have no advisory committee , 59,0 58,8 60,9 54.6

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 2.0 1,0 3.9 0.0
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Although the practices indicated in Table 7 vary only

about ten per cent between the small and large schools, the largest

schools give the highest percentage of affirmative answers. If more

schools were to make use of the advisory committee to bring the

school and community in closer contact, it might well be the means

of strengthening the school feeding program by making the community

aware that the habits of good eating are equally as important to

our young people as are the abilities to read and write. Through

the Joint action of the School Lunch Advisory Committee and the

nutrition education program, the general public can be made aware

of the importance of the school lunch as a part of general education,

The author has made no attempt to determine the activities of the

School Lunch Advisory Committee, The personnel of this committee,

its functions, and purposes might be the basis for further investi-

gation,

Plan 2; Organization {2}; Food Preparation

When the feeding of children became a part of the school

program the homemaking department, because of its association with

foods, was often chosen as the sponsoring agency. The change in

the type of meal served at noon has increased the labor involved

in the preparation of the meal, has demanded increased equipment,

additional work area, full-time adult employees, and has taken the

preparation of the noon meal almost entirely away from the students



DESCRIPTION AND PERCENTACE DISTRIBUTION OF THE PLANS

TABLE 8

OF ORGANIZATION FOR FOOD PREPARATION

  

Distribution
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Per cent Per cent in schools

Description Of Plan in all of varving enrollments

schools 120-499 500-999 1000-over

W102 105 44

Homemaking class under the

supervision of the teacher 4.0 . 3.9 5.7 0.0

Homemaking class with one or

more paid cooks under the

emu-vision of the teacher 6.0 7.8 5.7 2.3

A cafeteria class under the

supervision of the teacher 0.4 1.0 0.0 0.0

A cafeteria class with one or

more paid cooks under the

supervision of the teacher $4 1.0 _4_,_§_ fl

90m 0 e e e 12.8 12.7 16.2 4.6

Paid adult worlnsrs under the

supervision of the:

superintendent . . . . . 26.0 31.4 15.2 34.1

honemaking teacher . . . 16.8 14.7 21.0 11.4

heed cook . . . . . . . 6.4 4.0 6.7 11.4

superintendent and home--

asking teacher . . . . 19.9 24.5 20.0 9.1

superintendent and held

600]: e e e e e e e e e 4.3 2e9 5e? 405

honenaking teacher and

head cook .. . . . . . 1.2 0.0 2.8 0.0

superintendent, homemak-

ing teacher, and head

coat e e e e e e e e e 3.5 1.0 5e? 4e5

cafeteria manager. . . . 2.4 0.0 2.9 6.8

other persons. . . . . . _2_,_§ 4,9 M 4,§

Total . . . . 82.4 79.5 83.8 86.3

Volunteer student workers

from all classes under the

supervision of honemaking

teacher . . . . . . . . . 1.6 2.9 0.0 2.3

A private individual on a

commercial basis: con-

cession. . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.0 0.0 2.3

All other plans. . . . . . . 2.8 4.9 0.0 4.5
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in the homemaking department. Table 8 shows that more than four-

fifths of the school meals are now being prepared by adult workers

under the supervision of the superintendent, the homemaking teacher.

the head cook. or a number of combinations of these same individuals.

In only 12.8 per cent of all the schools reporting do the homemaking

classes actually participate in the preparation of the food.

Location of the Lunchroom Kitchen

It is gratifying to see that the preparation of the food

for the noon meal is moving out of the homemaking department.

Table 9 offers evidence that the lunchroom.kitchen now occupies its

own quarters in approximately eighty per cent of the schools studied.

The lunch kitchen is still a part of the homemaking department in

almost one-third of the smaller schools, in one-fifth of the schools

with enrollments from 500 to 999. and in less than five per cent of

the larger schools. It is significant. too. that while the lunchroom

has moved out. it is still associated with the homemaking department

by virtue of its location adjacent to the department in approximately

17 per cent of the cases studied.



TABLE 9

IDCA’I'ION 0F IUNCEROOM KITCHEN IN RELATION

TO HOMEMAKING DEPARTMENT

 

 

  

   

 

Per cent Per cent in schools

Location in all of 133W

lghggll__ .4 500-999 lOQO—o;gg_,

. ; h F ‘ .l 2 44

The lunchroom kitchen is:

A part of the homemaking

department . . . . . . . 20.7 27.5 21.0 4.5

Adjacent to the homemaking

department . . . . . . . 17.5 17.6 17.1 18.2

Across the hall from the

homemaking department. . 7.2 10.9 2.8 9.1

On the same floor. in the

same section of-the

building . . . . . . . . 0.8 ‘ 0.0 1.9 0.0

On the same floor in

another section of the

building . . . . . . . . 9.2 7.8 9.5 11.4

On another floor in the

same section of the

building . . . . . . . . 14.7 12.7 18.1 11.4

On another floor in another

section of the building. 11.6 9.8 13.3 11.4

In a separate building . . 14.7 12.7 13.3 22.7

Other locations:

b‘ument e e e e e e e e Oe4 1.0 0.0 0.0

grade building . . . . . 1.2 0.0 1.0 4.5

Off p".1.e. e e e e e e 008 0.0 0.0 4e5

other combinations . . . 1.2 0.0 2.0 2.3
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mummnummmm

Ihere seems to be no general agreement in respect to the

number or adult workers employed and the number of meals served by

each worker. Ihis is shown in Table 10. More than 90 per cent of

the schools employ adult workers. the large schools which do employ

adults here an awerage of 3.1 workers; this number decreases as the

school enroll-ents'become smaller. The awerage number of workers

employed in the small schools is 1.9.

EARL! 10

DISERIBUTION AND NUMBER or ADULT‘WOBKIRS IMPBOIID

IN SCHOOL EUICHBOONB

P'r Cent jj lumber Employed
of Schools

School l:::::1:t Employing ‘ldnlts Adults

Enrollment Adults Total Amer

hymn“ W.art- "W—t- fi-ar

 

   

 

All schools 261 92.3 21.1 553 89 2.4 1.7

120 - 499 102 91.8 13.7 178 18 1.9 1.3

500 - 999 105 91.4 21.9 248 40 2.6 1.7

1000 - over 44 93.2 36.3 _ 127 31 3.1 1.9

 

An examination of Iable 11 will show the awerage number of

patrons for each adult worker is 79.2. with the highest awerage

‘patron load reported in the small schools and the lowest average

load in the larger schools. '
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EABLE 11

PATRON MEALS SERVED PER.ADULT WORKER.IHPLOIID

    
 

 

i '1' tal ‘ Average 1 Range In

Total °b Number Number

School Number °f Number 112' er Patron 0f Meals

Enrollment s¢h°°1' Adult tron Meals Served

Rspor“3‘ Workers “”1” Per Adult Per

L____L_______§EE§___!9.:ker_—Jama_
m”.— ———:M

in schools 251 598 47405 79.2 10 - sec

120 - 499 103 187 15578 89.2 29 - 195

500 - 999 105 268 21858 81.6 10 - 380

1000 - over 44 143 8859 52.0 13 - 203

 

* Meals indicates number of student meals served exclusive of

individual milk sales. ‘

The figures representing patron load were arrived at by

dividing the total number of meals served. column four of fable 11.

by the total number of adults employed. column two. The total number

of adult workers in any given classification was detemined by

dividing the number of part-time workers. shown in column six of

Table 10. by 2 and adding the figure obtained to the number of full-

time workers in the same classification of schools. Illustration:

89 part-time workers are employed in the classification 'All schools'I

according to column five of Table 10. 89/2 is equal to 44.5 or 45

full-time workers. Ibis figure, 45. added to 553. column five of

Table 10. equals 598 full—time adult workers. column three of Table 11.

From the variation in the number of adult workers employed and the
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patron load per adult worker. one might conclude that if those in

charge of lunchroom management had a better understanding of standards

of performance there might be a more equal distribution of the

employee work load.

The proportion of schools using student workers in the

lunchroom decreases as the schools increase in size (Table 12).

Although the average number of student workers per school employing

is greater in the large schools. the patron load per student worker

is approximately one fourth of that in the small school. This wide

variation in the numbers of student workers suggests the possibility

of an investigation into the use of student workers. no attempt

was made in this study to determine the kind of work done or to

segregate volunteer workers from those who assist in the lunchroom

as a part of a.homemaking class activity.

TABLE 12

DISTRIBUTION AND NUMBER OF STUDENT WORKERS EMPLOYED

IN SCHOOL LUNCRROOMS

 

All schools 251 88.4 2243 10.1 21.1

120 - 499 102 92.1 399 4.2 41.8

1000 - over 44 77.3 799 23.5 11.1

 



SUMMARY OF GENERAL INFORMATION

A summary of existing practices relative to school lunch

operation is presented in Table 13.

TABLE 13

SUMMARY OF EXISTING PRACTICES RELATIVE TO SCHOOL LUNCH OPERATION

  

   

In In Schools of

Practices All ‘____M.gg 2391129313—

.190-499 sod-999 1999:2121;

i 2 fig; 44

Per cent of schools in which

the noon lunch receives

assistance from funds of

the National School Lunch

‘Ct e e e e e e e e e e O 8808 96.1 8407 8108

The noon lunch is prepared by

paid adult workers . . . . 82.4 79.5 83.8 86.3

Portion of student body

served a noon meal in the

lunchroom (exclusive of

separate m1]: sales) . . . 29.2 48.8 31.3 15.1

Per cent of schools in which

a nutrition education

program is a part of the

school lunch . . . . . . . 43.8 53.9 36.2 38.7

Per cent of schools making

use of a School Lunch

Advisory Committee . . . . 39.0 40.2 35.2 45.4

Average number of adult

workers employed:

full-t1” e e e e e e e 2e4 109 206 3.1

mt-time a e e e e e e 1.7 1.3 107 1.9

Average number of student

workers employed:. . . . . 10.1 4.2 11.1 23.5

Patron load per adult worker

employed . . . . . . . . . 79.2 89.2 81.6 62.0
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In 96.1 per cent of the small schools. those with enroll-

ments of 120-499. the only lunch program in operation is one receivb

ing assistance from the National School Lunch Act. In 79.5 per cent

of these small schools. the lunch is prepared by paid adult workers.

and is served to approximately one-half of the students enrolled.

In slightly over half of the small schools. there is a nutrition

education program as a part of the school lunch. and two schools

out of five make use of a School Lunch Advisory Committee. The small

school employs an average of 1.9 full-time adult workers. 1.3 part-

time adult workers. and 4.2 student workers; 89.2 patron meals are

served for each full-time adult employed.

The columns representing all the schools and the other

schools with larger enrollments may be read in a similar manner.
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ALLOCATION OF RESPONSIBILITIES

- In order to present a true picture of the contribution of

the homemaking teacher to the school lunch program. it was first

necessary to determine the number of instances in which the teacher

has no part. A preliminary checking of Part 2 of the returned ques-

tionnaires showed 62 homemaking teachers. or 24.7 per cent of those

reporting. have no part whatsoever in the operation of the noon

lunch. The distribution of these teachers in the three groupings

of schools studied is shown in Table 14.

TABLE 14

PER CENT 0F SCHOOLS IN WHICH THE HOMEMAIING TEACHER

HAS NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE SCHOOL LUNCH

   

   

3. -_ t for c

Enrollment SNIPS

 

 

All Schools 251 62 24.?

120-499 102 18 17. 6

500-999 105 38 26.6

1000-over 44 16 36.4

he group of returns analysed in Table 14 were set apart

from all the others being studied and are shown as this use per

cent in the succeeding tables. numbers 15 through 39. under the

heading, “Homemaking teacher. No responsibility.“
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In an analysis of each of the specific activities related

to lunchroom operation an attempt was made to determine the degree

to which the homemaking teacher carried the full responsibility for

the activity. the number of instances reported in which she shared

an activity with other persons. and the extent to which other school

personnel were assuming responsibility.

The twenty-five specific items of lunchroom operation were

combined into five divisions of related activities and will be

discussed in these major groupings: Planning of Menus and Buying of

Foods; Employing and Scheduling Workers; Supervision of l‘ood Preser-

vation. J'ood Preparation. Counter Service. and Dining Room: Accounting

and Record Keeping; and Improvement. Care. and Maintenance of the

School Lunch Plant.

WHMMMQIM

Tables 15 through 19 present detailed analyses of the

allocation of activities related to this phase of the school lunch.

A close examination of Tables 15 and 16 will reveal that in each of

the three groups of schools represented the homemaking teacher assumes

the highest percentage of complete responsibility for both menu

planning and approving the menu planned by someone else. The increase

in percentage of "No Allocation“ in Table 16 might be accounted for

by the fact that in those schools in which the homemaking teacher

plans the menus there is no need for further checking to be done.
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TABLE 15

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR PLANNING THE MENU

 

 

 

 

    

. Distribution

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all ,WllusntL...

“-49[119%-4999:9192.
EQEE' -_ ; g.- 1-5- -: 2 -02 4;

Weism:

Complete responsibility. . 24.7 25.5 25.7 20.4

Joint responsibility with

head cook. . . . . . . . 21.1 24.5 18.1 20.4

superintendent and

head cook. . . . . . . 2.0 3.9 1.0 0.0

homemaking Cl“. e e e e 6e4 6e9 8.5 0.0

volunteer student workers 2.4 1.0 3.8 2.3

all others . . . . . . . 1.6 2.0 1.9 0.0

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

91L” 2929929

Read cook. . . . . . . . . 15.5 18.6 12.4 15.9

Superintendent and

head cook. . . . . . . . 0.4 0.0 0.0 , 2.3

‘11 Other. 0 O O O O O O O 0.8 0.0 2.0 0.0

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.0 0.0 2.3

 

The homemaking teacher assumes more responsibility than

any other one person for making menu substitutions. Table 17. except

in the large schools; here the head cook assumes the responsibility.

The head cock is also assigned the responsibility for making the

market orders in schools of all sizes. Table 18. but she buys the

staples in quantity in only the large schools. Table 19. The home.

making teacher ranks first in complete responsibility for this

part of the buying in both of the other groups studied.
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TABLE 16

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR.APPROVING THE MENU PLANNED BY SOMEONE ELSE

 

.“"vw —._-... a“

  

 
 

' Diltgibuon

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all var e pllmegtg

 

   

 

N me e

Complete responsibility. .

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . .

he“ coat. 0 O O O O O O

No responsibility. . . . .

____0ther 222999;

Superintendent . . . . . .

Head cook. . . . . . . . .

All others . . . . . . . .

No allocation. . . . . . . .

Noreply..........

4.9

0.0

17.6

15.7

8.8

0.0

20.6

7.9

1.9

6.7

26.6

6.7

2.9

1.9

13.3

21.0

11.4

 



TABLE 17

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR MAKING MENU SUBSTITUTION3

 

  

Per cent

in all

Allocation of

Responsibility

 

 

 

Complete responsibility. .

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . .

madCOOkeeeeeeee

superintendent and head

“Okseeeeeeee

homemaking class . . . .

NO r..p°n'1b111t’e e e e e

Mm

Haadcook.........

Superintendent and head

cock 0 O O O O O O O O O

No allocation. . . . . . . .

Norepneeeeeeeeee

0.4

16.3

0.8

0.8

24.7

23.9

0.8

2.4

6.8

  

20.0

1.0

22.9

1.9

1.0

26.6

17.1

0.0

1.9

7.5

 

15.9

0.0

9.1

0.0

0.0

36.4

29.5

0.0

2.3

5.8
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TABLE 18

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR.MAKING MARKET ORDERS

 

 

 

    

___Dd b

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in allWW

#49 - 4999:9191.

b c 1

Wm

Complete responsibility. . 21.1- 15.7 28.6 15.9

Joint responsibility with

head. COOke e e e e e e e 6e8 7e8 5e? 607

superintendent and

hflfld COOk. e e e e e 0 00‘ 0.0 0.0 203

honemaking class . . . . 3.6 5.0 2.8 2.3

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

9999:. my.

Superintendent . . . . . . 1.2 2.0 1.0 0.0

Read. COOke e e e e e e e o 38.5 47e0 31e4 36e4

Superintendent and head

cook 0 O 0 O O O O O O O 2.4 3.9 1.9 0.0

All others . . . . . . . . 0.8 1.0 1.0 0.0

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.0 1.0 0.0
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It is interesting to note in Table 19 that in 19.6

percent of the small schools the superintendent assumes the

responsibility for buying the staples in quantity.

TABLE 19

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR BUYING STAPLES IN QUANTITY

 

  

 

    

Distribution

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all Wllm

' M$4 - 99 Mint.

2 A

Roaeggking teacher

Complete responsibility. . 25.0 21.6 31.4 18.2

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.3

had. COOke e e e e e e e 4.0 ‘eg 4.8 0.0

superintendent and

h.“ $00k. e e e e e e 0e4 1.0 OeO OeO

houmaking c1“. e e e e 0.8 1.0 1.0 0.0

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

.QIREIHREEIQRR

Superintendent . . . . . . 12.8 19.6 9.5 4.5

Held coats e e e e e e e e 20.7 1607 1900 3‘00

Superintendent and

”a cock. 0 O O O 0 O O 6.4 10.8 3.8 2.3

NO “IOC‘tione a o o e e e 0 0.8 1.0 1.0 0.0

Noreply.......... 1.6 2.9 0.0 2.3
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WQWWI‘”

According to information presented in Tables 20 and 21 the

administration employs and schedules adult workers; Tables 22 and

23 indicate that the homemaking teacher employs and schedules the

student workers.

TABLE 20

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

POR.EMPLOYING FULL-TIME WORKERS

 

  

 

   

 

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all7W

cho l _1§Q=§22__ :0 999 an! ‘LE

2:13.. ' ,_;--‘."_ ,-_.,,_12A_’_ _ '_1, ___,,_-__.__.~___ __...- a _,___0’ I”

no 999999:
Complete responsibility. . 4.0 4.9 3.8 2.3

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 7.1 2.9 11.4 6.8

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

912919919951

Superintendent . . . . . . 47.0 54.9 42.9 38.6

a.“ cook. e e e e e e e e 1e6 2.9 Oeo 203

Superintendent and

MM. 300:. e e e e e e e ‘eo 1.0 4e8 9.0

Board of education . . . . 2.4 4.0 1.9 0.0

‘11 Other. e e e e e e e e 200 209 100 2.3

No allocation. . . . . . . . 2.4 4.0 1.9 0.0

Nonply.......... 408 ‘eg 5.? 2.3

 





TABLE 21

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR SCHEDULING PULL-TIME WORKERS

  

 

 

manner:

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility' in all ‘ aqzipg_gp;gllpggtp_____

ch 120-499 500-999 1000-dyer

sch ti 2 2 O 44

Wiggle}:

Complete responsibility. . 10.3 8.8 13.3 6.8

Joint responsibility with

SuperintendOnt e e e e e 3.2 3.0 4e8 3.3

h.“ coat. e e e e e e e 1e2 100 1.0 2.3

homemaking 31". e e e e 0e4 0.0 1.0 000

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

Manes-.1991.

Superintendent . . . . . . 34.2 41.1 29.5 29.5

Read cook. . . . . . . . . 8.8 10.8 7.6 6.8

Superintendent and '

he“ cook. 0 O O O O O O 2.8 2.0 1.9 6.8

All 0th.]... e e e e e e e e 1oz 1.0 1.0 2.3

No allocation. . . . . . . . 6.0 10.8 1.9 4.5

No 1‘0le e e e e e e a e e e 7e2 4e9 lle‘ ass

    

 

It has already been shown that there is no agreement in

the number of adults employed and the patron load per employee,

Tables 10 and 11, pages 41 and 42. Can a,1ack of uniformity in

the number of workers employed and the patron load per employee be

attributed to this division of responsibility in employing and

scheduling: If these responsibilities were in the hands of one
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trained in management, one who understood standards of performance,

might there be a better scheduling of all workers, an increase in

the efficiency of operation, and a reduction in labor cost?

TABLI.22

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

POR.EMPLOYING STUDENT WORKERS

Digtribution

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all ‘ i e e

 

 

 b f be i  

 

Wmakin 992992;
Complete responsibility. . 30.2 25.5 39.0 20.4

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 4.8 3.9 6.7 4.5

he“. COOke e e e e e e e 400 ' 3e9 2.9 see

superintendent and

m“. 600k. e e e e e a 1.6 309 0.0 000

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

2999131999.:

Superintendent e e e a e e 12.3 1906 905 203

Read cook. . . . . . . . . 6.0 5.0 5.7 9.1

Superintendent and

head 000k. 0 a e e e e O 302 209 308 203

All others . . . . . . . . 3.6 1.0 2.9 11.4

No “locations e e e e e e e 5e6 908 2.9 203

NO reply e e e e e e e e e e 400 6.9 1.0 ‘05
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TABLE 23

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR SCHEDULING STUDENT WORKERS

W

 

 

  

  

Winn—__..

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Reaponaibility in all 74W

ML. 0.4" ‘ee-"' 3‘s)...

‘-l—_I::__.'.'_.i..‘.'.;.s Henri-gum”--- ' __---- ’ -'_.____

me e

Complete responsibility. . 31.5 30.4 35.2 25.0

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 2.8 5.9 1.0 0.0

had. COOke e a e e e e e 5.0 5.9 7e6 2.3

superintendent and

head. COOko e e a e e a 0.4 1.0 0.0 0.0

homemaking class . . . . 0.4 1.0 0.0 0.0

all Other. e e e e e e e 0e8 OeO 1.0 2.3

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

9.5.4118 £12999

Superintendent . . . . . . 11.1 13.7 6.6 15.9

Head COOke e e e e e e e e 10.7 15e6 10e4 0.0

Superintendent and

“a COOke e e e e e e e 3.0 3.0 3.9 OeO

Principal. . . . . . . . . 2.0 0.0 1.9 6.8

A11 Other. e e e e e e e e 2.4 1.0 209 4e5

No allocation. . . . . . . . 2.4 3.9 1.0 2.3

No reply e e e e e e a e e e 3.8 3.0 2e9 4e5
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WhammmMW.99mm

9941mm

A comparison of the allocations of this group of activi-

ties will show that the head cook is carrying the responsibility

for the supervision of food preservation, Table 24, for food

TABLE24

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR SUPERVISION OF FOOD PRESERVATION

 

 

 

 

i

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all of mflgmllnents

4293399 500-999 -

 

Engaging Luella

  

 

 

 
 

Conplete responsibility. . 15.1 20.6 12.3 9.1

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 1.6 3.9 0.0 0.0

head cook. . . . . . . . 9.1 9.8 8.5 9.1

superintendent and

mad. 300k. a e e e e e 102 20° 10° 00°

homemmng Cl“. 0 e e e Oea 10° 100 000

‘11 Other. 0 e e e e e e 0.8 1.0 1.0 000

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

magmas.

Superintendent . . . . . . 2.4 2.9 2.8 0.0

Read cook. . . . . . . . . 22.7 23.5 20.9 25.0

Superintendent and

mu CGOke O O O O O O O 20‘ 2.9 1.0 4.5

‘11 Other. 0 O O O O O O O 2.0 1.0 2.8 2.3

No allocation. . . . . . . . 8.8 7.9 10.7 6.8

No reply e e e e e e e e e e 80‘ 5.9 1104 6.8
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preparation, Table 25, and for counter service, Table 26. However,

if one were to combine the percentages representing the cases in

which.the homemaking teacher assumed responsibility completely or

Jointly with the head cock, homemaking class, superintendent, and

other persons it would be found that she has a.naJor part in the

supervision of all three of these activities.

TABLE 25

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR SUPERVISION OF FOOD PREPARATION

  

13: 2112912192: ’ " '

Per cent in schools

 

Allocation or

Responsibility

 

 

   ~1_be -- g... 2 oz ‘ . 44

 

Ream “_rteache

Complete responsibility. . 23.5 28.4 23.8 11.4

Joint responsibility with

superintendent e e e e e 1.5 1.0 3.8 Oeo

head COOke e e e e e e a 13.9 17e6 11.4 11e4

superintendent and

head. COOk. e e e e a e 0e4 0.0 100 Oeo

homemaking class . . . . 0.8 1.0 1.0 0.0

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

Manama:

superintendent e e e e e e 1.2 2.0 1.0 000

Head COOke e e e e e e e e 30.7 30.4 29e4 38e9

Superintendent and '

head cook. . . . . . . . 1.2 2.0 0.0 2.3

All Others e e e e e e e e °e8 Dec 100 2.3

NO allocatione e e e e e e e 0e4 0.0 1.0 0.0

NO reply e e e e e e e e e e 0e8 0.0 1.0 2e3

 



59

TTBLE 26

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR SUPERVISION OF COUNTER SERVICE

m w“.———‘-

  

 

 

 

 

    

Distribution ‘1‘

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in allW

MJELQQ 500-993 1002:1123.

W$$¢A

Manages 3.2946he

Complete responsibility. . 19.1 22.6 19.0 11.4

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 1.6 2.9 1.0 0.0

head COOke a e e e e e e 6e4 4e9 ass 405

superintendent and

head COOko e e e e e e 0.8 3.0 0.0 0.0

homemaking cm. s e e e 1.2 2.0 1.0 000

volunteer student workers 0.4 1.0 0.0 0.0

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

Manon;

Superintendent . . . . . . 1.6 1.0 2.9 0.0

Read cook. . . . . . . . . 31.0 32.3 26.6 38.6

Superintendent and

head COOke e e e e e e e zoo ‘eg Goo Goo

Teachers . . . . . . . . . 0.8 2.0 0.0 0.0

All others . . . . . . . . 2.4 1.0 3.8 2.3

No allocation. . . . . . . . 3.2 2.9 4.8 0.0

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 4.8 2.9 5.7 6.8

 

The extent to which other teachers in the school are sharing

with the homemaking teacher in the supervision of the dining room is

presented in Table 27. They share this activity almost equally in

schools of all sizes. This seems to be one of the phases of lunchp

room operation in which the other members of the school staff have



begun to fit into the picture. One might anticipate a high degree

of student participation in both dining room and counter supervision;

but, according to Tables 26 and 27, this is not a common practice.

Are the homemaking teachers missing an opportunity to make use of a

good vocational experience for those students in Homemaking III who

have a major interest in food service?

TABLE 27

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR SUPERVISION OF DINING ROOM

 

 
 

 

    

 

W

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all walnuts.-

W329L119:

Complete responsibility. . 16.7 18.6 ‘ 16.2 13.6

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 1.6 3.0 0.0 2.3

head cook. e e e e e e e 3.3 3.9 3.8 000

homemaking 31”. e e e e Gas 1.0 1.0 000

teachers a e e e e e e e 4.0 4e9 2.9 4e5

all others . . . . . . . 3.2 0.0 5.7 4.5

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

9.32.1118 99.1.2999.

Superintendent . . . . . . 3.6 6.9 1.9 0.0

Read cook. . . . . . . . . 8.3 8.8 6.6 11.5

Superintendent and

head COOko e e e e e e e 0e8 1.0 1.0 0.0

Teachers . . . . . . . . . 15.5 17.6 14.3 13.6

Principal. . . . . . . . . 1.6 3.0 0.0 2.3

All others . . . . . . . . 6.8 4.9 9.5 4.5

No allocation. . . . . . . . 4.8 4.9 4.8 4.5

NO reply e e e e e e e e e e 4.4 309 5.7 2.3
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The responsibilities for all phases of accounting and record

keeping are divided among more people than are any of the other

activities previously discussed. Although a number of persons are

involved in each of these activities, Tables 28 through 35 would

seem to indicate that, except for a few scattered instances, there is

a tendency to concentrate the responsibility in the hands of the

administration-the superintendent or his secretary.

The teachers and student workers share with the homemaking

teacher in selling lunch tickets, Table 28. Student workers receive

cash for meals in the large and middle groups of schools, Table 29.

The homemaking teacher assumes more responbibility for keeping a

record of the number of persons served in schools of less than 1,000

enrollments, Table 30; the head cook takes over this activity in the

large schools. Tables 31 and 32 indicate the head cook is responsible

for keeping a.perpetual inventory and taking a.nonthly physical invenp

tory in about one-fifth of the schools of all sises. The homemaking

teacher keeps the financial records and prepares the monthly financial

reports in more of the schools with enrollments of 500 to 999 than

any other one person, Tables 33 and 34.
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TABLE 28

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR SELLING LUNCH TICKETS

‘1 I __..-

 

  

 
 

    

‘ L 1:—

Dist:ibutiog_fi

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all wwwan...

sch ols 129:499 500-999 1000-over

e ch o re 1 _JLMagfiw

Wiggins;

Complete responsibility. . 6.8 3.9 11.4 2.3

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 0.4 1.0 0.0 0.0

head cook. . . . . . . . 0.4 0.0 0.0 2.3

homemaking Cl“. e e e e 2.8 4e9 leg 0.0

student workers. . . . . 1.2 0.0 2.9 0.0

teachers . . . . . . . . 1.2 2.0 0.0 2.3

‘11 Other’ e e e e e e e 1e6 OeO see OeO

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

Lube 92:99.99.

Superintendent . . . . . . 8.3 14.7 5.7 0.0

Read cook. . . . . . . . . 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.3

Superintendent and

, head cook. . . . . . . . 0.4 0.0 1.0 0.0

Secretary to superintendent 8.0 14.7 4.8 0.0

Teachers . . . . . . . . . 9.6 17.7 2.9 6.8

Student workers .. . . . . 8.3 3.9 9.5 15.9

All others . . . . . . . . 7.6 3.9 9.5 11.3

No allocation. . . . . . . . 11.1 8.8 11.4 15.9

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 5.6 4.9 6.6 4.5



TABLE 29

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR RECEIVING CASH FOR.MEALS

W 

  

 

    

 

Diatxihutinn. ,_

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools ‘

Responsibility in all _MflwdlnenL

MMm-Sl49992919;

_3J 2§l ‘22 ASE 44

Making leeches:

Complete responsibility. . 8.7 8.8 10.5 4.5

Joint responsibility with

- hamma-king c1“. e e e e 3e6 Sag 4e8 0.0

.tndent “who". e e e e ze4 10° Zea 000

temr. e e e e e e e e lez 2.0 000 2.3

all others . . . . . . . 2.0 1.0 3.8 2.3

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

cher pggsgns

Superintendent . . . . . . 7.2 12.7 4.8 0.0

Read cook. . . . . . . . . 3.6 4.9 1.9 4.5

Secretary to superintendent 8.7 15.7 4.8 2.3

Teachers . . . . . . . . . 7.6 13.7 3.8 2.3

Student workers. . . . . . 16.1 8.8 18.1 22.7

“1 Other. e e e e e e e e 1102 5e9 1104 22s?

No allocation. e e e e e e e 1oz 1.0 leg Oeo

No reply 0 O O O O O O O O O 2.8 8.0 3.8 0.0

 





TABLE 30

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR KEEPING.A RECORD OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS SERVED

    

 

  

_Dietribution

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all ‘____91_1§;11ng_en;gllments

 c 0 120-499 500-999 1000—eve:
  

   
 

 

Wham

Complete responsibility. . 14.7 15.6 15.2 11.4

Joint responsibility with

h.“ COOke e e e e e e 0 1oz 2.0 100 OeO

homemaking class . . . . 3.9 3.9 5.7 0.0

all Other. e e e e e e e 6e‘ ‘eg 8.5 4e5

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

Ether persons

Superintendent . . . . . . 6.4 11.8 3.8 0.0

Read cock. 0 O O O O O O O 12.7 11.8 110‘ 18.1

Superintendent and

h.“ 000k. 0 O O O O O O 3.2 4.9 1.9 2.3

Secretary to superintendent 5.6 9.8 2.9 2.3

Teacher. e e e e e e e e e 2e4 4e9 100 0.0

StudQnt worker's e e e e e 6e4 200 905 9e].

‘11 Other.ee e e e e e e e 1.on 8.8 11.4 901

No allocation. . . . . . . . 1.2 0.0 0.0 6.8

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 1.2 2.0 1.0 0.0
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TABLE 31

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR KEEPING PERPETUAL INVENTORY

  

  

   

, W

~ Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all arzing en:gllmgnig____

.499 500-999 -

umb he 2 2 44

emaki e

Complete responsibility. . 13.1 13.7 15.2 6.8

Joint responsibility with

head cook. . . . . . . . 6.8 5.9 7.6 6.8

homemaking c1”. e e e a 0.4 0.0 1.0 0.0

NO responsibility. e e e o 24.7 17e6 26e6 36.4

Ether 291.....saon

Superintendent . . . . . . 7.2 14.7 2.9 0.0

Read COOke e e e e e e e e “e6 24.6 22.8 29.5

Superintendent and

head cook. . . . . . . . 2.4 2.9 2.9 0.0

Secretary to superintendent 1.6 2.9 0.0 2.3

Superintendent and .

'ecretme e e e e e e e 1.6 1.0 2.9 000

All Other. 0 e e a e e e e 2.0 2.0 1.0 ‘e6

No allocation. . . . . . . . 10.8 10.8 12.4 6.8

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 4.8 3.9 4.7 6.8

 



TABLE 32
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ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR TAKING MONTHLY PHYSICAL INVENTORY OF FOODS

 

Allocation of

Responsibility

 

 

Numb f s e

Welessee: ,

Complete responsibility. .

Joint responsibility

superintendent . .

head cook. . . . .

homemaking class .

No responsibility. .

like; was.

Superintendent . . .

Read cook. . . . . .

Superintendent and

head cook. . . . .

All others . . . . .

No allocation. . . . .

Noreply.......

with

 

   

  

magnum“

Per cent Per cent in schools

in all ‘ - ' -

9929919....

4&— ,

14.6 14.8 17.1 9.1

0.4 1.0 0.0 0.0

3.2 2.9 4.8 0.0

0.8 0.0 1.9 0.0

24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

7.2 13.7 3.8 0.0

24.3 22.5 24.7 27.3

3.2 6.9 1.0 0.0

3.2 2.0 2.9 6.8

11.2 10.8 10.5 13.6

7.2 7.8 6.7 6.8
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TABLE 33

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR KEEPING FINANCIAL RECORDS

  

 

   

Manna

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all . 11mggtg____,

seamle— -499 - L1999:9m_

b r 2 2 44

ISSQRRI.

Complete responsibility. . 16.3 15.7 21.9 4.5

Joint responsibility with

superintendent e e e e e 3.8 2.0 3.3 3.3

head COOke e e e s e e e 0.8 Goo Goo 405

homemaking c1“. 0 e e e 2.0 3.9 109 0.0

secretary to

”perintendent e e e e 2o4 2.0 209 203

all others . . . . . . . 2.4 1.0 4.8 0.0

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

9...:the 221299.!

Superintendent . . . . . . 19.4 32.2 11.5 9.1

Head COOke e e e e e e e e 3.2 2.0 leg 9.].

Superintendent and

head Cocks e e e e e e e 3.6 3.9 3.8 2.3

Secretary to superintendent 10.4 10.8 9.5 11.4

Superintendent and

Secretarye e e e e e e e 4e0 6e9 1.9 2oz

All Other. e e e e e e e e 7e2 3.0 7e6 15e8

NO reply e e e e e e e e e e 0.8 0.0 109 0.0

 



TABLE34

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR PREPARING MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORTS

  

 

 
 

    

Minn

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all MM me

gchgolg 120-499 500-999 1000-9194;

Numbeg 91‘ schools zgmgtigg 25], 102 ___‘_1_4;____

Eggemakigg teachg;

Complete responsibility. . 16.7 17.6 20.0 6.8

Joint responsibility with

superintendent e s e e e 4.0 209 3.3 608

head cook. . . . . . . . 1.2 0.0 1.0 4.5

student workers. . . . . 0.8 0.0 1.9 0.0

secretary to superinten-

dent e e e e e s e e e 1oz 100 1.0 203

all Other. 0 O O 0 O 0 O 0.4 0.0 1.0 0.0

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

chg; pergons

Superintendent . . . . . . 22.3 37.3 15.2 4.5

Head COOK. e e e e e e e e 2.0 zoo 1.0 4e5

Superintendent and

mad. COOke e e e e e e e 2e8 100 3.8 4e5

Secretary to superintendent 17.5 15.7 18.1 20.7

‘11 Other. 0 O O 0 O O O O 5.2 3.9 4.7 9.0

No allocation. . . . . . . . 0.4 1.0 0.0 0.0

NO reply e e e e e e e e e e 0e8 0.0 1.9 OeO
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TABLE 35

‘ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR PAYING LUNCHROOM BILLS

  
  

 

 
 

 
  

 

Allocation of Per cent

Responsibility in all

schools

Enspsssgi ash2919s29--rt1': 251.__...——,~.— _ fl“.— ._.,,-

Homemaking teacher

Complete responsibility. .

withJoint responsibility

superintendent . .

superintendent and

head cook. . . .

homemaking class .

all others . . .

No responsibility.

Qibsz.nezssns

Superintendent . .

Head cook. . . . .

Superintendent and

madCOOkseoesooo

Secretary to superintendent 17.9

C O 0

Board of education . . . . 4.8

“1 Other. 0 e s e e s e e 5.5

NO reply 0 e o e o e e s s o 008

         
 

  

"flimfl’

Per cent in schools

er n enr llments

_;§Q:499 500-999 1000—over

Wlpgflww 105 44

9.8 8. 6 9.1

1.0 1.9 2.3

1.0 0.0 0.0

3.9 0.0 0.0

0.0 5.7 0.0

17.6 26.6 36.4

37.3 26.6 6.8

2.0 1.0 4.5

1.0 1.9 2.3

14.7 19.0 22.7

7.8 1.9 4.5

3.9 4.9 11.4

0.0 1.9 0.0
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W. Earn. mwgmmmm

The planning of improvements in the school lunchroom,

Table 36, and the selection of equipment, Table 87, are centered

around the homemaking teacher and the superintendent or the conbina-

tion of these two persons, and the head cook. In only one instance

TABLE 36

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR PLANNING IMPROVEMENTS IN PHYSICAL SET-UP

  

 
 

 

   

fl:th "

.Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all -' we -; g_.1;mentg____

3.9.1.1.!“0 A 99 3' 99 4999:2111.

Numb'.TL;-;E§;;4;mm2;1_._;3____§...,__-_,h9§._-_m,.L3 __.n.___éélml.

Wme n m;

Complete responsibility. . 4.4 5.9 4.8 0.0

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 16.7 11.8 22.8 13.6

h.“ 600k. a e e . s s s 306 209 408 203

superintendent and

head COOke s e e e s e 1603 1207 2000 1600

homemaking Cl”. 0 e e e 1.6 2.9 100 000

all others . . . . . . . 8.4 12.8 5.7 4.5

no responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 86.4

Mums ,

Superintendent . . . . . . 12.7 20.6 7.6 6.8

Superintendent and

head cook. . . . . . . . 4.4 6.9 1.9 4.5

All others . . . . . . . . 3.6 3.0 0.0 13.6

No allocation. . . . . . . . 0.8 0.0 1.9 0.0

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.3
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TABLE 37

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR SELECTION OF EQUIPMENT

 
 

 

   

“WM

4Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all ‘ 91 lagging gnrgllgggtg

mm... A "'49me

"-"f'. of ‘._. -ss s; s‘ __.2 ~ Us a

a

Complete responsibility. . 4.8 6.9 3.8 2.3

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 15.5 10.8 23.7 6.8

he” cock. 0 O O O O O O 4.4 3.9 4.8 4.5

superintendent and

head cook. . . . . . . 19.4 19.6 22.8 11.4

homemaking class . . . . 2.0 2.9 1.0 2.3

‘11 Other. 0 s e e s e e 408 509 308 405

No responsibility. '. . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

91221211921.

Superintendent e s e e e e 7 e 2 11 e 8 2 e 9 60 8

Head C0015. s s e e e s e e 1.6 200 100 3.3

Superintendent and

head cook. 0 s e a e e s 9.2 12.7 4.8 110‘

‘11 OLhCr. s e e a s e e e 4.8 5.9 1.9 9.0

NO allocation. 0 e s e s s s 004 000 100 000

no reply 0 e e e e e s e s e 1.2 0.0 109 2.3

 

does the superintendent rank first in assuming responsibility for

planning improvements--the group of schools with 500 to 999 enroll-

ments, Table 36.

The head cook or the head cook and Janitor carry the major

responsibility for the care of equipment and the maintenance of

sanitation. These facts are evidenced in Tables 38 and 39.
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TABLE 38

ALLOCATION m: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

Iron CARE AND MAINTENANCE OF EQUIPMENT

  

  
   

 
 

 
 

    

Jim

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all . of gagging enrgllmegtg

ch 1203499 .500:999 -

N be f n 22; L02 105 44

Rogemaking teache: '

Complete responsibility. . 4.4 5.9 2.9 4.5

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 4.0 2.0 7.6 0.0

head 300k. 0 e s e e e e 909 12.7 10.5 2.3

superintendent and

head 300k. 0 e e e e s 702 5e9 6.6 1103

homemaking c1”. e e s s 4so 409 498 000

‘11 Other! 0 o e e e e e 302 409 1.9 203

No responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

chg; persons

Superintendent e s s e s s ‘so 509 2.9 203

Head coat. 0 e s e e e e 0 22oz 26e5 2009 1509

Superintendent and

head cook. . . . . . . . 3.2 3.9 2.9 2.3

Janitor. . . . . . . . . . 1.6 1.0 1.9 2.3

All others . . . . . . . . 10.7 8.8 8.6 20.4

Foreply.......... 0.8 0.0 1.9 0.0
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TABLE 39

ALLOCATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

FOR MAINTENANCE OF SANITATION

 

  

 
 

   
 

 

Allocation of Per cent Per cent in schools

Responsibility in all ‘nggth

M 120-499 500-999 1009-03;

brfchoseoi 2 192 I LQ§ 44

Homemgigg Mg;

Complete responsibility. . 4.0 6.9 2.9 0.0

Joint responsibility with

superintendent . . . . . 5.2 3.9 7.6 2.3

head coats e s s s e s s 909 10.8 10.5 6.8

superintendent and

he“ COOks O O O O O O 7.1 9.8 5.7 4.5

homemaking class . . . . 1.2 1.0 1.9 0.0

811 Others e s a s e s e 608 897 507 4s5

NO responsibility. . . . . 24.7 17.6 26.6 36.4

LJthe new

superintendent s e e e e o 4.0 5.9 2.9 2.3

Read cook. . . . . . . . . 15.1 18.6 13.3 11.5

Superintendent and

he“. COOke s e e e e s e 2.8 2.0 3.8 203

Janitor. . . . . . . . . . 5.6 2.0 5.7 13.6

Read cook and Janitor. . . 6.0 6.9 4.8 6.8

All others . . . . . . . . 5.2 4.9 5.7 4.5

NO reply s e e e o s e s e e 2.4 1.0 2e9 405
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SUMMARY OF ALLOCATION OF RESPONSIBILITIES -

A.brief look at the discussion presented on pages 46 through

73 will indicate that the homemaking teacher has no responsibility

for the lunchroom operation in approximately 24.7 per cent of all

schools studied. In those schools in which she does have a.part,

a summary may be made as follows:

1.

2.

3.

5.

The homemaking teacher assumes more responsibility

than any other one person for planning the lunch

menu, approving the menu, and making aenu.substi-

tutions. She buys the staples in quantity in

approximately one-fourth of the schools studied.

The head cook assumes these responsibilities when

the homemaking teacher does not.

The superintendent employs and schedules adult

workers: the homemaking teacher employs and schedules

student workers.

The head cook carries most of the responsibility for

the supervision of food preservation, food preparation,

and counter service. The homemaking teacher and the

other teachers in the school share almost equally in

the supervision of the dining room.

The activities connected with record keeping are

divided among many people. Except for a few scattered

instances, there is a.tendancy to center this respon-

sibility in the office of the superintendent.

The improvement of the lunchroom and the selection of

equipment is a Joint activity of the homemaking teacher,

superintendent, and head cook. The care of equipment

is in the hands of the head cook and the Janitor assists

her in maintaining sanitation.
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SCHEDULE AND TRAINING OF THE HOMEMAKING TEACHER

To gain a further understanding of the relationship of

the homemaking teacher to the school lunch, an answer was sought

for each of these questions: A

l. How'much time is the homemaking teacher scheduled

for lunchroom supervision?

2. How’much time does she spend daily in lunchroom

supervision?

3. Do her lunchroom duties require that she stay during

the noon hour?

4. Does she receive any remuneration for her lunchroom

work:

5. What part does she have in the training of lunchroom

workers?

6. What are some of the situations which create manage-

ment problems?

7. What college courses has she had as background training

for her part in the lunchroom program:

To determine the answers to the questions listed above, an

analysis was made of Part 3 of the questionnaire-othe portion which

was to have been completed by the homemaking teacher herself. A

total of 190 questionnaires were available for this part of the

study: those from the 189 schools in which the teacher has a part

in the lunchroom program and an additional one received from the

second teacher in a school in which both had some part in the program.

Table 40 is a summary of the time allowed the homemaking

teacher for lunchroom supervision, as reported by the superintendent,

and the time spent in supervision, as reported by the homemaking
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._ ‘ -...- __.. _—

 

_129 casesl
 

Time .____IhuLL

Assigned To ent

Daily Assigned es SP    

 

1.5111252.

None . . . . 34.2 40

30

minutes. . . 2.1 90 _-

60

“that... 0 O 85.3 71 20.7

2 hon-1". e 0 4.8 35 6.9

3 hours. . . 2.1 60 6.9

5 hours. . . 1.0

1/2 day. . . 0.5 __

Misc. time: 3.2

Incomplete

returns. . 12.6 13.8

No reply . . 4.2

 

 

Extra.Minutes Spent

 

   

 

EEEEEI TotallpAveraggh

6 - 408 41

150

17.3 30 - 180 30

-- --
-- -.

 

TOTALS 100.0 . 56 "O 100.0

150
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teacher. 0f the 190 teachers reporting 98, or 51.5 per cent, spend

an average of 54 minutes more each day in school lunch activities

than is allowed than for this purpose. The amount of extra time

spent ranges from six minutes to two and one-half hours daily, and

one single instance is reported in which the teacher spends '8 - 10

hours'. A close examination of the questionnaire returned by this

teacher discloses these additional facts: she teaches {our home-

making classes and one class in ninth grade English; she is a play

director, and a class sponsor as well as adviser to the Future

Homemakers of America; she has complete authority for ten of the

twenty lunchroom activities in which she participates: she serves

as chairman of the Nutrition Education Committee; and she supervises

three full-time adults and twenty-eight students employed in the

lunchroom.

Chile the percentage of teachers who spend extra time in

lunchroom activities increases as the schools grow larger, the

average of extra time spent per teacher decreases.

Table 41 presents the answer to the third question: Do

her lunchroom duties require that she stay during the noon hour?

Over one-half of the teachers reporting are expected to supervise

during the noon hour. This is true in all enrollment groupings.
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TABLE 41

PER CENT OF HOMEMAKING TEACHERS WHO SUPERVISE

THE SCHOOL LUNCH DURING THE NOON HOUR

.. _—

  

 

Lunchroom Duties Require Per Cent Per Cent in Schools

Teacher To Stay In 111mm

Duri- Noon Hour in” . 4 ‘9- mm

1-9be .f *;c-e_; --~ .3 a! z“ 77 2‘

YOS. e e e e e e e O O “O7 52.4 58.4 5107

No . . . . . . . . 39.0 38.1 39.0 41.4

NO reply e e e e e e e 5.3 9e5 2.6 6.9

 

Table 42 answers the question relative to additional remuner-

ation for school lunch supervision. In only 11.6 per cent of all the

cases reporting does the teacher receive any additional funds for

her lunchroom activity. The practice appears to be more common in

the large schools than in the smaller.

TABLE 42

PER CENT 0F HOMEMAKING TEACHERS RECEIVING ADDITIONAL WTION

FOR SCHOOL LUNCH SUPERVISION

 

  
 

I... e e e e e e e e e Ilse 5.0 13.0 Mel

NO e e e e e e e e e e 5703 50.0 5701 4803

No reply . . . . . . . 31.1 33.3 29.9 27.6

 



79

According to Table 43, 56.3 per cent of the homemaking

teachers are responsible for instruction lunchroom workers in

efficient work habits; 48.4 per cent of the teachers instruct the

workers in menu making and food preparation. Over one-third of the

teachers are responsible for some instruction in all of the phases

listed in the table.

TABLE 43

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPES OF TRAINING

WHICH HOMEMAKING TEACHERS GIVE

TO LUNCHROOM EMPLOYEES

  

 

 
 

   

 

 

Distribution_

Type; of Training Per cent Per cent in schools

Given to Employee. in all ‘ V 1 our Illgents

so 01 129-499 500-999 - r

° 82 77 29

GOOd work habit. e e e e e e 56e3 &e4 “e5 3709

Menu making. . . . . . . . . 48.4 55.9 46.7 31.0

Food preparation . . . . . . 48.4 52.4 . 51.9 27.6

Acceptable personal habits . 45.8 46.4 49.3 34.5

Menu substitutions . . . . . 43.7 45.2 45.4 34.5

Care of equipment. . . . . . 43.7 50.0 42.8 27.6

Use of equipment . . . . . . 41.6 46.4 40.3 31.0

Fbod service . . . . . . . . 38.9 48.8 54.5 31.0

Making market orders . . . . 36.3 42.9 33.8 24.1

Food preservation. . . . . . 34.2 44.0 22.6 20.7

Food storage . . . . . . . . 34.2 45.2 35.1 34.5

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 15.3 19.0 10.4 17.2

 

The situations creating management problems in respect to

the school lunch are comparatively unimportant. Table 44 suggests

that the greatest number of difficulties center around the lunch
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being prepared in the homemaking room and the interruptions of classes

to attend to the details of lunchroom operation. Both of these are

reported as problems to less than thirty per cent of any of the

teachers. The author is of the Opinion that this data has no parti-

cular significance except to point out that some of these situations

still exist.

TABLE 44

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SITUATIONS

WHICH CREATE MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS

M , Y.W  

 
 _Dismmtias:

Situations Which Create Per cent Per cent in schools

Management Problems in all 9f ggfzing enrgllments

M 120-499 500-999 1.000%

2Egmbez 9f tegcherg gepgrtigg ;2Q 84 I 77 3

Lunch prepared in the home-

making department. . . . . 24.2 28.6 23.4 13.8

 

  

   

Classes are frequently

interrupted by workers,

salesmen, and others, for

lunchroom details. . . . . 22.1 20.2 25.0 13.8

Classroom activities are

limited because the equip-

ment must be shared with

the lunchroom. . . . . . . 15.8 19.0 14.3 10.4

Foods units must be scheduled

to conform to the lunchroom

work hour. a s s s s s e e 1402 1403 1802 804

A class is being taught and

lunch is being prepared in

same room at the same time 13.7 15.5 15.6 3.4

Lunch is being prepared in a

separate room but must be

supervised while teaching

”Other Clu's s s s e s s 8.4 8.3 11.7 000

No problems. . . . . . . . . 8.4 5.9 9.1 13.8

No reply . . . . . . . . . . 42.1 50.0 37.7 48.3
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The background training of the homemaking teacher varies

greatly in respect to college courses related to food service.

Table 45 lists in order of frequency the courses which the teachers

report having had as a part of their college training. Menu.Planning

ranks first, Quantity Cookery ranks second, and School Lunch is third

in order.

TABLE 45

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF COLLEGE COURSES

RELATED TO FOOD SERVICE AS REPORTED

BI'THE HDMEMAKING TEACHERS

  

 

 
 

    

1315111921191

College Courses Reported Per cent Per cent in schools

By Homemaking Teachers in all ofjaMM

0 129-499 500-999 s1000-cve;__

be e h 84 7 2

Meal Planning. . . . . . . . 74.2 67.9 77.9 82.8

Quantity Cookery . . . . . . 61.6 65.9 66.2 65.5

SChOO]. Luna s e e a s e e s 41.6 3405 4003 6505

Institution Management . . . 33.2 28.6 39.0 31.0

Institution Marketing. . . . 25.3 23.8 26.0 27.9

Institution Equipment. . . . 24.2 21.4 24.7 31.0

Institution.Accounting . . . 14.7 13.1 14.3 20.7

Tea Room Management. . . . . 13.1 9.5 13.0' 24.1

Catering . . . . . .'. .‘. . 8.4 5.9 13.0 3.4

NO reply s s s e s s e s s o 17.4 22.6 130° 18.8

 

There is only one instance in Table 45 in which the figures

given are out of order:

enrollments over 1000, Institution Marketing and Institution Equip-

ment are the exceptions. This table indicates that less than forty

in the column representing the schools with
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per cent of the teachers in any of the schools studied hare had any'

courses in Institution Administration other than Menu Planning,

Quantity Cookery, and School Lunch. There were a few instances

reported in which the homemaking teacher intimated that all of these

previously listed college courses had been combined into one.

SUMMARI OF SCHEDULE AND TRAINING OF HOMEMAKING TEACHER

The highlights of this part of the discussion are:

1. More than one-half of the homemaking teachers report

spending more time in lunchroom activity than their

daily schedule provides. The range of time spent

is 6 to 540 minutes daily with an over-all awerage

of 54 minutes reported.

2. More than one-half of the homemaking teachers must

stay during the noon hour to supervise lunchroom

activity.

3. Additional remuneration is granted in about one-

tenth of the schools for lunchroom activity. The

practice is more common in the large school than

in the small one.

4. The homemaking teachers are assuming responsibility

for training lunchroom employees in from one-third

to one-half of the schools reporting. Training is

given more frequently in menu making, food preparsn

tion, and good work.habits.

5. Less than one-fourth of the teachers report situations

which create management problems. The two most com-

monly reported were 1) the lunch being prepared in

the homemaking department, and 2) the interruption

of classes to attend to lunchroom details.

6. Except for Meal Planning, Quantity Cookery, and School

Lunch, the homemaking teacher has had comparatively

few college courses to prepare her for her part in the

school lunch program.



VI CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings of the study as summarized in the three major

divisions of the discussion have indicated that approximately three-

fourths of the homemaking teachers are employed in schools in which

she has some part of the school lunch program. More than eighty

per cent of the lunch programs in operation are receiving assistance

from the funds of the National School Lunch Act. One of the major

responsibilities of the homemaking teacher is the planning of lunch

menus. Therefore, the prospective teacher must be given a thorough

understanding of the provisions of the Act: she must be familiar

with the requirements of the two basic types of meal patterns and

should have instruction in the use of various surplus commodities

that are frequently available.

She buys the staples in quantity in one-fourth of the

schools studied*, she employs and schedules the student workers‘, and

from one-half to one-third of the teachers have a responsibility for

training all lunchroom workers“. The homemaking teacher works with

the superintendent and head cook in the planning of improvements to

and in the selection of equipment for the lunchroom'.

A comparison of these responsibilities assumed by the home-

making teacher in the operation of the lunchroom with the college

courses she has taken'“ will suggest that the training program of

the prospective teacher should be broadened. Since she supervises

* Page 74 ‘* Page 82 *** Page 81
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and trains lunchroom workers she needs information concerning insti-

tution management practices. In order to assist in planning improve-

ments to the physical plant and selection of equipment for it she

needs instruction in the field of Institution Equipment. To do an

efficient Job of buying she needs the background of a course in

Institution Marketing.

While all of these courses as well as Institution Accounting

are a.nngt for those persons who anticipate a full-time program of

lunchroom management, it is not practical to suggest the addition of

three courses to the pro-service training program of the homemaking

teacher who is to have the lunchroom as one of her school activities.

A summer workshop for teacher-managers incorporating a.number of these

phases of institution aanagement would give valuable assistance to

the teachers in the state.

In the schools in which the nutrition education program is

a part of the school lunch, the homemaking teacher is the person most

frequently named as chairman of the program. The pro-service training

of the teacher should give her suggestions for the strengthening of

this nutrition program. The lunchroom is not the sole responsibility

of the homemaking teacher. She needs guidance in develOping plans

whereby other members of the school staff and of the community can

become interested in such a program and be willing to offer their

services and support.

More than one-half of the teachers in the schools studied

are expected to supervise the lunchroom during the noon hour, and
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approximately the same proportion of the teachers spend an average

of 54 minutes more each day in lunchroom activities than has been

assigned to them for this purpose. If the administration is to

expect the homemaking teacher to assume a major role in the operation

of the lunchroom, then it will be necessary to make some adjustment

of this teacher's schedule. Unless this is done the teachers will

either continue to turn aside from all lunchroom activities or will

accept it at the sacrifice of good classroom teaching.

The head cock is assuming the major responsibility for

making market orders, the supervision of food preparation and counter

service, the keeping of inventories, the care and maintenance of

equipment, and the maintenance of sanitation. These activities

suggest the basic materials which might constitute an in-service

employee training program or serve as the foundation for area workb

shops for lunchroom personnel. Instruction of this type might be

offered in county area groupings through the office of the State

School Lunch Director.
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDIES

Since the data on the Questionnaires have been analyzed

from the over-all point of view only, further study might be made

of the lunchroom activities of the experienced teacher and of the

beginning tdacher. Information concerning the teacher load in

addition to lunchroom activities might be summarised; that is,

the number of classes taught by the homemaking teacher as well as

the extra-curricular activities assigned to her in addition to

the supervision of the lunchroom.

The School Lunch Advisory Committee and the effectiveness

of the nutrition education program in connection with the school

lunch are problems in which special investigations might be done.

A study of the use of adult and student workers might aid in

establishing standards sf'patron load per employee. These studies

might all lead to a more uniform plan for the over-all Operation

of the lunch program and the development of suggestions for the

integration of the lunchroom into the total program.



l.
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East Lansing, Michigan

March 7, 1949

To the Superintendents of

Michigan Schools

Dear Sir:

, The departments of Institution Administration and of Heme

Economics Education at Michigan State College are interested in securing

information concerning the extent to which the homemaking teachers of

Michigan are assuming responsibility for the school lunch.program and

to what extent the total school shares in the responsibility.

Under the Sponsorship of the two departments named above and

as a part of my graduate work, I have prepared the enclosed check list

questionnaire designed to secure data concerning the status of the

situation as it exists in 1948—19u9. Your answers will give us informa-

tion that will help to determine the training that should be given

prospective homemaking teachers in respect to their relationship to the

school lunch program.

The questionnaire is in three parts. In the interest of

accuracy and to conserve time, may I suggest that Part 1 contains

questions that you as superintendent will be able to answer quickly.

Part 2, Administration ~ Division of Responsibilities can be answered

in only a few minutes by the homemaking teacher and yourself Jointly.

Part 3 should then be completed in detail by the homemaking teacher if

she has any responsibility whatsoever with the program. A self-addressed

stamped envelOpe is enclosed in which to return the completed form.

I realize that this will take time in your already full day,

but I will be very grateful indeed for your help. I an anxious to have

every school sponsoring a lunch program answer this questionnaire in

order that the study may present an accurate picture of the situation

in Michigan.

Very sincerely,

/7. I j o ._

/ZWig/7.09% 541.4W].‘L’

/

Nila.Burt Laidlaw, Graduate Student

Department of Institution Administration

Michigan State College
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SCHOOL LUNCH.QUESTIONNAIRE Will appreciate return

’ aby'March Blot

Part 1 WM

GENERAL INFORMATION

Name of school reporting:
 

 

Total school enrollment: Length of noon hour:

Do you transport students by bus? Yes I ‘ No How many? '

Is your homemaking program reimbursed from vocational education funds?

 

 
 

Yes No

How many adult workers constitute your school lunch staff

Full time: fig ,ffi ._ , Part time: .4:

' ‘(5 hr. minimum day) (2% hr. minimum day)

How many student workers assist in the lunchroom?

How many periods per day is the homemaking teacher scheduled for lunch!

room supervision?
 

Do you have a School Lunch.Advisory Committee? Yes No

 

 

Do you have an organized nutrition program as a part of your school

lunch? Yes No

If "Yes", who is in charge of the program?

Does the program provide training in:

Food selection Yes __ No __ Eating habits Yes __ No __

Social relations Yes __ No __ Table manners Yes __ No ____

 

TYPE OF LUNCH PROGRAM

f— Please check the type of lunch program which best describes

your school in the first column below. Indicate the average number of

meals served daily in.January, 19kg, in the blanks of the second column.

Number Meals

 

Check Students Faculty

1. Lunch program reimbursed from 1. Type A

funds of Michigan School Lunch B

Program. 0

2. Lunchroom offers enough choices 2.

for a complete meal: NOT rein»

bursed.

3. One hot dishiprepared to sup— 3.

plement lunch carried from home.

h. Briefly describe any other plan:

.4 .4 '

v—f v j



ORGANIZATION OF FOOD PREPARATION
 

Which of the following plans for the preparation of food

best describes your situation? Please check in column at right.

The preparation of food for the school lunch is in the hands of:

l. volunteer student workers from all classes under the

supervision of the homemaking teacher.

2. a homemaking class under the supervision of the teacher.

3. a.homemaking class with one or more paid cooks under the

supervision of the teacher. '

h. a cafeteria class under the supervision of the teacher.

<5. a cafeteria class with one or more paid cooks under the

supervision of the teacher.

6. a private individual on a commercial basis: a concession..

7. volunteer adult workers under the supervision of the superin-

-tendent , homemaking teacher , lunchroom cook , any

other (please name) .

8. paid adult workers under the supervision of the superin—

tendent , homemaking teacher , lunchroom cook . any

other (please name) .
 

9. Briefly describe any other plan:

____5.

6.

 

LOCATION OF LUNOHROCM KITCHEN
 

What is the location of the lunchroom in relation to the

homemaking department? Please check in column at right.

The lunchroom kitchen is:

l. a part of the homemaking department.

2. adjacent to the homemaking department.

3. across the hall from the homemaking department.

u. on the same floor but in another section of the building.

,___ 5.

”-6.

5. on another floor but in the same section of the building.

6. on another floor and in another section of the building.

7. in a Separate building.

8. Describe any other location:

1+.

7.

 

If you wish a summary of the information received from the tabulated

replies to this questirnnaire, please sign below.

Date returned Signature
  



Part 2

ADMINISTRATION — DIVISION or RESPONSIBILITIES

In the chart below is a breakdown of the activities related to the Operation

of the school lunch. As you read, will you please check in the columns at

the right the person to whom each activity is assigned. If the responsibility

is assumed by more than one person, indicate Joint responsibility by checking

each person sharing it. When checking in the column headed “Others", please

be specific about naming the person in charge; 1 6., secretary to superintendent.

principal, grade room teacher, lunchroom worker. P. T.A. President, Janitor“, etc.

5 easement;lesions]: , 5

ACTIVITY 5s t inking. 3 Head ,5 on E'Not

‘ up ’ ETeacher E Cook-t: 16” 5 Dane :

..................... ...............:.........e.»-..........‘....“ ...........-..--~-- --....:....-....s:

l. Planning the menu : : . . : :
2 .....wiear‘ih'g"eii”hieiie‘§ie}ie'e‘d”"E.......... 3 ............: ......... 5 ......................

' if.someone .ieas ..... . ............. ........;........ ......5. ......................

3. {inking-menu substitutions 5 _ E _ 3 3 E f

5}. Making market orders : ' t ;

5. Buyingstaples in quantity 5 i E

6. Employing full-time workers 5 3 E E

‘7. Employing student workers _3 . 5 E . _

8. Scheduling mll~tims workers 3 f E g 3

9. Scheduling student workers 3 i _ 3 5 3

we. 3-333.882:.....°.if??? .............a ..... ............ .......... a .................... .......
11. Sgpvivision of counter § .

12. §upervision of dining room
Suerviunn ‘e‘f‘feea“"”"‘””5 ..........t...... . ..... f ..........:...................... : ...... ....

13‘?rBLervafioa ...................... ; ..... .....En .......... .......... -. .... ................. i ..... ....:

lu. Selling lunch tickets , . . E E

15. Receiving cash for me818 E . : I E 5
1 ........................... ..... .... ......... , ......... .. ............ . ......... :. ........ :

15- ...73..¥.ge?.£3§35%93€9£5rf8e ......: ...................... . ..................,............... .....E.

17- 199991.95. ramminésxentory 5 5 - 5 5aki t1 1 ..........:QIIIOQOIOOE ooooooooooo g........... 1. uuuuuuuuuuuuuuu oases-I:...... poo-E

13' ”1.1375255. 0¥§n0£¥og55§“cal ....... .:. ......... ; ....... ...}. ............................... i ......... 5

19. 9.629.135..?.1.sm¥5.9%a%..12?99?9€9 -. 5 5 I : = sa 1 monthl financial : : ......... .:........... .............:...... p

20- 19138291535.......... 5.“............... :.......... ......................

21. Paying lunchroom bills E : 3 3 5 5
t'.......... :............ t .......... z' .......................:.......... 1‘

22° 5.. .3§$§.%T§§3§f’?f’fffff ...... : ......... 4 ............ 5. ......... .= ...................... a ......... s
23. Selectionbf equipment 5 E 5 '5 5 5
2“ care afia..mea'.£hutuéh.a:fi.c.é ...........: ooooooooo g ............ Son-IICI00q-l-oooo-oICU-noccnloQII:....... ...:

‘ ..Qf equipment .......................5.......... ; .............=.......... . ......................gm:

25. haintenance11:1? sanitation J: -. _ .: ‘ .
erv S as : S- nnnnnnnnnnn : .......... : IIIII a llllllllllllllll ? ooooooooo IE

25°. utr tins. fidusatian.aommit.t999”..u..": ............=H.. . “.: ......................1.”..l-q

" Head Cook denotes first or main cook on lunchroom staff.

When the above responsibilities are assumed by more than one person. how are their

various activities conordinated? l



Part 3 .

HOIEMAKIITG TEACHER - TRAINING AND SCI-EDULE

Please complete facts concerning your training and eXperience:

Degree held Where received Maior field Minor field
  

 

 
   

Type of teaching certificate held _l_, .

How many years (include the presentffhave you taught homemaking?

 

Please indicate the number of classes you teach daily:

’ Homemaking_classes Other classes List other subjects taught
  

  

 

 

 

Check other facts pertinent to your school activities:

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

  

 
 

Yes Periods No Yes Periods No

Study hall Play director

Conference hour Dean of girls

Free period School publi—

Home room ‘ cations

Noon duty F. H. A.

Library - Others: (list)
 

Class Sponsor
 
 

 

 
 

Does your lunchroom responsibility demand that you remain in the building

during the noon hour? Yes No Extra remuneration? Yes No

How much time do you spend daily in lunchroom activities? hours

(Include any time spent during the noon hour)

Check any of the following courses you have had related to food service:

Quantity cookery ___ Tea Room Mgt..___ Inst. Equipment

Meal planning ____ Catering __"_ Inst. Marketing

School lunch ‘ ____ Inst. Mgt. Practice ____ Inst. Accounting.___

Do you have any part in training or instructing lunchroom workers in:

3.9.9.253. Yeahs.

Menu making ____ ____ Food preservation ____ _;__

Menu substitutions _.__ ____ Food storage ____ ____

Making market orders _fl__ ___. Use of equipment ____ ___

Food preparation ____ ____ Care of equipment ____ ____

Food service ____ Good work habits ____ _‘__

Acceptable personal habits ____ ____

Please check any of these situations that exist in your school:

1. The lunch is prepared in the homemaking department. ____1.

2. A.class is being taught and lunch.prepared in the same ____2.

room at the same time.

3. Lunch is prepared in a separate room but you must supervise ___.3.

it while teaching another class.

M. Class activities are limited because the equipment, linens, h,

china, etc., must be shared with the lunchroom.

5. Classes are frequently interrupted by workers, salesmen, . 5.

receipt of goods, signing of bills, etc.

6. Foods units must be scheduled to conform to the lunchroom 6.

work hours either in time of day or season of the year.

7. List any other situations that create management problems:
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.1 copy'of the post card mailed to all the superintendents

who had not returned the questionnaires by March 22, 1949.

  

  

A REMINDER a

March 22, 19499)

(Ma/WW

Did you intend to 1st March 21st slip by without

returning the School Lunch Questionnaire? we would like

to have your school represented in the composite picture

of Michigan schools. won't you please look through that

stack of mail on your desk, find the form, and mail it

today? If you have no lunch program, we will appreciate

a note to that effect.

Dear busy superintendent:

Very sincerely yours,

Nils Burt Laidlaw, Graduate Student

Department of Institution Administration

Michigan State College, East Lansing
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