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PREFACE 

The study was designed to determine selected homemakers' satis­

factions and dissatisfactions with their mobile home kitchen arrange­

ment and storage facilities. 
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Economics Department, for her valuable aid and guidance. An expres­
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CHAPl'ER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The increasing mobility of familie'B :in this country during the last 

twenty-five years has contributed to mobile home living becoming an 

increasing part of the United States scene. Ea.ch year manufacturers 

add improvements and refinements to mobile homes and their furnishings 

to make them more elegant and comfortable. Although over-all archi­

tectural design of ioobile homes tends to be limited, consumers apparently 
I 

demand that mobile, homes becom6 .lOO:i·e like stationa.:ry homes • This liley' 

be part of an over-all trend ·Of an affluent society where families 

demand luxury .and convenience in their homes. 

People who buy and live in these mobile homes come trom all socio-

economic, occupational, and age groups; therefore, the needs and wants 

of the mobile home dwellers tend to vary widely. 

The purpose of any house is to provide tor the well-being and happi-

ness of family members by giving protection aga:inst the elements and pro-

viding space and facilities for the essentials of family life such as 

rest, relaxation, personal care, provision of food and clothing for the 

family, extending hospitality, and providing aesthetic satisfactions. 

Often the house also serves as a symbol of prestige and self-respect. 

Because of the influence or the house and its furnishings on the 

activities of the family in the home, family housing~ contribute to 

or hamper satisfactions of home living. The house and its .furnishings 

l 
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can provide comfort and convenience for work as well as for other a.cti-

vities in the home. Among the many factors that influence the satis-

factions relating to family living and the performance of household chores 

are the appropriateness and adequacy of space and its arrangement, as well 

as, the placement of furnishings and equipnent and temperature control 

of the work areas. 

In the United States the kitchen has received much attention and 

em.phasis as a major work .area in the home. Not only is the kitchen the 

place where food is prepared, but al.so the place where the majority of 

people eat and where the family spends much leisure time, both alone 

and with friends. It is the major workshop of the home where the home-

maker spends more working time than in any other area of the house. A 

1954 study of time spent in homemaking activities by 250 homemakers, 

both urban and rural, revealed women spent from 1.9 to 3.9 hom-s in the 

kitchen daily or a total weekly time of 13.3 to 27.3 hours1• 

Homemakers seem to continue to use more time in food work than 

in any other housekeeping responsibility as shown by a 1960 study of 

190 women. The data of the study revealed 29 per cent or 49 hours of 

the part-time employed and 19 per cent or 31 hours of the full-time 

employed homemaker's week was devoted to household production which 

"included all food 1rork, house care, clothing care, outside work, and 

shopping 112 (exclusive of work for P831'). Somewhat less than half of 

1Elizabeth Wiegand, Use of Ti.me l>z. Full-time !m!, Part-time Home­
makers in Relation to Home Management, Ithaca, New York: Cornell 
University Agr. Expt. Station Bul. 330 (July, 1954), p. 13. 

2-Ella, S. Anderson and Cl~ Fitzs~s, "Use of Time and Money 
by Employed Homemakers", Journal of Home Economics, 52 (June, 1960), 
p. 453. - -

( 
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the household production time was spent on food work by both groups . 

Since the kitchen is the area in which the homemaker spends the 

major part of her work time, this seems to be the logical area in which 

she might find herself most conscious of the eonvenience, adequacy, and 

effectiveness of the arrangement, furnishings, and stor age . 

Statement of Problems 

Purposes 

Due to the increasing number of famil.i.es living in mobile homes and 

the lack of research and information dealing with mobile homes, this 

study was conducted in an Oklahoma community to explore some of the 

reactions of homemakers with regard to their mobile home kitchens, and 

to obtain infQrmation about, possible problems inherent in these kitchens . 

More specifically the sub-purposes were: 

(l) To determine whether mobile home kitchens provide the arrange-

ment and convenience f ·eatures that stationary home kitchen 

research shows are desirable . 

(2) 
~ 

To obtain opinions from the homemakers living in I!lObile homes 

about their satisfactions .and dissatisfactions with regard to 

arrangement of kitchen, storage facilities, and available work 

surface . 

(3) To determin.e whether mobile home homemakers have tried t o 

improve the convenience of their kitchens by adding convenience 

devices . 

(4) To determine whether certain personal characteristics influence 

the homemaker's opinions about her kitchen and improvements 

made in her kitchen . 



As S\Ullptions 

The study was carried out with the following assumptions: 

{1) The questionnaire is an adequate method for obtaining desired 

. information which reveals homemakers' reactions to their 

mobile home kitchens. 

(2) The sampling is representative :ln a limited way o! socio­

economic, age, and educational levels of those living in 

mobile homes . 

(3) Size, storage, furnishl.ngs, and arrangement of the kitchen 

influence the homemaker's r eactions to her kitchen . 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses underlie the study: 

(1) The homemakers will express more dissatisfaction than satis­

faction with the space arrangements and storage facilities 

of their mobile home kitchens. 

4 

(2) Though homemakers ex.press dissatisfaction with kitchen storage 

facilities, they will not have added convenience devices. 

(3) The opinions of the homemakers with regard to their kitchens 

and their efforts at kitchen improvement will be affected by 

their age, educational status, study of home economies, gainful 

employment outside the home, munber of family members living 

in the home, and the ownership, age, and value of the mobile 

home . 

Justification of Study 

Much research about kitchens in stationary houses has been carried 

out, but little or no research is available on the mobile home kitchen; 
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yet in 1960, 103,700 mobile homes were manufactured in the United States 

alone3. 

Researchers have worked out standards for space requirementt. in 

kitchens, have investigated and determ:ined energy costs of working in 

certain arrangements, and developed principles or guides for storage to 

conserve time and energy in kitchen work. If these standards are applied 

to home kitchens, the savings to the homemaker in t:ilne and energy can be 

sul:>stantial. Pickett stated: 

Technical guides for space planning and widespread understanding 
oi' the principles under lying the formulation of such criteria 
are essential if families are to acquire efficiently arranged 
space in their housing. Such guides and 1.mderstanding benefit 
both the builders of family dwellings and the consumers who 
purchase the homes . Using this information, builders might 
reduce costs and augment profits through simultaneous provision 
of more essentials and reduction of nonessentials in dwellings 
for sale, and consumers could enter the housing market with 
reduced risk and uncertaintY4. 

Mobile home kitchens may present s~cial manui'aeturing problems . The 

manufacturer must meet -certain legal requirein.ents of safety and size 

llldtations; he has to consider the praot.ical problem of narrow roads 

over which the mobile home must travel; and he has a limited range of 

locations for the kitchen within the mobile home . Therefore,, problems 

inherent in the kitchen of a mobile home may not be solved in the same 

wa.r that problems in a stationary home kitchen can be solved. Neverthe­

less, some of the principles and guides of kitchen planning developed 

through research can probab~ bEt adapted and may have been applied to 

some ,extent to the building of mobile home kitchens . 

3u. s . Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United 
States: l2.21t· (Eighty-fifth ed . , Washington, D. C. ), p. 751. 

~ary S . Pickett, "Evaluating Storage and Counter Space 11 , Journal 
of~ Economics, 52 (January, 1960), p . 35 . 



The home economist interested in home management and housing needs 

to know t,he ldnd of kitchens builders provide in mobile homes as well 

as in stationary homes . If the home economist. knows some ot the aatis­

f actions and dissatis.factions of homemakers in mobile homes in relation 

to the arrangement, storage,. and facilities in the kitchen, she will 

6 

be better able to plan educational programs in housing and co\ll'lseling 

of families . Likewise, the manufacturer ~ be interested. .in the 

opinions of homemakers in regard to his product in order to satisfy the 

wants of his customers . 

Therefore, this study was undertaken to learn more about mobile 

home kitchens, the homemakers' satisfactions and diss.atis.f'a.ctions with 

these kitchens,, and their efforts to improve them. 



CHAPl'ER ll 

REVIEW OF I.J:'!ERATURE 

A limited amount of research has been directed toward mobile home 

llv:ing, with most of it pertaining to aocio-economic and community 

aspects rather than to f~ living . After extensive investigation, 

limited research was found dealing 'With the homemaker's reactions to 

the kitchen both niobile and stationary. However, much research related 

to convenience teatmres is avail.abJ.e for stationary home kitchens, and 

allowing !or speoial problems of size limitation and kitchen loc:ation 

in the mobile home .as compared with the stationary home, the findings 

of this research e-an be adapted to the requirements of the mobile home 

kitchen . 

For example, McCordic, Young, and La Rock in an early extension 

bulletin dealt with space. requirements and eff'icient storage in the 

kit.chen, especially in regard t.o cabinet. space and accessories . ? 

Hemer and McCullou,gh studied sizea and shapes for space require­

ments of family supplies and eqµipnent and contributed recommendations 

for heights, widths, , and depths fOT ki~chen ,to rage to hold adequately 

all the equipnent and supplies the average .family uses in the kitchen .6 

~garet P. MeCordic, wuise A. Young, arui Ma:&: J . La Rock, ~ 
a. Successful Kitchen, Madison: Wiaconain Agr . Ext . Se?"Vice, Bul. 10 
"{May, 1941), pp . 1-24. 

~ary Koll Heiner and Helen E. McCullough> Functional. Kitchen 
Stor('!ie, Ithaca, New York; Cornell University Agr . Expt . Station Bul.. 
846 June, 1948J, pp. 1-12. 

7 
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A study by Gross :in 1950 on fatigue :in relation to houae ca.re found 

that one o! the most frequently mentioned fatiguing activities was 

lift:ing.7 This knowledge can be applied to mobile home storage pl.anning 

to eliminate lii't:ing as much as possible. In the same year, Wiley con­

ducted a study for motion requirements :in the kitchen .in relation to 

arrangement of the majo.r appliances: range, sink, and refrigerator. 8 

She srunmarized her specific findings under the recomnendation that these 

major appliances be a.rr.anged :in the form of a triangle with the sink 

located ·between the range and refrigerator . 

The primary purpose of resea.reh done by Ridder was to provide some 

:information about the ls.yout of farm kitchens . She found that struc­

tural limitations or posaibllities were not apparent to any significant 

degree :in the total basic distances traveled in the kitchens unless 

advantage was taken of the possibilities for good arrangement within 

the limitations imposed by kitchen design . The study also :indicated 

homemakers were unaware of general waste oI time and effort that may 

result when storage and work space are not planned for easy use .9 

Heiner and Steidl ' s study or distances in urban family kit-ehens 

explored the possibility of time and energy .cons~rvation in kitchen work 

of nine Ir-shape kitchen arrangements . They found :with eompact arrange-

ments of wrk areas, each with adequate storage. and counter space, any 

?Irma H. Gross, 11Fatigue in Relation to House Care", Journal£! 
~ Eoonomics,. 42 (December, 1950),. pp. 794- 796. 

8Elizabeth Weeks Wiley, ! Motion Study 2! Kitchen Arrangements. 
Pullman: Washington Agr . Expt . Station, Bul. 518 {September, 1950), 
PP• 1-16. 

9c1ara Ann Ridder, Basic Distance in_ 100 Farm Homes for Preparing 
!:!!!, Serving F-OOd and Washing Dishes, Ithaca, New York: Cornell University 
Agr. Expt . Station Bul. 879 (September, 1952), pp. 1- 78. 
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0£ the nine L-shape kitchens wen, satisfactory in terms of travel dis­

tance required tor meal preparation and clean-up.10 

The Cornell Kitchen research established a set of criteria for the 

d.esign of kitchen cabinets that takes into account both human and tech-

9 

nological requirements. Researchers found that certain physical !actors 

in the kitchen which have a psychological influence on kitchen design 

are: 

1. beauty,. attractiveness, and visual appeal 

2. ventilation 

3. noise 

4. touch 

5. illumination 

6. social significance of mat-erials used 

7. flexibility and adaptability 

8 . safe~yil 

Standards for kitchen design are: (1) need for compact arrangements, 

(2) flexibility, (3) low cost, and (4) self-help in cabinet construction 

and assembly. De-tail-ed and technical d-eseriptions of units with instruc-

tions for building are preaented in this study along with suggested 

basic measurements for kitchen cabinet units.12 

1~ Koll He:iner and Rose E. Steidl, Guides for Arrangement of 
Urban Family Kitchens, Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Agr. Expt. 
Station, Bul. F!:78 (October, 1951), pp. 1-95. 

llcornell Kitchen, Product Design Through Research, ed. by Glenn 
H. Beyer and Frank Weise, Ithaca, New York: Cornell University, 1952, 
pp. 1-91. 

12Ibid., PP• 24-28 • 
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Management of kitchen storage and counter space was reeomnended by 

Pickett from her study of kitchen storage. She found: 

Homemakers frequently were satisfied with less than optimum 
SJOOunts of counter and storage space. There are several pos­
sible explanations: the kitchen may be more adequate than 
the one the homemaker had formerly; the total value of the 
home may not justify more investment in the kitchen; the 
homemaker may realize that she may spend a relatively small 
amount or time preparing food; or she may use considerable 
partially prepared fooo.13 

The factors to consider in judging adequacy of counter and storage space 

are: (1) the amounts of storage space stated in minimum to maximum 

limits, (2) the amount the family can invest in establishing c-enters, and 

(3) adequacy of storage space judged in terms of the design of the space. J4 

Steidl conducted a study of the· use of additional storage devices 

in kitchen storage and found that the addition of such devices not only 

increased footage of storage space but also convenience of storage which 

would result in less handling of items. Expenditure for materials for 

the devices seemed to be less a hindrance in adding them than the cost 

of planning time and the procedure involved in installing them.15 

Heiner and McCullough also have studied improvement of storage in 

kitchen cupboards with the use of adjustable shelves and easily sliding, 

one-layer deep drawers.16 

13Mary S. Pickett, nEvaluating Storage and Counter Space", Journal 
of Home Economies, 52 (January, 1960), p. 35. 

14Ibid., p. 36. 

15Rose E. Steidl, Us:ing Kitchen Storage Before and After the Addition 
of Functional Storage Devices, Ithaca, New York: Cornell University H.E.M. 
Res. Rept. 5 (April, 1961), pp. 1-18. 

l~ary Koll Heiner and Helen E. McCullough,. Kitchen Cu{boards that 
Simplify Storage, Ithaca, New York: Comell Ext. Bul. 7031954), pp. 
1-32. 
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The results of this study revealed the need for using certain 

dimensions in the construction of storage cabinets and counter space. 

This :included distance between shelves, width of she1ves and size of 

drawers, and the reconmendation that shelves be adjustable in order to 

adapt them to different sizes of items to be stored . 

Based on research in kitchen design carried on in the United Stat-ea 

Department o! .Agriculture, the Beltsville lc"..itchen-workroom has been 

planned pr.imarily for the older or physically handicapped woman; and 

its storage design and arrangement of equipnent are p1anned so that 

work can be done with a minimUJil of walking and other motions. Pieces 

of equipment for related jobs are placed close together in a broken-U 

arrangement, while provision for sitting at work and planning for a 

mini.mum of pushing and pulling of drawers and doors reduces or minimizes 

strain and energy requirements for the homemaker.17 

A method for measuring effectiveness of organization of kitchen 

storage and work areas was set up and evaluated in a study by Cowles, 

Steele, and Kishler . They found that measurable factors, including 

household size and period of the family cycle, were important in deter-

mining the amount of time spent in kitchen activities; but the methods 

of work used by the homemakers were of equal significance in effective­

ness and efficiency of the kitchen activities.18 

17Tlle Beltsville Kitchen-Workroom, USDA Home and Garden Bul . 60 
(Novenber, 1958), pp . 1-13. 

1~ary Cowles, Sara Steele, and Mary Kishler, "Savings in Distance 
Walked in Kitchens Through Reorganization of Storage and Work Space", 
Journal of ~Economics. 50 (March, 1958), pp . 169-174. 
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In a. study with families of three and four members, Steidl compiled 

data. on the movement of family members and visitors into and out of the 

kitchen in an e.fi'ort to determine the amount of traffic and congestion 

in the kitchen during heavy work periods. She found that between 36 to 

50 trips were made into the kitchen during a meal and as many as rour 

people were in the kitchen at the same time, with the usual number being 

one or two persons .19 

A number of studies are also available on the energy requirements 

of work in kitchens wit h difi'erent types of storage and space arran_ge­

ments . Bratton found that, though average values do indicate energy 

costs to be less for some sitting than for standing positions, yet energy 

coats are greater for at least one· sitting position, namely, when the 

knees are turned to one side rather than positioned in f:ront of the body. 20 

Whether sitting is desirable is also influenced by the type of job, its 

duration, and the suitability of facilities . The chair must fit and 

support the worker, including his f&et (preferably flat on the floor 

or other flat surf ace); it must be of' proper height for the worker and 

work surface; and work must be centered in front of the worker to 

minimize undue stretching and reaching. F:inally, there must be kne-e 

room in front of the worker . She concluded that the choice between 

sitting and standing to work must be made on the basis o! some cost 

other than energy expenditures . She :indicated that psychological factors 

19nose E. Steidl, Famil.y in the Kitchen, Ithaca, New York: Cornell 
University H.E.M. Rea-. Rept . 6tApril, 1961)., pp. 1-25 . 

2~sther Crew Bratton, Some Factors 2f Cost to the ~ ia, Standing 
to Work and Sitting to ~ Under Different Postural Conditions, Ithaca, 
New York: Cornell lhliversity Agr . Expt . Station Res . Bul. 365 (June, 
1959), pp. 1-44. 
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mey be sigr:dficant. 

Richardson and McCracken have made extensive studies o:f: ene!'gy 

ldtchen. Ref:lul:'lis of one of their studie.s determined satisfactory heights 

for storage of'. hoU.s$h.old articles and the energy cost1;1 when usin,g st,ora.ge 

.f.acilities of dii'fe:t"ent d.&3igns .• 21 P...nother of their energy expenditure 

for stand.frig to perform ho1,1sf)ho1d ta.slcs for short periods of time thari 

for ait?l:;.:i.rrg to do thera is :incorrect.,.22 

A st:v.dy of the available literat:trre reviewed. revealed some resesrch 

.for stationary home kitchens that may probably be ad.apted and applied to 

:ir1obile honie kitchens since the prclble:ms of' such kitchens are fairly 

s:imilie.r ta those in stationary homes. The development of the cu:r-rent 

study is an ef.t't>:rt to determfue whe·ther some of the re.cro:mmenrlations for 

~onvenient kitchens established through research have been applied to 

:mobil;.e home ldtel1ens and to determine the reactions of homem.a.kers to 

their mobile home kitchens. 

21E.arl C. 11cG:racken a.n.d Martha Rieha:r~dson., nHtl.n1an Energy E.x-:pendi­
titre$ .a,s Criteria for the Deaign of Household-Storage Fe,cili.ties rr, 
Jom"flal o.f ~. Economics, 51 (¥.taroh., 1959), pp. 19a ... 206. 

22Martha Richardson and E·a.r·l c. MeCra.oken, nErl'ergy Expenditures 
or.Women Perforrning.· Selected Activities lfuile Sitting and .standingn, 
;£9urn~ Q.! t~e i\m.erican Medical Won1ents Ass2,cl_~ 16 (November,, 
1961), PF• BPl-865. 



CHAPTER lII 

PROCEDURE 

the objectives of this study were to explore available kitchen 

convenience f eatures1 and to de.t;ennine the reactions to their kitchen 

and the improvements made in thestl kitchens by homemakers living in 

mobile homes .. 

Selection of the Instrument 

A review of literature revealed few or no reports. of research 

studies which had been made with regard to t.hese objectives; th,we­

fore, studies related to stationary home kitchens were analyzed before 

devising the instrument for the study~ Also, a review of research 

methods relating to the securing of opinions and infonnation ahout. 

the behavior of individuals revealed extensive use of the question;;;:: 

naire as an instrument for obtaining data in survey type:.s of studies ... 

Although it is recognized that the questionnaire method has both advan­

t.age.s and disadvantages, it seemed an adequate instrument for this 

exploratory study.. Therefo.re,. an effort was made to become familiar 

with techniques in developing a: questionnaire. 

14 
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Development of the Instrument 

Using questionnaire construction principles developed by Toops23, 

Corn.ell and Mc!Done24, and Koos25, the writer, trying to keep the view­

point of the respondent in · mind as recommended by Huffman's guide26, 

de-veloped. the questionnaire used for this study. 

From the findings of studies made of stationary kitchens guides 

wer,e set up for a convenient, efficient kitchen which could be adapted 

to mobile homes . Not all the studies gave apecific guides and many of 

them were limited to one aspect of kitchen planning, so the author 

reviewed the studies and developed guides from the conclusions pre-

sented. 

The research reviewed seemed to support the belie£ that the fol-

lolring features a.re helpful for making the kitchen a convenient work 

area.; one that is generally conducive to conserving time and energy 

in the preparation of meals, the related cleaning and dishwashing, 

and the storage of equipnent and supplies . 

23iierbert A. Toops. "Questionnaire. " Encyclopedia of Educational 
Research, ed . Walter s . Monroe, NtM York: Macllillan Company, 1950, 
pp . 148-951. 

24p. G. Cornell and E. P. MeLoone, "Design of Sampl .Surveys in 
Eduoat.ionn, Review of Educational Re§e-arch, 33 (December, 1963), pp . 
566-578. 

25r.eonard V. Koos, 11The Special Teclmiques of Investigation: 
Observation, Questionnaires, and Rating . u Th-e Scientific Movement 
in Education: National Society for the Study: of Education: 37, Part 
U,. Bloomington, illinois: 1938, pp . 379-385. 

2~arry Huff:man., "Improving the Qu-estionnaire as a Tool of 
Research", The National Business Education Quart.er lz, Z7 (October, 
1948), pp. 17-18. 



GUIDES FOR CONVENIENCE m KITCHEN ARRANGEMENT 
AND STORAGE FACILITIES 

A. General Convenience Features 

1. Attractiveness 
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Beauty of surroundings tends to pro.mote psychoiogicaJ. satisfactions. 

2 . Shape 
Widely recommended were the U-shape and L-shape kitchens; either 
one may be combined with an Island - a center counter not connected 
with wall cabinets . 

3 . Arrangement into Work Areas 
Generally considered desirabl.e is an organization of the average 
kitchen into three major work areas centered around the range, 
sink, and refrigerator with the sink located between the other 
two appliances and the range near the dining areas . These kitchen 
areas should not be separated by doors and pa.ssagewi:zy-s . 

4. Counter Space 
Next to ea.ch of the three major appliances (range, sink, and 
refrigerator), a certain amount of work space on 'Which to set 
equipnent and supplies is essential. 

5. Storage Space 
Each work area requires adequate and appropriate storage facilities 
that will permit the portable equipnent and supplies needed in 
that area to be stored close to ea.ch other and at the place of 
first use. 

When reconnnendation number three., four., and five have been observed, 

the kitchen facil.itates working in one direction-.from right to left 

for the right-handed worker, and thereby minimizes the necessity for 

retracing steps in all work in the kitchen . Moreover the kitchen, in 

order to help .conserve the time and energy of the worker, needs to be 
\ 

furnished and arranged to minimize the need for excessive stooping, 

stepping up or rea.ch:ing, pulling, pushing; and carrying . Efficient 

performance of diff'erent jobs in the kitchen is aided by having 

diff'erent eounter heiehts . This is particu1ar ly important if the home-

maker is to sit while doing some or the tasks in the kitchen . 



6. Use of Space 
Since the cost of housing is based on the square root, space is 
generally limited; therefore, all space must be well used . This 
applies to over-all kitchen arrangement as well as arrangement 
of details for storage facilities . 

7. Ease of Cleaning 
To use materials throughout the kitchen that minimize the need 
tor cleaning and are e-a.sy to clean reduces the time and energy 
required to keep the kitchen sanitary and attractive. 

B. Convenience Features for Storage 

In order to minimize body motions in getting and putt3.ng ·a.way 
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portable equipn.ent and supplies, these storage practices are necessary: 

l . Provide an appropriate place for all necessary appliances and 
materJ.a.l..s . 

2 . Store items where used first . 

3 . Store items one row and one l~er deep or one stack high e.xcept 
for identi cal objects . 

4. Provide space for the most frequently used items at the most 
readily d.Cces~'U>le places . Often used, heavy, or hard to grasp 

- items should also be placed in easy to reach space. 

5. Make storage fl.exible in order to adjust it to varying sizes, 
amounts, and kinds of groceries, other supplies, and equipn.ent . 
Adjustable shelves ~e essential for this flexibility . 

6. Store items used together in an e.ff&ctive-ly organized center . 

7. Stress over-all convenience . Open storage is most convenient 
for accessibility but offers no protection for items stored, 
hence, closed storage with shelves and drawers is widely used . 
Here drawers must not only be of right size and depth for items 
to be stored, but also be- easy to open and close. 

Although these guides were used as a basis for formulating the 

qu-estionna.ire, each guide was developed into several questions . In 

the analysis of the data the information related. to the convenience 

of the kitchens was organized into two main categories; namely,. (1) 

availability of over-all convenienoe features, and (2) op:inions of 

homemakers express:ing satisfac-tion or dissatisfaction with general or 

• 



storage convenience features . This answered the . two major types of 

questions; (1) did the kitchens include ' certain features and (2) what 

va-e the homemakers ' opinions about d.iff eren,t conv-enienoe aspects of 

their kitchens . 

A statistician with experience in the surv.ey type of research 
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was consulted. He assisted. in the .formulation of the individual questions 

and sel.ection of the population to be included . Then a questiormaire 

was compiled with an effort made to keep it as br.ief, simple, and clear 

as possible 'While getting desired information. At the same time, tenta-

tive plans lrere made !or tabl.es in whieh to record the data and present 

the ~indings . 
.. 

After the questionnaire in its formative stages had been revised 

aeveral times, it was tested by being given to the homemakers in a 

small mobile home park . The group was simil:ar to those who partici­

pated in the f'irial. study. These homemakers were asked for any sugges­

tions and comments they might have about the instrunent . After revi-

siona prompted by the results. of pre-testing, the questionnaire was 

given to the selected sample. 

Selection of the Sample 

The geographic area seemed representative of mobile home parks 

in Okl.ahoma and was confined to one comnun.ity because of limitations 

of time and money, Since the total number -0f mobile homes in the com­

munity represented a very emal.l portion of the total dwellings .and 

the number was lbnited, the total mobile home population was :included 

in the, study to obtain more reliable information . 
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Collection of the Dat 

In order to enlist the cooperation of the owners of the parks , 

the manager of eaeh mobile home park was consulted firs.t by telephone 

and then in person to obtain permission to call on the homemakers living 

in the park and explain the purpose of the study. 

Each mobile home dweller was visited during the spring of 1964. 

The homema.ker was asked to partici pate. in the study and, when willing, 

was given a questionnaire. Mention was made that there were no right 

and wrong answers and only the opinions of the respondents were required. 

The respondents were asked to seek clarification on any point they did 

no,t understand., 

Treatment of the Data 

The questionnaires were coded and the data re-corded on IBM cards. 

The data were tabulated by canputer and analyzed arithmetically for 

each of the following variables: age. education , study of home econo­

miC"s,. family size, and employment of the respondent plus ownership , 

age, and value of the mobile home . 

Age as a variable was treate<l in group ranges of ten years . 

Educational status was canprised of eight groupings: less than eighth 

grade• c·ompleted eighth grade , some high school , completed high school~ 

some college , conq>leted college , college graduate study, and vocational 

schools. Family s i ze was listed as total number of people living in 

the mob Ue home . Women who had studied and those who had not studied 

home economics were divided into respective groups . Occupational 

groupings were listed as full-time homemakers ,. part-time employed 

homemakers , and full - time employed homemakers . Ownership as a variable 
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waa cJ.assil'i.ed as ownership -o;r renting. The a,e;-e ail.d pl"ice. of the mobile 

home models wer,e set up e.s l"Mgee. Age was speei.f'ied as:: 1949-52, 

195.3-56,. 1.957-60, and 1961-6!.;.. Price was listed a.<:> below $.3,999,. 

$4,00Q...,6,999, above fi>i,000" a.lld not known. Tfie question asked for 

the original price of the mobile home. 



PRESENTATION OF DATA RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS 

Analysis of Data 

This exploratory study was undertaken as a. means of securing answers 

to the following questions: Are homemakers satisfied or dissatisfied with 

their mobile home kitchens with regard. to arrangement of equipn.ent and 

available storage facilities? Do mobile home kitchens provide the con-

venience features that stationary home kitchen research has shown as 

desirable? Have homemakers tried to impreve the convenience of their 

kitchens by adding storage ·convenience devices? Are selected personal 

eharacteristics related to the opinions of the mobile home homemakers 

regarding their kitchens? 

Of the llO mobile home dwellers, only 70 provided data for this 

study. Two of those called upon were foreign and could not speak English, 

e~t were bachelors who ate out or prepared only snacks, two were on 

leave from their job and out of town, and 28 refused to participate in 

the study. The managers explained that due to recent unpleasant exper­

iences with house-to-house selling some of the mobile home residents did 

not want to ans.wer any more questiorma.ires . The returned questionnaires 

had ooeo. completely checked as all questions except the one related to 

income were answer,ed . 

The dat-a · :in Table I show the distribution of the 70 respondents 
·. 

according to characteristics used a.s variables in the analysis of the 

data. of the study. 

21 
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TABLE I 

CH.ARACTERISTICS OF 70 HCMEMAKERS LIVmG m MOBILE HOMES 

Resp:mdent.s 
Characteristics Number Per Cent 

A. ~ 
Umier 25 31 44.3 
25-34 20 28.6 
35-44 15 21.4 
45 and over 4 5.7 

B-. Number of F am:iJ,.y Members §&. li2.fil! 
<he 4 5.7 
Two 22 Jl.4 
Three 15 21.4 
Four 16 22.9 
Five 11 15 .7 
Six 2 2.9 
Seven 0 o.o 

c. Etnplo:yment 
Full.- time homemaker 50 71.4 
Part-time em.ployed. homemaker 16 22.9 
Full-time employed homemaker 4 5.7 

D. Education 
Less than eighth grade 4 5.7 
Completed eighth grade 0 o.o 
Some high school 21 30. 0 
Completed high school 25 35.7 
Some college 11 15.7 
Completed college 3 4.3 
Graduate work 2 2.9 
Other, such as business college 4 5.7 

E. Study 2£. Home Economics 
None 15 21.4 
High school 54 77 .2 
Home denonstration club 0 o.o 
College 1 1.1+ 

F. Study of' Kitchen Planninr" ) None 41 58.6 
High School Z1 38.6 
Club work 1 1.4 
Other 1 1.4 

*Not included in the variables for the anacy-ais of data.. 



Over 40 per cent of the re.spondents were under 2.5 years of age; 

whereas,. 50 per cent were in the 25 to 44 year age r .ang~ . 

The majority (65 .7 per cent) had some, high school elilucation or 

completed high school, but leas than a .fourth of them had any college 

education . Although over three-fourths of the respondents had stud.ied 

home economics, all. but one of' these studied this subject only in high 

school. None had participated in home d emonstration club work . Even 

though 77 .2 per eent of the respondents reported they had studied home 

economics in high school, only 38.6 per cent of the respondents had 

st'Udied kitchen plannmg in high school. 

Slightly over one-fourth o.f these homemakers were e111ployed out­

side the home with only a.bout six per cent having full-time employ­

ment • This is considerably less than for the country as a whole where 

one-third of all women over 14 years of age work away from home . 

The number of family members living at home ranged from one to 

six, with about one-third of the families having two members .and some­

what over one- fifth haVing three and four members respectively . Eleven 

families (15 .7 per cent) had five and two (2 .9 per cent) had six mem­

bers living at home . 

Although the majority (68 .. 5 per cent) of the respondents owned 

their robile homes, one-fifth of the homemakers did not know the approxi­

mate value or cost of their homes . Further analysis of the monetar-y 

values revealed that prices range from below $4,000 to above $7.,000, 

with over 50 per cent in the above $4,000 range . Classification of 

home age as reported by the homemakers showed that the majority of the 

mobile homes were relative~ new with nearly three-fourths of the homes 

be1ng les.s than lO yea.rs old . 



TABLE II 

CHARACTERISTICS OF MOBil.E HOMES AS REPORTED BY 

70 HCMEMAKERS 

Respondents 
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Characteristics Nmnber Per Cent 

A. OWnershi:e 
<Mned 48 68.6 
Rented 22 31.4 

B. Value or Mobile~ 
Unknoliln 14 20.0 
Below $3,999 20 28.6 
$4,000-6,999 .32 45 .7 
Above $7,000 4 5.7 

c. Mobile Home Model 
1949 .... 52- ll 15.7 
1.95.3-56 7 10.0 
1957-60 2.3 32.9 
1961..64 29 41.4 
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Tahlo ITT shows classification of major kitchen plans :i.11. the nmbilo 

more than two ri1£i.jor applialJ.ces-the range an.cl refrigerator; one: isla.11.d 

f'o'Und in all '!:.he kitchens. 

in their kltcheils c1J;tld ·that they considered their appliances of good 

The faet that eJ;n1ost three-;fotn:-ths of the ho:m;emakers reported 

th~y er1joye,J. w:o:rl.,;:iJ.J.g in their kitchens may be supported by the:ir' opin-

ions that their. appliances wero of g'Ood quality. It 1ri..ay also indicate 

t:t>.:at tbey liked cool:ri11g. In a. s·t.ud;f of 120 ho-me.makers · ,. by 11aloch27, 

she fotmd mo:i:s-e liked cooking tha.n &'1y other household task. 

Since the ,q,i¢st,ion related. to the homentalcer.s t reactions t.o their 

kitchens· included limited e;;;:plan.a:tions of terms 1.ised, it niey be ·that, 

ths. small m.imbe:r of responses t-o some pa:cts of it. 

in r·egard ·bo thei1~ mobile home kitchens.. These op:tr1io11s are pra3.ented 

27F:r,m.1c1.le Maloch, HCha:rao.terist,ics of Most a.nd Least Liked House­
hold Ta.s:l~n, .:lQr!.r~£?~l of HoIP';.~ ~qgic,2,. 15 (Jvne, 1.963), pp. t~lJ-416. 



TABLE III 

REACTIONS OF 70 HCMEM.AKERS TO THEIR KITCHEN 

PLANS AND MAJOR APPLIANCES 

~--Reactions o:f Homeniakere 
Plan and Appliances Enjoy Causes Fruetratin,g Fac.ilitates Facilitatee Appliances Appliances 

Total Working Fatigue Family Cleaning Good Do A 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----=T=og=et=--=-h=e=rn=-:::ess Quality Good Job 

Range-refrigerator 

U-sha.pe 
In-shape 
Corridor 

· Islan4 

Rango-ga.rbage 
disposal.­
refrigerator 

U-ehape 
L-shape 
Cor:ridor 
Island 

l.3 
41 
13 

2 

-...: 
l 

5 
37 
6 
l 

-... 
-

0 
l. 
l 
l 

... 
--
.... 

2 
7 
4 
l 

... 
-
;.. 

l 

0 
4 
4 
1 

--
l 

5 
15 
3 
l 

---

6 
37 

8 
1 

-... .. 

.5 
37 

6 
l 

... 

l 

N 

°' 



in the data of Tables IV, V, VI as total. findings for the 70 respon­

dents without regard to the variables incJ..uded in the study. These 

response& were later analyzed according to the· variables listed :in 

Tables I and ll. 

Table IV' presents convenience features available in the kitchens . 

The homemakers reported that the majority of their kitchens had rune 
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of the 15 f eatu.res listed . The extent to which each of the 15 features 

was ava.Ua.ble in the 70 mobile home kitchens is shown in the following 

listing., arranged in descending order of frequency: adequate storage 

!or canned goods, adequate storage tor cooking utensils., counter space 

beside range, ad.equate storage .for staple foods and small electrical. 

kitc:hen appliances, kitchen arrangement does not require frequent 

retrac.ing of steps, adequate storage for ch:ina and glasswar-e, storage , 

for d.ishwash:ing equipnent at sink, arrangement permits working in one 

direction, dish towel rack, counter space beside refrigerator. adequate 

storage £or a step stool, two counter work levels, wall cabinet shelves 

of different depths, and all space well used . 

In spite of the fact that 81.4 per cent reported. that their kit­

chen a.rrangesnent did not require .frequent retracing of steps, only 

67 .l per cent believed the arranganent permitted working in one direc­

tion . Apparently the builders of the majo:dty of the mobile homes 

h.ave supplied adequate storage space,. according to the opinions of 

these homemakers, for equipnent, tableware, and supplies except for 

dish towels and a step st.ool. In the majority of homes, counter space 

was provided for the range, but not tor the refrigerator. 

Although three-fourths. of the respondents thought their kitchens 

had wasted space (Table IV), less than one-halt of the homemakers had 



TABLE IV 

OVER-AU. CONVENIENCE FEATURES AVAILABLE IN KITCHENS AS 

REPCRTED BY 70 HCMEMAKERS 

Yes No 
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Conva:1ience Features Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 

Counter space beside range 61 87 . l 9 12.9 
Counter space beside refriger-· 

a tor 29 4.1.4 41 58.6 
Two counter work levels L7. 24.3 53 75 .7 
Dish towel rack 34 4.8.6 36 51.4 
Storage for dishwa.shing equip-

ment at sink 57 81.4 13 18.6 
Adequate storage for: 

Canned goods 65 92 .9 _5 7.1 
Kitchen utensils 61 87 . l 9 12.9 
China and glassware 53 75 .7 17 24.3 
Staple foods 58 82.9 12 17 .1 
Small electrical kitchen 

appliances 58 82. 9 12 17 .1 
Step stool 21 30.0 49 70. 0 

No frequent retracing of 
steps required. 57 81.4 13 18.6 

One depth for all wall cabi-
net shelves 53 75 .7 17 24.3 

Arrangement permits working 
:in one direction 47 67 . l 23 32.9 

All space well used 17 24 • .3 53 75.7 
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TABLE V 

DESIRE FOR MOBILE HOME KTICHEN Dil'ROVEMENTS AS 

EXPRESSED BY 70 HOMEMAKERS 

Yes No 
Kitchen Imnrovements Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 

A. Willingness to Make Changes 
Willingness to use some 

other apace for added 
kitchen storage 13 18.6 57 81.4 

Willingness to use other 
spa.c.e for more kitchen 
wall cabinet~ 16 22.9 54 77.1 

Willingness to pey- extra 
for adjustable shelves 26 .37.1 44 62.9 

B. Storage Convenience Devices 
Added 

Paper products holder 33 47 .1 37 52.9 
Step shelves 8 ll.4 62 88.6 
Extra shelves 12 17.1 58 82.9 
Dish storage 'racks ,6 8.6 64 91.4 
Partitions in drawers 9 12.9 61 87.1 
S_pice racks 15 21.4 55 78.6 
Pots and lids storage units 2 2.9 68 97 .1 
Extra cabinet space 3 4.3 67 95 .7 

.... 
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OPINIONS WI'l'H REGJ\11'.D TO CON"VE}TIENCE FE.td'URES OF '.M:OBllE 

HG.t1E KITCHEN'S AS EXPRESSED BY ?O 1'IOM'&Mt1KERS 

~·- '""'~--· ------~~~ 
Yes Ifa· 

Q_onveni@1ce 1:.~J~.t:tb!:es . -~er. Pe1"_C~l'ber . Per Cent 

JVJ.ore conveni·e..<1t. arrangement of 
major appliancos ;possible 

Adequa:t.e work s:u:1,f ace 
Adequate light .for all wor·k areas 
Kitchen storage areas reeclily 

accessible 
' Under sink sto:i:.~·age convenien.:·t. 

to use 
Adequate n:umbe1~ o:f.' dra-wers 
Right depth of dr·awers 
Ch.rer-all spac.e ,'3at,isfact6:r-:r 
Convenient kitchen ar·1°angement 
Sufti.cioff~ ldtche.n eq-Jiprn.ent 
Attractive.,."less of kitet.:1n 
Facilitation of meal preparation 

and cle.a.'11 ... up t:.h:r.~ough alternate· 
kitchen arrangarnent 

Kitchen shelves either too far 
apart or too cl,:)se· toget,her 

B. St~ f~il.111~!1 
Eqtd.11nent ax1d supplies used 

together at"e st,ored. near each 
other· 

Equipnent and supplies a:re lrept 
vihere they are used fir.st 

Most frequent,ly· used materials 
are kep't in readily accessible 
space 

Materials a.re .stored so they can 
be obt.a,ined wi:t.hout rooving othe:cs 

Frequently uoed heavy applia.nces 
ru~e stored at waist, level as 
nearly as possible 

Exceasivo st,oopi.11g, stretching, 
and lifting can be m:u1imized. 

5 
35 
58 

63 

52 
M, 
1+5 
51 
61 
5'1 
58 

19 

16 

5g 

63 

65 

L~O 

26 

28 

7 .. • .L 65 92.9 
50.0 35 50.0 
82.9 12 1'7.l 

90_.o '7 
f 10.0 

74.3 18 25.7 
62.9 26 37.1 
64.J 25 35.7 
?2.9 19 27.l 
87.l 9 12:.9 
81./,, 13 18.6 
82.9 12 17.1 

27.l 5l. 72.9 

22.9 51~ 77.1 

82.9 12 17.1 

90.0 7 10.0 

92.9 5 7.1 

57.1 ,3.0 42.9 

37.1 44 62..9 

40.0 1+2 60.0 

~""-~--



added any convenience devices or expressed any opinion about changing 

wasted spa.c-e (Table V). 
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Figures in Table VI-A show that the majority of homemakers (ranging 

.from 62 . 9 per cent to 92.9 per cent) were satisfied with all but two 

of the thirteen convenience features listed in this table . The only 

feature with which 50 . 0 per cent of the 70 homemakers were dissatisfied. 

was adequacy of work surface. Less than 10 per eent believed that the 

major appliances could be more conveniently located. Based on percent­

ages of homemakers expressing satisfaction with convenience features. 

in descending order were: major appliances conveniently located ; _ 

kitchen storage areas readily accessible, convenient over-all kitchen 

arrangement, attractiveness of kitchen, adequate light for all work 

areas, sufficient kitchen equipnent, shelves neither too far a.part 

or too close together, under sink storage convenient to use, over-all 

space satisfactory, facilitation of meal preparation and clean- up 

through alternate kitchen arrangement, drawers are right depth, ade­

quate number of drawers, and adequate work surf ace . 

Not only did the majority of homemakers expre.ss satis£action 

with most of the general convenience features of space, arrangement, 

lighting, and attractiveness of the kitchen, but also with four of 

the six convenience features related to storage . The number of res­

pondents who expressed satisfaction with these six storage convenience 

features ranged from 92. 9 per cent for readily accessible storage, 

space for most frequently used items to 37 .1 per cent for convenient 

storage !or heavy appliances . A second feature with which less than 

one-ha.1£ of the respondents were s.atisfied was that storage m.inimiaed 

stooping, stretching, and lifting . .Opinions expressing satisfaction 



and dissatisfaction with storage convenience features are shown in 

Table VI-B . 

Age of Mobile Home and Convenience Features Available in Kitchen 

J2 

Table VII presents data analysis showing t!fe relationship between 

the age of the mobile home and the av.ailabilit:, .of thelS gen.er.al kit­

chen convenience i"eatures listed in Table IV. 'The age of the mobile 

home w-as deter.mined by dividing all responses into ranges of four 

years each . Rapg~s rceported were 1949-52, 1953-56, 1957-60,, and 

1961-64. 

None of the respondents reported fewer than three of the 15 f'eatures,, 

even in the older mobile homes . Moreover, no r$spondent reported a. 

mobile home with :rnorce than 13 of the 15 listed features, and only one, 

built in 1961-64, had these 1.3 features. 

Of the ll mobile homes built in 1949-:52, the greatest number 

(36 .3 per cent) had 10 convenience features . The 19:5.3-56 homes ranged 

from .five to 11 features . The greatest range of total number of 

features,, three to 12, was found in the 1957-60 mobile homes, and tm 

greatest number of these homes had nine features . The largest group 

of homes, those built in 1961-6,4, ranged from four to 13 features 

with about one-thfrd having 10 or two-thirds of these features, 

Price of Mobile Home and Convenience Features 

Available in Kitchen 

Table VID presents a compilation of data to determine if there 

is a relationship between the price or cost of a mobile home and the 

total number of convenienee features .foood :in the kitchen . The -



I TABLE VII 

OVER- ALL CONVENIENCE FEATURES AVAILABLE IN KrrCHENS 

AS RELATED TO AGE OF MOBILE HOME 

Y ea.r ot Model 
Total Number 19~9-,52 1953-56 1957-60 1961-64 Total 
of Features Nmnber Per Cent Humber Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number 

l 
2 
3 - ,..., I .... .... 
4 - - - -
5 l 9.l l 14.3 
6 ... - ... ... 
7 l 9.l l 14.3 
8 1 9.1 1 U,.3 
9 3 27 .3 2 28.5 

10 4 36 .3 l 14.3 
11 1 9.1 l 14.3 
12 - ... .... -
13 .. .... - -
l4 .., .. - -
1.5 - .... ·- -

Total Numbex-
of Homes U 100.0 7 100.0 

l 4.4 
l 4.4 
- -- -
3 13 . 0 
j l3 .. 0 
7 ,0.4 
2 8.7 
2 8.7 
4 17.4 - -- ,. -- .... 

23 100.0 

2 
4 
3 
1 
2 

9 
2 
5 
l 
... 

29 

6.9 
13 . 8 
10.3 
J .5 
6.9 

Jl.O 
6.9 

17.2 
3.5 

100.0 

0 
0 
1 
3 
6 
3 
6 
7 

12 
16 
6 
9 
1 
0 
0 

70 

,\.,J 
\.,.) 
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TABIE VIII 

OVER ... ALL CONVENIENCE FEATURES AVAILABLE IN KITCHENS 

AS RELATED TO PRICE OF MOBILE HOME 

Price of Mod.el 
Total Number Unknown Below $3,999 $4,000-.6,999 
of Features Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 

l -:- - - - .... ·-
2 ... ... ... - - -
3 - .... l 5.0 - -
4 - ..... l 5.0 2 6.3 
5 - - l 5.0 4 1.2 .5 
6 1 7.1 - - 2 6.3 
7 l ? .l 2 10.0 2 6 • .3 
8 2 14.3 4 zo.o l 3.1 
9 2 l4 • .3 6 .30 . 0 4 12. 5 

10 6 43 .0 - - 10 31.2 
ll 1 7.1 .2 10. 0 2 6.2 
l2 l 7.1 3 15 .0 5 15 .6 
l3 - - - - - .... 
14 - - - - - ... 
:i,5 - - - - - • 

Total Number 
of Mo'bile Hom.es 14 ).00 . 0 20 100. 0 .32 !00. 0 

Above $7,000 Total 
Number Per Cent Number 

- ... 0 
·- - 0 - - l - - 3 
1 25 . 0 6 ... - 3 
1 25 .0 6 - - 7 
..... - l2 - - 16 
1 25 . 0 6 
.. - 9 -
l 25 . 0 l - - 0 .. - 0 

4 100.0 70 

t 



convenience features listed in Table IV were used in compiling this 

table and the price or cost of the home waa set in the price ranges 

shown in Table II. Thia represents the price range the respondents 

gave to an open-end question in the questionnaire . 

Several of the respondents did not know the apprOJdmate cost of 

their mobile home . Of the 14 mobile homes in the· unknown price cate­

gory, the greatest number (six) had 10 features each . The 20 homes 

35 

in the below $3,999 price range varied from three to 12 features, with 

the greatest number also having 10 features . The most expensive mobile 

homes in the above $7, 000 category ( on~ four in number) had a range 

of · .five to 13 features . 

Age of Mobile Home and Storage Convenience Features 

The convenience features of storage are listed in Table VI-B. The 

data concern:ing these conv.enience :features were analyzed to de~ermine 

if' there was a possible relationship between age and price of the 

.mobile home and the total number of storage convenience features in 

the kit<:hen. 

The aame ranges for age as used in Table VII were used in this 

analysis of data. The six storage convenience features listed on the 

.questionnaire were used for the relationship st:ud,y . 

An analysis ot the data in Table II reveals the 11 mobile homes 

built in 1949-52 had a range of three to six storage features . A 

range of one to five features was found among the a.even mobile homes 

built. in 1953-56 . The 23 homes built in 1957-60 had a range of one 

to six features in the kitchens, with the greatest number having four . 

The twenty-nine 1961.-64 mobile homes ranged from two to six features, 



., 

Number 
of Featµres. 

l 
2 

,_ 3 
4 
IS 

6 

·Total. 
Numb-er 

TABLE IX 

OPINIONS ABOUT CONVENIENCE FEATu"RES OF KITCHEN STORAGE ACCORDING TO 

AGE OF MOBILE HOMES AS Ex:FRESSED BY 70 HOM]XAKERS 

Year of Model 
1949-52 l953·56 1957...60 1961-64 

Number Per Cen:t, Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 

- - l 14.;3 ~ 8-.7 - -- - l 14.3 1 4.4 J 10.4 
l 9.1 3 42.8 4 17.4 7 24.1 
4 3-6 .. 4 1 14.3 8 34.s 6 20.7 
4 J6 .4 1 14.J 3 ]3 . 0 8 27 .6 
2 18.l .... .,. 5 21.7 5 17.2 

u 100. 0 7 100.0 23 100. 0 29 lOO.O 

Total. 
Number 

3 
5 

15 
19 
16 
1.2 

70 

\.,.) 
()"> 
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with the greatest numbe:i:· having five. 

The majo1"ity of the mobile homes had three or rr,.ore or thee.a :fea­

tures, ,with ovex· hall' o:f them havil1g .tour or five of the siK included 

in the study. 

Price of Mobile Home and Sto:i.~age Convenience Features 

'J;he data in Table X show th·e relationship of pl"ice of the m.obil.e 

home to the total. m1mber of the ld:tchen storage convenienqe features 

listed in Table V. 

Of the lA mobile hOl.lles in the unknm·m pt"ic.e category, the greatest 

number o:t homGtmakers reported. five storage convenience features. The 

lea.st variation in number of fea-tm·es is found in the unknown price 

c~.tegocy, 1'.rhile the most variation is among the below f~J.,999 and above 

~o? ,ooo honxeo Y'ihich ranged f:r:0111 one to· six com.renier.,,ce f'eatures for 

stor£tge. 

Age ot' Respondent and Opinions Regarding 

Over'"".1\JJ. Kitchen Fee.t:urea 

It was hypothesized that t.he age of homemakers would influenc:e 

their opinion wit!1 regard to their mobile home kit.che;n arrangements. 

The, homem:alcers were divided into four age groups; i-t:. was found 44.3 

per cent, were under 25 years of age, 2$ .6 per cent were 2.5 to 34 yea.rs 

of age, 21..l} per cent were .35 to 44 years at age, and 5. 7 per cent were 

4$ yeal"S Of 8.g-0 &~d older. 

The data in Table XI reveal a composite of the findings related to 

satis.f'action with over-all kitchen features according to the age of' 

the respo.nda11ts. Satisfaction with over-Bll features ref er:s to the 



TABLE X 

OPINIONS ABOUT CONVENIENCE FEATTJRES OF KITCHEN STORAGE ACCORDING TO 

PRICE OF NOBILE HG1ES AS EXPRE.'3SED BY 70 H<J,lEMAKERS 

Number Unknown 
of Features __ _ Numb~r Per C~t 

l 
2 
.3 
4 
5 
6 

Total 
Number 

3 
4 
5 
2 

l.4 

21.4 
2$. 6 
)5.7 
14..3 

100.0 

Price of Model 
Below $3,999 $4.,000-6.,999 Above $7.,000 Total 

Number Per Cent Nymber _ Per Cent Number Per Cent Nupiper 

2 10.0 .. ... l 25 ,0 3 
2 10.0 3 9.4 - - 5 
5 25 .0 6 l.8.7 l 25 .0 15 
7 .3.5 .0 s 25 .0 - - 19 
3 15 .0 8 25 .0 ...,. .. 16 
1 5.0 7 21.9 2 50.0 l2 

.zo 100. 0 32 100.0 4 100.0 70 

\..,.) ' 
w. 



TABLE XI 

SATISFACTION AND DISSATISFACTION WITH KITCHEN CONVENIENCE FEATURES 

AS EXPRESSED BY 70 HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO THEIR AGE 

Age Groups 
1under 2~ 25-34 34-44 Over 45 

Features S D s D s D s D 

Location of major app-
liances 96.8 3.2 85.0 15.0 100.0 - 100.0 -

Adequacy of work surfaces 58.1 41.9 35.0 65.0 53.3 46.7 75.0 25.0 
Adequacy of work area 

lighting 67.7 32.3 100.0 - 86.7 13.3 100.0 -
Accessibility of kitchen 

storage 96.8 3.2 95.0 5.0 80.0 20.0 100.0 -
Convenience of storage 

space under sink 77-4 22.6 65.0 35.0 80.0 20.0 75.0 25.0 
Adequacy of storage 

drawers 58.1 41.9 60.0 40.0 66.7 33.3 100.0 -
Depth of storage drawers 64.5 35.5 45.0 55.0 86.7 13.3 75.0 25.0 
Adequacy of over-all 

space 80.7 19.3 45.0 55.0 93 .3 6.7 75.0 · 25.0 
Convenient kitchen arrange-

ment 80.6 19.4 90.0 10.0 93.3 6.7 100.0 -
Sufficiency of kitchen 

equipment 77.4 22.6 80.0 20.0 93.3 6.7 75.0 25.0 
Attractiveness 80.7 19.3 75.0 25.0 93-3 6.7 100.0 -
Over-all plan 64.5 35.5 ···. 70.0 30.0 80.0 20.0 100.0 -
Space between kitchen 

shelves n.o 29.0 85.0 15.0 80.0 20.0 75.0 25.0 

Total Number 
in Age Group 31 20 15 4 
--
ls is Satisfaction 
2D is Dissatisfaction 

Total 
s D 

92.9 7.1 
51.4 48.6 

82.9 17.1 

91.4 -S.6 

74.3 25.7 

62~2 37.8 
66.2 33.8 

72.9 27.1 

88.( 11.6 

82.6 17.4 
84.1 l~.9 
73.1 26.9 

77.1 22.9 

70 

\..,.) 

'° 
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homemaker's positive opinions regarding certain areas of kitchen arrange­

ment. From a study of the data in Table XI., the following analysis was 

formulated. 

Over half of the hanemakers under 25 years of age ex.pressed satis­

faction with' all of the 13 general kitchen features. These features 

are listed in descending c .. ·.ter er satisfaction, from 92.9 to 58. l per 

cent : location of major appliances; aecessibility of kitchen stor age; 

convenience, attractiveness, and space; convenience of storage space 

under sink; sufficiency of kitchen equipnent; spaces between kitchen 

shelves; adequacy of work area lighting; depth of storage drawers; over­

all arr.angement; and number of storage drawers and adequacy of work 

surface, • • 

All the homemakers 25 to 34 years of age expressed satisfaction 

with adequacy of work area lighting. Their satisfaction with other 

arr.anger.nent features in descending order are: accessibility of kitchen 

storage; convenience; space between kitchen shelves; loeation of major 

appliances; sufficiency of equipnent; attractiveness; over-all arrange­

ment; .convenience of storage area under sink; number of storage drawers; 

adequacy of kitchen space; storage drawer depth; and adequacy of work 

surfaces. Less than half of the women of this age group were satisfied 

with the last three items listed. 

Location of major appliances satisfied all the homemakers 35 to 44 

years of age while 93.:3, per cent of them expressed. satisfaction with 

adequacy of kitchen space, convenience, attractiveness, and equipnent . 

In descending order of homemaker satisfaction other features were: 

storage drawer depth, lighting of work areas., over-all kitchen plan, 

,convenience of storage space under .sink, accessibility 0£ kitchen stor­

age, space between kitchen shelves, adequacy of storage drmrers and of 



work surface. 

All of the r espondents 45 years of age and older were satisfied 

with over half the features of kitchen arrangement; and two-thirds 

expressed satisfaction with kitchen space and equipnent, depth of 

storage drawers, adequacy of work surf ace , ,convenience of storage 

space mder sink, and space between kitchen shelves. 

As a whole, fewer of the 25 to 34 year old group than the under 

25 year old group expressed satisfaction with their kitchens . More 

homemakers in aJ..l age groups expressed dissatisfaction with work sur­

face adequacy, nmnber of' drawers, and storage drawer depth than with 

any other features. 

Gaintul F.inployment of Respondent and Opinions 

Regarding Over-All Kitchen Features 

The· gainful emplo~~ .. t of the homemaker was believed to influence 

opinions regarding mobile home kitchens; therefore, the responses were 

analyzed according to the three classifications presented. in Table II. 

Approximately 71 per cent were full-time homemakers,. 23 per cent 

part-time employed homsnakers, and 6 per cent full- time employed home­

makers . 

Full-time homemakers· expressed satisfaction with over-all. kitchen 

f .eatures listed in descending order as follows: location of major 

appliances, accessibility of storage areas, sufficiency of -equipnent, 

attractivsiess, over- al.l plan, space between shelves, convenience of 

storage space under sink, adequacy of space, depth of storage drawers, 

adequacy of storage drawers, and work surf aces . Less than one-half 

of these respondents believed they had adequate work surface in their 

kitchens. 



All the pa.rt-time employed homemakers expressed satisfaction with 

the location of the major appliances in their kitchens. They were 

satisfied with other aspects of the kitchen arrangement :in descending 

order as follows: accessibility of storage areas, space and conven­

ience, space between shelves, attractiveness of kitchen and convenience 

of storage space under s:ink, sufficiency of equipnent., adequacy of 

storage drawers and of work surface, adequacy of work area lighting, 

depth of storage drawers, and over-all kitchen plan . 

The four respondents who were full-time employed homemakers were 

satisfied with light:ing of work areas, accessibility of storage areas, 

convenience of storage space under sink, space between shelves., and 

attractiveness; three of the four expressed. satisfaction with location 

of major appliances, space, and convenience. 

According to the data of Table XII, over half of the 50 full-time 

homemakers expressed dissatisfaction with adequacy of :work surf ace and 

half of the full-time employed homanakers agreed tdth them. More, of 

the 70 homemakers, regardless of whether they were ga:infully employed 

or not, expressed satisfaction with accessibility of storage areas and 

location of major appliances than with any other features . The greatest 

range of opinion was with regard to satisfaction with the adequacy of 

kitchen equipnent. While less than one- fifth of the part-time employed 

homemakers and full-time homemakers were dissatisfied, half of the full.­

time employed homemakers stat«! their kitchens had insufficient equip­

ment . The next largest range was found in satisfaction with adequacy 

of work surface. In this sample, less than half of the full-time home­

makers and full-time employed homemal{ers gave a positive response to 

having adequate, work surface., but over three-fourths of the part- time 

employed homemakers reported. their work surface was adequate. It is 



TABLE XII 

SATISFACTION AND DISSATISFACTION WITH KITCHEN CONVENIENCE FEATURES 

AS EXPRESSED BY 70 HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO THEIR EMPLOYMENT 

Gainful Employment 
Full-time Part-time Full-time 
Homemaker Employed Employed. Total 

Features s D s D s D s D 

Location of major app-
7.1 liances 92.0 8.0 100.0 - 75.0 25.0 92.9 

Adquacy of work surfaces 44.0 56.0 75.0 25.0 50.0 50.0 51.4 48.6 
Adequacy of work area 

lighting 84.0 16.0 75.0 25.0 100.0 - 82.9 17.1 
Accessibility of kitchen 

storage 90.0 10.0 93.8 6.2 100.0 - 91.4 8.6 
Convenience of storage 

space under sink 68.0 32.0 87.5 12.5 100.0 - 74.3 25.7 
Adequacy of storage 

drawers 60.0 40.0 75.0 25.0 50.0 50.0 62.2 37.8 
Depth of storage drawers 64.0 36.0 68.8 31.2 50.0 50.0 66.2 33.8 
Adequacy of over-all 

space 66.o 34.0 92.8 6.2 75.0 25.0 72.9 27.1 
Convenient kitchen arrange-

ment 86.0 12.0 93.8 6.2 75.0 25.0 88.4 11.6 
Sufficiency of kitchen 

equipment 84.0 14.0 81.2 18.8 50.0 50.0 82.6 17.4 
Attractiveness 80.0 20.0 87.5 12.5 100.0 - 84.1 15.9 
Over-all plan 78.0 22.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 73.1 26.9 
Space between kitchen 

shelves 70.0 30.0 93.8 6.2 100.0 - 77.1 22.9 

Total Number in 
F...mployment Groups 50 16 4 70 

~ 
\,,J 



interesting to note that the responses to adequacy of work surface by 

the full-tilne homemakers and the full- tilne employed. homemakers are 

s:ilnilar . 

Number of Family Members at Home and Opinions 

Regard:in.g Over-All Kitchen Feat\,U'8s 

To determine if an association existed between satisfaction with 

kitchen features and the number of family members living in the home, 

the responses were analyzed accordingly. The largest number of members 

in the family in this study was six, The majority of respondents had 

two members in their families,. while the next largest number had either 

three or four members . 

An analysis of the data presented in Table XIII shows that the 

four homemakers who lived alone were satisfied with location of major 

appliances, depth of storage drawers, space, attractiveness, and suffi­

ciency of kitchen equipnent • 

Respondents with two persons li v:ing in the mobile home reported 

aatisfaction with their over-all kitchen features as listed in des­

c«lding order: location of major applian.ces and accessibility of 

storage, convenience of storage space \ll'lder s:ink, and space between 

shelves . Lighting of work areas, space and attractiveness, and suffi­

ciency of equipnent showed an equal response; then there followed: 

adequacy of work surface, depth of storage drawers, adequacy of storage 

drawers, and over-all kitchen plan . 

Of 22 homemakers (31.4 per cent) with a family group of three 

members., over n:ine-tenths reported satisfaction with location of major 

appliances, accessibility of storage areas, sufficiency of equipnent, 



TABLE XIII 

SATISFACTION .AND DISSATISFACTION IN PERCENTAGES WITH KITCHJ'i'.....N CONVENIENCE FEATURES AS EXPRESSED 

BY 70 HOMEVi.AKERS ACCORDING TO THE NUMBER OF FAMILY MEMBERS 

Number of Family Members at Home 
One Two Three Four Five 

Features s D s D s D s D s D s 

Location of major app-
liances 100.0 - 90.0 9.1 93.3 6.7 87.5 12.5 100.0 - 100.0 

Adeauacy of work surface 75.0 25.0 63.6 36.4 46.7 53.3 43.8 56.2 45.4 54.5 -
Adequacy of work area 

lighting 75.0 25.0 72.7 27.3 86. 7 13.3 81.2 18.8 100.0 - 100.0 
Accessibility of kitchen 

storage 75.0 25.0 90.9 9.1 93.3 6.7 93.8 6.2 90.9 9.1 100.0 
Convenience of storage 

space under sink 75.0 25.0 77.3 22.7 86.7 13.3 68.7 31.3 72.7 27.3 -
Adequacy of storage 

drawers 75.0 25.0 50.0 50.0 86.7 13.3 62.5 37.5 54.5 45.4 50.0 
Depth of storage drawers 100.0 - 54.5 45.4 73.3 26.7 68.7 31.3 63.6 36.4 -
Adequacy of over-all 

space 100.0 - 72.7 27.J 100.0 - 50.0 50.0 63.6 36.4 50.0 
Convenient kitchen arrange-

ment 75.0 25.0 77,3 22.7 100.0 - 87.5 12.5 90.9 9.1 100.0 
Sufficiency of kitchen 

equipment 100.0 - 72.7 27.3 93.3 6.7 81.2 18.8 81.8 18.2 50.0 
Attractiveness 100.0 - 72.7 27.3 93.3 6.7 81.2 18.8 81.8 18.2 100.0 
Over-all pla'l . 50.0 50.0 45,4 54.5 80.0 20.0 87.5 12.5 81.8 18.2 100.0 
Space between kitchen 

shelves 75.0 25.0 77.3 22.7 93.3 6.7 62.5 37.5 81.8 18.2 50.0 

Total Number of 
Respondents 4 22 15 16 11 

Six: 
D 

-
100.0 

-

-

100.0 

50.0 
100.0 

50.0 

-
50.0 
--

50.0 

2 

Total 
s D 

92.9 7.1 
51.4 48.6 

82.9 17.1 

91.4 8.6 

74.3 25.7 

62.2 37.8 
66.2 JJ.8 

72.9 27.1 

88.4 11.6 

82.6 17.4 
84.l 15.9 
73.1 26.9 

77.1 22.9 

70 

-t:-­
V'! 



space between shelves, and attractiveness . All of these respondents 

a.,cpressed satisfaction with kitchen space and convenience. Over four- · 

U f ths of these respondents were satisfied with lighting of work areas, 

convenience of storage space under sink, a.<lequacy of storage drawers, 

and over-all kitchen plan. Seven-tenths reµ>rted that depth of storage 

drawers wa.s satisfactory, while less than half of the homemakers 

reported. satisfaction with adequacy or work surface. 

Nine- tenths of the 16 res:[X>ndents with four family members 

expressed satisfaction with accessibility of storage areas, while 

over four- fi~hs expressed. satisfaction.with lighting of ~ork area, 

location of major appli3Ilces, convenience and attract:i,.veness, suffi­

ciency of equipnent, and over-all kitchen plan. Over half of these 

respondents found the following features satisfactory: convenience 

of storage space under s:ink., adequacy of storage drawers, ove~all 

space, and space between shelves . Less than half of the homemakers 

with four members at home believed. they had adequate work eurfa~e 

within their kitchens . 

All the ll homemakers with five family members living at home 

reported satisfaction with location of major appliances and lighting 

of work areas. N:ine-tenths reported that accessibility of storage 

areas and convenience were satisfactory. Over four-fifths of these 

respondents reported they were satisfied with attractiveness, suffi­

ciency of equipment, space between shelves, and over-all kitchen plan . 

or these respondents, over half checked. satisfaction with convenience 

of storage space under s:inl{, depth of storage drawers, over-all space, 

and adequacy o! storage drawers. Less than half of the women with 

five family members at home expressed satisfaction with adequacy of 
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work surf ace . , 

Only two of the respondents :in this study had six family members 

living at home. Neither was aa.tisfied with adequacy of work surface, 

convenience or storage space 'lmder sink, or depth at storage drawers . 

Accord:ing to the_,evide:i"e in Table XIII, more o.f the respondents 

li vi.ng alone than those with more family members reported. satis.f action 

with their mobile home kitchens . There is disagreement between those 

with two family members and those with three or more as to the area 

of dissatisf ac~ion . More of those with two family members reported 

dissatisfaction with over- al.l kitchen plan and adequacy of .storage 

drawers; whereas, more of those with three to six family members 

expressed dissatisfaction with adequacy of work surf ace , over- all 

space, and depth of storage drawers . Those with three family members 

at home agreed closely with respondents who lived alone . More of the 

respondents with four or more family members seemed to be dissatisfied 

with their kitchens . The greatest degree of variation in satisfaction 

and dissatisfaction was shown in responses to over- all kitchen plan. 

Ownership of Mobile Home and Opinions Regarding 

Over- all Kitchen Features 

OWnership of the home was conceived to be a factor assoeiated 

with the homemaker ' s satisfaction with her mobile home kitchen. To 

determine if a relationship existed between those who owned and. those 

who rented their mobile homes and their satisfaction with their kitchens, 

the data were ana.lyz.ed accordingly. Of the ·70 respondents in the study, 

48 owned and 22 rented their mobile homes . 



.An analysis of the data presented in Table XIV, shows that over 

. four-fift h s of the respondents who own their homes were satisfied 

with location of major appliances, accessibility of storage areas, 

convenience, attractiveness, and sufficiency of kitchen equipnent. 

Of these respondents, over three-fourths gave affirmative responses 

to lighting of work areas and a.pace between shelves . Over half of 

48 

the homemaker-owners reported satisfaction with over- all kitchen plan, 

over-all space, depth and adequacy of storage drawers, and accessi­

bility of storage areas . Only 50 per cent believed they had adequate 

work surface • . 

All of those who rented their homes were satisfied with the loca­

tion of major appliances . Moreover, more than nine-tenths of these 

homemakers indicated satisfaction with lighting of work areas, accessi­

bility of storage.,, over- all space and convenience, and convenience of 

storage space under sink. Over four .. tif ,ths reported satisfaction 

with attractiveness, space between shelves, and sufficiency of equip­

ment . Appro.ximatel.¥ three-fourths of these homemakers were satisfied. 

with depth of kitchen storage drawers . 

About tliee-fif t ns' of the homemaker-renters reported satisfaction 

with adequacy of storage dralt{ers and over•all kitchen plan . 

The evidence of Table XIV indicates that more of the owners than 

renters of mobile homes were dissatisfied with their kitchens . More 

or both owners and renters were dissatis.fied with adequacy of work 

surf ace and star.age drawers than with other features . The greatest 

difference in satisfaction between owners and renters was shown with 

regard to kitchen space and convenience of storage space under sink. 

The owners and renters agreed as to their satisfaction with kitchen 
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TABIE XIV 

SATLSFACTION AND DISSATISFACTION WITH Kl'TCHEN CONVENIENCE 

FEATURF.s AS EXPRESSED BY 70 HOMEMAKERS ACCORDJNG 

TO <MNERSHIP OF MOBIIE HCME 

Ownership of Mobile Home 
Own Rent Total 

Features s D s D s D 

Location of major app-
liances er, . 5 12.5 100.0 ... 92.9 7.1 

Adequacy of work sur-
f'a.ce 50.0 50.0 54.5 45 .5 51.4 48.6 

Adequacy of work area 
lighting ?9.2 20.8 90.9 9.1 82.9 17 .1 

Aceessibility of kitchen 
storage . 89.6 10.4 95 .5 .-~- 5 91.4 8.6 

Convenience of storage 
space under sink 66.7 3.3/3 90. 9 9. l 74.3 25 .7 

Adequacy of storage 
drawers 64.6 3;.4 59 .1 40.9 62.2 37.8 

Depth of storage 
drawers 58.J 41.7 77 .3 22 .7 66 .2 33 .8 

Adequacy of over-all 
space 64.6 35 .4 90.9 9.1 72.9 27.1 

Convenient kitchen 
arrangement 85.4 14.6 90.9 9.1 88. 4 ll.6 

Sufficiency of kitchen 
equipnent 81.3 18. 7 81. 9 18.1 82.6 17.4 

Attra.oti veness 80.J 19.7 81.8 18.2 84.l 15 .9 
Over-all plan 70.s 29.2 68.2 31.8 73 .l 26 .9 
Space between kitchen 

shelves 75 .0 25 .0 Sl.8 18.2 77.1 22.9 

Total. Number 
or Respondents 48 22 70 



.attractiveness and sufficiency of equipnent . 

Ownership of Mobile Home and Will:ingn~ss 

to Make Kitchen Improvements 

50 

To determine the relationship between the personal characteristics 

of the respondents and their willingness to use other space or .additional 

money for kitchen storage improvements, Tables XV, XVI, XVII, and XVIII 

were developed . These tables compare willingness of respondents to 

make improv"Emlents with the variaples of ownership or renting of mobile 

homes, respondent ' s gainful employment, respondent ts age, and number 
I 

of famil.y members livjng at home respectivel;;. 

Of the 70 respondents, 72 . 9 per cent reported satisfaction with 

their kitchen space and f!/7 . 1 per cent reported satisfaction with tl1e 

convenience o:f their kitchens, but 27 . l per cent expressed dissatis-

faction with space .and 12. 9 per cent dissatisfaction with convenience . 

It seemed possible that ownership of the home would have an effect 

on the will:ingness to use other space or additional money for kitchen 

improvements . Table XV data, when analyzed, indicated that owners 

were less satisfied than renters With space and convenience of their 

mobile home kitchens . 

Of those who were satisfied with these aspects of their kitchens, 

the larger number ·Of both owners and renters would be willing to pey-

extra to have adjustable shelves, but not to use other space for added 

kitchen storage . More owners, who expressed satisfaction with conven-

ienee of the kitchen would like added storage than those who were 

satisfied with kitchen space; in contrast, more renters who expressed 

satisfaction with kitchen space wanted added storage than those who 
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TABLE XV 

WILLJJmNESs TO USE OTHER SPACE OR ADDrrIONAL MONEY FOR KrrCHEN 

IMPROVEMENTS AS REPORTED BY 70 HOMEMAKERS 

ACCORDING TO CWNERSHIP OF MOBILE HOME 

Own-48 ResP9ndents 

Willingness to use some o.f space 
f'or added kitchen storage 

Willingness to use other space 
for more kitchen wall cabinets 

Willingness to pay extra to have 
adjustable shelves 

Total Number 
ot Group 

Rent-22 Respondents 

Willingness to use some of space 
for added kitchen storage 

Willingne.ss to use other space 
for more kitchen wall cabinets 

Will:ingness to pa.y extra to have 
adjustable shelves 

Total Ntnnber 
of Group 

Space 
s D 

12. 9 29.4 

22 .6 29.4 

29.0 47 .1 

.31 17 

Spaoe 
s D 

2; .o 50.0 

25.0 

30 .0 50. 0 

20 2 

Convenience 
s D 

14.6 42.9 

22 .0 42.9 

31. '7 57.1 

7 

Convenience 
s D 

15 .0 100.0 

15 .0 50.0 

30.0 50 .0 

.20 



'l XVI 

O USE C1l'HER SPACE ADDD.'IONAL OllEY FOO KITCHE2i 

IMPROV:l!mm'S AS REPCRTED BY '70 H ~ 

OllO - TO 

s Canvenienc 
s D s D 

12.1 29.4 14.0 41.9 

24,.2 2:3 .5 23.3 28.6 
e 

:n.3 4].. 2 30.2 41.9 

-T'otel. Number 
or Gr®.p 33 l7 43 7 

Space Conven1 ee 
s D s D 

13.3 100-.0 6.7 100 .. 0 

6.7 100.0 6.1 100.0 

26.7 100.0 6.7 l.00.0 

JS 1 15 l 

Full ~ s Conveni c 
A Rgponger,i~ s D s D 
w~ to some 0£ space 

ror kitchen stor 100 .. 0 - 33 .3 100.0 
lllingrurss to other pac 

t kitchen ~ cabinet 100.0 - 33.3, 100.0 
WiJU~ea to pr!V' to have 

just.able sh 100.0 .5,0.0 66.7 100.0 
.............. ~.....,... ..... 

2 2 3 
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Tlu3LE XVII. 

WILLINGNESS -TO USE <Jl'HER SPACE OR ADDrrIONAL MONEY FOR KITCHEN 

lMPROVEMENTS AS REPORTED BY 70 HCl@vIAKERS ACCORDIN'G TO THEIR AGE 

Under 25 
,21 Respondents 
Willingness to use some of space 

for added kitchen storage 
Will:ingness to use other apace 

for more kitchen waJ.l cabinets 
Willingness to pa:y extra to have 

adjustable shelves 

Total Nwnber of Group · 

2.5 to 34 
20 Respgndents_ 
Willingness to use some o! space 

tor added kitchen storage 
Willingness to use other space 

for more kitchen wall cabinets 
Willlllgness to pq extra to have 

adjustable shelves 

Total. Number of Group 

35 to 44 
1,5 Respondents 
Willingness to use some of space 

for added kitchen storage 
Willin.gnesa to use other space 

for more kitchen wall cabinets 
Wil1in.gness to~ extra to have 

adjustable shelves 

Total Number of Group 

45 .and over 
!;. Resp:mdents 
Willin.gness to use some of s.pace 

for added kitchen storage 
Willingness to use other space 

!or 100re ki.tchen wall. cabmets 
Willingness to P8¥ extra to have 

adjustable ,shel.ve.s 

Total Number of Group 

Space 
s D 

32.0 33 / 3 

28.0 16.7 

32. 0 ,66 . 7 

25 6 

Space 
s D 

Z] .J 

33 .3 27.3 

33 .3 27.3 

9 18 

Space 
. s D 

7.1 

28. 5 100.0 

14 1 

Space 
s D 

100. 0 

100.0 

l.00. 0 

3 1 

Convenience 
s D 

20.0 8J .J 

16.0 66.7 

32.0 66.7 

25 6 

Convenience 
s D 

l6 .7 

33 .3 

44.5 

ll 2 

Convenience 
s D 

7.1 

28. 5 100.0 

14 l 

Convenience 
s D_ 

25 .0 

25 .0 

25 . 0 

4 0 



TABLE XVIII 

WILLINGNESS TO USE OTHER SPACE OR ADDITIONAL MONEY FOR KITCHEN 

IMPROVEMENTS AS REPORTED BY 70 HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO 

NUMBER OF FAMILY MEMBERS AT HOME 

One Member at Home 
4 Respondents 

Willingness to use some of space 
for added kitchen storage 

Willingness to use other space 
for more kitchen wall cabinets 

Willingness to pay extra to have 
adjustable shelves 

Total Number of Group 

Two Members at Home 
22 Respondents 

Willingness to use some of space 
for added kitchen storage 

Willingness to use other space 
for more kitchen wall cabinets 

Willingness to pay extra to have 
adjustable shelves 

Total Number of Group 

Three Members at Home 
15 Respondents 

Willingness to use some of space 
for added kitchen storage 

Willingness to use other space 
for more kitchen wall cabL"lets 

Willingness to pay extra to have 
adjustable shelves 

Total Number of Group 

Four Members at Home 
16 Respondents 

Willingness to use some of space 
for added kitchen storage 

Willingness to use other space 
for more kitchen wall cabinets 

Willingness to pay extra to have 
adjustable shelves 

Total Number of Group 

Five Members at Home 
11 Respondents 

Willingness to use some of space 
for added kitchen storage 

Willingness to use other space 
for more kitchen wall cabinets 

Willingness to pay extra to have 
adjustable shelves 

Total Number of Group 

Six Members at Home 
2 Respondents 

Willingness to use some of space 
for added kitchen storage 

Willingness to use other space 
for more kitchen wall cabinets 

Willingness to pay extra to have 
adjustable shelves 

Total Number of Group 

Space 
S D 

25.0 

4 0 

Space 
s D 

43.8 33.3 

18.8 16.0 

31.3 33.3 

16 6 

Space 
s D 

26.7 

33.3 

15 0 

Space 
s D 

12.5 12.5 

37,5 25.0 

37,5 62.5 

8 14 

Space 
s D 

75.0 

14.3 75,0 

28.6 75.0 

7 4 

Space 
s D 

100.0 

1 1 

Convenience 
S D 

100.0 

3 1 

Convenience 
s D 

29.4 80.0 

16.7 60.0 

23.;' 60.0 

17 5 

Convenience 
s D 

26.7 

33.3 

15 0 

Convenience 
s D 

7.1 50.0 

28.5 50,0 

50.0 50.0 

8 2 

Convenience 
s D 

20.0 

20.0 

50.0 

10 1 

Convenience 
s D 

50.0 

2 0 

54 
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were satis.fied with kitchen convenience . Comparatively, .more renters 

than owners were willing to use other space or :additional money for 

improvements they wanted., except in one case in which owners who 

were aatisfied with their kitchen convenience were more willing to 

pey extra for adjuat.abl.e shelves than renters who were satisfied with 

convenience . 

The respondents who were dissatisfied. with the space and con­

venience of their kitchens had dU"ferent opinions from those who 
-

were satisfied o.r the owners,, the majority were willing to pay extra 

for adjustable shelvaes, while the major!ty of renters were willing 
.. 

to use some of their other space for added kitchen · storage. 

Respondent's Gainful. Employment and Willingness 

to Make Kitchen Improvements 

When the homemakers! responses regarding willingness to use other 

space or additional money for kitchen improvements were comps.red with 

ga.in1'ul employment snd nnil.yzed.., as shown :in Table XVI, the findings 

indicate that more of those lfho were tu.U~t:ime .employed homemakers 

were willing to use other space and .additional money for improving 

kitchen storage. 

More of the tul.1-time homemaker-a were willing to pay ex:tra money 

to have adjustable shelves than to make other stor age improvements, 

this was true for both those who were satis.fied and those who were 

dissatisfied. with their kitchen space and convenience·. More of thoae 

dissatisfied. with convenience were willing to use other space and 

additional money f'or improving .kitchen .storage than those who were 

dissatisfied with space. 



More of the pa.:t"'t-tim.e homerri.akars Who were satisfied than those 

who were dissatisfied with .space were trilling to use other apooe md 

additional money for storage improvements •. 

The i'our full ... time employed. homemakers we1~e willing to pa,v ~,ra 

tor adjustable .shelves • 

. Age of Respondent and Willingness 

to Make Kitchen Imprmrem~1t~ 

Age seemed.to be a possibility in determining whether a respon­

dent would be willing to use other spa.c.e or addition.al :money ,for 

improved kitchen storage; therefore, a compa:r:tson was made in ·Table 

XVII. 

When these data were an~oo.,. there wa.<a evidence tr.1at ,. ell the 

age groups,. both those who wei·e dissatisfied and those who were satis­

fied '\'rlth kitchen space and comrenienc~ were willing_ to pa;y e.xtra to 

have aitjustable shelves in their kitchen cabinets. 

All analysis of the data Deemed to indicat,e ·th.at age did have 

some influence on t,he ho.m.ema.k:ers • opinions a.bout kitchen improvements. 

This was true regardless- o.f their exp:i."essed sa.tisi'.action and dissatis­

fa.¢tion with their kitchens. 

Iifl.unber of' Family Members and. Willingness 

to x'..ake Kitchen Imp.rover11~Tt.s 

A possibility of association between. the number of .f amil:y members 

living in the-mobile home and the .respondent's willingness to use 

other .space and additional money for kitchen 1;3torage improvements 

was explored. 
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A study of the data in Table XVIII reveals the.t rr:ol~e of the women 

having .four or more family members in the h01i1e were willi11g to use 

other space ratd ai.:klitiontl money for :unp:rcv:i.ng kitchen storage tha1 

those .fou..r who had only o:ae person in the home. Of the ho111ern.a.kt.;1"s 

·with t'oti:c i'arrdJJ, members, moi~e of those who were <tis.satisfied with 

kitchen convenience were willing to u.se hoth space mid, money to acquire 

ilri.p2:•ovemet1ts t,han those who were eatisfied. Of the 15 !~esponde-ats 

with th1:ee f's-.mily me-.mb.ers liv:tng iJl the mo,bile home, none reported 

he.ing dissatisfied w:tt.h the spe.ce 0r1d con.ve:nie.'lc~ of their kitchens. 

However., over one-t,hird of these homenla.lters wanted adjtl.St,able shelves 

a.11d more ki:tchen t--uul space. 

Home:rn:ekers with f OW:' family mernhers a'c b.or.ae were rrllling to pay 

extra to have acljootable shelves. Generally, t,hose 1,rho were dissat.is­

. fied with ld.tche,;-:i; spe,o~ and conven;Lence were willing to use other 

space and additional money for ilnpro·,red. stor:ag1;;. 

0£ those with five family me:rnbers at home, none indicated dissatis­

.fa:c'tion with the convenience of their kitchens. Si:;,: o;f the eight 

l'lfho were dis.satisfied with kitchen space were trllljng to tme other 

apace and ooditional money to gain ldt(",he.n storage improvements. More 

ot :those who declared the..11Iaelves sa.tisflerJ 'ttdth kitchen convenience 

wiere v,rilling to use otho1~ apace a.11d arldition.al mone,-,J to i!nprove their 

kitchens than those who r,eporteo~ they vrere satisfied in.th kitchlSln 

epa.oe. 

The two respondents with six fmrdly :meIJ:ibers d.id not express 

dissat,isfaction vdth kitchen convenience., but 'Ght:f.it expressed a desire 

for ni,.0re kit,chen wall cabinets. 



Educational Status and J:i.dditiOn 

o:f Storage Conve:nie.."lOe Devices 

It was hypothesized that education would be a factor a.s-sooiatJed 

with t.he· total. n:umber of o-anv-enience devices a homemaker would have 

added to her kitchen sto:i:~~:e. Six devieea were i<i-entifi-ed in the 

questionnaire in .an ope...11-end q~estion so that the .respondents could 

add o'chers. The devices llst..ed were e:,.,rtra shel.ves, dish storage 

re.eke" partitions in drawers,. .spice raob:, poit.s end lids. 1::.rf:.orage 

units, a'l'J.d Q1ct.ra cabinet spa-oe. 

Educational status was divided into four ca-t,egorles: eighth 

grade and less_..three re-epondent'S., high schooi graduates: or leas-46 

. respondents,. college and gr.·ad.uat.e work-16 responde...11.ts, and other 

school.mg sueh as beauty or busine$s school-four respondents. 
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:The data in Table XIK reveal that no JP.ore than four of -the con­

ven.ienee devices were added to their kit.chena by any ot the 1 .. eeponde:nts. 

AU of the three with an eighth grade ,edu.cation or less had added at 

lea.at. one convenience d.eviee. The r.espondents with some college 

edooation .revealed the widest variation tdth nine having added nos 

devices and one havi..~g added. four devices. :Those who had cm.npleted 

so:me high aehool or graduated had added ;approo.dmately the sazne number 

of device& as those respondents who had some college education. 

Stu.dyof Home Economics end Addition 

of St,or~e CQnvenien.e.e Deviees 

A possible association between the s:tudy ofhom.e economics and 

the total 111;.11nh<?r 0£ conve.."lience devices added by the respondent was 
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TABLE XIX 

NUMBER OF CONVENIENCE DEVICE.S ADDED AS REPORTED BY 70 

Hoo:MAKERS ACCORDING TO EDUCATION 

Total Nu.mber of Devices Added 
Educational Status Res:pgnd.!3Ats 0 l 2 3 4 5, 

A. Juoount of 
Education 

8th grade or less 3 l 1 l 
High school and 

less 46 28 12 4 2 
. College and 

graduate work 16 9 3 3 2 l . 
other schooling 4 2 l 1 

B. Stw.y of 
Home Economics 

None 14 6 3 4 l 
High School 54 34 14 5 l 
Home Demonstration 

Club 0 ... 
College 1 ... l 



:explored in Table XJ:X-B. The study o.f home economics was divided. into 
' 

four categories: none, high school, home demonstration,. and college. 

O:t the l4 women having no .formal home economies study:,. six 

repo:r-ted they ha.ii !V.ided no, oonvoo.ienee storage devic·ea, three had 

added one device, £(;:lur had. added two, and one had added three., Of 

the 54 rea,pondents who had; studied home .economies fu high a"Chool., 34 

had added no stora.ge devices-, 14 had added OJJ.e.,, .five had ,added two,. 
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.and. one had adcled thref;c. The one homemaker who had studied. home econo­

.w..iea in ,coUege had added to1:.1r :storage devicea--more tha.n any oi.' the 

Ownership o.f Home a..--id Addition o.f 

Storage C.omre:nience Devices 

A possibill~y of association b:etwe~n o1'111Etrship of the mobile 

xx. 

TABLE XX 

NUMBER OF COlI!lEN'IENOE DEVICES ADDF.J) AS 

ACCORDING TO <lvNERSHIP OF MOBILE HO:ME 

Total 
Qwaershi£ ResE9ndents 0 l 2 :3 
Own /+8 24; 12 9 2 i 

Rent 22 16 ' l 

. As a whole, the.re appears. to be some re1ationship between ownership 

e.nrl addition of ei:to:t~age devices. Fifty per cent of the O"miers, but 



only" 27 .3 per cent of the renters had added any convenience devices . 

SUmmary of F.ind.ings 

The summary is organized under four major categories. 

Over-All Convenience Features Available M!. Kitchens 

Of the 15 over..-all convenience f'eat.ures listed in the question­

naire, the largest number reported for any one kitqhen was 13, the 

smallest number was three . The lower pricad homes seemed to average 

slightly fewer oonvenien.ce f eat.ures; the under $3, 999 homes averaged 

7 .3 features as compared with an average of 8 . 8 in the $4,000-6,999 

and 9. 0 in the over $7 .1000 homes . 

The greater number of convenience features were in. homes built 

after 1956. All the respondents reported at least three convenience 

features· in their kitchens . 

Sa.ti.sf action and Di-asa.tisfaction mh Kitchen Arr@Sements 

Over half of the homemakers under 25 expressed satisfaction with 

their kitchens; wb.ereas :in some are&1, , over half 0£ the 25 to 34 year 

old group EPCpressed dissatisfaction with their kitchens . More women 

of all age groups were dissatisfied with adequacy of work surf ace, 

number of storage drawers, and the depth of kitchen storage drawers 

than with any other features. 

Analyze:i according to ga:inrul. .employment, full-time homemakers 

6l 

and full-time employed homemakers generally agreed about fe.atures with 

which they were satisfied and disagreed about features with which they 

were dissatisfied . More of the part-tillle em.ployed homemakers expressed 

·dissatisfaction with sufficiency of kitchen equipnent than did the other 
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two groups . More of a.11 employment groups we.re satisfied with accessi­

bility of storage areas and location of' major appliances than with 

other convenience features . 

More of the women living a.lone expressed satisf aetion with their 

kitchens than those with four or more f~ members at home . More 

of those with two family members were dissatisfied with over- aJ.J. 

kitchen plan and number of kitchen dra\lfars,. wtlereas more respondents 

with th.r.ee to six family members were dissatisfied with adequcy of 

work surface , . kitchen apace,. and depth of storage draHers . 

More renters expressed satisfaction with their kitchen convenience 

features than did owners, but appro.x:imatel;y' half of each group believed 

they had :inadequate work surface . . The majority of both were satis-

fled with kitchen attractiveness and sufficiency of kitchen equipn.ent . 

Wi.1.liI,ygless ~ ~ other Space 2£. Money; £2!:. Storage Improvements 

The majority of both owners and renters were willing to pa;y- extra 

for adjustable shelves . This applied to both those who were satisfied 

and those who were dissatisfied with their .kitchen space and convenience. 

Of the respondents who expressed satisfaction with their kitchen space 

and convenience, more renters (one-fourth) than awners (slightly less 

than one-fourth) were willing to use ~ther space or additional. money 

for kitchen storage :iJnprovements . Of those 'Who were dissatisfied. with 

' kitchen apace and convenience, awn-era ( t wo-fifths ): were willing to 

pq extra for 8djusta.bl.e shelves, while renters ( one-ha.li') were willing 

to use other apa.c.e and .additional money for more storage spa.ca. In 

the over-e.11. ana.lysis, more renters were willing than owers to use 

other space and additional money .for :store.ge improvements . 
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space and convenience were iriJJing :J;.o use othai~ space o;nd :money fo.:r 

those wit.h smaller ±'rillliJ.ics a:t home were i.r1115.ng to use 

Gene1";:11J.y, those who were. dissat;isfied wit..h their ldt,ehen space 

Total Nmnbe.r of Convenience Devices Added 
-· -~ ----- -· _......,.__,._~ --· ---~I 

Though 77 .2 per cent. of the respomlent.s had studied home economics 

:i.r.t high school,, only 38 .6 hoo. studied kitche..11 planning and only 3'7 JJer 



mu.nber of respondents had added any convenience devices .- Only one 

respmdent had st.udied. home economies, in eollegeJ $he had addect mo~e 

o.f the eonveni~e·e de:viee.s th-any anyone e.lae,. Halt ot the- ow,el"$,.. 

but less than onec-rourt.h of the rwters, had added any conv«lience 

devices. . 



Tl1e s.tudy woo designed tP determine what convenim1<le featu:res 

t1ere availabJ.e ii:"'l mobile home kitchens, vmether wmen .living in n1obile 

horu~s in a selected oolllil,unity were s:atis:f:ted or d;iss.atist'ied with tl'i.e 

kitohen.s :in tJ1ei!' ho;mes, and wA1ethe_1" they had :unproved 'the :etorage 

.faeilit:i.es. It ws- hj71i0th{;}sized. (l) that the hom.~era Vll'nu.ld expree$ 

more disEJ:EJ.tiaf a.ctioi~ th-~1 ~tist':ae:tion w±bh 'r.he apace, arrangeT1.1ent, 

?nd $tox·age 0£ the.i!· mobile home kitehens; (2} that e~fl though home­

makers might find. themselves disfHa1t-isfied 1-cl.th their k..itchoo facilities, 

the1J wottld :not have adcled eonv,eru:en-ce devices;: and (3) tho.t the 0-pil.1-ione 

oft the ho1ri,en:take1".s -with regard to 'th(!li:r> 1:1'..itchens Md their eff'o1?t.-13 ,at 

ldtohen improven1e11.t wo:ttlri he afi'ieeted by- thei:r age, edu-eation, a:tudy 

e.f home etionomics,, gainful employ.ment outa.ide. the home, and the Ol'i:ner­

ship, age, end. value: of the mobile home. 

Aeeo1:-;d:lng :to the data a,f this study, it seetne tllat- mobile home 

kit-ell.ens ave s:i.m1Ja1" in th~ over'""all p-lm1, ar1·ang~e:nt o:f eql:.dpm.en;t 

and cabinets, .and s-to1~age i'acillties to the kitchens in stationar-.1 

hQIUQS.- Nevert.heless, when. thea.:e kitehe.¥1$ were oo.al:y2s-ed with l"'ega.rd to 

the. numh~r of re:co~de<t eo.nvenieuee featm--ea ea.ch inelud.ed., the number 

of such i:eat'llJ:':es is 1--.ela.,tively- small,. Ma.-'1-uf'ooturers appear to be 

65 
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:i.ncreased slightly with the higl1e1"' eoet o:t the mobile home. 

kitchen with t14equatc ru:1.d a.ppropriato storage fac:l.liti~""S ~ they do ncrt 

.Fo:e this study, the +'lfluenc.e of the V&'iables seemed smell; pro-

the :r;ossible 1:•elatiom;hips between the 

v.a:rious featl:i.res of their kitchena, as 1tell as the. improver:1ents they 

have :made in ](,.;itchen storage. 



have more yowger ch:i.ld:x'.en at home. 

M.ore homomalwrs tdth t,hree o:r r10r·e family meiribe(!;'s 1iiring id, ho:m.e 

o:.r.:pressed di::,s:atis:footi:crr-1 :with their kitchens than ctid those 1,lith 

.f'cwor· i'e.i:iuly membe1~a at home. 1~ a factor inf'luencing se;tisfaat,ion, 

px'epa.r·at,ion~ cleo11i.11.g up, and at.orage. iw well ea the ~.01:111;t of t,:lrae 

and e£:fort 1•e.quil·ed fox· working in the kitchen. 

Owne:r.0ship of the hotti:o s~emod to be an irifluenc:ing factor on 

Gatis:f a.ct,ion wit,h t,h0 kit,chen and st.o:r.agc facilities. 

.fei:r<:.n.~ owners th.on renters tend.ea to be sat:wfied. 

In this study~ 

N:lllingi.1@fJS to use other opaoe at1<l &::ldition<SJ. r1011e~r for stor<.tgo 

in1proveme11ts eeen1ecl to he a£fe:cted b;-f the age of the respond0.t1.t and. 

owne1•ahip of' th,;;, r:iobile home. Hoi·e .of' the two yov.nger age groupo 

t,hau Ji!he two Older age groups ·wanted storttge ;u;1pr>0ve:r.1<:mt,s even a;'c. the 

cost. of o·ther space and &Mitional money. Rentcrn were .more wUJ.:i.ng 

thoo owners to irq:it·ove st.or~ge evcan c,t the cost O·f other space and 

add.:itional It10:n<:ly. Th.is rua_y be influenow by t,he 01n1er 1 s knoi,ledge 

that such costs 11mst be macle by h-Jmfleli rather tho..n by the land.lord .. 
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Tlie study of hi,gh school home econorD.ics did not aeem to :i.nf'lue::flce 

homemalrer.s t.o mcll:!e ir;1p;rov~e11ts in their 1r.itchen st.ore..ge f'neilit,ies 

nor did :U, assu..re their hav:t:ng s·t.udieo. kitchen. plai:1r:t::L'1g. 

Recor,:unendations 



(1) 'l'o determine if this poptllrttion was .:copresentat.i v·e of t.lle 

t.c.rt:,al Til_Obile home population. For e.z:a1nple, 

groiipa of 'the population, such as the one r-espondexrt. who had. studied 

hoinc ,economics ;i,.1 college, we::i:·e too small to fox'm, conclusions. Also 

featm·os in the lclJ,chens. 

Jx:>ssibly 

.ucono:mists 1nay need to s:timu.la.te ~mong high school st1:.dents and adtilt 

the lf"i tchen todey. Pcrha1)s the homemaker likes the physica.J. acM.vl't:Les 
/' 
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coxr.i.1ectod id.th work :tn t,he kitchen, .·or her rr.eal 1r:r·eparation and c,leani11g 

may hEwe been greaJ;ly simplified t.h:rough the use o\f .ready-prepared. foods 

cend eating meal.s G/JJmy from home. 

O+) ',I'o idC£1tify what home econo:r,ci sts lmow t,oach-at lea.st,. 

at high school level-.·-· 'l'd:th i·ogard. to plai.111i11g conveni1:;mt, co:rJ.fortable, 
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~ .. nd at.t,ractive 

this study,, 01n:rn though a 1-.ela:tively l0x•ge 111,;irnher of homeiil&J:~e:es m:pr0ssec1 

dis.satisfaction w:ith ki'tc:heu s'tora,60 facilities, a very sn:mll pe;r·ee1:1tego 

of the homemakers herl eiidod comrenience devices to i1nproye ~t-orage. 

This in spite of the fact that ove1" 7S pe:.i:- coot of the respondents 

h2 . .c.l stti.di~<l ho:rae economics, ic'1 high school. Eta:t$:t.z.sion teachero. have 

.found e:rldencc that once ho:memakoz's become a.141:are, they mal1'.:e Iill?ny 

:lxi.p.z,ovements in the:i:.r 1d:tc11er.1s • 

(5) To determin.e how r;n.::i:.ch !'G·al difference reseai:.·ch-1:~ed r·ecom-

men.da;tions .f'o:c.~ eff'icient J:-,,itchtrrrn. put :L-i·to eff'.ec-t make ·i<1 Jc-he efficiency 

an.d ple.:wurc of world..11:g in the .ki'.::.chen. Is it possible the,t som.e of 

,c.he recorm:i2er1.da:bions ti'cako such a :mjx1or difference that, the eff 0cts m~o 

ha.;ccUy noticeable? .1111,0, the coO't in time and money o£ carT~r,..u1g out. 

the 1"ecommendation;.J ntlght cnJ.t1.r,eigh tho ben,ei'its • 

From. the :resvJ.ts of this eJ::plorat.01°y study, it. is 1°ecommended 

"i;he:t.. if i'w·t.he:a.., s·t,ucly in th:ls a:r,ea :ts carried. out., perhaps en in-depth: 

intor'Iriew· ttrith open..-e:nd qtieat,ions wou.ld. give more comp1°ehensi've in.for ... 

1n.:1;t.ion. A questior> .• :naire such a.s used. in this study t.enclE:;-cl t.o llidt 

responses. 
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APPENDIX 

STUDY OF ~..OBILE HOME KlTCHEMS 

What major appliances does your kitchen have? 
___ a. range 

What 

___ b. refrigerator 
e. dish washer ---d. garbage disposal ---e .. others ---

is your major kitchen plan? 
a. u - shape 
b. l -shape 
c.. corridor 
d. island 

u arrang~d on 3 walb 
L arranged on 2 walls at right angles 

- arrcnge.d on 2 walls, lilm hall· 
'-= 

Ple;ase check the appropriate answer; 
Ye.s No 

--- 1.. Could your major appliances (stove, refrigerator., etc.) 
be rean:anged in your kitchen so tbey would be more 
convenient to use? 

_.___ 2. Does your range have .counter spaCGJ beside it'l 
___ 3.. Does your refrigerator have counter opace he side it? 

---- 4, Does your kitchen have two levelB ,;;;»f eoonter space? Ont! 
for mixing and one for other work? 

--- 5.. Do you think you have enough work surf ace for mix!nrh 
beating, kneading, and rolling doughs when cooking?. 

_.,......._ 6. Do you have adequate light at all the work areas in your 
kitchen? 

___ .... 7. Do you have a rack for hanging dish t01:'ll'els and dish 
clothes? 

___ 8. Have. you added a paper products (t'x1els, wax paper. etc .• ) 
·holder? 

--- 9. Would you he -v1illing to use some of your space for added 
kitchen storage? 

---10. Are your kitchen storage areas readily accessible? 
___ u. Do you consider storage space under your sink convenient 

to use? 
___ 12., Can dishw:ashing supplies and equipment (dish pan, drain 

basket, soap,, towels, dishcloth} all to be stored at the 
sink? 

13. Do you have adequate space to store the following items 
in your kitchen? 
a. Canned goods 
b.. cooking and baking utensils 
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14. ---
15. ---
16 .. ---
17. 

.. 18. ---
19. ---
20. 

21 .. 

22:. ---

. 24. ---
2.5. ---
26. ---
27,. ---

c:.. chinaware and glasS'l·mre 
d.. staple foods (Ex. four - potatoes) 
e. sm.all electrical kitchen appliances 
f .. stepping stool 
Do you consider that your kitchen .storage space has 
enough druwers'l 
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Considering the kitchen tools stored in drawers~ do you 
think your storage drawers are the right depth .. 
Would you be willing to use other space for more wall, 
cabinets in your kitchen. 
Does your kitchen arrangement allow you to do the following .. 
a. Equipmant and s1,1pplies used together are stored near 

eaeh other. 
b. · Equipment and supplies are kept where they are mos.t 

often use.d first. 
c. Most frequently used materials are kept in the most 

readily aeces,sible spaces .. 
d.. flatertals &re stored so they can he ob,tained without 

moving others. 
e.. Frequently used heavy appliances are stored at waist 

level as desirable. 
f. Eii:cesstve .stooping, stretching,. and lifting can be 

minimized. 
Uould you pay more to have shelves that could be adjusted 
so the space between would suit your needs? 
Have you added 11.step shelves" to your shelve.s so you 
don•t hav.e to remove the first ro~.1 of items to reach 
something in the back'! 
Ravia you add1ad the following storage devices to your kit-
chen .storage? · 
a. extra sh~lves 
b. dish storage raeks 
c. partitions in drnwers 
u. spice racks 
e. pots and Uds storage units 
f. extra cabinet space 
g •. others {list) 
Are you satisfied with these aspects of your kitchen? 
a .. space 
b. eonven.ience 
c. suff ieient. equipment. 
d. attractiveness 
Do you generally prepare and eat all three daily meal$ 
at home? 
Do you think that there is .an alternate arrangement of 
your ldtchen that would facili,tate your me.al pJ;"eparation 
and meal clf!an .... up'l 
Does you't' ld.tchan arrangement require f requ::.nt re.tracing 
of s tep:.s? 
Does your kitchen arrangement permit working in ooe di.rec· 
tton (Ex.. left to right)'? 
Do you think that t.he spaces beb1een your kitchen shelves 
are ei;ther too far a.p.art or too close together? 
Are your ,1aU cabinet shelve:s all one depth? 
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Please check the answers that you think would apply in your case . 
28 . Does the major kitchen equipment t arrangements. storage facilities. 

and work surfaces contribute to 
a . enjoyment ,of working in the kitchen ---___ b. causing physical fatigue 
c. frustTations ---d. encouraging family members to work together ---e+ facilitate cleaning ---

29 . Do you consider yo r major appliances 
a. of good quality ---b. require too much repair and service ---____ e. do a good job 

~ :~~ ;5:~t~-· 
30. Does your kitchen storage have waste .areas that you can •t use? 

·a . corners in base and wall cabinets ---b • under sink ----c . above range ---___ d. aboye refrigerator 
e . list any others you have found ---
GE~RAL INFORMATION 

1. Check your age group 
a. under 25 d . 45 to 54 
b . 25 to 34 e . 55 to 64 
c. 35 to 44 £. 65 and over 

2. Check your education status 
a . Less than 8th grade -e. Some college 
b •. Completed 8th grade £. Completed college 
c. Sotne high school g •. Had graduate work 
d . Completed high school h. Other such as business 

beauty school; etc . 

3 . Study of Home Economics 
a . None C• Home Demonstration Club 
b . High school d . College 

4. Study of Kitchen Planning 
a . No c . Club work 
b. School d .. Others 

s. ~e you employed outside of your home? 

college; 

___ a,. No. b . Yes , part-time c . Yes~ full.time ---
6 . Check your total annual income range 

a . $1 , 000 -, 3~000 - - -b . $4.,000 - 6,000 - - -
d . $10; 000 • 12 , 000 ---__ e . $12,000 ... 15,000 

e. $7, 000 9 , 000 --- f . over $15.000 ---



7., :Please list nuuiber o.f family merr.bers of each group living in your 
mob Ue home,., 
____ a• Under 5 years 

h. 6 ,,. 10 ' n ---' e,. 11 - 15 n ---d-, 16 .,. 20 11 ---

___ e. 21 ,.,. 25 years 
___ f. over 25 11 

____ g. others 

8.,, What f.s yo1c1r marital s·t.atus: a. Single b. Widowed 
c. Divorced d. Married,. if married,, ~lease, list. ----- ~---- ~ number cf ye,a-rs __ • 

··9,_,, Do: you ___ a, •. oon b. rent your n.10bi.le home? ---
10. Lhe the approximate value .of y:ou1: mobile ~. $ ___ ......,._ 

~ '<1 
'ii; Lht a.. number ·Of rOCl!lS other than· bathr<>oni.2 · ---b II number of bathrooms? ---___ c. size of hOl:l.'le feet X . feet ... 
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12:. What: model and year is yoW; mobile home?.,...... ___________ _ 
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