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ABSTRACT
HOUS ING FEATURES AND FURNISHINGS PERCEIVED BY MOTHERS TO AID
OR IMPEDE FAMILY-SHARED MEALTIME

By Jacquelyn Williams McCray

Considering the fact that housing today frequently is supplied
without reference to specific families it 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: (1) What were their preferences concerning family-shared meal-
time? (2) What housing features and furnishings did they perceive as
related 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 defermine the mothers'
preferences for shared mealtime, which housing featues 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 it 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 frequently
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 outdoor
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 it 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 resultfs 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-



Jacquelyn Williams McCray
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 criteria could identify
housing features and furnishings conceivably related tfo a family activity
which could then be compared with families having different shared-
activity patterns. Lastly, great caution must be exercised to be certain
respondents understand and consistently follow the definitions of the

term "family-shared."
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INTRODUCT | ON

Broad implications for housing forms are suggested when shelter
is viewed in relation to family development and individual behavior.

There is growing evidence that adequate family life is contingent upon
space and facilities providing for physical closeness and social exclu-
siveness in activities of daily living. Therefore, it would follow that
aqfivifies 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 population of mothers: (1) 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?

Operational 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 menta!ly 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 |
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 last at least
half a cenTury.I 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.

|Svend Riemer, "Architecture for Family Living," American Journal
of Social Issues, VII, Part Il (1951), |45,

2Char|es Hobart, "Commitment, Value Conflict and the Future of the
American Family," Marriage and Family Living, XXV, No. 4 (1963), 405-406.

3Norman W. Bell and Ezra F. Vogel, A Modern Introduction to the
Family (Glencoe, Ill: The Free Press, 1960), pp. 94, 108.

3
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Duvall cited the following changes which have effected the
American family: (1) 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.I In addition, families have
increased resources, more leisure and more education; parental roles have
become less distinct, and family instability 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 1960 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 significantly weaken its ability to
function in the traditional 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

IEvelyn Millis Duvall, Family Development (New York: J. B. Lippincott
Co., 1962), p. 67.

Ibid.

BBarringTon Moore, '"Thoughts on the Future of the Family," Identify
and Anxiety, ed. Arthur J. Vidch and David M. White (Glencoe, Ill: The Free
Press, 1960), pp. 393-394.

4

Hobart, op. cift.
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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 l|iving have
caused changes in the function of the family.I Accordingly, in foday'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 cope with the outside world.2

Winch concluded that today's family is a multi-purpose group serving
economic, political, socio-economic and religious functions, as well as
certain functions of replacement, position conferring and emotional grati-
ficaTion.3 According to Broom and Seltniz, the family is crucial in keeping
society's members in working condition - 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 vital 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

|Duvall, op. cit., p. 60.

Ibid.

3Rober'r F. Winch, The Modern Family (New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1963), p. 8I.

4Leonard Broom and Philip Seltniz, Sociology (Evanston, [Il: Row
Peterson & Co., 1958), p. 372.
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study how the physical envi~onment atfects the family as wetl as individual
development.

Research in human ecology cou'd be helpful to ail 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! gowrnmental agencies and housing authorities. Second'y, this
type of research is needed by the consuming pubiic who cou:d, if informed,
demand houses constructed according to predetermined patterns of living.

Schorr wrote, "A concepticn has yet to be developed that considers
man in relation fo his physical environment."' 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 ‘ook for objecTive evidence as a basis for pianning
and constructing housing.

Riemer referred to the consequences of housing deficiencies when
he said housing and family customs were composed of stubborn materials.
Thus families suffer from conf!icts between house forms, famiiy values,
and customs because the walls of houses are not prone to give way nor is
a house design amenabie *to change

Even Though in 1960, according to Beyer, one-fourth of ail existing
dwellings in the United States had been constructed since 1950, the writer

discovered no basis for ascribing more human'y orien*ed design fo that

! .

Alvin L. Schorr, Slums and Social Insecurity, U. S. Depa-tment of
Heaith, Education and Welfare Resea-ch Buiiet:n No. ' (Washington: U. S.
Government Printing Oftfice), pp. 32-33.

2_ .
Reimer, op. cit.
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period than to the previous ten-year spancI

Kelly conc!uded that despite al! 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, convictions, 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 conditions."

Justification for the present study is based upon the one character-
istic of the family which Bel! and Vogel said was responsible for the family's
ability to cope with change, grief, and other stressful situations without
disintegration - family solidariTy.5

Situations found by Be!l and Voge! to be highiy responsible for
family solidarity were those allowing family EnTeracTion.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 interaction, such as the

mealtime activity, in which the famiiy united as a whole.

|Glerm Beyer, Hcusing and Society (New York: The Macmilian Co.,
1964), p. 196.

2Burnham Kelly and Associates, Design and the Production of Houses
(New York: McGraw-Hill Co., 1959), 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, 1949,

4
Beyer, op. cit.

5Be'l and Vogel, op. cit.
6lbid.

7lbid.
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Acceptance of the family as a tunctional unit in our present society
and the be!ief that family solidarity is related to family interaction lead
to the conciusion that a study of housing and family activities permitting
interaction wouid 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 fo the
family's ability to fulfill this function by a!lowing joint 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 ||
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 sociai behavior of its occupants have
been slow to deveiop. Wilner' summar ized forty research projects, 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 |i, and
they presented originai! data analysis. In general, *he findings of these
studies showed a marked positive association between housing and health:
poor housing was correlated with poor health and better housing with
better health. Of the twenty-four studies that involved physical morbidity,
fifteen showed positive relationships, seven seemed ambigucus or showed no
relationship between housing and health, and two indicated negative resulfs.
Of the sixteen studies that dealt with some aspect of social! adjustment,
eleven found a positive reilationship fo housing, four gave ambiguous or
null results, and one was negative. Research which associated housing with
the incidences ot ftuberculosis, respiratory infections, skin diseases, acute
dyspepsia, anemia, rickets, prematurity, and congenital maiformations occupied

the major portion of research into housing and physical heaith, while poor

|
Danie! M. Wilner, et al. The Housing Environment and Family Life
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1962), pp. |1-40.
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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 identity housing features and
furnishings related to family-shared mealtime as a step in the quest to
learn the possible instrumental 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 Duvai!,3 Winch,4 and Broom and Se!Tniz,5
that of the social and psychological development of i*ts members; that family-
shared mealtime is important for family solidarity because it allows family
interaction, and furthermore that mothers are instrumental in directing famiiy-
shared activities.

Literature that related () family solidarity fo social behavior,

(2) family-shared mealtime to family interaction, and (3) family group
structure to family-shared mealtime wili be discussed in this chapter in an

attempt to describe more exp!icitiy the basis upon which this study was

developed.
I
Ibid.
2. .
Wilner, op. cift.
3Duvall, op. cit
4

Winch, op. ciT.

5Broom and Seltniz, cp. cit., p. 200.



Definition and Role of 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 ‘rhe|
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 conditions, mutual
inspiration is possible and individuals may rise fo 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 responsibility 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 responsibility might well

involve contributions from all memgers of the criminal's family to
compensate the injured family.

IAlber*r N. Cousins, "The Failure of Solidarity," The Family,
ed. Bell and Vogel (Glencoe, Ill: The Free Press, 1960), pp. 403-416.

2Broom and Seltniz, op. cit., p. 260.

Ibid.

“winch, op. cit., pp. 108-109.
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Active so!idarity, 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 kinsman by an outsider. Specific characteristics
of active solidarity, as given by Burgess and Lock, are:

(1) the fee!ing on the part of all members that they belong pre-
eminently 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 assumption that land,
money, and other material gocds are family property, involving
obligations to support individua! 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 adu!t chiid in beginning and continuing an economic
activity in line with family expectations, and in setting up a
new househo!d.’

Earle, in an investigation of marita! conflict and family unity
within a random!y-selected group of North Carolina fami!ies, showed that
homes which were high in cobesiveness, were among other qualities, more
frequently characterized by joint participation, happy members, equal-
itarianism, and consensus among members. |n famiiies where solidarity was
high, adolescents more often respected their parents, and parental infiuence
and control were more probable,2

Bel! and Voge! sa'd *that ror a group to maintain close relationships
between members over a long period of time required some commitment and
feelings of solidarity. Solidarity gave members the motivation to abide
by the norms of the group. If there was littie solidarity w'thin the family,
the obligations imposed by the group seemed oppressiwve, but when there was

a great dea! of solidarity, the obligations were accepted as natura'! and

were not fe!t as obligations. |In addition, feeiingof solidarity were very

IErnesT W. Burgess and Harvey J. Locke, The Family: From institution
to Companionship (New York: American Book, 1953,, p. 60.

2John Rochester Ear'e, '"Marita: Contiict and Family Unity,"
(unpublished Ph.D. thesis, The Un:.versity of North Carolina at Chape Hiil,
1963), pp. 102-107.
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important in dealing w'th individuai tensions and personality problems.[

In this reference, solidarity was defined as: favorable effects
and a balance of moral respect among coparticipants in a concrete group;
reflection of common orientation; out-group antagonism and in-group inspiration;
a feeling of belonging; and complete infegration for the achievement of family
objectives. Such phrases as '"complete integration for the achievement of
family objectives," "in-group inspiration,”" "common orientation" and '"co-
participants in a concrete group" indicated an active element of so!idarity,
obligating the individual famiiy members to work toward implementing over-
all family functions. The degree of obligatory acceptance depended upon the
degree of solidarity within the group.

According fto Homans, group solidarity was dependenT upon shared
activities. A decrease in the shared activities of any group ied to a
decrease in the number of sentiments which group members had for one another.
This decrease in the number of sentiments had a cyciic effect, which resulted
in stil! less desire for soiidarity, with still fewer shared activities.
Conversely, when shared activities formed the basis for the deveiopment of
emotionai ties, as more activities were shared, the soilidarity was greater
among family members. Fam:ly members fe!t more affection for one another
and sought further solidarity through the medium of more shared activities.

The next portion of this chapter will present studies of family shared

time.

lBell and Voge!, op. cit.

2George C. Homans, The Human Group {New York: Harcourt, Brace and
Co., 1950), pp. 259-262.
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Studies of Family Shared Time

Thurow sTaTea that autobiographies of 200 co!lege students revealed
that there appeared to be less tension and higher satisfaction in homes where
activities were shared and in which families ate and ce'ebrated holidays
together. Thurow further indicated that the most commoniy shared family
activity was eafing.’

Thorpe's study of tamily interaction patterns of forty-four town and
forty-five farm families in Southern Michigan reveaied that the farm families
spent more than fifty per cent of the fotal time shared in eating together,
while the fown families spent approximate!y twenty-four per cent of the
total time shared in eating together. This was the greatest percentage ot
totai time shared by these famifies(z

A similar study was conducted by Snow3 in 1950. Although the
objectives of the research were not *o determine patterns of interaction,
but rather to deveiop a technique for determining the number and types of
activities which family members shared, tindings 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.

lM|ldred Thurow, A Study of Selected Factors in Family Lite as
Described in Au+ob.ographoes ‘Co-reil University Agricuitural Experiment
Station Memoir (7', 1935), pp. 5-8.

2Alice C. Thorpe, "Patterns of Family Interaction Within the Home"
(unpublished Ph.D. thes:is, Michigan State University, '956), pp. 51-70.

3Caro‘yn B. Snow, "A Study in the Deve'opment of a Technique for
Determining the Amount and Types of Activities which Famiiy Members Share"
funpublished Master's thesis, The University of Geo-g'a, '950), pp. 43-57.
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Studies of Fami'y Group Structure

Snow's research a!so indicated that the amount ot shared time of
these families was inversely reiated to the amount of time spent by the mother
outside the homea| This finding was important only to *he extent that it
gave indications ot the vital torce the mother exerted in the one aspect of
family life, with which the present study is concerned. Findings by Beers,
in a study of famiiy relationships in a group of New York farm families,
supported the findings by Snow. He tfound that tathers 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 groupsa2

A study giving concrete evidence of the reiationship 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 initiated interaction and of family position and interaction
rates to patterns of support in the famiiy; (2) median rates of support fcr
members occupying each fami'!y position (e.g. husband, wife, aged person),
and for members of difterent rank orders of initiated interaction; and (3)
the frequencies with which various support patterns occurred between tamily

pos;‘rnons.3

Ibid,
2Howard W. Beers, 'Measurements of Famiiy Relationships in Farm
Families of Central New York," Memoir 183 (Corne | University Agricultura:
Exper iment Station, 'thaca, New York, 1935), pp. 5- 2.

3 - - .
F. G. Scott, "famiiy G-oup Structure and Patterns of Socia: Inter-

action," Amer:zar Jourra'l of Serio-ngy, WX iy, 1962-May, 1963, p. 2 4
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Scott concluded that power, as measured by indicators derived from
groyp ’‘nteraction, was not found to be related to the aurhority structure
but, on the contra-y, the wife was in a more advantageous power position
Than other famiiy members because of her high rate of support from the

. |
other members of the tamiiy.
Summary

The role of family soiidarity 'n the execution of rami'y tuncTions
was discussed by three authors and empirical! evidences g. wven by another.
The relationship or the famiiy act v 'ty of eating to fam.ly soiidarity was
studied by one research writer and supporrted by another. Fu-ther, some
indication of the dcmina~t ro:e ot the mother 'n directing tamity 'nteraction
In three-generation tami'!ies was g ven by ore author ¢t ressarch, and tre
mother's dominant role in directing fami:y acTivities was given by Two
other investigators. |n summary, some evidences of the nature of severa.
social aspects of fami‘y !iving were cited, but no research was located trat

identified the relation cof hous:'ng to the s:ituation o activi ty.

L . 2 3 - 4 : 5
Rellance upon tne studies ot Tnorpe,” Snow,” Thurow, and Beers,

tor curreat patterns of act v ty was !:m ted because These studies were from
ten *to fthirry years oid and dea t prma~.iy with rura. tam .ies. Therefore,
the present - nvestigation shcu'd revea! Curr~ent practices in the area ot The

za*ing act:vity for urpan tam: ! es.

!rbid,

Z
Thorpe, op. cit.

5 .
Snow, op. . T




CHAPTER 111

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the methods employed in the (i) se'ection of
the sample, (2) development of the ‘nterview schedule, (3) pretest of the
instrument, (4) administration of the instrument, and (5) anaiysis of the

data.

Seiect’or of the Sample

Thirty mothers were randomly selected from a popuiation ot eighty
mothers with children attend: ng the Michigan State University Laboratory
Preschooi to be interviewed for this study. The nursery school administrators
provided the interviewer with access to femilies with young children and to
what was believed to be a homogeneous socio-economic level!,

Because there was some variation among author t.es on the indices
of sociai ciass, the researcher accepted the emergent va!ues as given by
Kah! to be fthe foundation tor estab::.sning homogeneity of 1ife styie, Kah!
described career-orientation as the emergent va ue ot The upper-m.ddie
socio-economic !evel and concluded that career-orientation described the
life style of protessionals, managers, and business execu*’uves,l Because
al! *hirty of the respondents were spouses of professiornai workers, the
term '"professional" was used to reter to the sample descr:bed.

Responderts were randomiy se‘ected trom a listing provided by the

admin’strators of the Laboratory Preschoo!. Ffrom the origina' sample of

]
"Joseph A. Kahl, The American Class Structure (New York, New York:
Rinehart and Companry, i960), pp. 193-20i.
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thirty mothers, thirteen 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:rty respondents were seiected for study because it appeared
that thirty was the largest number that couid be successfully handled by
the interviewer in the aliotted time, and thirty was considered to be a

sufficient number from which to identify trends.

Devetopmen* of the Instrument

Since there was no instrument availabie *o meet the demands of
this study, an interview schedule was deveioped. Methods for deveioping the
interview schedu'e, as given by Goode and Ha'r*,| guided the construction of
fifty-eight questions (see Append.x B, p.6i). Fourteen questions deait
with personal data about the families, twe've 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 instrument

The first dratt or the interview schedule was administered 7o two protfes-
sional home economists, who we-e aiso mothers of young chiidren, in an attempt to
obtain suggest.ons for improv.ng the instrument, provide experience for The
invest gator, and estabiish the iength of time required for the interv ew.

These *rial interviews revealed weaknesses, especiaily in the areas dealing

with features and furnishings. One mother failed To respond to many gquest:.ons

| ‘ .
Wiliitam J. Goode and Paul K. Hat*, Methods . n.Soc:a' Research
(New York, New York: McGraw-Hi'l, 1952), pp. 184-208.
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and required considerable explanation .n order to obta:n the type of
responses expected.

The interv ew schedule was revised. The second schedule contained
seventy-two questions, nineteen deaiing with personal data on the families,
twelve with the mothers' preferences for sharing meaitime, 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 o a mother with four chiidren
ranging in age from one to fitteen. The second schedule appeared To be
great!y improved with respect to the number of concrete responses gained
when the questions re'ating housing features and fu-nishings to shared

mealtime were asked.

Administrat:on of the Instrument

After a brief expianatory letter (see Appendix A, p. 59) had been
sent to the selected responden*s, each mother was contacted by telephone
to ascertain if she wou!d be w: :ing to cooperate and *c determine when she
wou'!d be available for an interview. Appo.-ntments for the 'nterview were
made within a two-week period. The nterviews were corducted in the homes
of the families during June, '966.

The initiai section of the scheduie dea!* with demographic questions
which concerned the children and which were des.gned to gain rapport w' th
the respondents. Questions dsa ing w:th frequency of shared mea:t me and
mothers' preferences for sharing mealtime preceded questions about housing
features and furnishings. Questions atftempting to determine which housing
features and furnishings were perceived by mothers to aid or impede fami iy-

shared meaitime appeared near the end of the schedu:e to a!low the mothers
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to become familiar with the ftype of interview to be conducted. The
interviews were concluded with ques*ions which attempted to determine
possible causes for the previous answers dealing with preferences, routines,
and housing features and turn:shings.
W:thin a week after the interviews had been administe-ed, the
respondents were sent ief*ers (see Appendix D, p. 73) thanking them for

their ass'stance and cooperation.

Ana'ysis of the Data

Anatysis of Contingency Tables (ACT) were used as a basis for
interpreting responses It was hoped that the find.ngs from th:s piiot
study would suggest a hypothesis and appropriate methodoiogy for future

studies.



CHAPTER 1V

FINDINGS AND D1SCUSS 10N

Description of the Sample

Thirty mothers were drawn from a population of eighty mothers who
had 2 child attending the Michigan State University Laboratory Preschool.
A minimum of one pre-school child was the contro!lling variable.

Al! of the respondents lived in suburbs of Lansing, Michigan.

There were twenty-s:x from East Lansing, three from Okemos and one from
Haslett. The researcher assumed that families in The other suburbs wou'd
be simitar to those in East Lansing based on previous know:edge regarding
families who sent children to the University Laborato-y Preschool.

Thirty mothers had a total of seventy-eight children; forty-nine
were male children and fwenty-n:ne were female. The mean number of chi'dren
was 2.6 and the most common age range of chiidren was t-om five to ten years.

Age categories ot mothers revealed that tifty-three percent were in
the thirty-ore to forty age group, forty percent were in the torty-one to
fifty age group, and the remaining (one case each) feli into the twenty-one
to thirty age range and the over- fi fty category. The average age of husbands

was sligh*!y h-gher than the average age ot the w:ves.

21



22
The respondents and spouses had obtained eduwat:on above that of

the average resident of East Lansing and *the state of Michigan.*

Respondent Spouse East Lansing* Michigan*

Years of

School ing 16.7 19.06 5.8 10.8

Al'l of the thirty spouses of the respondents were engaged in
professiona! occupations., This finding supported the writer's assumption
that the sample wou!d represent a homogeneous socio-economic level, based
on Kahl'sl occupational foundation as representat:ve of life styie.

Two of the *thirty respondents were protessional!y employed, while
the remaining ftwenty-eight did not work outside The home.

in addition to occupation of spouses, the number ot years spent in
educational endeavors by both the respondents and the spouses, and the

number of non-working mothers indicated that there was cons.derable homo-

geneity in the group.

Analysis of Mothers' Preferences

The respondents were asked (! "Do you fee! that |t is important
for family members to share mea s?" and (2) '"Does your tam:ly frequently
share meal!s?" The responses to the question "Do you fee!l that it s
important for family members to sha-e meais?'" were recorded as a preference
measure for family-shared mealti.me, and the responses to ftne question "Does

your family frequent!y share meal!s?" were recorded as an actual practice

'Kahl, op. cit.

*
Taken from the U. S. Bureau of Census, Michigan Genera' Popuiat:on
Characteristics 1960 (Washington, D. C.).
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measure. TwenTy-eight ot the th.rty respondents said they thought 't was
important *o share mea's and That the ' r fam!. ies did sha-e mea!times. These

A}

respondents will be reterred to as *the "ves-Do" responderts ‘n &' . to 'ow'ng
analyses. Tnough *he remaining fwo ~espcndents said That *hey did not think

it important to share meals, they sa:d that the'r famijies did share mea ~:mes.
These respondents wi | be referred "o as the "No-Do'" reszpcndents 1n a @ sub-
sequent descriptrons ot the data.

Although there were oniy two deviant cases .n mocthers' preferences
for eating togetnher, scme ettort was made *to !ocate patterns of responses
for mothers' preferences because cons stencies in resporses cou'd suggesT
areas worthy of sty 1n tuture research.

Mothers' preterences were compared w trn “nz demograph:c data :n an
attempt To determine wnether or not demograph.c ractors ze2med o ce
associated with prefe-ences. Age and sex ot children, age o1 respecnien”
and spouse, and occupation d1d not seem to be assoc.-a”ed wi'h p-eterents
responses.

Mi:ieage trave ed tTo wo~k oy spouse d d not app=a” to be assoc.ated
«.th responderts' preferences to- sraring mez.t me, even

“hoogh the number

ot mil

W]

s *rave'ed d.ftre-ed grea'y tor some spouses.  The shorrtest 4 staie

traveied was three-tenths 23
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was twelve and one-nalf miles.

No re a*ticrnizn-p oeftween emcun™ of weerend work perromed by "hz

o

spouse and *the morhners' preferencas cou'd te extad shed,
respondents repo”ted *hat the r hustands' joos consumed some weekend t me
The number ot yea~s marr:ed showed some pattern ng n The respi--25

fsee Taple !,
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Table !.--Distribution 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. %*
I - 5 I 3.6 | 50.0 2 6.7
6 - 10 | 39.3 | 50.0 |2 40.0
I - 20 i4 50.0 -- -- 14 46,7
Over 20 2 7.1 -- -- 2 6.7

¥Percentages may not equa! |00 because second place decimals have
been dropped.

The two mothers in the "No-Do" category had been married under fen
years, while siightly more than ha!f 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 yieided !ittie patterning
in re'ation to mothers' preterences. Observations were *hen 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 mea's, and frequency
of meals missed by spouse were associated with stated preterences.

The amount of education in home econcmics appeared to have no bearing

on the respondents' stated preterences (see Table 2).
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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 Instfruction
in Home Economics No. %% No. %¥ No. %*
| |l 39.3 | 50.0 |2 40.0
2 5 17.8 -- -— 5 16.6
3 6 21.4 50.0 7 23.3
4 6 21.4 -— - 6 20,0

*Percentages may not equal 100 because the second place decima's
have been dropped.

The largest single number of mothers reported one to two years of
education in home economics. The observation that ali mothers, incl!uding
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 o the amount of time shared during pre-meai 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 ' Tota!
(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)
Amount of
Assistance No. No. No.
Morning
Great deal 8 | 9
Some 10 | |
None 10 -- i0
Mid-Day
Great dea! 7 - 7
Some |8 2 20
None 3 -— 3
Evening
Great deal | | 12
Some |5 | 16
None 2 - 2

The two "No-Do" respondents received help in preparing all three
meals. Ten of the '"Yes-Do" respondents received no help :n preparing
breakfast; three received no help in preparing the mid-day mea'!; and two
received no help in preparing the evening mea!. Outstanding here is the
observation that the "No-Do" respondents shared pre-meal preparation w:th
family members, even though they did not consider famiiy-shared meaitime
important. Perhaps the amount of heip received in pre-mea! preparation
was due to the young age of the children in some of the tfamilies. 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, it was sufficient to establish oriy whether or
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not any members shared pre-meal preparation time. The respondents appeared
to share time regardless of expressed preterences.

The freguency 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 frequent|y, 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

Pre ference Response

Yes - Do No - Do Tota!
(N = 28) (N =2) (N = 30/
Meals not Attended
by Spouse No. No. No.
Morning
Frequently 2 - 2
Occasional ly 6 - 6
Never 20 2 22
Mid-Day
Frequently 14 -- i4
Occasional ly 9 l 10
Never 5 ! 6
Evening
Frequently 18 2 20
Occasiona!ly - - -
Never 10 - 0

Both '"No-Do" respondents reported that their husbands never missed
breakfast, one reported that her husband never missed the mid-day mea!, one

reported that her husband occasional ly missed the mid-day meal, and both
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reported that their husbands frequently missed the evening meal. Two of
the "Yes-Do" respondents reported that their husbands frequently 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 frequently missed the
mid-day meal, five reported that their husbands occasiona!ly 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
frequentiy 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 apparent!y unrelated
to the expressed preferences. The high frequency of reported fami!y-shared
mea!*times was inconsistent with the responses to the number of mea's attended
by husbands. The discrepancies apparently arose from the lack of ciearly
establ ished categories denoting the number of meals shared. A more prec:se
means of defining "frequently" and "occasionally" couid have yielded more
meaningful responses in this area.

Inconsistencies in responses were also discovered when the est.mated
frequency of meals shared was at great variance with the responses indicating

which family members usuaily shared mea!s (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
Al 2 -- 2
All children 8 -- 8
All children and mother 7 - 7
Mother and father Il 2 13
Mid-Day
All | -- '
All children 13 - 5]
All children and mother 6 -- 6
Mother and father 8 - 8
Individual ly - 2 2
Evening
All I -- |
All children and mother |7 -- 17
Mother and father -- I |
Individually 10 I |

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 mea!time as a time when any of the famiy
members were together, and not when the total family was assempled. ApparenT 'y
the term "family-shared mea!time" was not explicit or was not repeated frequently
enough to convey the meaning which was intended. Subsequent research a.s0 -eveaied
this difficulty as other interviewers said they found it necessary to stress
"all family members" or mothers tended to consider any grouping of fami'iy

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 latter 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 immediately toliowing the
actual 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. |t was noted that
all the periods of over thirty minutes of family-shared time fo!lowing
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 atftter the evening
meal (see Table 6).

No differences were discernibie 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 rece ved

. ! a
remained constant for the three meal periods.
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Table 6.--Distribution of amount of reported time shared immediately after

eating, according fo mothers' pre

ferences

Preference Response

Yes - Do No
(N = 28) (N

Time Shared
Immediately
After Eating No.

Morning
0- 5 min. I
5-15 min.
i5-30 min.
over 30 min.

NWHO

Mid-Day
0- 5 min, I
5-15 min.
[5-30 min.
over 30 min.

W WS O

Evening
0- 5 min. |
5-15 min.
|5-30 min,
over 30 min.

~N A~ JdO

- Do
= 2)

No.

(N

Total

W s O N w U O

~N W~ -

30)

Table 7.--Distribution of the response to the amount of satisfaction
received from assistance in pre-meal preparation according to mothers'

pretferences
Preference Response
Yes - Do No - Do Total
(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)
Degree of
Satisfaction No. No. No.
Pleased 20 ! 21
Satisfied 7 i

Dissatisfied | -
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The degree of satisfaction expressed may be reiated 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 *hree meals
(see Table 3).

The preferences apparently were unrelated to deg-ee of satisfaction
received from shared preparation time, since the two respondents who did not
implement their preferences were pleased and satisfied, while tThe mother
who was dissatisfied did implement her preference. Research locating
factors which influence the degree of mothers' satisfaction in pre-meal
preparation may be worthy of further study.

No questions which atftempted 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 famiiy-shared mealtime.

Factors Relating fo Preferences and Mealtime Routines

Although little 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 frequently given reason
for breakfast and mid-day meal routines was "occupation," while for the

evening meal routines, the response, "planned," increased substantia ly.
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"Occupation" remained about the same, and "chiidren's activities"

dropped in frequency of mention.

Table 8.--Distribution of reasons given for present mealtime routine
according to mothers' preferences

Reasons for Mealtime
Routines

Morning
Occupation
Children's activities
Planned
Just happened

Mid-Day
Occupation
Children's activities
Planned
Just happened

Evening
Occupation
Children's activities
Planned
Just happened

Preference Response

Yes - Do No -
28) (N =
No. No.
4 —_—
8 ]
3 -
7 |
5 |
9 |
3 -
6 —
10 -
2 2
[ --
10 -

Do Total
2) (N = 30

No.

WO &

10

i
10

A large percentage of the "Yes-Do" respondents

they shared other eating situations, while the "No-Do'"

also reported that

respondents repo-ted

that they did not share between-meal eating, al*though they did eat mea s

together (see Table 9).

as husbands' preferences, a lack of
convenience of preparation may have
for the "No-Do'" respondents.

members could eat independentiy and

These data

suggested that outside factors, such

suitable eating facilities, or the

established a shared mea:*ime patrern

time may have been

at random,

a time when fam 'y
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Table 9.--Distribution of responses fto shared morning and afternoon snack
periods according to mothers' preferences

Preference Response

Yes - Do No - Do Total
(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30)
Shared Snacks No. No. No.
Morning |8 - 18
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 o~ not
difficuit was asked (see Table !0). Three responses were given by the
respondents: "Activities of family members," "Interest of tamily members,"
and "lInadequate or adequate housing features and furnishings provided in
the home for family-shared mealtime."

Particularly important for this study is the fact that ninereen of
the "Yes-Do'" respondents said "inadeguate housing features and furn.shings
provided in The home tor famiiy-shared mealtime" made sharing mea!time
difficult. Fifteen of the "Yes-Do" respondents also said "interest of
tamily members" made famiiy-shared mealtime ditficult. The respondents
indicated thirty-seven causes of difficulty in keeping fami iy members
together for family-shared mealtime, as opposed to twenty reasons why
keeping family members together for family-shared mealtime was not diff.cult.
These findings suggested that these mothers experienced some ditfic.ity 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 10.--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
Interest of family members 15 -- '5
Inadequate housing features and
furnishings provided in the
home for family-shared mealtime 9 -- 19
Not Difficult
Activities of family members 4 I 5
Interest of family members 5 I 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 i‘ocation 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 fo eat together said they aiso ate
in these spaces, but they mentioned the additional areas of the kitchen,
breakfast bar, dining room and fiving room. The majority of ali famiiies
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 710
Aid or Impede Fami!y-Shared Mealftime

When asked, "Which housing features are present in your home that
you fee! aid or impede the preparing, serving and ciear ng away of tam: .y
meals?'", five physicai features were mentioned by the respo-dents. However,
these five features were mentioned only 42 out ot 5 poss:b e 50 T/mes 'see

Table 11).

Table |l.--Number of housing features perce:ved fo aid o impede tam.'y-:hared

mea |t ime
2-Way Furn-Tu-e Dinirg
Shelves Rugs Cabinets Ar-rargement  Room Tota.
Aids family-
shared mealTime 8 3 i 2 5 Z
Impedes family-
shared mealtime -~ 2 2 -- S

An attempt was made detfermine whether o not data f-om the

O

2iographical information of the temil es were rela*ed *o The eva. ua i on ot
ncusing features. Age of The parents, age and sex ot the ch idren, and

“he number of years of marriage were compared with the motners'

"o distinct patterns were observed,

The respondents appeared *c be more consc.-Cus O Tho:2 1esTure:
arding family-shared mea't me than ot Those which .mpeded %, Fur~.rure
arirangement was the most frequen®!y men*ioned item, witn the cumber <

respondents perceiving their furniture arrangement 3s an a8'd €gua 1O fross

perce.ving 't as an impediment. Since twenTy-tcus Ct tne *h ~Ty respcorde "s



57
mentioned furniture arrangement, it was by far Tthe most frequentiy
perceived feature related to family-shared mealtime for the respondents of
this sample.

When the respondents were asked, "Are there housing furnish.ngs
present in your home that make the preparing, serving and ctea~ing away Cf
family-shared mealtime easier or more difticu!t?", thirteen .ftems were
mentioned 53 out of a possible 190 times. After the responzes were coded,
the thirteen items were classified as mechanical, sem.-mechanica! and non-
mechanical for clarity. Findings will be discussed in te-ms of fhese
classifications (see Table [2).

Five of the *hirteen housing turnishings mentioned were mechanize.
‘tems, one was semi-mechanical, and seven were non-mechanica'.

Features and furnishings perceived to interfere w:Tth tami'!y-sha-ec
mealtime totaied nineteen. The respondents' perceptions of wh ch rous ng
features and furnishings affected the preparing, serving and cliearing away
of family-shared meals were varied. Mothers perceived features as 'mped ments
to family-shared meals more often than they did *turnishings. Airthough hous g
features were mentiored fewer times than turnichirgs (tems--for fy-two as
compared fo tifty-three times--f:fteen respondents repo~*ed aivfi.cu ty w' ™n
features, whiie oniy four respondents attributed difticulity to hcuserc'c
furnishings.

Either mothers were less aware of features that impeded tam: y-
shared mea!s than they were of furnishings whi:ch impeded tamiiy-shared
meaitime, or they had tew furnishing items which d:d interfere w:-tn tam ,-
shared mealtime,

The outdoor griil was mentioned fwenty times as an a.d bu’™ wes
never mentioned as an 'mpediment, making it the fu-nishing item w th The

a-gest number of total mentions. Because *he irt=arvisw sohady a: wa e
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administered during mid-June, the investigator feels that a seascnal factor
might have been responsible for the large number of respondents indicating
the outdoor 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
apparently 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 |imited. Furniture arrangement emerged clearly
as both an aid and impediment. Shelves were aiso mentioned as an aid. House
furnishings mentions were varied, except for the outdoor grill, mak ng
interpretation somewhat difficult. The high number of mentions of the out-
door grill holds implications for studying the extent to which an informa!
activity and one that might contain cooperative effort fosters famiiy-shared
activity. The investigator observed that several respondents found the
concept of housing features and furnishings aiding or impeding family
ac*ivities to be a somewhat new perspective. |t is conce’vable that the
question required a period of time for thinking in order fo elicit the most
complete responses the mothers were capable of giving.

A comprehensive listing of items mentioned as aids or impediments
to the impiementation 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 short for the respondents to think and respond to a question of th:s
unusua! 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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Relationship of Mothers' Preferences for Family-Shared
Mealtime fo Housing Feafures and Furnishings
Perceived To Aid or Impede Family-
Shared Mealfime

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 frends (see Table 13).

Table I3.--Distribution of housing features perceived to aid or impede
family-shared mealtime, according to mothers' preferences

Preference Response

Yes - Do No - Do Tota!
(N = 28) (N = 2) (N = 30
Housing Features
Perceived to Aid
or Impede No. No. No.
Rugs
Aid 3 -- 3
Impede 2 -- 2
2-Way Cabinets
Aid I -- |
Impede I -~ I
Furniture Arrangement
Aid I | ‘2
Impede I [ |2
Dining Room
Aid 3 -- 3
Impede -~ -- --
Shelves
A:d 8 -- 8
Impede - -- --

The attempt to identify differences in responses reiating housing

"2atures to stated preterences proved a'most fruitless because there was 11T ¢
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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 14). Slight
patterning was discernibie from these data. The average number of furnishings
mentions by the mothers classified as the "Yes-Do" respondents was |.76 whi'e
the mothers classified as the '"No-Do" respondents each gave two responses
which were the outdoor 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 outdoor grii|
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 sampie, and
tfew housing features and furnishings were perceived as aids O impediments
to tamily-shared mealtime, the mere indication that mothers perceived some
housing features and furnishings as aids or impediments to family-shared
mea | timg gave support for future research, seeking an objective base from

which to study housing.
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Table 14.--Distribution of housing furnishings perceived to aid or impede

fami ly-shared mealtime, according to mothers' preferences

Housing Furnishings Perceived
to Aid or Impede Family-
Shared Mea'time

Outdoor Grill

Aid

Impede
Oven Timer

Aid

Impede
Chopping Brock

Aid

Impede
Electric Stove

Aid

Impede
Disposal

Aid

Impede
Dishwasher

Aid

‘mpede
Aluminum Sink

Aid

Impede
Tea Cart

Aid

Impede
Dining Table

Aid

Impede
Biif fet

Aid

‘mpede
Trays

Aid

Impede
Dishes

Aid

Impede
Freezer

Aid

'mpede

Yes - Do

No.

- Do

Preference Response

2)

No.

‘N

Tota:

No.

30)
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Analysis of the Interview Schedule

Methods for developing an interview schedule as given by Gocde
and HaTT| were used in the construction of this interview schedule (see Appendices
B and C, pp. 61 and 66). An unstructured interview schedule was
developed in the belief that it gave the mothers the best opportunity fo
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 dealt with personal data
on the families, twelve with the mothers' preferences, twenty-seven with
present routines of meaitime, 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 befween the mothers' preferences and their perception
of housing features and furnishings as aids or impediments to tamily-shared
mealtime existed. The variation in the expressed preferences was too smal!l.
This was, however, not an inherent weakness of the instrument.

Many ideas for a more refined future study were identitied 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 inciude ful! fami'y member-
ship at mealtime.

2. Discrepancies in the reported frequency of family-shared mea!-

time and the enumeration of which family members usualiy shared

I
Goode and Hatt, op. cit.
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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
feat wes and furnishings which aided or were said To impede
family-shared mealtime indicated that the mothers found the
questions dif ficult to answer at least 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 oniy a iisting 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. Ffor
this reason, an adequacy rating of housing features and

furnishings might prove helpfu! in future research,

Summarz

The responses of a group of randomly selected mothers iiving i1n the
Lansing, Michigan area has been reported. The respondents were mothers of
at least one pre-school child and wives of professiconal workers. Quest.oning
was designed to determine (1) the mothers' preferences for family-shared
meaitime, (2) housing features and furnishings perceived as reiated to
tamily-shared mealtime, and (3) housing features and fu-nishings which were
perceived by the respondents as aids or impediments fo family-shared mea T me.

Analysis of the instrument indicated three possibiiities: (1) there

were few, if any, housing features and furnishings .n these homes ot proressiona: y
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employed fathers that made family-shared mealtime highly difficult, or
(2) the mothers' perceptions of the relat:on of housing features and
furnishings to family-shared mealtimes is not readily comprehended. The
third possibility is that a more structued schedule and one in which the
inferviewer judges the housing features and furnishings might reveai

patterns which could then be interpreted with confidence.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Origin and Importance of 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
tfamily living patterns. Social changes evident foday inc'ude increased
education, money, and leisure time for the masses of people, whiie changes
characterizing difterences in the physical form of the family include rise
in birth rate, decline in death rate, lower median age for beginning stages
cf the family life cycle, and a reduction in the average number of siblings
per family. In spite of fechnological, social and physicai changes, a:l ot
which appear to change family living patterns, current housing forms are
basically much the same as they were fifty years ago.

Research indicating the effect of man's |iving environmenT on his
social behavior is minimal. Therefore, consumers and builiders 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 'nter-
action to family-shared activities, formed the research base tor choosing

to investigate the meaitime period.

46
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Restatement 91 Problem

The major purposes ot this pilot study were to answer the to 'owing
questions for the seilected population of mothers: (1) What were the:r
preferences concerning family-shared mealtime? (2) What hous:ng feaviu es
and funishings were perceived as being related to fam 'y-shared mea't . me?
and (3) What housing features and furnishings appeared to be associated with

their preferences regarding tamily-shared mealtime?

Summary ot the Findings

Thirty mothers were randomly selected to be interviewed for th's
study. They were from a population of eighty mothers with chiidren at*tend ng
the Michigan State University Laboratory Preschocol. Ali ot the responden~s
lived in suburbs ot Lansing, Michigan. The sample of thirty morhers had a
mean nunber of 2.6 children in an age range from five fo ten years. Tne
age range of respondents was from twenty-one to over fifty, w th 93 percent
taiiing in The range of thirty-one to fifty years.

All Thirty spouses ot the respondents were pro iess onaiiy emp.oyed;
two of the respondents were also professionaliy emplcyed; and the ramaining
Twenty-eight respondents did not work outside of the home. Tne recpondenrs
rzd a mean of 16.7 years ot schooling and the spouses had a mean ot 9.2
v25°5 Of schooling as cocmpared to 10.8 for the starte ot Michigan ihe
¢-iupationat status ot the spouses, the number of years spent :n ed:ua™iLne
enceavors by the respondents and spouses, and the number Of work ng mothe s
w:Thin *he samp'e indicated considerable homogeneirty ‘n the croup.

Twenty-eight out of thirty mothers sta*ted preferencesz tor sha” 03

ramiiy meattime and said that they frequently shared mea * me. The:~
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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 tamily
activity. Although determining patterns of shared time was not the primary
objective of the present study, the findings indicated that fami'!y-shared
mea!time was held as a value by most of the mothers.

The small number of cases in the '"No-Do" category made it imposs:bfe
to draw conclusions but trends were noted. |In observing the demographic
data according to preference of mothers for family-shared meaitime, oniy one
factor differentiated between the two categories. Mothers classified as
the '"No-Do" respondents had both been married under ten years while siightly
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-mea'!
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-mea! preparation Time

'Snow, op. cit.

2Thorpe, op. cit.
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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.

Inconsistencies 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 al! her family members usually ate the mid-day meal together and oniy
one respondent reported that all of her family members usubily 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 ot 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 Snow' and Thorpe2 that mealtime continues to be the most freguent'y
shared family activity.

Evidence that there were inconsistencies between the reported
frequency of family-shared mealtime and the number of meal!time periods
actually shared was supported further when the mothers reported the length
of time shared immediately following mealtime. The majority of respondenrts
saird their families shared less than five minutes following TQQ meaitime
periods and more than five minutes following the evening mea!'.

Although al! thirty respondents reported that their ramities f-equen~

lSnow, op. cit.

2Thorpe, op. 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 offten was furniture arrangement, with an equa!
number perceiving their furniture arrangement as an aid and as an impediment.
In 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 outdoor grill was the most frequently mentioned house furnishing
item perceived by the respondents fo be related to family-shared meaitime.
Twelve other furnishings were mentioned by the respondents, but not frequentiy
enough to consider there was any concensus.

Because nineteen mothers indicated they encountered difficult: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 hous:ng features
and furnishings perceived to aid or impede family-shared mealtime: .') respcrd-
ents were |imited 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 ftogether--before,
during, and after the mealtime--was not clearly understood; (3) the tamii es

had different housing features or furnishings or different unident f.ed
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circumstances which made the interpretation of a housing aid or impediment
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 successfui. The
lack of deviation in the preference responses made comparison of these
responses of |ittle value.

Hopefu!ly more precise questions can be built empioying 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 generaliy inconclusive because of The
limited agreement on items mentioned, with two exceptions. Furniture
arrangement and the outdoor grill were mentioned frequentiy enough toc say
these housing features and furnishings were perceived by mothers to a:d
or impede family-shared meaitime. There was, however, no sing'e, consistentiy
mentioned feature or item of furniture perceived as interfering w:th or
contributing greatly to the family mealtime activity.

A relationship between mothers' preferences for family-snared meai-
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 beiieved family-shared meaitime was imporTant
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and that they did share this activity frequently. No comparison cou:.d 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 famiiy-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 (|) locate existTing
research relating housing to family and individual development, (2) develop
methodology for relating housing to family and individual deveiopment, &nd
(3) identify those housing features and furnishings which were perceived by
respondents of the sample as aiding or impeding famiiy-shared mealtime.

Because the study was made without the benefit of many needed
research guides, (1) difficulties occurred which did not appear or were
not recognized in the pre-test, and (2) because of |imifations in time,
the interviews could not be extended to insure that the responses were
complete or to learn upon what basis they were given.

It is, therefore, hoped that further research will obtain heiptui
guidance from the results of this study and the toliowing suggesticns:

I . Because of the diversity in responses to the housing features
and furnishings section of the research, the amount ot confr'dence which
can be pl'aced in the responses is |imited. 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 |imited 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 predetermined 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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APPEND I X A

PRECEDING LETTER



June 10, 1966

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 know!edge 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 intferview. Within the next tew days you w'll
be contacted by telephone to ask if you would be willing to cooperate and
to make arrangements for the interview.

Yours fruly,

Jacquelyn Williams, Graduate Student

Gertrude Nygren, Professor
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APPENDIX B

PRETEST SCHEDULE



2z,

N

CODE Number

PRETEST OF INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

What is your age? What is your husband's age?
Under 20
21 - 30
31 - 40
4] - 50
Over 50

What are the sexes and ages of your children?
Sex Age

~NOU B WN

I's there another person living in your home?
(1f 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 meais?

(1f yes) Which meals?

How far does he trave! 1o 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 mea!s?

(1t yes) Which meals?

What was the last year you finished in school?

What was the last year finished in schoo! by your husband?
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20.

21,

22,

23,

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

63
Do you feel that it is important for family members to share meais?

Does your family regularly share meal time?

(1f mothers report no meals include total family membership) 1s 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 |ike to change?

(If yes) Which things?

Where was breakfast eaten?

How many tamily 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?

I's this the usual practice for most weekdays? Winter Summer
Yes

No

weekends?
Yes

No

Did someone prepare the noon meal today?

(1t 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.

430,

47,

43.

64

How much assistance does this procedure invoive?

How pleased 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?

Wh.ch family members ate together?

(If people did eat together) How long after the meal did The tamily

mempbers remain together?

In your judgement why has the noon meal routine evoived in This manner?

Is this the usual practice for most weekdays? Winter Yes No
Weekdays
Weekends
Summer
Weekdays

Did scmeone 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 dces this procedure involve?

How pl!eased or satisfied are you with this arrangement?

Are there things you'd |ike 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 eat together) How long after the mea: did The tami'y

members remain together?

'n your judgement why has the breakfast routine evolved :n Th,s manner?
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49. Is this the usual practice for most weekdays? Winter Summer
Yes
No

50. Is this the usual practice for most weekends? Winter Summer
Yes
No

PHYSICAL ACCOMODATIONS

5. Do you find it difficult to get all of the family members to the
table for meal time?

52. Why is this (difficult/not difficult)?

53. Do you find it difficult to keep all of the family members at the table
during meal time?

54. Why is this (difficult/not difficult)?

55. Can you think of some physical accomodations that you have that heip
to get and keep family members at the table for meals?

What are these accomodations?

56. 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?

57. Can you think of any physical accomodations that you do not have bu*
think could help keep family members at the table if you did have them?

What are these accomodations?

58. |Is there any specific reason that your eating and preparing area is
arranged as it is? (If yes) What is this reason?

Does this arrangement of the two areas tend to heip get and keep members
at the table for meals? (If yes) In what way?

Does this arrangement of the two areas tend to keep fam:iy members away
from the table for meals? (1f yes) In what way?




APPENDIX C

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE



Code Number
Date of Interview

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

The Physical Accommodations that Are Perceived by a Sample of Mothers to
Influence the Amount and Nature of Family-Shared Meal Time.

Department of Textiles, 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 pasft.
We feel that a knowledge of arrangements made by families for eating wil"
give w an understanding of present spatial requirements which might help
in our attempt to define future housing needs.

. What are the names, ages and sexes of all of your children?
Name Sex Age

OOV S WN —

2. Are there additional people living in your home?
(1f yes) Please give the sex, age, and relation (if any) of this
person/persons.

Relation Sex Age

L.
2.
3

5. Do you feel that it is 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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8. How pleased or satisfied are you with this arrangement?
Very pleased
Relatively pleased
Satisfied
Relatively dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

9. Are there things you'd |ike to change?

(If yes) Which things?

|0. Where was the food eaten?

Il. How many family members ate fogether?

2. Which family members ate together?

I3. (If people did eat together) How long after the meal did the family
members remain together?

l14. Is this the usual pattern for most weekdays? winter summer
weekends? winter summer

I5. In your judgement why has this routine(s) evolved in this manner?

16. 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. Did someone prepare the noon food?

(If yes) Who prepared the food?

I8. Who generally prepares the food at mid-day?
Winter Summer
Weekdays

Weekends

I19. How much assistance does this procedure involve?

20. How pleased or satisfied are you with this arrangement?
Very pleased
Relatively pleased
Satisfied
Relatively dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

21. Are there things you'd like to change?

(1f yes) Which things?

22. 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?

Do you snack or have refreshments with any family members before the

evening food? Which members?

The following questions refer to last evening.

30.

31,

32.

33.

34,

35,
36.
37.

38.

Did someone prepare food last evening?

(I1f 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

Relatively dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

Are there things you'd like to change?

(1f yes) Which things?

Where was the food eaten?

How many family members ate together?

Which family members ate together?

(1f people did eat together) How long after the meal did the family

members remain together?




39.

40.

41.

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 it difficult to get all of the family members together for
meal time?

Why is this difficult/not difficult?

Do you find it difficult to keep all of the family members together
for the meal time activity?

Why is this difficult/not difficult?

Can you think of interferences that usually occur during family
meals?
(1f yes) What are these interferences?

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 Cof fee Maker
Chairs Grills

Shelves Buf fet




50.

5.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

6l.

62.

71

Can you think of any physical accommodations (furnishings, equipment,
etc.) that you do not have but fthink 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?
(1f 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 INFORMAT ION

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
21 - 30
31 - 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.

71.

72.

72

What is your job or occupation?

Does this prevent your return home for any meals?

(1f yes) Which meals?

How far do you tfravel 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?

I's you husband a high school graduate?

I's your husband a col lege 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?

Additional responses




APPENDIX D

ACKNOWLEDGMENT LETTER



July 6, 1966

This letter is sent fo 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 benefit from the findings through the availability

of more satisfactory home design, furnishings and equipment in the future.

Yours ftfruly,

Jacquelyn Williams, Graduate Student

Gertrude Nygren, Professor of
Related Arts
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