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ABSTRACT

HOUSING FEATURES AND FURNISHINGS PERCEIVED BY MOTHERS TO AID

OR IMPEDE FAMILY-SHARED MEALTIME

By Jacquelyn Williams McCray

Considering The facT ThaT housing Today freqLenle is supplied

wiThouT reference To specific families if is conceivable ThaT families

may be unable To implemenT Their preferences. The objecTives of This

sTudy were To secure The responses of a sample of moThers To The following

quesTions: (l) WhaT were Their preferences concerning family-shared meal-

Time? (2) WhaT housing feaTures and furnishings did They perceive as

reIaTed To family—shared mealTime? (3) WhaT housing feaTures and furnishings

appeared To be associaTed wiTh moThers' preferences regarding family—shared

mealTime?

ThirTy respondenTs were selecTed randomly from a populaTion of 80

moThers who had children aTTending The Michigan STaTe UniversiTy LaboraTory

Preschool. This nursery school provided The inTerviewer wiTh access To

families wiTh young children who are members of a professional class.

An inTerview schedule was designed To deTermine The moThers'

preferences for shared mealTime, which housing feaTLres and furnishings were

perceived by The moThers To aid or impede family-shared mealTime, and which

housing feaTures and furnishings perceived To aid or impede family-shared

mealTime were associaTed wiTh moThers' preferences.

DaTa indicaTed ThaT 28 of The 30 respondenTs believed if was

imporTanT for families To share mealTime. AlThough Two respondenTs said

They did noT Think family-shared mealTime imporTanT all respondenTs reporTed
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Their families did share mealTimes. NeiTher The frequency of acTual shared

mealTime nor The number of members presenT was esTablished because of a

misinTerpreTaTion of The quesTion by The respondenTs. BoTh of The Two

moThers consTiTuTing The devianT cases were among Those who had been married

from one To Ten years, which suggesTs ThaT years of marriage may be a facTor

relaTed To shared mealTime preferences. No oTher demographic informaTion

revealed any Trends. DaTa descripTive of housing feaTures and furnishings

perceived by moThers To aid or impede family—shared mealTime were noT large

in number or highly repeTiTive in kind. FurniTure arrangemenT and an ouT-

door grill were The only housing feaTures or furnishings menTioned frequenle

enough by respondenTs To be considered relaTed To family-shared mealTime.

The only conclusion which could be drawn wiTh any degree of

confidence from This sTudy was ThaT almosT all moThers in The sTudy

pOpulaTion believed iT imporTanT for families To share mealTimes. The

housing feaTures and furnishings which were mosT clearly perceived To be

associaTed wiTh The occurrence of family-shared mealTime were The oquoor

grill and furniTure arrangemenT. OTher iTems were menTioned and more

refined invesTigaTions may yield findings from which inferences can be

drawn. However, no paTTerns were discernable in This sTudy. Due To The

small number of cases in The caTegory of ”do noT believe if is imporTanT

To share family mealTime" no conclusions can be sTaTed regarding The

relaTion of housing feaTures and furnishings and moThers' preferences.

The major value To be gained from The resulTs of This invesTigaTion

is To be found in implicaTions for fuTure sTudies. A narrower definiTion

of mealTime, To include only The eaTing period, mighT clarify The housing

feaTures and furnishings perceived by moThers To be relaTed To This family—
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shared acTiviTy. DaTa from Two maTched samples, varying insofar as

possible only on Their preferences for family-shared mealTime, could

yield daTa from which housing feaTures and furnishings associaTed wiTh

family-shared mealTime mighT be idenTified. IT is also possible ThaT

Trained observers wiTh previously esTablished criferia could idenTify

housing feaTures and furnishings conceivably relaTed To a family acTiviTy

which could Then be compared wiTh families having differenT shared-

acTiviTy paTTerns. Lasle, greaT cauTion musT be exercised To be cerTain

respondenTs undersTand and consisTenle follow The definiTions of The

Term "family-shared."
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INTRODUCTION

Broad implicaTions for housing forms are suggesTed when shelTer

is viewed in relaTion To family developmenT and individual behavior.

There is growing evidence ThaT adequafe family life is conTingenT upon

space and faciliTies providing for physical closeness and social exclu—

siveness in acTiviTies of daily living.. Therefore, if would follow ThaT

acTiviTies of The family may be fosTered or prohibiTed by The naTure of

iTs housing.

This sTudy aTTempTed To learn wheTher housing feaTures and

furnishings were perceived by moThers To be relaTed To one family

acTiviTy, eaTing TogeTher, as a sTep in The process of learning if

family inTeracTion was in any demonsTrable way dependenT Upon housing.

The major purposes of This piloT sTudy were To answer The following

quesTions for The selecTed popuIaTion of moThers: (I) WhaT were Their

preferences concerning family—shared mealTime? (2) WhaT housing feaTures

and furnishings were perceived as being relaTed To family-shared mealTime?

and (3) WhaT housing feaTures and furnishings appeared To be associaTed

wiTh Their preferences regarding family-shared mealTime?

QperaTional DefiniTions
 

Housing feaTures - STrucTural parTs and relaTively fixed iTems

and Their arrangemenT in The home.

Housing furnishings - Moveable iTems and Their arrangemenT in

The home.
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Family-shared mealTime — Time shared by all family members

physically and menTaIly able To parTicipaTe in

JoinT eaTing acTiviTies. This includes:

PreparaTion Time - when any members of The

family share Time.

EaTing Time - when all members of The family

share Time.

PosT-meal period - when all members of The

family share Time.



CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND FOR THE STUDY

Living paTTerns respond To social change, and conversely, as

living paTTerns change, shifTs are required of The social sysTem. As

a resulT of This reciprocal process, individuals and social uniTs are

in a consTanT process of evoluTion. YeT, The arena of The socieTal

sysTem is noT prone To change as rapidly as The performers wiThin The

sysTem. Houses in The pasT have usually been designed To IasT aT leasT

half a cenTury.| Therefore, The fixed naTure of These sTrucTures suggesTs

a need To sTudy Their effecT on The more yielding human being.

HobarT said ThaT These significanT changes in living paTTerns

resulTed from The increase of personal mobiliTy: decline of sTaTus

ascripTion and increase in sTaTus achievemenT and loss of funcTion and

ascendency of maTerialisTic values.2 Bell and Vogel menTioned several

demographic changes which influenced living paTTerns: an increased raTe

of divorce and remarriages, a rise in birTh raTe and decline in deaTh raTe,

and a lower median age for any given sTage in The family life cycle.3

 

ISvend Riemer, "ArchiTecTure for Family Living," American Journal

gf_Social Issues, VII, ParT ll (l95l), I45.

 

 

2Charles HobarT, ”CommiTmenT, Value ConflicT and The FuTure of The

American Family," Marriage and Family Living, XXV, No. 4 (l963),405-406.
 

3Norman W. Bell and Ezra F. Vogel, A_Modern InTroducTion I2_The

Family (Glencoe, Ill: The Free Press, I960), pp.T94, l08.

 

3
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Duvall ciTed The following changes which have effecTed The

American family: (I) increased mobiliTy of The American socieTy, (2) more

men and women marrying and aT a younger age, (3) more families having Three

or four children, (4) more persons living To compleTe Their family life cycle,

and (5) more women working ouTside The home.| In addiTion, families have

increased resources, more leisure and more educaTion; parenTal roles have

become less disTincT, and family insTabiIiTy has increased.2

Considering The force of so many challenges To The basis for The

presenT family sTrucTure, noT all auThoriTies believed The family would

survive. Moore said in I960 ThaT The family was obsoleTe and barbaric; The

obligaTion To give affecTion as a duTy To a parTicular seT of persons on

accounT of The accidenT of birTh will cause The family as we know iT To be

eliminaTed from This socieTy.3 In a more supporTive Tone, HobarT admiTTed

ThaT The family was undergoing changes, boTh wiThin iTself and in relaTion

To The resT of socieTy, which Tended To significanle weaken iTs abiliTy To

funcTion in The TradiTionaI manner.4 He did noT accepT These changes as

evidence ThaT The insTiTuTional family was being eliminaTed. He viewed

changes in family paTTerns as a resulT of urbanizaTion and he predicTed

changes in The funcTions of The family, buT saw no indicaTion of deTerio-

raTing family sTabiliTy or solidariTy. Because of conflicTing viewpoinTs,

as exemplified by These auThoriTies, and The appearance of variaTion among

 

lEvelyn Millis Duvall, Family DevelopmenT (New York: J. B. LippincoTT

Co., I962), p. 67.

 

Ibid.
 

3BarringTon Moore, "ThoughTs on The FuTure of The Family," ldenTify

and AnxieTy, ed. ArThur J. Vidch and David M. WhiTe (Glencoe, III: The Free

Press, I960), pp. 393-394.

 

4HobarT, 9E: ciT.
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families, iT seemed wise noT To assume ThaT all families value or sTrive

for sTrong social uniTs.

Evelyn Duvall said ThaT shifTs in presenT paTTerns of living have

caused changes in The funcTion of The family.| Accordingly, in Today's

socieTy, The family funcTions as The insTiTuTion responsible for The social

and psychological developmenT of iTs members. This funcTion, said Duvall,

was jusT as imporTanT as The TradiTional family funcTions in enabling family

members To c0pe wiTh The ouTside world.2

Winch concluded ThaT Today's family is a muITi—purpose group serving

economic, poIiTicaI, socio—economic and religious funcTions, as well as

cerTain funcTions of replacemenT, posiTion conferring and emoTionaI graTi-

flcaTion.3 According To Broom and SelTniz, The family is crucial in keeping

socieTy's members in working conleion — by asserTing a sense of belonging

and providing a needed response relaTionship To help susTain The individual

in his social parTicipaTion.4 These auThors viewed Today's family as per-

forming Two major funcTions: socieTal mainTenance and individual graTifi-

caTion.

WheTher The family sysTem will survive fuTure changes in our socieTy

does noT seem viTaI for presenT purposes, since auThoriTies in boTh family

life and sociology have generally agreed ThaT The family funcTions in Today's

socieTy. Based upon This premise, iT seemed To be of currenT imporTance To

 

IDuvall, EB: ciT., p. 60.

lbid.

 

3RoberT F. Winch, The Modern Family (New York: HolT, RineharT and

WinsTon, I963), p. 8|.

 

4Leonard Broom and Philip SelTnlz, Sociology (EvansTon, lll: Row

PeTerson & Co., I958), p. 372.
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sTudy how The physical enVIronmenT affecTs The family as well as individual

deveIOpmenT.

Research in human ecology could be helpful To all persons who are

responsible for The design of Today's homes. Such persons may be planners,

members of lending InsTiTuTions, archiTecTs, prefabricaTors, adminisTraTors

of federal g0\ernmenTaI agencies and housing auThoriTies. Secondiy, This

Type of research is needed by The consuming public who COUId, if informed,

demand houses consTrucTed according To predeTermined paTTerns of living.

Schorr wroTe, "A concepTion has yeT To be deveIOped ThaT considers

man in relaTion To his physical environmenT."I Since housing is a segmenT

of man's physical environmenT, a growing impression of The significance of

The home living environmenT, in deTermining human behavior, is prompTing

a varieTy of persons To iook for objecTive evidence as a basis for p anning

and consTrucTing housing.

Riemer referred To The consequences of housing deficnencies when

he said housing and Emily cusToms were composed of sTubborn maTerials.

Thus families suffer from conflicTs beTween house forms, family values,

and cusToms because The walls of houses are noT prone To give way nor is

a house design amenable To change.

Even Though in I960, according To Beyer, one-fourfh of all exisTing

dwellings in The UniTed STaTes had been consTrucTed since I950, The wriTer

discovered no basis for ascriblng more humanfy orienTed design To ThaT

 

l . .
Alvun L. Schorr, Slums and Social InsecuriTy, U. S. DeparTmenT of

HealTh, EdLraTion and Welfare Resea'cn BuIIeTzn No. i (WashingTon: U. S.

GovernmenT PrinTing Office), pp. 32-33.

 

2 . .

Reimer, 0p. CIT.



7

period Than To The previous Ten-year span.l

Kelly concluded ThaT deSpiTe ali The Technological advances in

The home building indusTry, designs used by The average builder were noT

adequaTely supporTed by research.2

Fisher wroTe, ”Today There is no science of housing; There are only

opinions, convlcTions, and prejudices abouT iT.”3 Beyer said, "If family

funcTions were To be implemenTed, a concepTual framework musT be developed

for deTermining whaT shelTer should do To improve living condiTlons."

JusTlficaTion for The presenT sTudy is based upon The one characTer-

isTic of The family which Bell and Vogel said was responsible for The family's

abiliTy To cope wiTh change, grief, and oTher sTressfuI siTuaTions wiThouT

disinTegraTion — family solidariTy.5

SiTuaTions found by Bell and Vogel To be highly responsible for

family solidarlTy were Those allowing family inTeracTion.6 To some exTenT

The mere process of inTeracTion, even when frusTraTing To The individuals

involved, was relaTed To solidariTy. FurThermore, There were cerTain

acTiviTies parTicularly significanT for family lnTeracTion, such as The

mealTime acTiviTy, in which The family uniTed as a whole.

 

lGlenn Beyer, Housing and SocieTy (New York: The Macmillan Co.,

I964), p. I96.

 

2Burnham Kelly and AssociaTes, Design and The ProducTion g:_Houses

(New York: McGraw-Hill Co., I959), p. 43.

3ErnesT M. Fisher, "The Role of The UniversiTy in Housing Research,"

An address of The Conference of The Housing CommiTTee of The Social Science

Research Council held aT The UniversiTy of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan;

January 27 Through January 29, I949.

4 .
Beyer, EB: CIT.

5Be'l and Vogel, op, ciT.



8

AccepTance of The family as a funcTional uniT in our presenT socieTy

and The belief ThaT family solidariTy ls relaTed To family inTeracTion lead

To The conclusion ThaT a sTudy of housing and family acTiviTies permiTTing

inTeracTion would conTribuTe To a concepTual framework relaTing man To his

physical environmenT.

Summary

DespiTe conflicTing views on The fuTure survival of The family,

Today's family does have a funcTion. Housing appears To be relaTed To The

family's abiliTy To fulfill This funcTion by allowing jolnT acTiviTies which

provide The necessary response relaTionship which leads To family solidariTy.

The exTenT To which man's physical housing affecTs The family's abiliTy To

funcTion is noT known, buT There is need for a sysTemaTized sTudy To learn

how man is relaTed To his physical environmenT.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Much of The research relaTing housing and human behavior has been

focused on relaTionships beTween housing and physical healTh, while sTudies

in housing and iTs effecT upon The social behavior of iTs occupanTs have

been slow To develop. Wilner| summarized forTy research projecfs, from

boTh Europe and America, ThaT were concerned wiTh The effecTs of housing on

man's healTh and performance. AlThough his sample was noT exhausTive, These

sTudies were chosen because They represenTed work since World War II, and

They presenTed original daTa analysis. In general, The findings of These

sTudies showed a marked posiTive associaTion beTween housing and healTh:

poor housing was correIaTed wiTh poor healTh and beTTer housing wiTh

beTTer healTh. Of The TwenTy—four sTudies ThaT involved physical morbidiTy,

fifTeen showed posiTive relaTionships, seven seemed ambiguous or showed no

relaTionship beTween housing and healTh, and Two indicaTed negaTive resulTs.

Of The sixTeen sTudies ThaT dealT wiTh some aspecT of social adjusTmenT,

eleven found a posiTive relaTionship To housing, four gave ambiguous or

null resulTs, and one was negaTive. Research which associaTed housing wiTh

The incidences of Tuberculosis, respiraTory infecTions, skin diseases, acuTe

dyspepsia, anemia, rickeTs, premaTuriTy, and congeniTal malformaTions occupied

The major porTion of research inTo housing and physical healTh, while poor

 

l , . . , . ..
Daniel M. Wilner, e’r al. The Housing EnVIronmenT and Family Life

(BalTimore: The Johns HOpklns Press, I962), pp. l—40.
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school performance, menTal illnesses, and juvenile delinquency had been The

focus of The research inTo The social and psychological effecTs of housing.'

In summarizing These forTy research projecTs, Wilner showed empirical

evidences of The relaTionship beTween housing and physical healTh and some

evidence of The role housing played in devianT behavior. The auThors of The

sTudies summarized by Wilner aTTempTed To idenTify casual relaTionships

beTween housing and human healTh and behavior afTer cerTain problems occurred.2

The presenT sTudy aTTempTed To idenTify housing feaTures and

furnishings relaTed To family-shared mealTime as a sTep in The quesT To

learn The possible lnsTrumenTal value of housing To family develOpmenT.

Assuming ThaT family solidariTy Is necessary if The family is To perform one

of iTs presenT funcTions, as sTaTed by Duvall,3 Winch,4 and Broom and SelTniz,5

ThaT of The social and psychological developmenT of iTs members; ThaT family-

shared mealTime is imporTanT for family solidariTy because if allows family

inTeracTion, and furThermore ThaT moThers are insTrumenTal in direchng family-

shared acTiviTies.

LlTeraTure ThaT relaTed (|) family solidariTy To social behavior,

(2) family—shared mealTime To family inTeracTion, and (3) family group

sTrucTure To family-shared mealTime wil: be discussed in This ChapTer in an

aTTempT To describe more explicifiy The basis upon which This sTudy was

developed.

 

'lbid.
 

2Wilner, BE: ciT.

3Duvall, 9p: ci

4Winch, gp, ciT.

5Broom and SelTniz, 2B: ciT , p. 200.



DeflniTion and Role 91 Family SolidariTy
  

Cousins defined solidariTy as:

. The relaTive preponderance of favorable over hosTile

effecTs, and a similar balance of moral respecT among The co-

parTicipanTs in The concreTe group acTing ouT The sysTem. As a

resulTanT of inTeracTion, solidariTy is a reflecTion of Thel

common orienTaTion of The acTors in The social sysTem .

Broom and SelTniz considered solidariTy as a conTribuTor To morale

building and concluded ThaT emoTional solidariTy was closely relaTed To

feelings of anTagonism Toward ouT-groups.2 SolidariTy conTribuTed To in-

groups morale by creaTing a common mood of self-sacrifice, of shared danger,

or of devoTion To a cause. "Consciousness of belonging TogeTher or being

'of The same kind' prevades The group, breaking down personal reserve and

releasing feelings of affecTion and sympaThy."3 Under such condiTlons, muTual

inspiraTion is possible and individuals may rise To greaT heighTs of courage

and efforT.

Winch considered family solidariTy as composed of boTh passive and

acTive elemenTs. The firsT parT of Winch's definiTion of family solidariTy

was The elemenT of passive solidariTy, defined as:

. The responsiblliTy of one family To anoTher if The second

should suffer an injury because of some crime commiTTed by a member

of The firsT family. This collecTive responsiblliTy mighT well

involve conTribuTions from all memgers of The criminal's family To

compensaTe The injured family.

 

lAlberT N. Cousins, "The Failure of SolidariTy," The Family,

ed. Bell and Vogel (Glencoe, Ill: The Free Press, I960), pp. 403-4l6.

 

2Broom and SelTniz, EB: ciT., p. 260.

lbld.
 

4winch, o_p. ciT., pp. I08-IO9.
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AcTive solidariTy, on The oTher hand, is described as a characTer-

isTic of The family whereby members are expecTed To assisT in securing

revenge for wrongs done a klnsman by an ouTsider. Specific characTerisTlcs

of acTive solidariTy, as given by Burgess and Lock, are:

(I) The feeling on The parT of all members ThaT They belong pre—

eminenle To The family group and ThaT all oTher persons are ouT—

siders; (2) compleTe inTegraTion of individual acTiviTies for The

achievemenT of family objecTives; (3) The assumpTlon ThaT land,

money, and oTher maTerial goods are family prOperTy, involving

obligaTions To supporT individual members and give Them assisTance

when They are in need; (4) willingness of all oTher members To

rally To The SUpporT of anoTher member if aTTacked by ouTsiders;

and (5) concern for The perpeTuaTion of The family as evidenced

by helping an adulT child in beginning and conTinuing an economic

acTiviTy in line wiTh family expecTaTions, and in seTTing up a

new household.’

Earle, in an invesTigaTion of mariTal conflicT and family uany

wiThin a randomly-selecTed group of NorTh Carolina families, showed ThaT

homes which were high in cohesiveness, were among oTher qLaliTies, more

frequenle characTerized by joinT parTicipaTion, happy members, equal-

lTarlanlsm, and consensus among members. In families where solidariTy was

high, adolescenTs more ofTen respecTed Their parenTs, and parenTal influence

and conTrol were more probable.2

Bell and Vogel said ThaT for a grOUp To malnTaln close relaTionships

beTween members over a long period of Time required some commiTmenT and

feelings of solidariTy. SolidariTy gave members The moTlvaTion To abide

by The norms of The group. if There was liTTie solidariTy wiThin The family,

The obligaTions imposed by The group seemed oppressive, buT when There was

a greaT deal of solidariTy, The obligaTions were accepTed as naTural and

were noT felT as obligaTions. In addiTion, feelingsof solidariTy were very

lErnesT W. Burgess and Harvey J. Locke, The Family: From InsTiTuTion
  

:2_Companlonship (New York: American Book, I953), p. 60.
 

2John RochesTer Earle, ”MarlTal Conf: CT and Family UniTy,"

(unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, The UniversiTy of NorTh Carolina aT Chape' Hill,

I963), pp. IOZ—IO7.
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imporTanT in dealing wiTh individual Tensions and personaliTy problems.[

In This reference, solidariTy was defined as: favorable effecTs

and a balance of moral respecT among coparficipanTs in a concreTe group;

reflecTion of common orienTaTion; ouT-group anTagonism and in-group inspiraTion;

a feeling of belonging; and compleTe inTegraTlon for The achievemenT of family

objecTives. Such phrases as "compleTe inTegraTlon for The achievemenT of

family objechves," "in-group inspiraTion," "common orienTaTion” and "co—

parTicipanTs in a concreTe group" indicaTed an acTive elemenT of solidariTy,

obligaTing The individual family members To work Toward implemenTing over-

all family funcTions. The degree of obligaTory accepTance depended upon The

degree of solidariTy wiThin The group.

According To Homans, group solidariTy was dependenT upon shared

acTiviTies. A decrease in The shared acTiviTies of any group led To a

decrease in The number of senTimenTs which group members had for one anoTher.

This decrease in The number of senTimenTs had a cyCIlc effecT, which resulTed

in sTil! less desire for solidariTy, wiTh sTill fewer shared acTiviTies.

Conversely, when shared acTiviT es formed The basis for The developmenT of

emoTional Tles,as more acTiviTies were shared, The solidariTy was greaTer

among family members. Family members feET more affecTion for one anoTher

and soughT furTher solidariTy Through The medium of more shared acTiviTies.2

The nexT porTion of This ChapTer will presenT sTudies of family shared

Time.

 

lBell and Vogel, op. ciT.

2George C. Homans, The Human Group (New York: HarcourT, Brace and

Co., I950), pp. 259-262.
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STudies of Family Shared Time
 

Thurow sTaTed ThaT auTobiographies of 200 college sTudenTs revealed

ThaT There appeared To be less Tension and higher saTisfacTion in homes where

acTiviTies were shared and in which families aTe and celebraTed holidays

TogeTher. Thurow furTher indicaTed ThaT The mosT commonly shared family

acTiviTy was eaTing.i

Thorpe's sTudy of family inTeracTion paTTerns of forTy-four Town and

forTy-five farm families in SouThern Michigan revealed ThaT The farm families

spenT more Than finy per cenT of The ToTal Time shared in eaTing TogeTher,

while The Town families spenT approximaTely TwenTy—four per cenT of The

ToTal Time shared In eaTing TogeTher. This was The greaTesT percenTage of

ToTal Time shared by These families.2

A similar sTudy was conducTed by Snow3 in I950. AlThough The

objecTives of The research were noT To deTermlne paTTerns of inTeracTion,

buT raTher To develop a Technique for deTermining The number and Types of

acTiviTies which family members shared, findings from The analysis of her

daTa were similar To Those of Thorpe. Snow's sample of rural Georgia

revealed families spenT over forTy per cenT of Their shared acTiviTies Time

in eaTing.

 

IMlldred Thurow, A_STudy gj_SelecTed FaCTors in Family Life as

Described in_AuTobiographies lCorneiI UniverSITy AgriEUTTural ExperimenT

STaTion Memoir i7l, I935), pp. 5-8.

  

 

2Alice C. Thorpe, "PaTTerns of Family InTeracTion WIThin The Home"

(unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, Michigan STaTe UniversiTy, l956), pp. 5I-70.

3Carolyn B. Snow, ”A STudy in The DeveIOpmenT of a Technique for

DeTermining The AmounT and Types of AcTivlTies which Family Members Share”

(unpublished MasTer's Thesis, The UniversiTy of Georg a, i950), pp. 43—57.
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STudies of Family Group STrucTure
 

Snow's research also indicaTed ThaT The amounT of shared Time of

These families was inversely relaTed To The amounT of Time spenT by The moTher

ouTside The home.l This finding was imporTanT only To The exTenT ThaT IT

gave indicaTions of The viTal force The moTher exerTed in The one aspecT of

family life, wiTh which The presenT sTudy is concerned. Findings by Beers,

in a sTudy of family relaTionships in a group of New York farm families,

supporTed The findings by Snow. He found ThaT faThers and sons and moThers

and daughTers shared more work Than recreaTional acTiviTies, and ThaT The

amounT of shared home acTiviTies was associaTed negaTively wiTh The exTenT

of The wife's leadership role in exTra-fam ly groups.

A sTudy giving concreTe evidence of The relaTionsh p beTween family

posiTion and paTTerns of social inTeracTion in The home was conducTed by

ScoTT. Three-generaTion families living in The DeTroiT area were inTerviewed,

and The inTeracTion processes of These families of Three, four, and five

persons were analyzed wiTh respecT To (I) The relaTion of family posiTion

To raTes of ianiaTed inTeracTion and of family posiTion and inTeracTion

raTes To paTTerns of supporT in The family; (2) median raTes of supporT for

members OCCUpying each family posiTion (e.g. husband, wife, aged person),

and for members of differenT rank orders of iniTiaTed inTeracTion; and (3)

The frequencies wiTh which various supporT paTTerns occurred beTween family

. . 3
posiTions.

 

lbld.

2 , H .. . . .
Howard W. Beers, MeasuremenTs of Family RelaT'onshIps in Farm

Families of CenTraI New York," Memoir I83 (Corne:l UniversiTy AgricuITurai

ExperimenT STaTion, iThaca, New York, I935), pp. 5-.2.

3 A . u .. z A ,
F- G- ScoTT, "family Group STrucTure and PaTTerns of Soc a; InTer-

achon," American Journal of So: o-onv, LXIl' “July, l962—Way, i963), p. 2 4.
—__..______:2.'_ 
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ScoTT concluded ThaT power, as measured by indicaTors derived from

grOLp inTeraCTion, was noT found To be relaTed To The airhorlfy sTrucTure

buT, on The conTrary, The wife was in a more advanTageous power posiTion

Than oTher family members because of her high raTe OT supporT from The

l

oTher members of The family.

Summary

The role of family solidariTy in The execuTion of Tamliy funcrions

was discussed by Three auThors and empirical evidences 9 men by anoTher.

The relaTionship of The family acTiv‘Ty of eaTing To family solidariTy was

sTLdied by one research wriTer and SupporTed by anoTher. Furfher, some

indicaTion of The dominarT roie of The moTher ‘n direcTing family inTeracTion

In Three-generaTion families was 9 van by one auThor of research, and The

moTher's dominanT role in direcTing fami y acTiviTies was given by Two

oTher invesTigaTors. In summary, some evidences of The naTure of severa.

social aspecTs of family living were ciTed, buT no research was locaTed ThaT

idenTlfied The relaTion of housing To The siTuaTlon or acTiv Ty.

Reliance Upon The sTudies of Thorpe,:2 Snow,3 Thurow,4 and Beers,5

for currenT paTTerns of acT v Ty was lzm Ted because These STudies were from

Ten +o Thiriy years old and dea-T pr mar- y wiTh rural families. Therefore,

The presenT ~nvesTigaTion Should reveal currenT prachces in The area of The

eaTing acT:viTy for u ban families.

 

l

‘ibid.
 

2 .

Thorpe, 0p. CIT.

j .

Snow, op. c.T.
 

4 .

Thurow, 93: ciT.



CHAPTER ill

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This ChapTer describes The meThods employed in The (l) seiecTion of

The sample, (2) developmenT of The inTerview schedule, (3) preTesT of The

lnsTrumenT, (4i adminisTraTion of The insTrumenT, and (5) analysis of The

daTa.

SelecT or gi_The Sample
 

ThirTy moThers were randomly selecTed from a pOpuiaTion of eighTy

moThers wiTh children aTTending The Michigan STaTe UniversiTy LaboraTory

Preschool To be inTerviewed for This sTudy. The nursery school adminisTraTors

provided The inTerviewer wiTh access To families wiTh young children and To

whaT was believed To be a homogeneous socio—economic level.

Because There was some variaTion among auThor Ties on The indices

of social class, The researcher accepTed The emergenT values as given by

Kahl To be The foundaT on for esTab isning homOgenelTy of life sTyieo Kahi

described career-or enTaTion as The emergenT va ue of The upper—middle

socio—economic level and concluded ThaT career-orienTaTion described The

life sTyle of professionals, managers, and business execuTives.| Because

al! ThirTy of The respondenTs were spouses of professional workers, The

Term "professional" was used To refer To The sample described.

RespondehTs were randomly se ecTed from a lisTing provided by The

admin sTraTors oT The LaboraTory Preschool. From The origina' sample of

 

I

'Joseph A. Kahi, The American Class STrucTure (New York, New York:

RineharT and Company, E9603, pp. l93—20i.
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ThirTy moThers, Thirfeen were discarded because eighT were leaving Town,

four could noT be locaTed, and one refused To cOOperaTe wiTh The sTudy.

AnoTher random sample of ThirTeen was drawn To replace The moThers who were

unavailable. Th;rfy respondenTs were selecTed for sTudy because iT appeared

ThaT ThirTy was The largesT number ThaT could be successfully handled by

The inTerviewer in The alioTTed Time, and ThirTy was considered To be a

sufficienT number from which To idenTify Trends.

DevelOpmenT 21 The InsTrumenT
  

Since There was no insTrumenT available To meeT The demands of

This sTudy, an inTerview schedule was developed. MeThods for develOping The

inTerview schedule, as given by Goode and HaTT,I guided The consTrucTion of

finy-eighT quesTions (see Appendix B, p.5l). FourTeen quesT ons dealT

wiTh personal daTa abouT The families, Twelve wiTh The moThers' preferences

for sharing mealTime, TwenTy—four wiTh presenT mealTime rouTines and eighT

dealT wiTh specific feaTures and furnishings perceived To be associaTed wiTh

mealTime.

PreTesT of The lnsTrumenT
   

The firsT drafT of The inTerview schedule was adminisTered To Two profes-

sional home economisTs, who were also moThers of young children, in an aTTempT To

obTain suggesTions for improving The insTrumenT, provide experience for The

invesT gaTor, and esTablish The lengTh of Time required for The inTerv ew.

These Trial inTerviews revealed weaknesses, especially in The areas dealing

wiTh feaTures and furnishings. One moTher failed To respond To many quesTions

 

William J. Goode and Paul K. HaTT, MeThOdS.;flfSOCla' Research

(New York, New York: McGraw-Hill, l952), pp; i84-208.

 



59

and required considerable explanaTion ;n order To obTaln The Type of

responses expecTed.

The inTerv ew schedule was revised. The second schedule conTained

sevenTy-Two quesTions, nineTeen dealing wiTh personal daTa on The families,

Twelve wiTh The moThers' preferences for sharing mealTime, TwenTy-seven

wiTh presenT rouTines of mealTime and fourTeen wiTh specific feaTures and

furnishings perceived To influence family mealTime (see Appendix C, p. 66).

The second schedule was Then adminisTered To a moTher wiTh four children

ranging in age from one To fifTeen. The second schedule appeared To be

greale improved wiTh respecT To The number of concreTe responses gained

when The quesTions re'aTing housing feaTures and furnishings To shared

mealTime were asked.

AdminisTraTion of The lnsTrumenT
  

AfTer a brief expianaTory leTTer (see Appendix A, p. 59) had been

senT To The selecTed reSpondenTs, each moTher was conTacTed by Telephone

To ascerTain if she would be wl-iing To COOperaTe and To deTermine when she

would be available for an inTerview. Appo nTmenTs for The inTerview were

made wiThin a Two—week period. The inTerviews were conducTed in The homes

of The families during June, F966.

The iniTial secTion of The schedule dealT wiTh demographic quesTions

which concerned The children and which were designed To gain rapporT w'Th

The respondenTs. QuesTions dea ing wiTh frequency of shared mea Time and

moThers' preferences for sharing mealTime preceded quesTions abouT housing

feaTures and furnishings. QuesT ons aTTempTing To deTermine which hou5lng

feaTures and furnishings were perceived by mOThers To aid or impede family-

shared mealTime appeared near The end of The scheduae To allow The moThers
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To become familiar wiTh The Type of inTerview To be conducTed. The

inTerviews were concluded wiTh quesTions which aTTempTed To deTermine

possible causes for The previous answers dealing wiTh preferences, rouTines,

and housing feaTures and furnishings.

wiThin a week aTTer The inTerviews had been adminisTe'ed, The

respondenTs were senT ieTTers (see Appendix D, p. 73) Thanking Them for

Their assisTance and cooperaTion.

Analysis g:_The DaTa

Analysis of Confingency Tables (ACT) were used as a basis for

inTerpreTing responses. IT was hoped ThaT The findings from This piloT

sTudy would suggesT a hypoThesis and appropriare meThodology for fuTure

sTudies.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

DescripTion g:_The Sample
  

ThirTy moThers were drawn from a poplfiaTion of eighTy moThers who

had a child aTTending The Michigan STaTe UniversiTy LaboraTory Preschool.

A minimum of one pre-school child was The conTrolling variable.

All of The respondenTs lived in suburbs of Lansing, Michigan.

There were TwenTy-Six from EasT Lansing, Three from Okemos and one from

HasleTT. The researcher assumed ThaT families in The oTher suburbs would

be similar To Those in EasT Lansing based on previous know edge regarding

families who senT children To The UniversiTy LaboraTory Preschool.

ThirTy moThers had a ToTal of sevenTy-eighT children; forTy—nine

were male children and TwenTy—nlne were female. The mean number of children

was 2.6 and The mosT common age range of children was from five To Ten years.

Age caTegories of moThers revealed ThaT finy-Three percenT were in

The ThirTy-one To forTy age group, forTy percenT were in The forTy-one To

finy age group, and The remaining (one case each) fell info The TwenTy-one

To ThirTy age range and The over-fiffy caTegory. The average age of husbands

was sligthy higher Than The average age of The wives.

2i
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The respondenTs and spouses had obTained edicaT on above ThaT of

The average res denT of EasT Lansing and The sTaTe of Mich gan.*

RespondenT Spouse EasT Lansing* Michigan*

Years of

Schooling l6.7 l9.06 l5.8 lO.8

All of The ThirTy spouses of The respondenTs were engaged in

professional occupaTions. This finding supporTed The wriTer's assumpTion

ThaT The sample would represenT a homogeneous socio-economic level, based

on Kahl'sI occupaTional foundaTion as represenTaTive of life sTyle.

Two of The ThirTy respondenTs were professionally employed, while

The remaining TwenTy—eighT did noT work ouTside The home.

in addiTion To occupaTion of Spouses, The number of years spenT in

educaTional endeavors by boTh The respondenTs and The spouses, and The

number of non-working moThers indicaTed ThaT There was considerable homo-

geneiTy in The group.

Analysis of MoThers' Preferences
 

The respondenTs were asked (l) ”Do you feel ThaT iT is imporTanT

for family members To share mea s?" and (2) ”Does your family frequenle

share meals?" The responses To The quesTion ”Do you feel ThaT iT is

imporTanT for family members To share meals?" were recorded as a preference

measure for famlly-shared mealTime, and The responses To The quesTion ”Does

your family frequenle share meals?" were recorded as an acTLel pracTice

 

lKahl, 22: ciT.

*

Taken from The U. S. Bureau of Census, Michigan General POpuiaT on

CharacTerisTics l960 (WashingTon, D. C.)-
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measure. TwenTy—eighT of The ThirTy respondenTs said They ThoughT FT was

imporTanT To share meals and ThaT The r Tam :ies did share mealTimes. These

respondenTs will be referred To as The ”Yes—Do" respondenTs in a'i fo iowing

analyses. Though The remaining Two respondenTs said ThaT They did noT Think

iT imporTanT To share meals, They said ThaT The r families did share mea Times.

These respondenTs wifl be referred To as The ”No-Do” respondenTs in a 1 sub—

sequenT descripTlons of The daTa.

AlThough There were only Two devianT cases 1n moThers' preferences

for eaTing TogeTher, some efforT was made To locaTe paTTerns of responses

for mOThers' preferences because cons sTencies in responses could suggesT

areas worThy of sTifly in fuTure research.

MoThers' preferences were compared w Th The demographic daTa =n an

aTTempT To deTermine wneTher or noT demograph c TacTors seemed To be

associaTed wiTh prefe'ences. Age and sex of children, age OT respondenT

and spouse, and occupaTion did noT seem To be assoc ared wiTh preference

responses.

Mlleage Trave ed To work by spOuse d d noT appear To be assoc aTed

wiTh respondenTs' preferences for sharing mea T me, even Though The number

of mi! (
D

s Traveled dlfrered g ea*’y Tor some Sbauses. The shorfesT d STa“:e

Tance T'ave edi
nTraveled was ‘hree—TenThs of one mile and The icngesT d

was Twelve and one—half miles.

No re aTlonsn p beTween amounT of weekend work performed by The

,4

spouse and The mOThers' preferences cou'd be esTab .sheu, i rce a(
I
!

respondenTs reporTed ThaT The r husbands’ jCDS consumed some weekend T me

The number of years marr ed showed some paTTern~ng :n The responses

7see Table 3).
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Table l.—-DlsTribuTion of years married according To moThers' preferences

 

 

Preference Response

Yes - Do No - Do ToTal

(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)

Years

Married No. %* No. %* No. %*

l — 5 l 3.6 l 50.0 2 6.7

6 — IO II 39.3 I 50.0 l2 40.0

II - 20 i4 50.0 -- -- I4 46.7

Over 20 2 7.! -- -- 2 6.7

 

*PercenTages may noT equal I00 because second place decimals have

been dropped.

The Two moThers in The "No—Do" caTegory had been married under Ten

years, while sligthy more Than half of The moThers who responded "Yes—Do"

had been married over Ten years. The Trend, however, was noT disTincT

enOUgh for furTher consideraTion of The daTa.

Biographical differences of The respondenTs yielded liTTle paTTerning

in relaTion To moThers' preferences. ObservaTions were Then made To deTerm ne

wheTher such facTors as amounT of educaTion in home economics, amounT of aid

received in preparing, serving and clearing away of shared meals, and frequency

of meals missed by spouse were associaTed wiTh sTaTed preferences.

The amounT of educaTion in home economics appeared To have no bearing

on The respondenTs' sTaTed preferences (see Table 2i.
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Table 2.—-DisTribuTion of number of years of insTrucTion in home economics

according To moThers' preferences

 

 

Preference Response

Yes - Do No - Do ToTal

(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)

Years of InsTrucTion

in Home Economics No. %* No. %* No. %*

I II 39.3 I 50.0 l2 40.0

2 5 l7.8 —— —- 5 l6.6

3 6 2|.4 50.0 7 23.3

4 6 2|.4 -— -- 6 20.0

 

*PercenTages may noT equal l00 because The second place decimals

have been dropped.

The largesT single number of moThers reporTed one To Two years of

educaTion in home economics. The observaTion ThaT all moThers, including

The Two "No—Do" respondenTs, had received educaTion in home economics was

noTed.

Differences beTween The "Yes—Do" and The "No—Do" respondenTs wiTh

reference To The amounT of Time shared during pre-meal preparaTion were

noT apparenT (see Table 3).
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Table 3.-—DisTribuTion of The amounT of assisTance received in preparing

family meals according To moThers' preferences

 

 

Preference Response

Yes - Do No - Do ‘ ToTal

(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)

AmounT of

AssisTance No. No° No.

Morning

GreaT deal 8 I 9

Some l0 I ll

None l0 -— l0

Mid-Day

GreaT deal 7 —— 7

Some l8 2 20

None 3 -- 3

Evening

GreaT deal ll l l2

Some IS I l6

None 2 -— 2

 

The Two "No-Do" respondenTs received help in preparing all Three

meals. Ten of The "Yes—Do" respondenTs received no help in preparing

breakfasT; Three received no help in preparing The mid-day meal; and Two

received no help in preparing The evening meal. OuTsTanding here is The

observaTion ThaT The "No-Do” respondenTs shared pre—meal preparaTion erh

family members, even Though They did noT consider family—shared mealTime

imporTanT. Perhaps The amounT of help received in pre-meal preparaTion

was due To The young age of The children in some of The families. No

aTTempT was made To deTermine why The respondenTs obTained or did noT

obTain help in pre-meal preparaTion. Because This sTudy did noT aTTempT

To deTermine none—housing facTors relaTing To The frequency of shared Time

during pre—meal preparaTion, if was sufficienT To esTablish only wheTher or
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noT any members shared pre—meal preparaTion Time. The respondenTs appeared

To share Time regardless of expressed preferences.

The frequency of meals noT aTTended by spouse and The enumeraTion

of which family members usually shared meals suggesTed The amOunT of Time

shared during The mealTime acTiviTy.

SlighT Trends were discernible beTween The "Yes—Do" and The "No—Do"

respondenTs according To meals frequenTIy, occasionally and never missed

by spouse (see Table 4).

Table 4.—-DIsTribuTion of The frequency of meals noT aTTended by spouse

according To moThers' preferences

 

 

Preference Response

Yes - Do No - Do ToTal

(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)

Meals noT ATTended

by Spouse No. No. No.

Morning

Frequenle 2 —_ 2

Occasionally 6 __ 6

Never 20 2 22

Mid-Day

Frequenle I4 -- l4

Occasionally 9 I0

Never 5 l 5

Evening

Frequenle l8 2 20

Occasionally -- __ __

Never IO __ l0

 

BoTh "No-Do" respondenTs reporTed ThaT Their husbands never missed

breakfasT, one reporTed ThaT her husband never missed The mid-day meal, one

reporTed ThaT her husband occasionally missed The mid—day meal, and boTh
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reporTed ThaT Their husbands frequenle missed The evening meal. Two of

The "Yes-Do" respondenTs reporTed ThaT Their husbands frequenle missed

breakfasT, six said ThaT Their husbands occasionally missed breakfasT, and

TwenTy said ThaT Their husbands never missed breakfasT. FourTeen of The

"Yes-Do" respondenTs reporTed ThaT Their husbands frequenle missed The

mid—day meal, five reporTed ThaT Their husbands occasionally missed The

mid—day meal, and five said ThaT Their husbands never missed The mid-day

meal. EighTeen of The "Yes—Do” respondenTs reporTed ThaT Their husbands

frequenle missed The evening meal, and The remaining Ten reporTed ThaT

Their husbands never missed The evening meal.

The number of meals missed by The spouse was apparenle unrelaTed

To The eXpressed preferences. The high frequency of reporTed family-shared

mealTimes was inconsisTenT wiTh The responses To The number of meals aTTended

by husbands. The discrepancies apparenTIy arose from The lack of clearly

esTablished caTegories denoTing The number of meals shared. A more precise

means of defining "frequenTIy" and "occasionally" could have yielded more

meaningful responses in This area.

lnconsisTencies in responses were also discovered when The esT maTed

frequency of meals shared was aT greaT variance wiTh The responses indicaTing

which family members usually shared meals (see Table 5).
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Table 5.--DisTribuTion of family members who eaT TogeTher according To

moThers' preferences

 

 

Preference Response

Yes — Do No - Do ToTal

(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)

No. No. No.

Morning

All 2 —- 2

All children 8 -- 8

All children and moTher 7 -- 7

MoTher and faTher II 2 I3

Mid-Day

All | -- I

All children l3 -- i3

All children and moTher 6 -- 6

MoTher and faTher 8 —— 8

Individually —- 2 2

Evening

All | —— I

All children and moTher I7 -- I7

MoTher and faTher -- I l

Individually l0 I ll

 

The observaTions ThaT only Two respondenTs reporTed sharing

breakfasT wiTh all family members and ThaT one respondenT reporTed sharing

The mid—day and evening meal wiTh all family members indicaTed ThaT moThers

musT have defined family-shared mealTime as a Time when any of The family

members were TogeTher, and noT when The ToTal family was assembled. Apparenle

The Term ”family—shared mealTime" was noT expliciT or was noT repeafed frequenle

enough To convey The meaning which was inTended. Subsequenf research also revealed

This difficulTy as oTher inTerviewers said They found iT necessary To sTress

"all family members" or moThers Tended To consider any grouping of family

members as ”The family,"
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The moThers classified in The "Yes—Do" caTegory Tended To share

more meals wiTh The children, while The ones in The "No-Do" caTegory shared

larger percenTages of The meals wiTh Their spouses only. Because of The

small number of cases in The IaTTer group, iT is possible only To say ThaT

fuTure sTudies mighT find iT useful To sTudy The facTor of husbands'

preferences.

Responses To The amounT of Time shared immediaTer following The

acTuaI meal were also analyzed in The same manner. When The daTa of The

”Yes-Do" respondenTs was compared wiTh Those of The "No-Do" respondenTs,

IT was found ThaT for The morning and mid-day meals The majoriTy spenT

less Than five minuTes TogeTher following eaTing, whereas The majoriTy spenT

more Than five minuTes TogeTher afTer The evening meal. IT was nOTed ThaT

all The periods of over ThirTy minuTes of family—shared Time following

eaTing were reporTed by moThers in The "Yes-Do" caTegory (see Table 6).

Two of The "Yes-Do" respondenTs shared over ThirTy minuTes of The breakfasT

posT-meal period wiTh Their families, Three shared over ThirTy minuTes

following lunch, and seven shared ThirTy minuTes or more afTer The evening

meal (see Table 6).

No differences were discernible beTween The "Yes-Do” and The

”No-Do" respondenTs according To The amounT of saTisfacTion received from

assisTance in pre-meal preparaTion (see Table 7).

AlThough The wriTer observed slighT variaTions in preferences and

wide variaTions in The amounT of aid received during pre—meal preparaTion,

The responses relaTing degree of saTisfacTion To The amounT of aid received

remained consTanT for The Three meal periods.
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Table 6.-—DisTribuTion of amounT of reporTed Time shared immediaTer afTer

eaTing, according To moThers' preferences

 

 

Preference Response

Yes - Do No — Do ToTal

(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)

Time Shared

ImmediaTer

AfTer EaTing No. No. No.

Morning

0— 5 min. I9 I 20

5-I5 min. 4 I 5

l5-30 min. 3 —- 3

over 30 min. 2 —- 2

Mid-Day

O- 5 min. I8 i9

5-I5 min. 4 —- 4

I5-3O min. 3 I 4

over 30 min. 3 —— 3

Evening

0- 5 min. IO I ll

5-I5 min. 7 —- 7

I5—30 min. 4 I 5

over 30 min. 7 —- 7

 

Table 7.-—DisTribuTion of The response To The amounT of saTisfacTion

received from assisTance in pre—meal preparaTion according To moThers'

preferences

 

 

Preference Response

Yes - Do No - Do ToTal

(N = 28) (N = 2i (N = 30)

Degree of

SaTisfacTion No. No. No.

Pleased 20 4 I 2|

SaTisfied 7 i 8

DissaTisfied I -— ’
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The degree of saTisfacTion expressed may be relaTed To The amounT

of aid received during pre—meal preparaTion, for The respondenTs who did

noT implemenT Their preferences were pleased or saTisfied, and These

respondenTs also received aid wiTh pre-meal preparaTion for all Three meals

(see Table 3).

The preferences apparenTIy were unrelaTed To degree of saTisfacTion

received from shared preparaTion Time, since The Two respondenTs who did noT

implemenT Their preferences were pleased and saTisfied, while The moTher

who was dissaTisfied did implemenT her preference. Research IocaTing

facTors which influence The degree of moThers'saTisfacTion in pre-meal

preparaTion may be worThy of furTher sTudy.

No quesTions which aTTempTed To deTermine The degree of respondenTs'

saTisfacTion wiTh mealTime and posT—meal rouTines were asked. The researcher

feels ThaT such quesTions mighT have been meaningful for The presenT sTudy

and suggesTs ThaT fuTure research deal wiTh The respondenTs' saTisfacTion

for all Three Time periods of family—shared mealTime.

FacTors RelaTing To Preferences and MealTime RouTines
 

AlThough liTTIe variaTion in preferences was eXpressed by The moThers,

some aTTempT was made To deTermine wheTher or noT The rouTines were planned,

or wheTher They were deTermined by oTher facTors (see Table 8).

When reasons for presenT meal rouTines were considered, differences

were apparenT beTween The ”Yes—Do” respondenTs and "No-Do" respondenTs. The

reasons mosT frequenTIy given by The ”No—Do" respondenTs were "occupaTion"

and "OTher acTiviTies of The family."

Among The "Yes-Do” respondenTs, The mosT frequenle given reason

for breakfasT and mid-day meal rouTines was "occupaTion," while for The

evenin meal rouTines The res onse ” lanned " increased subsTanTia l .
I ’ p I y
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"OccupaTion" remained abouT The same, and "children's acTiviTies"

dropped in frequency of menTion.

Table 8.--DisTribuTion of reasons given for presenT mealTime rouTine

according To moThers' preferences

 

 

Preference Response

Yes - Do No — Do ToTal

(N = 28) (N 2) (N = 30l

Reasons for MealTime

RouTines No. No. No.

Morning

OccupaTion l4

Children's acTiviTies 8 l

Planned 3

JusT happened 7

I I

(
B
x
/
4
0
h
.

Mid-Day

OccupaTion l 5

Children's acTiviTies 9 I TO

Planned 3 -- 3

JusT happened 6 —- 6

Evening

OccupaTion l0 —— lO

Children's acTiviTies 2 2 4

Planned ll —— i!

JusT happened l0 -- lO

 

A large percenTage of The ”Yes-Do" respondenTs also reporTed ThaT

They shared oTher eaTing siTuaTions, while The ”No-Do” respondenTs reporTed

ThaT They did noT share beTween—meal eaTing, alThough They did eaT meals

TogeTher (see Table 9). These daTa suggesTed ThaT ouTside facTors, such

as husbands' preferences, a lack of suiTable eaTing faciliTies, or The

convenience of preparaTion may have esTablished a shared mealTime paTTern

for The "No—Do" respondenTs. Snack Time may have been a Time when family

members could eaT independenle and aT random,
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Table 9.—-DisTribuTion of responses To shared morning and afTernoon snack

periods according To moThers' preferences

 

 

Preference Response

Yes — Do No - Do ToTai

(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)

Shared Snacks No. No. No.

Morning I8 -— l8

AfTernoon 26 —— 26

 

Because The moThers' preferences for sharing mealTime may have been

relaTed To cerTain housing or non-housing facTors, a quesTion ThaT aTTempTed

To deTermine which facTors made family—shared mealTime difficulT or noT

difficuiT was asked (see Table l0). Three responses were given by The

reSpondenTs: "AcTiviTies of family members,” "inTeresT of family members,"

and "lnadequaTe or adequaTe housing feaTures and furnishings provided in

The home for family-shared mealTimee”

ParTicularly imporTanT for This sTudy is The facT ThaT ninereen of

The ”Yes—Do” respondenTs said "lnadequaTe housing feaTures and furnishings

provided in The home for family—shared mealTime" made sharing mealTime

difficulT, FifTeen of The "Yes-Do" respondenTs also said ”inTeresT of

family members" made family—shared mealTime difficulTu The respondenTs

indicaTed ThirTy—seven causes of difficulTy in keeping famiay members

TogeTher for family-shared mealTime, as opposed To TwenTy reasons why

keeping family members TogeTher for family—shared mealTime was noT diff CufT.

These findings suggesTed ThaT These moThers experienced some difficulfy n

keeping family members TogeTher during The full mealT me period. BoTh mOThers
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in The "No-Do” caTegory indicaTed no difficulTies were encounTered in keeping

family members TogeTher,

Table IO.--DisTribuTion of responses To presence of difficulTy in keeping

family members TogeTher during mealTime, according To moThers' preferences

 

 

Preference Response

Yes - Do No - Do ToTal

(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)

Degree and Cause

of DifficulTy No. No: No.

DifficulT

AcTiviTies of family members 3 -- 3

lnTeresT of family members l5 —- l5

lnadequaTe housing feaTures and

furnishings provided in The

home for family—shared mealTime l9 -- l9

NoT DifficulT

AcTiviTies of family members 4 l 5

lnTeresT of family members 5 l 6

AdequaTe housing feaTures and

furnishings provided in The

home for family-shared mealTime 7 2 9

 

An aTTempT was made To deTermine wheTher or noT The locaTion of Space

provided for eaTing was associaTed wiTh moThers' preferences. in This

insTance The Two "No—Do" respondenTs said They aTe in The family room and on

a porch. The respondenTs who did prefer To eaT TogeTher said They also aTe

in These spaces, buT They menTioned The addiTionaI areas of The kiTchen,

breakfasT bar, dining room and living room. The majoriTy of all families

aTe all Three meals in The kiTchen. Since There were so many more cases in

The "Yes—Do" caTegory, no comparison of The number of differenT piaces

menTioned for eaTing were made,
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Housing FeaTures and Furnishings Perceived :9

Aid 9:_lmpede Family—Shared MealTime

 

 

When asked, "Which housing feaTures are presenT in your home ThaT

you feeI aid or impede The preparing, serving and clear ng away of famiiy

meals?", five physical feaTures were menTioned by The respondefl’s« However,

These five feaTures were menTioned only 42 ouT of a poss:b e 750 Times lsee

Table lli.

Table lln--Number of housing feaTures perceived To aid or impede famuiy~shared

 

 

mealTime

Z-Way Turn-Tu’e D.nirg

Shelves Rugs CabineTs Ar angemenT Room Tofa.

Aids family-

shared mealTime 8 3 i 2 3 2

lmpedes family-

shared mealTime —- 2 ‘ i2 —- l5

 

An aTTempT was made To deTermine wheTher or nor daTa from The

biographical informaTion of The families were relaTed To The evauua"r on or

housing feaTures. Age of The parenTs, age and sex of The rh ldren, and

The number of years of marriage were compared wiTh The moThers' percepfions,

N3 disTincT paTTerns were observed.

The respondenTs appeared To be more COHSCvCDB o+ Those feaTures

a ding family—shared mea T me Than of Those which impeded iTi FurniTure

arrangemenT was The mosT frequenle men*ioned iTem, wiTh The “JWUET of

respondenTs perceiving Their furnifuie airangemenT as an aid eQua To Those

Derceiving iT as an impedimenT. Since TwenTy-four of The Tb 'Ty FEEDC“0€7T5
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menTioned furniTure arrangemenT, iT was by far The mosT frequenTiy

perceived feaTure relaTed To family—shared mealTime for The respondenTs of

This sampleo

When The respondenTs were asked, ”Are There houSing furnisn.ngs

presenT in your home ThaT make The preparing, serving and Clearing away of

family-shared mealTime easier or more difficuET?”, Thirfeen iTems were

menTioned 53 ouT of a possible I90 Times. AfTer The responses were coded,

The ThirTeen iTems were classified as mechanical, semi—mechanical and non-

mechanical for clariTy. Findings will be discussed in Terms of These

classificaTions (see Table l2).

Five of The ThirTeen housing furnishings menTioned were mechanical

iTems, one was semi-mechanical, and seven were non—mechanical.

FeaTures and furnishings perceived To inTerfere wiTh famiiy—shared

mealTime ToTaied nineTeen. The respondenTs' percepTions of wh ch rousing

feaTures and furnishings affecTed The preparing, serving and cieaiing away

of family—shared meals were varied. MoThers perceived feaTures as impedimenTs

To family-shared meals more ofTen Than They did furnishingsn AlThough nous “g

feaTures were menTioned fewer Times Than furnishings iTems—~To:Ty—Two as

compared To finy-Three Times--fifTeen respondenTs reporTed difficu Ty w'rh

feaTures, while only four respondenTs aTTribuTed difficulfy To heusehO'd

furnishings.

EiTher moThers were less aware of feaTures ThaT impeded Tam= y—

shared meats Than They were of furnishings which impeded Tami y—shared

mealTime, or They had few furnishing iTems which did inTerfere wiTn fam' y—

shared mealTime,

The oquoor grill was menTioned TwenTy Times as an a.d bur was

never menTioned as an impedimenT, making if The furnishing ifem w Th The

-argesT number of ToTal menTionso Because The inTeiv sw scheiu e; we'e
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adminisTered during mid-June, The invesTigaTor feels ThaT a seasonal facTor

mighT have been responsible for The large number of respondenTs indicaTing

The oquoor grill as an aid To family-shared mealTime.

OTher iTems menTioned from Two To five Times were The oven Timer,

chopping block, buffeT, disposal, dishwasher and dishes. These furnishings

which were classified as mechanical, semi-mechanical and non-mechanical

apparenle included The iTems The children made use of in giving assisTance

in meal preparaTion.

In summary, The number of housing feaTures perceived as relaTed To

shared family mealTimes was limiTed. FurniTure arrangemenT emerged clearly

as boTh an aid and impedimenT. Shelves were also menTioned as an aid. House

furnishings menTions were varied, excepT for The oquoor grill, making

inTerpreTaTion somewhaT difficulT. The high number of menTions of The ouT—

door grill holds implicaTions for sTudying The exTenT To which an informal

acTiviTy and one ThaT mighT conTain c00peraTive efforT fosTers family-shared

acTiviTy. The invesTigaTor observed ThaT several respondenTs found The

concepT of housing feaTures and furnishings aiding or impeding family

acTiviTies To be a somewhaT new perSpecTive. IT is conce vable ThaT The

quesTion required a period of Time for Thinking in order To eliciT The mosT

compleTe responses The moThers were capable of giving.

A comprehensive iisTing of iTems menTioned as aids or impedimenTs

To The implemenTaTion of The sTaTed preferences could noT be made because

of discrepancies in The frequency of shared mealTime daTa.

Perhaps The Time period allowed for adminisTraTion of The insTrumenT

was Too shorf for The respondenTs To Think and respond To a quesTion of This

unusual naTure. The need for anoTher meThod To deTermine which housing

feaTures and furnishings are relaTed To family-shared mealTime mighT be indicaTed.
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Relafionship of MoThers' Preferences for Family-Shared

MealTime—To Hou5ing FeaTures and Furnishings

PerceTved To Aid or Impede Family-

fiam fiaifime

  

 

 

 

AlThough only Two respondenTs reporTed devianT preferences for

sharing family mealTime, The preferences were compared To The housing

feaTures and furnishings perceived To aid or impede family—shared mealTime

in an aTTempT To noTe Trends (see Table I3).

Table I3.--DisTribuTion of housing feaTures perceived To aid or impede

family—shared mealTime, according To moThers' preferences

 

Preference Response

Yes - Do No - Do ToTal

(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)

Housing FeaTures

Perceived To Aid

or Impede No. No. No.

Rugs

Aid

Impede N
W

I
I

I
I

I
\
)
U
~
l

2-Way CabineTs

Aid I -- l

Impede l -- l

FurniTure ArrangemenT

Aid II I ‘2

Impede II I l2

Dining Room

Aid 3 -- 3

Impede —— —- ——

Shelves

Ald 8 _- 8

Impede -- -_ _-

 

The aTTempT To idenTify differences in responses relaTing housing

*eaTures To sTaTed preferences proved almosT fruifless because There was l’iTT e
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variaTion in preferences.

MoThers who preferred The family-shared mealTime acTiviTy perceived

more feaTures Than Those who did noT. MoThers in The "Yes—Do" caTegory

perceived feaTures as aids or impedimenTs nearly one—half again as ofTen as

moThers in The ”No—Do" caTegory.

MoThers' preferences were also compared To The housing furnishings

perceived To aid or impede family-shared mealTime (see Table I4). SlighT

paTTerning was discernible from These daTa. The average number of furnishings

menTions by The moThers classified as The "Yes—Do" respondenTs was I.76 while

The moThers classified as The "No-Do" respondenTs each gave Two responses

which were The oquoor grill and The disposal. The laTTer answers were also

indicaTed as aids,Therefore,no furnishing iTems were perceived as impedimenTs

by These moThers. Since boTh moThers classified in The "No—Do" caTegory and

eighTeen of The moThers in The "Yes-Do" caTegory menTioned The oquoor grill

as an aid,There was considerable agreemenT on The percepTion of moThers

Toward This furnishing.

In conTrasT, boTh moThers in The "No-Do” caTegory perceived The

d sposal as an aid while The same number in The ”Yes-Do" caTegory menTioned

The disposal as an impedimenT. MenTion has been made of These findings only

To suggesT inTeresTing observaTions, buT no conclusions can be derived from

These daTa.

AlThough variaTions in preferences were slighT for This sample, and

few housing feaTures and furnishings were perceived as aids Of impedimenTs

To family—shared mealTime, The mere indicaTion ThaT moThers perceived some

housing feaTures and furnishings as aids or impedimenTs To family-shared

mealTime gave supporT for fuTure research,seeking an obJeCT ve base from

which To sTudy housing.
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Table l4.--DisTribuTion of housing furnishings perceived To aid or impede

family-shared mealTime, according To moThers' preferences

 

 

Housing Furnishings Perceived

To Aid or Impede Family-

Shared MealTime

Oquoor Grill

Aid

Impede

Oven Timer

Aid

Impede

ChOppIng BIOCK

Aid

Impede

ElecTric STove

Aid

Impede

Disposal

Aid

Impede

Dishwasher

Aid

impede

Aluminun Sink

Aid

Impede

Tea CarT

Aid

Impede

Dining Table

Aid

Impede

Buffe+

Aid

impede

Trays

Aid

Impede

Dishes

Aid

impede

Freezer

Aid

Impede

Yes - Do

No.

- Do

Preference Response

2)

No.

ZN

ToTai

No.

30)
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Analysis g:_The InTerview Schedule
 

MeThods for deveIOping an inTerview schedule as given by Goode

and HaTTI were used in The consTrucTion of This inTerview schedule (see Appendices

B and C, pp. 6| and 66). An unsTrucTured inTerview schedule was

developed in The belief ThaT iT gave The moThers The besT OpporfuniTy To

freely analyze Their preferences and percepTions of housing feaTures and

furnishings according To which aided or impeded family—shared mealTime. The

schedule conTained sevenTy—Two quesTions. NineTeen deaIT wiTh personal daTa

on The families, Twelve wiTh The moThers' preferences, TwenTy-seven wiTh

presenT rouTines of mealTime, and fourTeen wiTh housing feaTures and furnishings

perceived To aid or impede family—shared mealTime.

The insTrumenT could noT be analyzed in The area which aTTempTed To

learn if a relaTionship beTween The moThers' preferences and Their percepTion

of housing feaTures and furnishings as aids or impedimenTs To family-shared

mealTime exisTed. The variaTion in The eXpressed preferences was Too small.

This was, however, noT an inherenT weakness of The insTrumenT.

Many ideas for a more refined fuTure sTudy were idenTified from The

analysis of The daTa.

I. An analysis of responses indicaTed The need for a more precise

preference measure. Wide variances were deTecTed in The

definiTion of family-shared mealTime indicaTing ThaT perhaps

The moThers' preferences did noT include igll_famiiy member—

ship aT mealTime.

2. Discrepancies in The reporTed frequency of family—shared meal-

Time and The enumeraTion of which family members usually shared

 

l
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mealTime suggesTed The need To classify The frequency of

of family-shared mealTimes.

3. Responses relaTing The moThers' percepTions of housing

feaTires and furnishings which aided or were said To impede

family—shared mealTime indicaTed ThaT The moThers found The

quesTions difficulT To answer aT IeasT in The alloTed amounT

of Time. This finding suggesTed ThaT anoTher means for

deTermining which housing feaTures and furnishings aided or

acTed To impede family-shared mealTime be aTTempTed or ThaT

a period of deliberaTion be incorporaTed in The research.

4. Because This inTerview schedule soliciTed only a lisTing of

housing feaTures and furnishings perceived To aid or impede

family-shared mealTime, iT was impossible To ascerTain why

some iTems were menTioned as boTh aids and impedimenTs. For

This reason, an adequacy raTing of housing feaTures and

furnishings mighT prove helpful in fuTure research.

Summary

The responses of a group of randomly selecTed moThers living in The

Lansing, Michigan area has been reporTed. The respondenTs were moThers of

aT leasT one pre-school child and wives of professional workers. QuesTloning

was designed To deTermine (I) The moThers' preferences for family-shared

mealTime, (2) housing feaTures and furnishings perceived as relaTed To

family—shared mealTime, and (3) housing feaTures and furnishings which were

perceived by The respondenTs as aids or impedimenTs To family-shared mea Time.

Analysis of The insTrumenT indicaTed Three pOSSlbillTleS: (I) There

were few, if any, housing feaTures and furnishings .n These homes of proressionai y
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employed faThers ThaT made family-shared mealTime highly difficulT, or

(2) The moThers' percepTions of The relaTion of housing feaTures and

furnishings To family-shared mealTimes is noT readily comprehended. The

Third possibiliTy is ThaT a more sTrucTired schedule and one in which The

inTerviewer Judges The housing feaTures and furnishings mighT reveal

paTTerns which could Then be inTerpreTed wiTh confidence.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Origin and lmporTance gi_The STudy
  

The changing role and funcTions of The family sysTem indicaTe

changing living paTTerns. Advances in communicaTion, TransporTaTion, and

mass producTion are a few of The modern Technological changes effecTing

family living paTTerns. Social changes evidenT Today include increased

educaTion, money, and leisure Time for The masses of people, whi e changes

characTerizing differences in The physical form of The family include rise

in birTh raTe, decline in deaTh raTe, lower median age for beginning STages

of The family life Cycle, and a reducTion in The average number of siblings

per family. In spiTe of TechnOIOgical, social and physical changes, a;l of

which appear To change family living paTTerns, currenT houSing forms are

basically much The same as They were finy years ago.

Research indicaTing The effecT of man's living environmenT on his

social behavior is minimal. Therefore, consumers and builders made decisions

wiThouT even The opporTuniTy To know how To consTrucT housing in The human

dimension.

This sTudy was underTaken in an aTTempT To learn more abouT The

relaTion of physical housing To The implemenTaTion of family funcTions. The

relaTionship of family solidariTy To family inTeracTion, and family i'nTer-

acTion To family-shared acTiviTies, formed The research base for choosing

To invesTigaTe The mealTime period.

46
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ResTaTemenT gi_Problem
 

The major purposes of This piloT sTudy were To answer The fo iowing

quesTions for The selecTed pOpulaTion of moThers: (l) WhaT were Their

preferences concerning family-shared mealTime? (2) WhaT housing TeaTd es

and furnishings were perceived as being relaTed To fam 'y—shared mealTime?

and (Bi WhaT hou5ing feaTures and furnishings appeared To be associaTed wiTh

Their preferences regarding family-shared mealTime?

Summary o:_The Findings
 

ThirTy moThers were randomly selecTed To be inTerviewed for Th‘S

sTudy. They were from a populaTion of eighTy moThers wiTh children aTTend.ng

The Michigan STaTe UniversiTy LaboraTory Preschool. All Of The responden*s

lived in suburbs of Lansing, Michigan. The sample of ThirTy mOThers had a

mean nimber of 2.6 children in an age range from five To Ten yea s. The

age range of respondenTs was from TwenTy—one To over finy, wiTh 95 percenT

falling in The range of ThirTy-one To finy years.

All ThirTy spouses of The respondenTs were prozessTonaiiy EmpiOyeO;

Two of The respondenTs were also professionally employed; and The remaining

TwenTy-eighf respondenTs did noT work ouTside of The home- The respondenTs

had a mean of l6.7 years of schooling and The spouses had a mean of :9_i

yea s of schooling as compared To lO.8 for The sTaTe of Michigan. The

D
ichubaTionai sTaTus of The spouses, The number of years spenT in educaTion

(
I
i

endeavors by The respondenTs and spouses, and The number of working moihe'

w:Thin The sample indicaTed considerable homogeneiTy in The groupl

TwenTy—eighT ouT of ThirTy moThers sTaTed preferences for shar ng

family mealTime and said ThaT They frequenle shared mea'T me. These



48

respondenTs were referred To as The "Yes—Do" respondenTs. The remaining Two

respondenTs reporTed ThaT They did noT prefer To share mealTime even Though

Their families did share mealTime. The laTTer respondenTs were referred To

as The ”No—Do" respondenTs.

The number of respondenTs who indicaTed ThaT Their families did

share mealTime supporTed The findings of SnowI and Thorpe.2 These sTudies,

Though boTh are over Ten years old, revealed ThaT The samples sTudied spenT

more Time TogeTher while eaTing Than They did during any oTher family

acTiviTy. AlThough deTermining paTTerns of shared Time was noT The primary

objecTive of The presenT sTudy, The findings indicaTed ThaT family—shared

mealTime was held as a value by mosT of The moThers.

The small number of cases in The "No-Do" caTegory made if imposs ble

To draw conclusions buT Trends were noTed. In observing The demographic

daTa according To preference of moThers for family-shared mealTime, only one

facTor differenTiaTed beTween The Two caTegories. MoThers classified as

The "No-Do" respondenTs had boTh been married under Ten years while sligthy

more Than half of The "Yes-Do" respondenTs had been married over Ten years.

The amounT of Time shared in pre-meal preparaTion appeared To have

been relaTed To The degree of The moThers' saTisfacTion for Their pre-meal

rouTines. The "No-Do” respondenTs were "pleased" and "saTisfied" wiTh Their

pre-meal rouTines and These same respondenTs also received assisTance during

The pre—meal preparaTion for all Three meals. The "Yes-Do" respondenTs

reporTed varying degrees of saTisfacTion wiTh pre—meal preparaTion, ranging

from "pleased" To ”dissaTisfied." NoTable here is The observaTion ThaT These

respondenTs did noT receive as much assisTance wiTh pre-meal preparaTion Time
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as The "No-Do" respondenTs, indicaTing ThaT perhaps The "Yes-Do" respondenTs

were noT as pleased wiTh pre-meal rouTines because They did noT share prep—

araTion Time.

lnconsisTencies were observed beTween The reporTed frequency of

family-shared mealTime and The number of family members who usually shared

mealTime. All ThirTy respondenTs reporTed ThaT Their families usually

shared mealTime. However, only Two respondenTs reporTed ThaT all of Their

family members usually aTe breakfasT TogeTher; only one respondenT reporTed

ThaT all her family members usually aTe The mid-day meal TOgeTher and only

one respondenT reporTed ThaT all of her family members usually aTe The

evening meal TogeTher, which means There were only four cases reporTed

where The family aTe aT leasT one meal per day TogeTher. The only saTis-

facTory explanaTion for These differences appears To be ThaT moThers

inTerpreTed family—shared mealTime as a Time when any number of The family

members aTe TogeTher. AlThough moThers ThoughT family-shared mealTime was

imporTanT, no evidence can be ciTed from This invesTigaTion To supporT The

sTudies of SnowI and Thorpe2 ThaT mealTime conTinues To be The mosT frequenfly

shared family acTiviTy.

Evidence ThaT There were inconsisTencies beTween The reporTed

frequency of family—shared mealTime and The number of mealTime periods

acTually shared was supporTed furTher when The moThers reporTed The lengTh

of Time shared immediaTeiy following mealTime. The majoriTy of respondenTs

said Their families shared less Than five minuTes following Two meaiTime

periods and more Than five minuTes following The evening meal.

AlThough all ThirTy respondenTs reporTed ThaT Their families frequenf y

 

'Snow, 92, ciT.
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shared mealTime, The amounT of Time shared by The ToTal family during The

pre—meal preparaTion, The acTual eaTing Time, and The posT meal period did

noT appear To supporT ThaT general response.

AddiTional facTors which may have influenced The shared mealTime

rouTines of These families were considered. "OccupaTion" and "childrens'

acTiviTies" were menTioned mosT ofTen as responsible for esTablishing The

rouTines of The morning and mid-day meals. While There was a subsTanTial

increase in The number of respondenTs who said They "planned" Their rouTines

for The evening meal, an almosT equal number aTTribuTed Their rouTine To

"occupaTion" or To "jusT happened."

When moThers were asked wheTher snacks were eaTen TogeTher or

individually, The "Yes-Do" respondenTs indicaTed sharing non—scheduled

eaTing Times, as beTween meal snacks, buT again The quesTion was answered

wiThouT consideraTion of The ToTal family because iT was apparenT The

faThers were noT aT home. The "No-Do" respondenTs said snacks were noT

shared, which musT mean members aTe individually in The unscheduled eaTing

Times. This inTerview schedule did noT aTTempT To esTablish why This

pracTice exisTed buT The finding would suggesT ThaT The absence of The

faTher may accounT for The reason The "No-Do” respondenTs engaged in a

pracTice conTrary To Their preference.

The amounT of educaTion in home economics as relaTed To family-

shared mealTime is a facTor which should be sTudied furTher. Since all

respondenTs had received educaTion in home economics, and since all

respondenTs said They did share some mealTimes and bearing in mind ThaT

TwenTy-eighT moThers said iT was imporTanT, This Type of insTrucTion may

influence The mealTime acTiviTy.

DifficulTies were mosT ofTen aTTribuTed To "inTeresTs of family
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members" and "inadequaTe housing feaTures and furnishings provided in The

home for family—shared mealTime." Thus housing feaTures and furnishings

were perceived by These moThers as relaTed To family-shared mealTime and

were menTioned more Than Twice as ofTen as a cause of difficulTy when

compared To The number of "noT difficulT" menTions.

No conclusions could be drawn from The daTa relaTing moThers'

preferences To The place where meals were eaTen. The majoriTy of meais

were reporTed by mosT moThers To be served in The kiTchen.

The feaTure perceived by The sample of moThers To aid or impede

family-shared mealTime mosT ofTen was furniTure arrangemenT, wiTh an equal

number perceiving Their furniTure arrangemenT as an aid and as an impedimenT.

ln addiTion To furniTure arrangemenT, four oTher feaTures were perceived as

relaTed To The family mealTime acTiviTy. They were: shelves, rugs, Two-way

cabineTs, and dining room.

The oquoor grill was The mosT frequenle menTioned house furnishing

iTem perceived by The respondenTs To be relaTed To family-shared mealTime.

Twelve oTher furnishings were menTioned by The respondenTs, buT noT frequenle

enough To consider There was any concensus.

Because nineTeen moThers indicaTed They encounTered difficulf es due

To inadequaTe housing feaTures and furnishings, a greaTer amounT of agreemenT

in The menTions of housing feaTures and furnishings was anTicipaTed. Findings

suggesTed four possible reasons for The lack of clariTy in The housing feaTures

and furnishings perceived To aid or impede family—shared mealTime: .i) respord—

enTs were limiTed in Their awareness of specific housing feaTures and furnishings

which aided or acTed To impede family—shared mealTime; (2) The definiTion of

family-shared mealTime as a Time when The ToTal family is TOgeTher—-before,

during, and afTer The mealTime--was noT clearly undersTood; (3) The families

had differenT housing feaTures or furnishings or differenT unidenfifoed
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circumsTances which made The inTerpreTaTion of a housing aid or lmpedimenT

seem To vary widely in a small sample; (4) furniTure arrangemenT, which was

The one feaTure menTioned wiTh consisTency as a housing aid and impedimenT,

is a broad caTegory and, as such, probably obscured considerable variaTion

in inTerpreTaTion.

The aTTempT To deTermine which housing feaTures and furnishings

appeared To be associaTed wiTh moThers' preferences was noT successful. The

lack of deviaTion in The preference responses made comparison of These

responses of liTTle value.

HOpefully more precise quesTions can be builT employing The findings

of This sTudy as a guide To a clearer undersTanding of The relaTionship of

man's physical housing To The implemenTaTion of family acTiviTies.

Conclusions
 

Family-shared mealTime was considered imporTanT by mosT of The

moThers in This sTudy. Housing feaTures and furnishings perceived To aid

or impede family-shared mealTime were generally inconclusive because of The

limiTed agreemenT on iTems menTioned, wiTh Two excepTions. FurniTure

arrangemenT and The oquoor grill were menTioned frequenle enough To say

These housing feaTures and furnishings were perceived by moThers To aid

or impede family-shared mealTime. There was, however, no single, consisTenTiy

menTioned feaTure or iTem of furniTure perceived as inTerfering wiTh or

conTribuTing greale To The family mealTime acTiviTy.

A relaTionship beTween moThers' preferences for family—snared meal-

Time and Their percepTion of housing feaTures and furnishings ThaT aided or

impeded family-shared mealTime was noT esTablished because TwenTy—eighT of

The Thiry respondenTs said They believed family-shared mealTime was imporTanT
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and ThaT They did share This acTiviTy frequenle. No comparison could be

made wiTh any degree of confidence from The Two cases who said They did noT

believe family—shared mealTime imporTanT even Though They did share mealTime

periods.

There was, however, some gain in informaTion as The resulT of This

sTudy. MoThers did express awareness of difficulTies in family-shared

mealTime due To inadequacies of Their housing feaTures and furnishings. The

problem lies in idenTifying The housing variables To which The respondenT

referred, ThaT may or may noT have been suggesTed here.

RecommendaTions for FurTher STudy
 

This piloT sTudy was designed in an aTTempT To (l) locaTe exisTing

research relaTing housing To family and individual developmenT, (2) develop

meThodology for relaTing housing To family and individual developmenT, and

(3) idenTify Those housing feaTures and furnishings which were perceived by

respondenTs of The sample as aiding or impeding family—shared mealTime.

Because The sTudy was made wiThouT The benefiT of many needed

research guides, (l) difficulTies occurred which did noT appear or were

noT recognized in The pre-TesT, and (2) because of limiTaTions in Time,

The inTerviews could noT be exTended To insure ThaT The responses were

compleTe or To learn upon whaT basis They were given.

lT is, Therefore, hoped ThaT furTher research will obTain helpful

guidance from The resulTs of This sTudy and The following suggesTions:

l. Because of The diversiTy in responses To The housing feaTures

and furnishings secTion of The research, The amounT of confidence which

can be placed in The responses is limiTed. The auThor, Therefore, recommends

ThaT a more sTrucTured means be aTTempTed whereby The adequacy of feaTures
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and furnishings be assessed and relaTed To The frequency of family—shared

mealTimes. Such a sTudy would noT suggesT To moThers ThaT furniTure iTems

and feaTures aid or impede family—shared Time, or depend enTirely on recall

for responses.

2. This sTudy was concerned wiTh Three Time divisions of The

family meal: The pre-meal rouTines, The during—meal rouTines, and The

posT—meal rouTines. WiTh limiTed Time, money, and esTablished meThodology,

This sTudy aTTempTed To isolaTe The housing feaTures and furnishings perceived

To aid or impede all Three Time divisions of The family—shared meals. The

auThor suggesTs, Therefore, ThaT an in—depTh invesTigaTion inTo each of The

Time divisions of family-shared mealTime would provide more useful informaTion.

3. A sTudy of a predeTermlned number of families where The respond-

enTs' values or preferences for an acTiviTy are known To be differenT could

serve as a basis for a comparison of housing feaTures and furnishings and

insure useable numbers for purposes of analysis.

4. This sTudy was concerned wiTh one acTiviTy, referred To as The

mealTime acTiviTy. A possible relaTionship exisTs beTween housing feaTures

and furnishings and oTher acTiviTies in The home. The auThor, Therefore,

suggesTs ThaT sTudies dealing wiTh oTher acTiviTies in The home would provide

informaTion useful in deTermining a basis for The selecTion of oTher feaTures

and furnishings in The home.

5. AcTiviTies or rouTines wiThin The home vary from one sTage in

The life cycle To anoTher, and from one socio-economic level To anoTher.

The relaTionship beTween housing feaTures and furnishings for one populaTion

may noT hold True for anoTher. The auThor, Therefore, recommends ThaT sTudies

be conducTed using respondenTs from several socio—economic levels and sTages in

The family life cycle, as well as sTudies of urban and rural samples.
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APPENDIX A

PRECEDING LETTER



June IO, I966

The College of Home Economics is conducTing a research projecT in Housing

designed To learn more abouT how families Today perform The rouTines of

eaTing. We know very liTTle abouT furnishings, equipmenT and space arrange—

menTs ThaT are being used for eaTing. We feel ThaT a knowledge of arrange-

menTs made by families for meals will help us define housing needs.

Because we wanTed To Talk wiTh moThers of young children, your name was

selecTed for a ThirTy minuTe inTerview. WiThin The nexT few days you will

be conTacTed by Telephone To ask if you would be willing To cooperaTe and

To make arrangemenTs for The inTerview.

Yours Truly,

Jacquelyn Williams, GraduaTe STudenT

GerTrude Nygren, Professor
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APPENDIX B

PRETEST SCHEDULE



2.

I
x
)

CODE Number
 

PRETEST OF INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

WhaT is your age? WhaT is your husband's age?

Under 20

2| — 30

3| - 40

4| - 50

Over 50

  

  

  

  

  

WhaT are The sexes and ages of your children?

Sex Age

  

  

  

  

  

  

\
i
O
N
U
T
b
L
N
M
—

  

Is There anoTher person living in your home?

(If yes) Please give The sex and age of This/These persons.

I.

 

  

  

  

 
 

2.

3.

AT The presenT Time are you married? Widowed?

Divorced? SeparaTed? OTher?
 

  

How many years have you been married?
 

WhaT is your husband's job or occupaTion?
 

Does This prevenT his reTurn home for any meals?
 

(If yes) Which meals?
 

How far does he Travel To work?
 

WhaT is your Job or occupaTion?
 

Does This work occupy Time on weekends?
 

How far do you Travel To work?
 

Does This prevenT your reTurn home for any meals?
 

(If yes) Which meals?
 

WhaT was The lasT year you finished in school?
 

WhaT was The lasT year finished in school by your husband?
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20.

2|.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

63

Do you feel ThaT lT ls imporTanT for family members To share meals?

Does your family regularly share meal Time?
 

(If moThers reporT no meals include ToTal family membership) is There

anoTher Time when The family does share Time?
 

Did someone prepare breakfasT This morning?
 

(If yes) Who prepared breakfasT This morning?
 

Who generally prepares breakfasT for The following mornings?

 
 

WinTer Summer

Weekdays Weekdays

Weekends Weekends
  

How much assisTance does This procedure involve?
 

How pleased or saTisfied are you wiTh This arrangemenT?
 

Are There Things you'd like To change?
 

(If yes) Which Things?
 

 

Where was breakfasT eaTen?
 

How many family members aTe TogeTher?
 

Which family members aTe TogeTher?
 

(If people did eaT TogeTher) How long afTer The meal did The family

members remain TogeTher?
 

In your judgemenT why has The breakfasT rouTine evolved in This manner?

 

 
v

Is This The usual pracTice for mosT weekdays? WinTer Summer

Yes
 

No
 

weekends?

Yes
 

No
 

Did someone prepare The noon meal Today?
 

(If yes) Who prepared The noon meal?
 

Who generally prepared The noon meal for The following days?

WinTer Summer

Weekdays Weekdays

Weekends Weekends

  

  



30.

3|.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

39.

40.

4‘?" .

48.

64

How much assisTance does This procedure involve?
 

Fbwpfleased or saTisfied are you wiTh This arrangemenT?
 

Are There Things you'd like To change?

(If yes) Which Things?

 

 

Where was The noon meal eaTen?

How many family members aTe TogeTher?
 

Whlch family members aTe TogeTher?
 

(If people did eaT TogeTher) How long afTer The meal did The family

members remain TogeTher?
 

In your JudgemenT why has The noon meal rouTine evolved in This manner?

 

 

 

 

Is This The usual pracTice for mosT weekdays? WinTer Yes No

Weekdays

Weekends

Summer

Weekdays
 

Did someone prepare The evening meal yesTerday?

(If yes) Who prepared The evening meal yesTerday?

 

 

Who generally prepares The evening meal for The following days?

WinTer Summer

Weekdays Weekdays

Weekends Weekends

  

  

How much assisTance does This procedure involve?
 

How pleased or saTisfied are you wiTh This arrangemenT?
 

Are There Things you'd like To change?

(If yes) Which Things?

 

 

Where was The evening meal eaTen?
 

How many family members aTe TogeTher?
 

Which family members aTe TogeTher?
 

(if people did eaf TogeTher) How long afTer The meal did The family

members remain TogeTher?
 

In your JudgemenT why has The breakfasT rouTine evolved in ThlS manner?

 

 



49.

50.

5|.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

65

Is This The usual pracTice for mosT weekdays? WinTer Summer

Yes

No

 

 

Is This The usual pracTice for mosT weekends? WinTer Summer

Yes

No

 

 

PHYSICAL ACCOMODATIONS

Do you find iT difficulT To geT all of The family members To The

Table for meal Time?
 

Why is This (difficuIT/noT difficulT)?
 

 

Do you find lT difficuIT To keep all of The family members aT The Table

during meal Time?
 

 

Why is This (difficulT/noT difficulT)?

 

Can you Think of some physical accomodaTions ThaT you have ThaT help

To geT and keep family members aT The Table for meals?
 

WhaT are These accomodaTions?

 
 

 
 

Can you Think of some physical accomodaTions ThaT you have ThaT Tend To

keep family members away from The Table for meals?
 

WhaT are These accomodaTions?

 
 

 
 

Can you Think of any physical accomodaTions ThaT you do noT have buT

Think could help keep family members aT The Table if you did have Them?

 

WhaT are These accomodaTions?

  

 
 

Is There any specific reason ThaT your eaTing and preparing area is

arranged as lT is? (If yes) WhaT is This reason?
  

Does This arrangemenT of The Two areas Tend To help geT and keep members

aT The Table for meals? (If yes) In whaT way?
 

Does This arrangemenT of The Two areas Tend To keep family members away

from The Table for meals? (If yes) In whaT way?
 



APPENDIX C

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE



Code Number

DaTe of InTerview

 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

The Physical AccommodaTlons ThaT Are Perceived by a Sample of MoThers To

Influence The AmounT and NaTure of Family—Shared Meal Time.

DeparTmenT of Teleles, CloThing a nd RelaTed ArTs

Michigan STaTe UniversiTy, EasT Lansing, Michigan

This research is designed To deTermine how families perform The rouTines of

eaTing. We know very liTTle abouT whaT furnishings, equipmenTs and space

arrancemenTs have been used To successfully accommodaTe eaTing in The pasT.

We feel ThaT a knowledge of arrangemenTs made by families for eaTing wil‘

give L5 an undersTanding of presenT spaTlal requiremenTs which mighT help

in our aTTempT To define fuTure housing needs.

I. WhaT are The names, ages and sexes of all of your children?

Name Sex Age

 

  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

O
U
T
-
b
U
J
N
T
—

 
  

2. Are There addiTional people living in your home?

(If yes) Please give The sex, age, and relaTion (if any) of This

person/persons.

RelaTion Sex Age

 

l.

2.

3.

 
  

 
  

 
  

3. Do you feel ThaT iT ls imporTanT for family members To share meals?

4. Does your family regularly share meal Time?

(If moThers reporT no meals, include ToTal family membership)

Is There anoTher Time when The family does share Time?

 

 

The following quesTions refer To This morning.

5. Did someone prepare food This morning?

(If yes) Who prepared food This morning?

 

 

6. Who generally prepares food for The following mornings?

WinTer Summer

Weekdays

Weekends

  

  

 

7. How much help does This procedure require?
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I6.

68

How pleased or saTisfied are you wiTh This arrangemenT?

Very pleased

RelaTively pleased

SaTisfied

RelaTively dissaTisfied

Very dissaTisfied

 

 

 

 

 

Are There Things you'd like To change?
 

(If yes) Which Things?
 

Where was The food eaTen?
 

How many family members aTe TogeTher?
 

Which family members aTe TogeTher?
 

(If people did eaT TogeTher) How long afTer The meal did The family

members remain TogeTher?
 

Is This The usual paTTern for mosT weekdays? winTer summer

weekends? winTer summer

In your judgemenT why has This rouTine(s) evolved in This manner?

 

 

Do you snack or have refreshmenTs wiTh any family members before The

mid-day food? Which family members?
  

The following quesTions refer To The mid-day food.

I7.

l8.

20.

2|.

22.

Did someone prepare The noon food?
 

(If yes) Who prepared The food?
 

Who generally prepares The food aT mid—day?

WinTer Summer

Weekdays
  

Weekends
  

How much assisTance does This procedure involve?
 

How pleased or saTisfied are you wiTh This arrangemenT?

Very pleased

RelaTively pleased

SaTisfied

RelaTively dissaTisfied

Very dissaTisfied

 

 

 

 

 

Are There Things you'd like To change?
 

(If yes) Which Things?
 

Where was The food eaTen?
 



23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

69

How many family members aTe TogeTher?
 

Which family members aTe TogeTher?
 

(If people did eaT TogeTher) How long afTer The meal did The family

members remain TogeTher?
 

Is This The usual paTTern for mosT weekdays? winTer

weekends? winTer
 

summer

summer

(If This is noT The usual paTTern) WhaT is The usual paTTern for

weekdays?

WinTer
 

Summer
 

for weekends? WinTer

Summer

In your judgemenT why has This rouTine evolved in This manner?

 

 
._Y

Do you snack or have refreshmenTs wiTh any family members before The

evening food? Which members?
 

The following quesTions refer To lasT evening.

30.

3|.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Did someone prepare food lasT evening?
 

(If yes) Who prepared The food?
 

Who generally prepares The food in The evening?

WinTer Summer

Weekdays
  

Weekends
  

How much assisTance does This procedure involve?
 

How pleased or saTisfied are you wiTh This arrangemenT?

Very pleased

RelaTively pleased

SaTisfied

RelaTiver dissaTisfied

Very dissaTisfied

 

 

 

 

 

Are There Things you'd like To change?
 

(If yes) Which Things?
 

Where was The food eaTen?
 

How many family members aTe TogeTher?
 

Which family members aTe TogeTher?
 

(If people did eaT TogeTher) How long afTer The meal did The family

members remain TogeTher?
 



39.

40.

4|.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

70

Is This The usual paTTern for mosT weekdays? winTer summer

weekends? winTer summer

(If This is noT The usual paTTern) WhaT is The usual paTTern for

weekdays?

WinTer
 

Summer
 

Weekends? WinTer?

Summer

 

 

In your judgemenT why has This rouTine(s) evolved in This manner?

 

 

Do you Think ThaT The consumer markeT offers The kind of furnishings

or household equipmenT needed To accommodaTe shared family meals?

 

Do you find if difficulT To geT all of The family members TogeTher for

meal Time?

 

Why is This difficulT/noT difficulT?

Do you find lT difficulT To keep all of The family members TogeTher

for The meal Time acTiviTy?

Why is This difficulT/noT difficulT?

 

 

 

Can you Think of lnTerferences ThaT usually occur during family

meals?
 

(If yes) WhaT are These lnTerferences?
 

WhaT furnishings and equipmenT are presenT in your home for making The

preparaTions, serving and clearing away of family meals easier or more

   

   

   

   

pleasanT?

Rugs BuffeT

Tea CarT Trays

Dining Table Dishes

Chairs Grills

Shelves Coffee Maker
   

WhaT furnishings and equipmenT are presenT in your home ThaT makes The

preparaTion, serving and clearing away of family meals difficulT or

less pleasanT?

   

   

   

   

Rugs Trays

Tea CarT Dishes

Dining Table Coffee Maker

Chairs Grills

Shelves BuffeT
   



50.

5|.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

6|.

62.

7|

Can you Think of any physical accommodaTions (furnishings, equipmenT,

eTc.) ThaT you do noT have buT Think could aid in The preparing,

serving and clearing away of family meals?

    

    

    

Is There any specific reason ThaT your dining area is arranged as iT

is?

(If yes) WhaT is This reason?

 

 

Does This arrangemenT Tend To help bring and keep family members aT The

Table for meals? Why does This arrangemenT help/noT help bring

and keep family members aT The Table for meals?
 

 

Does This arrangemenT Tend To keep family members away from The Table

for meals? In whaT way?
 

 

Is There any specific reason ThaT your preparing area is arranged as iT

is?

(If yes) WhaT is This reason?

 

 

Does This arrangemenT have any effecT upon The amounT of Time spenT

TogeTher by family, before, during and afTer The meal Time?
 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

 

  

  

 
 

 
 

AT The presenT Time are you married? Widowed? Divorced?

SeparaTed? OTher?

How many years have you been married? Widowed? Divorced?

SeparaTed?

WhaT is your age? WhaT is your husband's age?

Under 20

2| - 30

3| - 40

4| - 50

Over 50
 

 

WhaT is your husband's job or occupaTion?
 

Does This prevenT his reTurn home for any meals?

(If yes) Which meals?

 

 

How far does he Travel To work?
 

Does his work occupy Time on weekends?
 



63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

7|.

72.

72

WhaT is your job or occupaTion?
 

Does This prevenT your reTurn home for any meals?
 

(If yes) Which meals?
 

How far do you Travel To work?
 

Does your work occupy Time on weekends?
 

Are you a high school graduaTe?
 

Are you a college graduaTe? OTher degrees above The bachelor's?

 

ls you husband a high school graduaTe?
 

Is your husband a college graduaTe? OTher degrees above The

bachelor's?
 

ApproximaTely how many meals per week does your family eaT away from

home?

Per monTh?

 

 

How many years of formal educaTion in Home Economics have you had?

 

AddiTlonal responses
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT LETTER



July 6, I966

This leTTer is senT To acknowledge our appreciaTion To you for your

cooperaTion in The housing research projecT.

We found ThaT The responses received were very helpful for This projecT

and many of Them indicaTed direcTions for fuTure research.

IT is hoped ThaT This leTTer will noT be The only expression of appreciaTion

ThaT you will receive, buT raTher ThaT you and your family, as well as

consumers in general, will beneflT from The findings Through The avallabiliTy

of more saTisfacTory home design, furnishings and equipmenT in The fuTure.

Yours Truly,

Jacquelyn Williams, GraduaTe STudenT

GerTrude Nygren, Professor of

RelaTed ArTs
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