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(ABSTRACT) 

Housing, a basic necessity, is frequently described as 

costly and increasingly designated as unaffordable; yet, 

there is a continuing conventionality in American tastes, 

desires, and ideals of housing. In order to expand housing 

knowledge, and, perhaps to facilitate the use of housing al-

ternatives, attitudes/perceptions of housing held by pre- and 

early-adolescent children were investigated. The awareness,, 

satisfaction, and importance attributed to housing by this 

consumer age group, who are often perceived as unconcerned 

or unopinionated, may be indicative of future housing demand 

and permanence of housing norms. 
" \\ 

Sixth, seventh, and 
\ . .,-/ 
' ,,..., 

~iqhth grade students in an 

Appalachian Kentucky county were surveyed regarding housing 

knowledge, opinions, preferences, satisfactions, and impor-

tance. Rather than a lack of opinion, the 172 participants 

revealed definite perceptions of housing in general, their 

individual housing situations, and concern for the 



future/cost of housing. Overall, housing attitudes were 

traditional and conservative; there was a general unwilling-

ness to accept energy-conservative or manufactured dwellings. 

While the children were relatively satisfied with their 

housing, they did not attribute great importance to housing. 

Older children were more aware of housing, attributed 

greater importance to it, and reported more normative pref-

erences. Housing satisfaction was greater if the child was 

male, lived in a residence that aligned with housing norms, 

or was from a household with a greater number of amenities. 

Older children, or those with greater housing experience, 

were more likely to prefer neighborhood homogeneity. General 

preferences for housing replicated the child's current hous-

ing situation. 

With today's cost of housing, as well as changing family 

needs for housing, the child gains importance as a housing 

consumer not only for the home's impact upon hisjher devel-

opment, but also for the future demand he/she will contribute 

to the housing market. Housing education regarding current 

and potential alternatives not only can help young housing 

users to develop more realistic perceptions and expectations 

of housing but also may facilitate the choice of and improve 

satisfaction with housing alternatives. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The family home can be conceptualized as an environment 

in which its members function. This intimate setting not 

only offers the family physical protection and shelter but 

also serves as a place for social interaction between family 

members and others. The home further symbolizes a haven or 

retreat for the family from the outside world. For these 

reasons, housing researchers in home economics have often 

sought to evaluat~ the supportiveness of home environments 

in regard to human needs and lifestyles. 

Such housing studies have focused on the preferences, 

satisfactions, and/or living conditions of families with a 

general emphasis on identifying the factors resulting in a 

positive attitude toward one'~ housing situation. Over the 

years, some specific concern has been devoted to the home's 

influence or effects upon children. Children, as developing 

and dependent members of the household, often have little 

control of or input in family housing decisions or housing 

conditions. 

The impact of the home upon children has been both the-

orized and studied. Children are designated as the most in-

tense users of the family housing environment (Pollowy, 

1977}. In early life, the child's world may consist of very 

little more than the space encompassed within the residential 

1 



structure. As children age, their world expands into the 

yard, neighborhood, and community. The home, however, still 

functions as a primary base from which the child ventures 

outward and to which he or she returns. 

Recognition of a child's developmental dependency upon 

housing conditions is fairly widespread. Even statesmen and ,,( 
national leaders such as Sir Winston Churchill, the origina- ,,i::'~",., 

~~, :~/(~-' \ 
tor of the phrase, "our buildings shape us," have expressed "}U''' 

concern for the relationship between children and their 

housing {Dubos, 1979). Dubos comments: 

"While the total environment certainly affects the way 
men feel and behave, more importantly, it conditions 
the kind of persons their descendants will become, be-
cause all environmental factors have their most pro-
found and lasting effects when they impinge on the 
young organism during the early stages of development" 
(p. 10). 

Within the housing field, ~~~:_C:..,Il:~~:_:ts also promote 

concern regarding the contribution of home in relation to 

development of human potential. Agan states, "The family 

dwelling should contribute toward the fulfillment of the 

child's potential and not toward its frustration" { 1939, 

p. 189) . 

Scientific investigations generally validate premises 

of influential interaction between an individual's housing 

situation and his or her welfare. A number of studies con-

ducted over the past fifty years suggest links between poor 

\ 
\ 
i 

1/ 
;~·~:. 

-~-----·---· 

housing conditions such as overcrowding and physical dwelling 

deficiencies and infant mortality, mental illness, respir-

2 



atory disease, and juvenile delinquency (Hinkle and Loring, 

1977). 

Despite evident and justified concern for the relation-

ship between housing and children, there is only limited in-
/-. ..,_ 

formation, some 6'onflictirl:g, regarding the fit of housing and '"'-·----- . ·-·-.. ·'. ··' ···-··-----··---~ --------~~ .. ·----·· 

housin~- -~~-a:.e s __ ... "-"-~ ~~--'"--~=- ----~~~g~ ....... Qf. __ yQyng~~- ... t:.grn;t,J,y, __ .. Jne.mb .. er::3. .•. 
-

Even less is known about how children evaluate their housing, 

although a number of studies, ranging from graduate research 

to a United Nations' investigation, contribute isolated 

findings of young housing consumers' viewpoints. 

Statement OT the Problem 

//· - \\ 
{ \ 
,\ ;~ 

The importance of llousing) as a supportive environment 
\ / 
\ . ,, 

and as the early neighborhood of a child's world is accepted 

as an underlying tenet in the study of relationships and 

interfaces between people and shelter. Various sources and 

citations, from Milne's (1928) "Pooh Bear" to Becker's Design ___-·--·., 

for Living ( 1974) suggest and stress that one'~ home) is a 
·----~--/ 

sentimental structure with physiological, psychological, and 

sociological impact upon its resident. Despite the fact that 

a sizable amount of information exists from literature based 

on opinion and upon objective research, there is limited 

available documentation of the child's opinion, or lack \ 

thereof, regarding housing. 

3 



... ,'· ...... , 
,./' '-..,, 

,(__'/ \. 
1Some study )has 
\. ,./ ·----. ·-. _______ ,.,..,,..,, 

children~ generally 

been made of uses of the home structure \11\ 
--.. -- - - ·-·----. ---------·-··-·--· ·-- . ·-----. ·-- ···--. ---·-···----··---·----·-···--·-··········-·-··-··---·--------····-···~· j l i 
pre-school children or teenagers. In 1 by 

varying degrees of specificity, kindergarteners and primary 

students have expressed their.concepts of the home environ-

ment. Beyond early childhood until late childhood or adoles-

cence, there is a gap in housing and human congruence 

literature regarding user assessment of the home or house. 

By the teenage years, it seems housing opinions and attitudes 

have formed based on experiences and/or educative exposure 

in isolated activities. 

The absence of research reporting children's housing 

evaluations suggests a general assumption that the child's 

viewpoints and attitudes mirror parental outlook or that the 

child is not selectively aware of housing until late adoles-

cence when housing consumption decisions are independently 

initiated as the individual sets up hisjher own household. 

With this supposition in mind, it seemed pertinent to conduct 

an investigation of children's housing attitudes, their ex-

istence and their congruity in late middle childhood and 

early adolescence. 

Purpose o~ the study 

~ The study was based on the premise that children during 

pre- and early-adolescent years are not only aware of their 

4 



housing environment but also are knowledgeable about various 

housing alternatives and concerns. It was designed as an 

an element and a concept in the lives of pre- and early-
.---·•··-----·"·--~···-.,.' •.. _,, ··'-. _____ ._...,,.,._ .• .., ... ~-.· - '' ""'··"'" ,,.. -·.·.·~~'···"• ··''' ,,,--,,_ ,_· .. -"·r····· ''""'·· ._, :.:.·. '"'"' .. . •' ·--·· ··-- .-.-. • ..c..~ .· ,_,. \,-· •. • • ,.::--".:·::..::.~-.::,::«·.·-,-. . "'' •... - .,,_,·-~· .• ,,,,.,._.-- ·····""' 

- ,.,,.----:--· -.......... , 

Differences itl ;perceptions 9lf 
\,·,,,, __ . . ..... -~·--,_/ 

well as possible as'sociations 

housing ?__ adolescent children. 

were investigated as between 
------------------~----------~-----

housing concepts, experiences, and The '-----·-----·- _____ ._,..,._._ 

' ! 
-----------~-----~---~--·-··-

children were asked to indicate their knowledge and/or opin+! 
\ ~ 

ions relating to four housing variables: housing awareness~\ 

housing preferences, housing satisfaction, and housing im-\':, 
\ \ 

portance. In addition to housing characteristics, informa-

tion pertaining to the ~''.l:'()>!.cle_~1:_'~--~011sing expez::ie_nce and ~ 

personal/familial characteristics was requested. 

Objectives of the study 

Specific objectives of the study were: 

1. to investigate housing awareness, importance, preferences, 

and satisfaction of pre- and early-adolescent children, 

approximately 11 to 14 years of age, in Appalachian 

Kentucky, and 

2. to identify personal and housing characteristics which -- --~----·---- ----------.. -- ·-. --------·-··--------·-·" ·- ........... -- --·-- ··-··· -- .. ------~- ···~------------· 

may contribute to housing awareness, importance, pref-

erences, and satisfaction of these pre- and early-

adolescent children. 

5 



Significance of the study 

The study focused on an age group of housing users, 

children in the pre- and early-adolescent years, whose hous-

ing knowledge and opinions (awareness, preferences, etc.) are 

relatively unknown. From studies investigating various 
--------·--------·-··,·· .... --....... _*_..., 

and the significance of the supposed contributors to housing 

opinions. Knowledge regarding both the existence and the 

status of housing opinions in pre- and early-adolescence can 

expand the theoretical base of family housing, allowing in-

dication of continuity of cultural housing norms and/or pos-

sible variations in housing desires to emerge. 

Although the child as a housing user may have only lim-

i ted input to decisions about hisjher current dwelling, 

housing experience now is thought to influence housing deci-

sions and evaluation as an adult. Some current attitudinal 

states such as dissatisfaction with a particular aspect (play 

space) can fade with time; the effects of poor housing (sub-

standard quality or restrictive design), however, may lead 

to diminished 
/ /_,,,---------·- ----......... - _,.,. . .~- -- --...... 

·. // • .') ,,c· ' 
1Physical), s~c1al,;1 and ~enta)~ well-being over 
---~----------/// _,, \., .. __ .-_,, ... ·' --·- -·--··--· ··-- -. .. ___ ·-·-····-----"-, 

the lifetime. Information pertaining to children's percep-
,----

tions of housing contributes to expansion of scientific ap-

6 



t )1 
plication in humanizing Jlous.i.ng. It is also likely that such 

'f---'_,-• •''-<~, .... __ ~ _ _.,.-~·..,-M·,•., ...•. _ ,,-' 

study of children's housing attitudes might serve as a basis 

for child user evaluation of other pertinent life spaces such 

as educational facilities. 

Beyond the theoretical value of knowledge pertaining 

to the child' s concept of housing, this study has impli-

cations for educational programs. Many housing professionals 

express concern for the present conflict between family \l 
·d 

housing ideals and housing affordability and state the need 1~ 

to educate the public about their most costly possession. .H 

Yet, the few programs available are for older audiences who 

are already likely to have firmly established housing atti-

tudes. By utilizing knowledge of children's housing percep-

tions, housing educators may be better able to develop and 

sponsor housing education which promotes a consciousness of u 
M !;,. 

residential alternatives and realistic expectations in light n:1 
h~ 

of present or future resource limitations. 

Limitations OT the StudY 

____ The study was limited by constraints of {ti~ 
·<-:-- ----\ ..,,,.---------::--------- ---...... ... ___; 
?(~ncia~I resources. Due to (~onrari~om_ ~-=~-==~i-~n --~-: ~~--s~~-~ 

~. / "' 7--- . -·- --
site, generalizations may be'----11mi ted by the Appalachian 

Kentucky location. It is assumed, however, that the opinions 

of the participating Appalachian pre- and early-adolescent 

children are similar to those of pre- and early-adolescent 
---- ---- . -- - -~ ---'-----------

7 



children elsewhere. Additionally, this study was based on 

the premise that the young respondents were able to compre-

hend, analyze, and report in written form their housing 

awareness, importance, preferences, and satisfactions. Each 

of these four concepts is a relatively abstract and subjec-

tive idea which may be difficult for the children to convey. 

Based on Piaget's (1951) discussion of formal operations as 

a stage of cognitive development occurring by middle child-

hood, the child's perceptions and his/her accuracy in ex-

pressing those perceptions were assumed valid. 

Research Questions 

This study sought to address the following questions: 

1) Are children at the pre- and early-adolescent age aware 
of housing, in general or in specific reference to their 
family residence? To what extent does such awareness exist? 
Is the child familiar with and knowledgeable of common hous-
ing terminology? Can the child distinguish between housing 
types and delineate positively and negatively perceived 
characteristics of each type? Does the child express know-
ledge or attitudes regarding current housing issues? Is 
measured housing awareness related to child's age, sex, 
socioeconomic status, or housing experience and amenities? 

2) Do pre- and early-adolescent children hold distinct 
housing preferences? To what extent do the expressed housing 
preferences of children align with identified American hot!_~.::-.-

_ing norms? Do children express a -wiTlTngness--toa-C"cepE-al-
..,._ teniatlve or non-conventional housing forms such as 

manufactured/mobile, solar, or earth-sheltered housing? Are 
housing preferences related to child's age, sex, 
socioeconomic status, or housing experience and amenities? 

3) How satisfied are pre- and early-adolescent children with 
their housing? What housing features or characteristics do 
children find most and least satisfying? Is expressed satis-

8 



faction related to child's age, sex, socioeconomic status, 
housing experiences and amenities, or alignment of residence 
with norms? 

4) What relative importance do pre- and early-adolescent 
children designate to housing and its features? What housing 
features or characteristics do children regard as most and 
least important? Is expressed housing importance related to 
child's age, sex, socioeconomic status, housing experience 
and.amenities or residential alignment with norms? 

5) Are there interrelationships among children's expressed 
housing awareness, importance, preferences, and satisfac-
tion? 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested: 

Hol: There is no significant relationship between children's 

expressed individual preferences for housing 

I. tenure, 

II. structure, 

III. neighborhood homogeneity, 

IV. location of residence, or 

v. conventionality, and 

(a) age, 

(b) sex, 

(c) socioeconomic status, 

(d) current location of residence, 

(e) salient housing experience, or 

(f) housing amenity level. 
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Ho2: There is no significant relationship between 

children's score for expressed awareness of 

housing and 

(a) age, 

(b) sex, 

(c) socioeconomic status, 

(d) salient housing experience, or 

(e) housing amenity level. 

Ho3: There is no significant relationship between 

children's score for alignment of preferences 

with housing norms and 

(a) age, 

(b) sex, 

(c) socioeconomic status, 

(d) salient housing experience, 

(e) housing amenity level, or 

(f) residential alignment with housing norms. 

Ho4: There is no significant relationship between 

children's score for expressed housing 

satisfaction and 

(a) age, 

(b) sex, 

(c) socioeconomic class, 

(d) salient housing experience, 

10 



(e) housing amenity level, or 

(f) residential alignment with housing norms. 

Ho5: There is no significant relationship between 

children's score for expressed housing 

importance and 

(a) age, 

(b) sex, 

(c) socioeconomic status, 

(d) salient housing experience, 

(e) housing amenity level, or 

(f) residential alignment with housing norms. 

Ho6: There are no significant interrrelationships 

among children's scores for housing awareness, 

alignment of housing preferences with norms, 

housing satisfactions, or housing importance. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following terms were 

defined: 

Central Appalachia -- the central portion of the 

highland region of the eastern United States composed of West 

Virginia, eastern Kentucky and Tennessee, and western 

11 



l !] 
17 .1 1;-./ /.jj 
tt;~ lj . 

Virginia, generally characterized by economic depression and 

poverty. 
~---~·----~--, ... .,_ .. 

Family/household -- the occupants of a dwelling unit, 

usually related to one another by marriage, blood, or 

adoption. 
/'( 

Housi (~men· t presence of desirable housing 
."'" / 

characteristic5------Such as non essential housing features, ·- --......... __________________________ -·----- -- --- --- --- --------------
__ technology, and private bedroom space. 
-----·---------- ------·-------.... ____ _ 

Housing awareness -- -re'fers_ ... to ___ tiie child's global 

concept of housing and consists of knowledge, experience, 

attitudes, and opinions, both factual and perceived, regard-

ing house and home. 

Housing importance -- criteria valuation of housing ,/ /"~"-"1\ 

features and overall priority of the dwelling. /. t\,,N'-t. .. lt(i>'-..t/ 
/ /,,,----- --- -· , ... 

Housing norm -- accepted cultural ideai or prescribed 
t---.~~------------------------- ------- - -- ------- ----·-'----· 

state desired by the majority of households relating to 

housing characteristics, i.e., space, tenure, structure, 

quality, exp~nditure, or neighborhood. 

Housing preferences -- desired housing status or states. 

Housing satisfaction -- evaluative assessment of 

acceptability in relation to overall or specific features of 

the dwelling. 

Pre- and early-adolescent child -- a child approximately 

11 to 14 years of age. 

Residential alignment with housing norms -- the extent 

12 



to which the family's current housing situation meets cul-

turally prescribed norms for tenure, structure type, lo-

cation, and space/bedroom needs. 

Salient housing experience -- child's recall of previous 

and present housing encounters. 

13 



REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

The following discussion reviews accepted family housing 

knowledge pertaining to housing satisfactions, housing pref-

erences, children, and the Appalachian region. Using housing 

norm theo:;:y and previous research findings, conceptual models --------
of the hypothesized relationships investigated in the study 

are presented. 

Housing satisfaction 

Hanna and Lindamood ( 1981) describe overall housing 

satisfaction as a function of individually valued housing 

feature satisfactions. Families typically experience a range 

of satisfaction with housing features derived from some fea-

tures which are very pleasing and others which are less sat-

isfying. Households devote their efforts (economic resources 

and search) to obtaining housing with features perceived as 

salient. Overall housing satisfaction with the dwelling unit 

is a composite of the individual satisfactions weighted ac-
. ___ ·• .. ~;" -~- .. .,,. . ~.-.. .. -. ._ . ...,. ••. ,,,.-.-. ~ ·-·· -~-•~ "-"~·-·.- ... o"·'-", ,,., .. ., ,._ ,.._._, __ . , ro<-.•.· .. ,,.,.. _,._,.,_ ... ,.., .·.:.-. .. ,,.._~,-,·~•."·~•-•·">'•· ._.,.. ...... ,, . .,_,,, _,_ ._,.~ •' _.._ -'"-...- _., _. "•·· .. ,.,. ,_ ·-- , . . , , .• ,.. .... , ' · · ' · · • • -.. ,~.• "•'" · ''' 

cording to family saliency of each feature. It is assumed 
' ••. ·.,· •• •I-.~ "',,-,.~-·-··• •• ',,.- • '• ·• •' "''" "•'-'•<'"''· • •-. -''<•· •"·•<' -,.»•'•;.","<;;:• ••. ~-·' •'.•:•.• _..,.,._' -·•"•~·~''··~ •' ; ·'· ·'•' • •• 

that housing users report satisfaction accurately; however, 

misleading indications of satisfaction may be given as a re-

sul t of family apathy/indifference created by a sense of 
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powerlessness, low saliency of features, or routine sampling 

error (Morris and Winter, 1978). 

A stratified random sample of approximately two percent 

of families in Montgomery, Alabama (1,010 households) were 

asked to rate overall housing satisfaction and to indicate 

satisfaction with the following component features of their 

dwelling: structural quality, interior and exterior appear-

ance, size, type, room arrangement, kitchen, number of rooms, 

storage, water, sewage disposal, and utility costs (Hanna and 

Lindamood, 1981). A high correlation was found for housing 
l 
i 

satisfaction with all of the component housing satisfactions r 
i 

1l 

I except that of utility c~.f?.~I?~--- . ·- ··-·- ... ·--·- -··-· ----· -~.-~·-·······--~-~-~-~-~-·-····--···· _J 
---- --- --·--·--·----~···-----·--

E'eild ( 1975) examined the relative importance of four 

groups of variables, social-demographic, physical housing, 

location, and social-psychological, as predictors of housing 

satisfaction. Data used in E'eild's analysis were from 198 

usable interview schedules which were a part of a study en-

titled, "Functioning of the E'amily Ecosystem in a World of 

Changing Energy Availability," a field survey conducted by 

researchers at the Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station 

in May and June of 1974. Physical housing variables were 

found to explain twice the variance in housing satisfaction 

as the other three groups of social-demographic, location, 

and social-psychological variables. While structure type and 

tenure were associated with satisfaction, the physical hous-
~=-:··-·'- -·· ... ,.,, ... ---·- . _.,_,,_,...,_ .. "·~- .... ~ ... -_,,. __ ,.,.. _,..,,,,..,,.,.....,,,,....._~ 

ing variables of value per room and adequacy of bedroom space 
..... ,. .. _,_.~ .. ,.-~,·-··---·-" 

~----··---·-···-··-· ... 
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were more valuable predictors of satisfaction. Homeowners 

who were older, more highly educated, with adequate incomes, 

and who lived in high ownership neighborhoods were more 

likely to be satisfied. 

Using a sample of rural, low-income families, Stewart 

and McKown ( 1977) also sought to identify characteristics 

which were associated with housing satisfaction. In their 

study, housing for rural families was depicted as a critical 

concern since these households are more likely to have low 

incomes and substandard housing quality. Poor rural housing 

\ 
) 

conditions are compounded by a scarcity of builders and lack 

of financial institutions providing assistance with housing 

monies. Data from interviews with 200 female household heads 

from each of two low-income counties were used in a path 

analysis comparing strength of correlation coefficients. The 

conceptual model used by Stewart and McKown depicted family 

characteristics as contributing to housing characteristics, 

both of which contributed in turn to housing satisfaction. 

When dissatisfaction with housing occurs, the family experi-

ences a desire to move. Housing tenure was found to be re-

lated to sex, age, and education of household head and to 

family income. Age of the dwelling was related to structural 

quality and tenure. 

The adequacy of space in the ',clwellin~·} especially 
--·--·--·------·------------·----·-----------··--·· -· ---··-~-\ .. ~:-··~--··--····---~. '_,,,/ 

bedroom space, is thought to be one o:f-·the, most critical 

housing components influencing housing satisfaction (Yockey, 
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~-// --.'\-

1976; Steidl and Hoffmann, 1979). Inadequate \,dwelling siz_i 
"''·,, _ _,.,-"'"' ...................... _ __ __________ .... 

may restrain behavior of young children and lead-'t:o family 

stress from crowding. Yockey found housing satisfaction was 

related to adequacy of bedroom space as defined by cultural / 
~------~~~- J 

norms. American bedroom norms consist of the provision of 

one bedroom for the parental couple, for each child 18 years 

of age or over, for two children of the same sex but having 

less than five years difference in age, for two children less 

than nine years of age, and for each additional adult or 

couple in the household {Morris and Winter, 1978). 

Despite an expectation of fewer family possessions, 

personal interviews conducted with 455 household heads or 

their wives in a 1975 stratified random sample of an Iowa 
/,,---~ 

(pity; revealed that low-income families owned a rnajori ty of 
\,"~---·'/ 
the same type of i terns { furnishings and appliances) than 

higher income families owned {Yockey, 1976). Al though the 

quality of household goods may differ, families have similar 

needs for dwelling space. Space norms were relatively the 

same for all families; however, some influence of social 

class apathy upon housing satisfaction levels may occur. 

Yockey suggested that the lower-income families, who scored 

higher on an apathy measure, may have become indifferent to 

dissatisfying conditions and thus reported less dissatisfac- \ 

tion than actually existed. 

Steidl and Hoffmann { 1981) focused on the need for 

bedroom space in regard to children and families in apartment 
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/,,.,..-------------::;_··---., , 
// ' \ 

/dwellings} In their study, 115 middle class homemakers re-
( / 

\si_d.in.q--1~ two-bedroom apartments evaluated their living uni ts 

in terms of bedroom size, potential space flexibility, and 

actual space use. A need for increased bedroom space with 

each bedroom being approximately equal in size rather than 

the typical one larger, one smaller bedroom design would im-

prove the fit between apartment bedroom space and children's 

play needs. Steidl and Hoffmann point out that two children 

who share a bedroom need more space than two adults who 

share. "If the needs of children are met in the housing en- V\ 
~ \ ' vironment, parents will be more satisfied" (p. 170). 

The great majority (90% or more) of American households 

a_ffirm the existence of cultural norms for ownership of a 

single-family detached dwelling (Winter and Morris, 1982), 

but, the achievement of normative housing may not be possible 

for families who are constrained by various limitations. 

Although relationships have been found between family 

demography and housing characteristics, studies of housing 

j1' 
sire ownership of the single-family detached dwelling with \\ '1 

desires and aspirations also show that American families de- ~1 

little regard to income level, occupational status, race or ~,~ 
ethnic origin. 

In a study comparing family types, Morris . and Winter 

(1982) investigated the differences and similarities in 

norms, conventionality of preferences, and actual housing 

conditions in 295 female-headed and 891 jointly headed 

18 



households. Female-headed households were less likely to 

live in owned, single-family dwellings than jointly headed 

households; however, the difference could be explained in \ 

relation to age of household head and income level. Uncon-

ventional preferences were more prevalent among female heads 

of households; yet, no observable differences in reported 

housing satisfaction levels were found. 

Although cultural housing norms prescribe ownership of 

the conventional house type, studies of families living in 

nonconventional housing also indicate the presence of housing 

satisfaction (Moore and Crocker, 1979; Gruber, Shelton, and 

Godwin, 1983). In Moore' s and Crocker' s study of 64 new 

owners of manufactured and conventional housing, overall 

housing satisfaction was nearly identical. Differences were 

noted among housing component satisfactions; dissatisfaction 

with manufactured housing related to energy efficiency 

whereas conventional housing dissatisfactions were space re-

lated such as lack of rooms and closet space. Owners of 

manufactured housing were more likely to have higher educa-

tional attainment than conventional housing owners. Although 

acceptance of manufactured housing limitations may have pre-

ceded the purchase decision, individual exterior and interior 

additions such as landscaping, garage, and furnishings of 

both housing types are likely to contribute to housing sat-

isfaction of the resident households. 
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Similarly, Gruber, Shelton and Godwin (1983) found 

housing satisfaction existed among residents of nonconven-

tional (apartments and mobile homes) housing as well as among 

residents of conventional housing. Based on the supposition 

that housing type alone is probably not a sufficient predic-

tor of housing satisfaction, 305 Piedmont North Carolina 

residents of the three housing types were asked to indicate 

their satisfaction with six component factors of the housing 

environment. These features were: physical structure, 

housing costs, community amenities, churches, schools, and 

public services. Residents of conventional and mobile hous-(\\ 
I J \ 

ing were more satisfied than apartment residents; however,\! J 
\j, 

component satisfaction levels related to different aspects 

of the housing environment varied among the housing types. 

Location and setting of the home was more satisfying to con-

ventional and mobile home residents while apartment residents 

had greater satisfaction with public services. It was con-

eluded that general (overall) satisfaction does not imply 

satisfaction with individual aspects of the housing environ-

ment; in order to define factors which contribute to housing 
l 

satisfaction, a multi-faceted measurement of satisfaction is I l 
~ 

needed. 
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Housing Preferences 

Much of the literature on housing preferences is based 

on Morris' and Winter's housing norm theory; in fact, (pref; 
\ ...>"'/ '-__.... 

erences are defined as relaxed norms. Preferences can be 

conceptualized as guidelines developed by the family for de-

sired housing given situational opportunity and limitations. 

Of the original housing norms described by Morris and Winter, 

the four most often studied are those p::_~~~:r:'~~-~E:<! __ ~~-~~-:r::~-~-~P/ 

detached, conventionally-b~~lt single-family dwelling, with 

private outside space (Tremblay, 1981b). Not every family, 
"'---·-------·-----------------

however, holds conventional preferences, and investigations 

of factors which may influence preferences, especially the 

development of nonconventional preferences, has been con-

ducted (Hinshaw and Allott, 1972; Winter and Morris, 1982; 

Banner, Berhiede, and Greckel, 1982). 

Tremblay ( 1981b) points out the likelihood that/ differ-
'-

/,,..-~;;t segment~-') of the United States, having different housing -· _______ ... -···· 
needs, will have varying housing preferences. Variation in 

preferences comes from the fact that not all people have 

equally internalized cultural housing norms. Additionally, 

socioeconomic characteristics, housing characteristics, and 

housing experience may contribute to the development of 

unique, non-normative family preferences for housing. 

In his study, which consisted of a literature review and 

comparison of previous findings, Tremblay (1981b) discussed 
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1-~-z-_~_r-~:i'lE! .. q~~l'~J in relatio~:to their association with 

\ housing preferences: c,J.n:;rent hou~J6g location (rural/urban), 
t//'7 j 

current houJ?·i'-;ng si tuatii:Sn (structure type, :,;t·eµure), household 
•.· '. ! ,:• I ) 
i· \ / i< C(' 

composition;''( size, age, race), and social'"-class (education, 

income, occupation). He found a lack. of consistency regard-
. -- - -- ...... - ---.. -- ------- --- - - - - -----------------------

ing the presence and direction of association between the 
-------- -- --- --- -. v--- -·- ..... -···----- ----- ---------------·-··--- ----

variables and housing preferences. Tremblay concluded that 

no relationship seems to exist between preferences and family 

size or age of head; but a relationship does exist between 
<., ________________________________________ ............ -·-----------·-· 

preferences and tenure. ·Several researchers indicated simi-c;--'"----....._ ___________________________________ _ 
lar preferences for urban and rural samples (Michelson, 1967; 

McCray and Day, 1977); yet, others found differences between 

rural and urban residents in willingness to accept and 

strength of preferences for various living situations 

(Montgomery and McCabe, 1973; Williams, 1966). Michelson 

also suggested that childhood residence affected housing 

preferences. 

For the most part, people tend tQ prefer single-family 

detached houses, and although most prefer to own, some prefer 

to rent if their present tenure is renting. Current struc-

ture type, if different from the conventional house, does not ,/ 
\J 

seem to affect preference for normative housing structure 

(Thornburg, 1975; Ladd, 1966). Preferences also seem rela-

tively unaffected by household variables such as age and 

education of the head, household composition and life cycle 

stage, race, or socioeconomic status. 

22 



In an investigation of the strength of housing norms and 

willingness to accept housing alternatives, Dillman, Dillman, 

and Schwalbe ( 1980) utilized data from 3, 860 Northwestern 

families. The participants were most willing to accept a · 

nonconventional housing structure and least willing to give 
·~---__________________ __) 

up private, outside space (yard). Tenure of the respondents 
~----------·-----------~---·· 

had a significant effect upon conventionality and ownership 

preferences, yet, renters still preferred a detached unit 

with private outside space, suggesting a distinction between 

realistic and ideal housing. Relationships were found be-

tween ~ousing preferences and location, family size, age of 

head, and socioeconomic status of the respondents. Rural 

families were less likely to accept attached housing. As 

family size increased, there was a greater preference for 

detached dwellings with outside space. Increasing age was 

associated with ~ stronger preference for ownership while 

lower educational attainment was found to be associated with 

an increase in the preference for ownership of detached 

dwellings with outside space. Respondents with higher in-

comes and occupational levels also had a stronger preference 

for detached dwellings. 

Tremblay (198la) reviewed cultural sanctions, behavior, 

and housing preferences as evidence of the relative strength 

of the four housing norms thought to be most salient. He 

suggested a strength ranking of ownership (high), detached, 

private outside space, and conventional construction (low). 
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Sanctions within the American society have encouraged home 

ownership through federal taxation and mortgage programs. 

Noneconomic sanctions also accord prestige and security to 

homeowners. 

Housing behavior indicates the strength of housing 

norms, too. In 1979, nearly two-thirds (65%) of families 

owned or were buying their homes (Tremblay, 198lb, p. 35). 

Slightly fewer ( 64%) households resided in single-family, 

detached dwellings and 61 percent of housing uni ts were 

conventionally constructed, site-built units. Reports of 

American housing preferences indicate a majority ( 75% or 

more) prefer ownership and the detached single-family dwell-

ing is the most frequent type of house chosen. Tremblay 

concluded that little knowledge of the relative strength of 

housing norms exists. Although many households may not af-

ford housing which coincides with normative ideals, it is 

still possible to obtain housing which meets the strongest 

norm or preference for desired housing characteristics and 

is thus satisfying to the household. 

Memken and Morris (1983) investigated the relationship 

of a number of socioeconomic and housing variables upon ten-

ure preferences using data from a stratified random sample 

of 1, 213 Iowa households. Actual housing conditions and 

interacting socioeconomic characteristics affected prefer-

ence for housing tenure. Those preferring to own were more 
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likely to be widowed, older, have larger families, and have 

less than a high school education. 

Banner, Berheide, and Greckel (1982) studied suburban 

housing and preferences with particular reference to women's 

housing preferences. From a mail survey of 962 recent home 

buyers in Louisville, Kentucky, 362 usable questionnaires 

were returned. While all of the families had similar as-

sessments and preferences for housing prices, neighborhood, 

and services, variation in preferences existed for two-parent 

families with children, employed-female households, and 

divorced-female households. With increasing number of chil-

dren in the household, new. home buyers desired more rooms, 

suburban location, attractive setting, and proximity to good 

schools, children's activities, and shopping. Suburban 

housing was considered more suited to children and full-time 

homemakers while employed-mother and divorced women families 

were more likely to prefer higher-density, centrally located 

housing alternatives proximic to service areas. --~~~h_ __ <?i. ... .:tl'l.e 

current housing stock has been built to reflect traditional 
. ··-- ···---~-·--···· . -- ... ,. ......... '"······~·· •--·-.·;·---·~r---.- "''"'" '" ·~,·•o.-;- • .. ·.~· .• , .• ~, -·•••·""""·~·••·:«·~· ,_, ••• ,,..,.. '"•·•-"·""··--~.-~ 

housing preferences in terms of structural type and location . 
._,,_. • < < < ••< •"' ',,,,'' • -.._,,,_.,_, .......... ~--' '··-· -····~·'O<' ~ ••o,o,,,.,_ '•' •,o•' ·-•••·"-~,, ..... ~ •• ..---·-.--·· ,,,.,, •• _ .. __ ,_, --~-.,, ..... ,, ... A", 

-- ..... --

As a result, families with unconventional housing preferences 

are at a disadvantage when attempting to optimize housing 

desires in home purchase decisions. 

As further indication of housing perceptions and de-

sires, the housing preferences and expectations held by col-

lege students have been studied by Hinshaw and Allott, (1972) 
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and Hohin (1983). Both reports found relatively traditional 

housing preferences were held with some accommodation of re-

alistic conditions. Hinshaw and Allott surveyed New York 

college freshinen in an attempt to describe preferences for 

various housing alternatives. Preferences were thought to 
'.·.,, 

A-- j 

be biased by life experiences, f=tlltu~e, and social and eco-
\ .. _,. 

»,.-.. .. , ..... 

nomic realities. Housing satisfaction increased with higher 

parental income and lower density of housing. Regardless of 

ethnic background or race, preferences were relatively iden-

tical for ownership of a single-family detached suburban 

dwelling. The students, who were from working class back-

grounds, held middle class values and aspirations for hous-

ing. Hinshaw and Allott concluded that the desire for home 

ownership of single-family dwellings was not changing. 

Hohin's (1983) survey of 1,010 undergraduates during the 

Autumn of 1980 at San Diego State University tound some dif-

ferences in housing expectations; however, a general 

cornrnittment to the American housing dream still existed. The 

great majority ( 94%) of students thought they would own 

housing in the future. Over two-thirds (69%) indicated the 

expectation of _owning a single-family detached dwelling and 

22 percent expected condominium or cooperative ownership. 

Less than two percent indicated expected ownership of a mo-

bile home. Factors identified as directly related to ex-

pected ownership were sex (females), conservatism (liberal 

arts majors), parental income (higher incomes), and expected 
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family size (larger number of children). To a lesser degree, 

the kind of housing expected was related to race, completed 

family size, and parental tenure. 

Housing Importance 

The relationships between families and their housing 

which have been revealed by research provide a base of 

awareness regarding how people use and evaluate their hous-

ing, but the concept of housing's importance to the family 
--------·-----.. .... ~r-,.....,,....,.._ _...,,.-..,..,_. • ....,.,., .•• - .... ,~_,.,,._.,_..,. . ....._-.~-·.-'"n.,"'-"" -· .~---. • ..,.....-.-,,•• •---"•.r- ~-.-..·-••"•""-_.'<•ftr••""•-·"-'"""' '"••··"•-" '-·····' ""'"~--.' •""•"-·•'"---ov.-,,,, 

~-~---f:i-~-~J_J, __ ~~-J,.~~.~Y-~-±:¥ "'~~~~~~::_ed. Family housing studies have 

emphasized physical structure and features of the dwelling 

unit in the collection of data about housing preferences ·and 

opinions. Environmental research has looked more closely at 

social interaction patterns and use of resource attributes 

such as space and aesthetic planning. Overall, research has 

dealt with setting- and time-bound reactions to the physical 

dwelling. The family's psychological co!:~-~p_~~-Q~.,Qt°_ .. 9.W~-~-~-~E~!. 
··---~ .• -.... ._... .... "'---·---·--··-· --·-·-·"'"'·' .. ,,._,._..,.__,_ .. "·'~·---···.···'>·-"-""'"'· ...... "" ... -.-_ .•. ~ ........ •'-• - . . - .••. 

however, has not been as well studied (Hayward, 1977). 
~_,_ .... ,,.-~=-""J'"·"'-"',....f)_~:~l:,:::;:;:.~~\):".:::-;:~°t~-"~--,.· .. ,. ............• " ~ .......... ,., - .. _ ....... ,.. ---- .. ---- ..... -----·"' -~--·-- ... ·.·-··-

rThe horn~ a self-identity associated with housing, is a 
\ \ ./) 

........... ~~:::.--::--:._~ ... ..a~t.?~·r;:;.-.·· 
vital concept in that it provides four elements crucial to 

human identity and family cohesion. The home contributes a 

sense o;_ pl,ac~, continuity, 
·. _____ ,_. ------------ --~ '------ -----------------------------

and privacy to family members 
··--·-··----------~--------------·-------··---~·-----· ... 

(Montgomery, 1974; Hayward, 1977). The home acts as support 

for family growth and development (Rainwater, 1966). The gap 

which exists between housing/environment knowledge and the 
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housing/home concept seemingly originates from an objective-

subjective conflict in terminology and differing research 

orientations. Sims (1976, p. 45) suggests, 

" emotional feelings associated with physical 
settings might well be the most strongly motivating 
factor in shaping the form and quality of life but ... 
resec'3,rG_hers have sh.i,_~9.- _<?-way frgm this question as an 
essentially unre~earchable one." 

Morris and Winter (1977) recommend measurement of hous-

ing importance as additive to the effectiveness of housing 
--;,::::;:::::--.:.::::;:::::=...~ 

satisfaction measures. Important housing characteristics 
~----·---·--~-~-------- . --- --~------------. ~-- --~ - - --- ---·-~ -~~ ... ~.--., 

con tribute ___ !!1..<?_;'§t . ____ tp ____ 9y~:z::~ ~~------~~~~-~;_a c_~t<?~ .. ---~fl.Ci~----J"u1j.JnI;>.Q};!;~~~t. _ __ ,_ ........ ~::-·-~~--:-:h·:·~·~·- . . . .. '"" " .. 

characteristics. While they found no difference in overall 

satisfaction among communities of varying sizes, indication 

of housing importance generally increased with population of 

community. 

Recent graduate studies using importance as a parallel 

measure to satisfaction indicate that housing features which 

are perceived as satisfying are also considered important. 

Goss (1982) found that nearly all of the respo.ndents in her 

study rated seven community and nine housing characteristics 

as important (somewhat to very important). Community char-

acteristics were generally rated as having more importance 

than the housing characteristics used in her study. Spaid 

(1983), who conducted a study of a prototypic housing form, 

also found that respondents rated importance of various 

dwelling characteristics from neutral to very important. In-

dication of importance, particularly for exterior appearance 
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! '1>J JJ/ ,·,'\ {/ r' \[ \ ,, I 
_,/.z·-t' 

features, 
-----·----- were approxima~=}:y _ _:_2~-~- to satisfaction ratings 

,------.. -~- -· 

by residents of the prototypic dwelling. Both Goss and Spaid 

assumed a relationship between importance and satisfaction 

based on Morris' {1976) discussion of housing satisfaction-

saliency. 

Stoeckeler {1980) actually compared importance and sat-

isfaction for overall housing and exterior housing appearance 

as a measure of housing sentiment. She reported that re-

lationships existed between overall housing importance, sat-

isfaction with dwelling exterior, and importance of dwelling 

exterior. While tenure apparently did not affect housing 

importance levels, families with fewer persons {3-4) or lower 

social status were more likely to attribute importance to 

housing. It was noted that over one-fourth (26%) of the 200 

metropolitan and non-metropolitan participants indicated 

that housing was unimportant. Stoeckeler suggested that 

those respondents, who were primarily in the higher-income 

categories, were most affluent and had replaced housing with 
~ ~··..., ~..,_,._ ...... ••-Y-•~A....-...-"~'""~ ......... ~,.,., ... ,..,_~~-·, .......... >q>,'1 .... ..-... .... >'0,...._.,__.w-.,.,..-....... •h-. 

0~""__1:if estyle ~ori ties. -"tOWE;r" priority for housing pos- JV/ 
sibly resulted from financial security and family ace om- · r L 

plishment of housing goals. 

Although advancing technology and innovations have ere-

ated changes in housing structures and permanance of resi-

dence, there is still agreement that housing and/or the 

concept of home is important within society (Rapoport, 1969; 
---------·--···---·--·---··· ..••...... --·····-····· ... - .•.. ---··-····"--· .......... _______________ . 

Cooper, 1979; Demos, 1979). According to Sims (1976, p. 45), 
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approximately 60 percent of the "human ·stream of behavior" 

can be associated with the residential setting. Despite 

connotations of family housing ranging from physical struc-
/---~, .•..... ·.«··· . ..• .. . ...•.•...•... ,,.. ............. ····· . ' 

ture to psychological shelter, 1:he family's housing may b~// 
. ' .......... -. -- .... ':-~"":::-::·.""~~.-::.-···--:_··~.-~:.:::::~~--:·------.., . .,_.,,_.,-.--.-~·-':-·--.·---·~-------~----·· --····· __ ,_,.., •.. ' 

---- ---~- .. ,,_.,. 

gaining importance as society become§ mor.e .. ~dvall.~·ea:::;:·-Because 
• J' -··· •••• • •• , •• , ...... ----·· .... .,--.1- .... - . • --· ....... -:-.------ ~., ..... .-..;. 

families seem to be spending less time in the home, it has 

become a "last bastion of privacy" providing individuals with 
~--------------------------

a buffer from societal stress (Montgomery, p. 10). In Future 

Shock, Toffler ( 1970) depicts the home as a retreat which 

will link the family to nature and the past. While <------------....... ________ -~--- ...... 

Stoeckel er' s findings may seem to negate the importance of 

housing for some families, difficulty with time and reference 

orientation, particularly the probable difference in inter-

preting house and :~~me', detract from inferring a lessened or 
' /- • > 

-- ---- - --~ ------- -~': ....... <•.::·.·. · ___________ , _______ .,. ___ ..._.'."'.:::::::::.::· 

non-importance of family housing. 

Children and Housing 

The present understanding of the relationship between 

children and their housing environments is based on many 

small and isolated research efforts, ranging from graduate 

student research (Church, 1977; Smith, 1977; Thornburg, 1975, 

etc.) to a United Nations' study (Lynch, 1977). Despite the 

existence of such reports, recognition exists of the relative 

paucity of data on the viewpoints of the young regarding 
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residential settings (Jeffers and Lore, 1979; van Vliet, 

1980; Ahrentzen, 1982). 

Much of past housing research regarding children and the 

home makes reference to the statement by Wright, Barker, 

Koppe, Meyerson, and Nall (1951, p. 137) that no reliable 

information exists about the "behavior and home situations 

of the child in any community or culture." Discussion based 

on observations of 133 children in Midwest, a small, middle 

farm-be! t town, depicts the home as an unit setting where 

particular behaviors are appropriate. The children of Midwest 

spent fully two-thirds of their waking hours at home, play-

ing, listening to the radio, eating, and moving through daily 

activities of dressing, eating, and chores. It seemed chil-

dren did many things at home and it was suggested that some 

effective measure of the home as a 'psychological ecology' 

would be highly beneficial to parents and educators of chi!-

dren. 

Studies of the effects of housing on physical health and 

social adjustment have generally revealed a _po_$itiye 
•··~ - ·-•- . .- ,.~- .r· • • • • 

re-

lationship between \housing quali~y "-....__~--- -~-~., ~----

I 

well-beipg 

(Hinkle and Loring, 1977}. Wilner, Walkley, Pinkerton and 

Tayback (1962} followed a group of approximately 1,000 low-

income black families from 1954 to 1960 in a study of the 

"interweaving of environmental, physical, and social vari-

ables" (p. 252). The subjects were identified as members of 

a test group who moved into a public housing project and a 
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control group who did not. Families were interviewed before 

the scheduled move into public housing and at ten intervals 

beginning six months after the move; attrition resulted in a 

final sample of 600 families ( 1341 test subjects and 1349 

control subjects). Findings supported the premise that 

housing affects the physical health of people, particularly 
·------·•----.•-•-·---• •--~----~-----. .- -·-·--·--·•·---·"---·••·· ~----····--·• ••-·•·-······-"" • .··•·~--··-·--~·-••-•· ~--Y"••-, _ ... rn,.•"• • -·~- .• ~,.¥ n''J"·-~~ ... ~--· .,,.., ...... • ••r·•··-~·-·•~'>.-.-~-· -.r.•• -~ 

~-~~=-=-~-==~· A general positive trend was also indicated among \ \ 
housing quality and measures of mental and social health such \) 

as self-concept, positive attitudes/behavior, and school 
I 

achievement. 

Good housing, as described in the Wilner et al. study, 

meant a new public housing project. The public housin~ de-

velopment for low-income families, often consisting of high-

rise and high density housing uni ts, was increasingly used 

as a solution to housing and social problems in urban centers 

during the 1960s and early 1970s (Spanier and Fishel, 1973). 

Shortly thereafter, concern regarding possible detrimental 

effects of high-rise homes, apartments, and higher density, 

multi-family housing upon families with children surfaced. 

Spanier and Fishel postulate that high-rise housing changes 

the way families cope with their traditional functions of 

protection, socialization, education, and economy. 

Thornburg ( 1975) investigated the interaction among / 

physical environment, parental attitudes, and socialization 

of young children. Her study looked at the effects of 

first-and second-floor apartment residence upon the control 
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of 67 mothers over their children, aged 30 to 66 months. 

Children from the upper floor were more often restricted in 

their movement and outside play and were under more direct 

supervision, having fewer social contacts than first floor 

children. The married student housing was not considered 

adequate by the mothers who felt their present housing units 

(apartments) were unsafe and who generally preferred single-

family detached housing. 

Multi-family housing, especially multi-level units and 

higher density developments, are generally described as more 

restrictive of young children and poorly designed to accom-

modate the expansion and privacy needs of older children 

(Wood, 1961; Becker, 1974). Yet, multi-family housing 

options such as apartments and townhouses may now be the most 

viable choice for young families with the current high cost 

of housing (van Vliet, 1980). There is also evidence that 
---------

in employed-mother households, the woman may prefer housing 

which is relatively close to place of work rather than a 

more-distant, suburban house (van Vliet; Banner, 1982). In-

centives for living in multi-family housing such as cost and 

location conflict with the "nearly universal concern of par-

ents about the ill-effects of apartment living on the child's 

well-being and development" (van Vliet, p. 117). As a con-

sensus, research indicates that parents do not like to live 

in apartments and they consider them poor housing for their 

children. There is, however, 
'\------ .. -----·-----

little if any published data - - ' ~ ~ , , - - _, , __ -- . _,,..._.,.. --- ·- ·- ___ , --- .. -~-- ,,_,,_ ... ,_~. 
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from children regarding their perception and evaluation of 

apartment living. Use of a pedocentric approach would allow 
, .. ·:,. --~~ :~.-:.~: :.; ::. :. ":·::~ . .-; ;::: .~: ... ,'..~ ..... . 

-c_-:;.,_ --··----··-·····~- ,..~~--.-·-~-.·. -· .......... _..,.,,., ..... . ····.~~,,:,.:, .. : ... ·-········~·····:·~ ..... ·~ , .. .,,. 
insight into the similarity or divergence of adult and child 

viewpoints of housing (p. 119). 

Several research efforts have been directed toward de-

termining developmental needs and optimal design components 

for children (i.e., Jensen, 1972; Singhurse, 1967; Tarpey, 
,.,,,.--, / 

1968) . For example, 
/) 

/ \ / '\ ' 

Day ( ~~:~~A and Kremer and Day ( 1e) 
19?'9 )I present reports 

,~/ 
regarding the needs of preschool ~hil-

----·-----~---···· .. ······-···-----·. ·······-·-··"·····-···-

dren in family housing. Day ( 1953) investigated the re-

lationship between type of house and winter location of 

preschool children's activities using 450 North Carolina farm 

and wage earner families. Data were collected during the 

Summer of 1951; the activities of one child in each family 

were studied. Many of the units were relatively small and 

children's activities occurred in work or social areas of 

their housing. It was suggested that new house designs and 
! 

remodeling plans consider the needs and the activities of all f 
\ 

family members, including children of various ages. Kremer 

and Day also recognized child development as a function of 

the family home (1957) and stated there was little consider-

ation of children's needs, interests, or preferences in fam-

ily housing, particularly for preschool children (1959). 

The primary focus of concern in T~ernbµrg's (1975) and 
,.,.~_..-·" ------

( 
other housing studies has been the "p\tay proble~" (Pollowy, 

_,,... 
-~ _,,.,.. ... 

1977, p. 37). _ While facilitation of pl~y--i-s--a definite goal 
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for housing of children, the amount of play needing direct 

parental supervision decreases with child's age. "As chil-
.• _ .... _,_,.-- .... , .. , 

dren grow, their territorial .domain ·expands and they spend 
~.. ~k~~-~·¥< ___ .,,_,..-¥"·~·· 

increasingly less time in the home setting" (Ahrentzen, 1980, }1,·r·"c-i.::i ;., 

p. 2). The bedroom becomes the private domain of the older 

child and may be the space most needed by school-age and 

older children (Pollowy). 

An example of optimal design research is Church's (1972) 

study of children's housing needs. Church was Interested in 

designing a living environment (child's room) which would 

serve as an "optimal physical environment," with minor 
- - -- - -- ------- ---------------- ---------------

changes for a child from infancy through adolescence. After 

design of the child's room, a questionnaire was developed by 

the researcher and given to 12 parents with children of var-

ious ages as a means to evaluate the plan and its component 

parts. Categories of evaluation pertained to safety consid-

erations, order and cleanliness, socio-psychological ele-

ments, optimal body and task support equipment, storage, 

space allocations and planning, and furnishings focusing on 

practicality, maintenance, and upkeep. Although the parents 

gave a favorable rating to the design, it was noted that 

there would be a prohibitive cost to utilize the design in a 

home; "since all of the room's parts are new and not in 

mass-production, ... it would necessitate custom building" 

(p.80). ~9-P~E~nity was given for children to provide 
----------·--·----·-·-------~--.. .._."·----------. ._....._~-------·-----~~--,.----·--·--.. --.._, .,, 

input either to the design or its evaluation. 
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(;) \f/ 
Studies actively including the child as participant an~ ,. 

respondent are limited somewhat by the ___ ~l~ ·~~fby t~/ 
"-- / 

communicate and conceptualize abstracts and th~~~a-1-fiicul ty 
->-------~------ ---

~-,~-,· ---....... ---~_. ..... ~-- .. ·--- ·---....__ .... ~__. -... -.._._ ~- --------·-~ --·- -~ .. 

in objectively interpreting findings. Nonetheless, it has 

been found that children do have some concept of house and 

home (Dahlstrom, 1976; Smith, 1977). Dahlstrom attempted to 

determine whether young children were able ~~_:_~-~~~-t~~-~:ze /l\! 
their home environment. Not only did her sample of 365 

kindergarten children have a concept of their homes, they 

were also able to convey that concept through drawings from 

memory. Three-fourths of the students were "able to achieve 

a sense of enclosed interior space and were able to include 

an average of 4.9 different items in their drawings" 

(p.81-82). Additionally, over half of the children indicated 

their bedroom was the best liked room and 15 percent liked 

the living room best. Smith's study of fourth, fifth, an~ 

sixth grade children expressed an identical conclusion that ·~11r1!~ .. !\ 
each child had a personal concept of home; ~~e_:. __ ~:_:~=-~----_:>,~Y /\\\ l'.j'j \l 
an opportunity to e~ess it. ~~~ 
.~-----------------· ----./ 

In a housing-related study of children's acquisitions 

of consumption stereotypes, Mayer and Belk (1982) found that 

~----·------ - --- ·--· 
larger houses and attributed the 

-··---· ----- -·---------.. ---~-----··----·--_,-... ~-----children preferred newer, 

owners of such housing as having more friends. In the hous-

ing portion of the investigation, 81 preschool, 113 second, 

135 sixth, and 292 eighth grade children from a lower and an~/ 
\ 

upper-middle class school were shown two pairs of color pho-
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tographs depicting large, modern/traditional houses and 

small/large traditional houses. The children were queried 

about 12 attributes pertaining to demographic, personality, 

emotional, and interpersonal factors of the people who would 

live in the photographed houses. Impressions of the paired 

houses were significantly different for the sixth and eighth 

grade children. Al though there were few gender or social 

class differences overall, boys more consistently attributed 

higher social class to the modern house. Stereotypes were 

relatively fixed by the sixth grade and approximated the be-

liefs of college other adult samples. 

Research using samples of adolescents, presenting in-

formation about teenage perceptions of housing and the home 

environment, are somewhat more prevalent. Downer (1977) and 

Downer and Johnston ( 1979) report the use of the parental 

dwelling by teenagers recognizing adolescence as the portion 

of the life cycle in which self-concept, identity, and in.de-

pendence are est_ablished. The 614 rural Tennessee repondents 

contributing usable data indicated differential use of the 

II 
I 

I 

dwelling and its spaces as well as attitudes and feelings 

regarding their homes (Downer). Females were more likely to /r\. 
have their own bedrooms and to spend more time inside the 

parental dwelling than males. Only children were more posi-

tive than younger and older children while middle children 

were less positive in their feelings regarding the family 

home. It was suggested that negative feelings about the 
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parental dwelling were likely to influence physical activ- ) 

ities and emotional well-being of adolescents (Downer). 

Al though much of the available research is based on 

samples of white, middle-class children (Ahrentzen 1982), 

Ladd's (1972) interviews with black adolescents expand know-
--------- r•·-·-~·------------·-·•-._____. .. •"'" 

ledge of American children's hou~g-Perceptions. Her pres-

entation of environmental perceptions is based on taped 

sessions with 60 low-income, Boston males. Little mention 

was made by the youths of dwelling exteriors; it was postu-

lated that the extensive descriptions of home interior iden-

tified greater saliency of inside spaces. Bedrooms were the 

area of privacy and retreat for over half of the partic-

ipants; over a third (38%) had their own bedrooms. Aspi-

rations of future housing for 90 percent of these low-income 

black teenagers were suburban single-family houses. 

A q~9ss-cultural study (Lynch, 1977) sponsored by the -------- ··-· - -···---.. ----------------~--------------------

United Nations also addressed the question of how children 
~-- ..__________~ 

utilize and perceive their housing and living spaces. Re-

search teams in Argentina, Australia, Mexico, and Poland 

interviewed 20 early adolescent children, aged 13-14, in 

seven localities regarding how children used, conceived of, 

and felt about their surroundings. Despite cultural and 

situational variation, similarities existed among the chil-

dren. There was need for and use of "unprogrammed space" 

where children could "hang out or mess around" (p. 13). Fa-

vori te places were the child's room, their homes, or the 
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./ 

homes of friends. All of the children desired green spaces /" 

and trees. 

Overall, the literature regarding children and housing 

indicates a prevailing concern for promoting optimal child 

well-being through the production of satisfying housing. 

Despite the universal, consistent desire for positive 
l\ 

child/home relationships, actual determination of the impact \1 
I 
I of the housing environment upon children is hindered by lim- i 
Jj 
: j 

i tations in collecting and interpreting reliable objective ( \ 

data. Still, all indications point toward an early concep-

tualization and valuation of the home by children. 

Appalachia and Housing 

Selection of an Appalachian sample site makes comment 

on the Appalachian situation pertinent. Over the years, 

Appalachia, particularly the central portion has been por-

trayed with images of backwardness and deprivation. And, 

many of the classic depictions of the region by native and 

adopted sons have done little to dispel the mystique of 

Appalachian folks (for example, Weller, 1966; Caudill, 1963). 

While per capita income, and, indeed, housing conditions re-

main lower than national averages (Pickard, 1975; 1979), the 

··'culture lost~/ 
(.... ~--..... ---·~· ~--· 

•' ---·--·-"'" 

lij~ 
syndrome no longer fits Appalachia in the U 

1980s. Recent reports of Appalachia which often focus on 

coal mining and the impact of the 1970s coal boom reveal a 
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fairly rapid movement._~Q.W_~;'.ct._p_~;:i±_y ___ w.i_~h_ .... the---I'e-st--o·f the na-

ti on in facilities technology, and amenities ("In 

Appalachia", 1977; The President' s Commission on Coal, 1980) . 

Still, housing is considered "one of the most acute problems ~ 1f H 
1111 ! I of Central Appalachia" (Goss, 1982, p. 5). 

Despite the inherent regional housing problems, 

Appalachian people have reported overall housing satisfaction 

and aspirations (desires) much the same as other national 

samples (Montgomery and McCabe, 1973; Goss 1982). In a study 

of housing condition and · aspirations with Southern 

Appalachian families, Montgomery and McCabe interviewed 501 

homemakers (227 -- urban and 274 --rural) in Bristol and Floyd 

County, Virginia. Three purposes were stated: 1) to charac-

terize specific dimensions of lifestyles in Appalachia, 2) 

to describe current housing conditions, and 3) to examine the 

housing aspirations of rural and urban families in the region 

(p. 3). Over three-fourths of the participants were home-r\-._____..- ..... ---------.~.,-~,. .... ,.-~· ..... -. ., --------~ ----·"-. 

owners. Their homes were modest in size, constructed largely 

of wood frame, and were relatively old (over ten years). 

While rural homes were more likely to be in better condition, 

two-thirds of all of the homes were sound. The housing im-

ages of the sample approximated those of the nation as a 
(;':;="-'~·-------~----·--·---------------~·--...,---·-·-·----·-~-------'"'" .... 

whole: a single-family, one-story or split-level, brick house 
--~------ .. ~-----~ .. ---~· ... ~-.-.----... ··-····-"'-""""""~'·'-~--- ........... «,.._..., ___ ..,,_ .. ~,, ... ~ .• --..... -~~-~~---- .•. ., ........ ..,,_..., 

with three or more bedrooms, one and one-half bathrooms, 

central heating, and modern equipment. Housing images of the 

participants fell into three identified categories; about 
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/ 
one-fourth of the sample had suburban modern images (23%) and 

nearly the same portion weI;".e· described as holding mountain 

traditional images (26%). The remainder (46%) fell into a 

convergent image category. Montgomery and McCabe concluded, 

"The housing problem of the region is not one of motivation; 

rather it is one of developing a better housing delivery" (p. 

11). 

Goss (1982) sought to determine the condition of, sat-

isfactions of, and aspirations for housing of the Appalachian 

coal miner and to examine relationships between housing de-

privation, satisfaction, aspirations, and 

demographic/housing characteristics. In her study, the 

Appalachian housing problem was defined as two-fold: sub-

standard existing housing stock and the need for additional 

housing units. 
J~··~ ,~· ~-A'"""-'·····-•:::::::.X:'..._-_.~._....,....__..,,.~~ 

, r~~~~--~in~}~ in McDowell County, West Virginia returned I 
438 usable mail questionnaires to reveal that their housing 

desires aligned with American cultural norms. Housing con-

sisted for the most part of single-family uni ts ( 94%); 69 

percent of the respondents lived in a conventional house and 

25 percent lived in a mobile home. The majority (88%) of re-

spondents owned their housing. The dwellings had a mean of 

5.4 rooms and 98 percent featured a kitchen range and 

refrigerator. Fewer than four percent of the dwellings were 

found to be inadequate (no bathroom and no water in the 

kitchen). Ten percent of the homes were crowded (1.01 to 1.5 
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persons per room); less than two percent were overcrowded 

(more than 1.5 persons per room). In total, 87 percent of 

the dwellings were rated adequate. 

The majority of respondents reported overall satisfac-

tion with housing ( 73%) and community ( 63%). Respondents 

were also satisfied with each of six community and nine 

housing component variables such as community services of 

police, fire, health, and education, or house size, room ar-

rangement, storage, and appearance. Slightly more than 62 

percent were dissatisfied with play areas for children as a 
-- -----·;--•-.-.-,._ •-•·-···~- -···--•• - ·~---- . ._ ... • ,•<·-·-~--.v ..... -_,., ··-··"•'"'" ..,.._.,,..~, •-•••••••;•••·•-,.--,-·•-'·• _._._.,,,_..., .•<'•.f "' ~·· •• • • •. · •• ~ ..... '"'··'"••• .v.•o•w••w•~•· ;,--,, ..•• ,-,_.,,., __ ._,.,,,,-' .,... ••. , .,,..,.,,._"• "'''•'--•"'·•'"" '-"'"''-·••'<' '•<" 

community variable; of those, 36 percent were very dissatis-

fi-ed~--·-:n~-p-ercentwere dissatisfied, and nearly 8 percent were 

somewhat dissatisfied. In conclusion, Goss (1982) found that 

a majority of the coal mining families were not housing de-

prived. They desired housing which approximated cultural 

norms of owning a single-family detached conventionally-built 

structure as did the homemakers in Montgomery and McCabe' s 

( 1973) study. While a majority were satisfied with their 

housing and community, some respondents indicated definite 

dissatisfaction with various components. 

Although Appalachian housing may differ in quality and 
---------····------··-···---·-··------··--·-·---····-------

dwellings might feature all the modern conveniences of an 

up-to-date suburban house, the housing desires (aspirations, 

preferences, and norms) of Appalachian people have been found 

to closely assimilate those in the rest of the nation. There 

are, however, some differences in satisfaction levels. 
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Appalachian samples do indicate displeasure with some aspects 

of their living environments which are constrained by the 

economic disadvantage of the region in terms of cornrnuni ty 

services, income levels, and land availabili ty/sui tabili ty 

for housing. 

Theoretical Background 

From this overview of reports, it can be seen that nu-

merous studies of housing satisfactions, housing aspirations, 

housing preferences, and contributing factors to housing be-

havior have been conducted, some incorporating the context 

of Morris' and Winter's (1978) social housing norm theory. 
--------·-----·-·-·------·----------~----·-----' 

Briefly, housing norm theory postulates the existence of 

cultural American ideals prescribing housing in terms of 

tenure, structure type, space, quality, expenditure, and 

neighborhood. In addition to the existence of these cultural 
\) 

housing norms, individual family norms also influence family 
--------·--~ .... .__ ..... __ ... _______ . ____ .. , .. _____ _ 

housing behavior. The family actively seeks housing which 

maximizes the most salient norms to the greatest extent pos-

sible given existing constraints such as income and discrim-

ination. 

Having achieved some level of housing, the family de-

velops a subjective valuation of the housing situation which 

incorporates the normative cultural ideals for housing, the 

family's specific preferences, and their ability to acquire 
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desired housing. Positive outcome of the housing valuation 

process is termed satisfaction; dissatisfaction occurs when 

the housing situation is perceived to be deficient. Dissat-

isfaction with housing, if great enough, is thought to create 

a desire or propensity to move, adjustment of housing (re-

modeling), or adaptation of family housing norms (lessened 

standards). 

Development of conceptual Models 

E'rom studies and discussion of h?using behavior, the 

influencing variables most often selected for investigation 

typically fall into three categories: ~;;~·;;~~h~, <i:u1 ~u?'~, 
.,,___ ) ··-·-._;__.,,) 

and ~~cnaracte·ri-sti·cs-;-,, Some housing ... ___ b'eh~vior or~ in-
~---~---. 

clination towarcr-15-eha:vi"oi· has been found to be associated 

with demographic characteristics of age, sexual ge~der, mar-

ital status, household size, composition, and life cycle 

stage. In many reports, housing desires appear closely 

linked with identified, conventional housing norms for ten-

ure, private outside space, bedroom space, and structure 

type. Limitations of housing behavior exist within ge-

ographic locations as a result of the variety of housing ac-

tually available. Other housing factors come from the 

family's past and present housing experiences or from barri-

ers to accessing housing such as discrimination and resource· 

scarcity. 

44 



The housing opinions of pre- and early-adolescent chil-

dren were thought to have many similarities to those of other 

age groups about whom more is known. The following de-

pictions of the hypotheses represent the conceptual re-

lationships thought to exist pertinent to the investigation 

(Figures 1 - 5). Housing awareness is, in part, a function 

of demography and housing characteristics (Figure 1). As 

measured in this investigation, demographic characteristics 

of age, sex, and socioeconomic status were thought to con-

tribute to housing awareness as were housing characteristics 

of the present dwelling and previous housing experiences. 

Hypothesized influential factors associated with hous-

ing preference (Figure 2) and housing satisfaction (Figure 

3) are derived from each of the three identified variable 

categories: demography, housing characteristics and culture. 

While less is known about the importance of housing, it was 

also hypothesized that the perception of housing importance 

is developed in much the same way as the other housing con-

cepts (Figure 4). Each of the dependent housing concepts--

awareness, 

related to 

importance, preference, and satisfaction--is~~-:---

the others; however, the total variation can not· ) \. 
Ji' I 

be explained in full as shown by the partial overlapping of 

symbols (Figure 5). 
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DEMOGRAPHY 

HOUSING 

HOUSING 
AWARENESS 

Figure 1. Conceptual relationship between demographic 
and housing characteristics and housing 
awareness. . 
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DEMOGRAPHY 

CULTURE 
norms 

HOUSING 
PREFERENCES 

HOUSING 

Figure 2. Conceptual relationship between demographic, 
cultural, and housing characteristics and 
housing preferences. 
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DEMOGRAPHY 

CULTURE 

I HOUSING 

norms 
HOUSING 

SATISFACTION 

Figure 3. Conceptual relationship between demographic, 
cultural, and housing characteristics and 
housing satisfaction. 
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DEMOGRAPHY 

.... I __ cu_Lr_uR_E __ I 

I . HOUSING 

nonns 

HOUSING 
IMPORTANCE 

Figure 4. Conceptual relationship between demographic, 
cultural, and housing characteristics and 
housing importance. 
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HOUSING 
AWARENESS 

HOUSING 
PREFERENCES 

HOUSING 
IMPORTANCE 

Figure 5. Conceptual relationship among housing aware-
ness, preferences, satisfaction, and impor-
tance. 
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summal"Y 

Family housing literature over the past ten years has 

generally been based on the existence of housing norms pre-

scribing an ideal housing situation. As a consensus, the 

'average American family,' even one in subcultural regions, 

desires ownership of a single-family detached, site-built 

dwelling with private outside space. Al though some house-

holds may express other non-normative housing desires, the 

majority of housing units are designed to accommodate tradi-

tional, suburban preferences. Regardless of actual housing 

variations, a majority of residents consistently report 

overall satisfaction with their dwellings. 

Variation in satisfaction with component features which 

occurs among households and housing types supports the 

underlying assumption of individualized housing saliency; 

however, whether children's housing perceptions are identical 

or similar to those of older housing users is not known from 

the available literature. Nonetheless, there is some indi-

cation that children by the adolescent years do hold consumer 

perceptions much the same as those of adults. 

From the review of previous research reports, selected 

demographic, cultural, and housing situational variables 

thought to be associated with housing attitudes were identi-

fied. These three variable groups were then used in the de-
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velopment of a conceptual framework representing the 

hypothesized relationships under investigation in the study. 
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METHODOLOGY 

In this . section, research design and methodology are 

presented. The development of survey instrumentation as well 

as the data collection procedure are discussed. The proce-

dure used was developed by the investigator for effective 

access to the population of pre- and early-adolescent chil-

dren. Data analyses and statistical measures are also pre-

sented. 

Development OT the Instrument 

The instrument for the survey was developed by the in-

vestigator and consists of a questionnaire containing forced 

choice and open-ended explanation items (Appendix A). Design 

of the instrument followed formatting and item construction 

techniques as recommended by Dillman (1978). It was composed 

of the following sections: 

Housing Awareness and Preference 

This portion of the questionnaire was designed to elicit 

the respondent's perception of positive and negative features 

regarding four housing types, to test knowledge of selected, 

common housing-related terms, 

made between "house" and 

to examine 

"home", to 

the distinctions 

measure general 
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agreement/awareness regarding various housing issues, and to 

indicate preferences regarding housing tenure, structure, 

location, and homogeneity. 

Housing Characteristics 

This part of the questionnaire sought information regard-

ing the child's housing situation, including features and 

characteristics within the structure as well as the child's 

previous housing experiences. 

Housing Satisfaction and Importance 

The third section of the questionnaire asked the child to 

indicate general and specific satisfactions regarding hisjher 

home. In reference to these satisfactions, the child was also 

asked to report the overall importance of housing and of 

specified housing characteristics. 

Personal Demographic Characteristics 

The final portion of the survey instrument asked the child 

to report such features as age, race, birth order, family 

composition, and parental employment and educational attain-

ment. Socioeconomic status was estimated from child's indi-

cation of "well-offness", parental employment, and parental 

educational attainment. 
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Development OT presentation 

During the preliminary stages of questionnaire develop-

ment, the suggestion was made that an initial presentation 

identifying and defining housing types and issues would be 

needed. To address this concern, a slide presentation and 
) 

script were developed to serve as an introduction to the data'( 

collection (see Appendix B). The presentation consisted of 

66 slides and an accompanying narrative lasting approximately 

six minutes. Content of the presentation inc.luded definition 

and examples of four housing types: single-family detached 

(conventional) houses, mobile/manufactured housing, apart-

ments, and townhouses. Reference was also made to energy-

conservative housing designs using examples of solar and 

earth-sheltered houses. 

Instrument Review and Pilot Testing 

Both the presentation and questionnaire were reviewed 

by child development/education professionals and 

elementary/middle school teachers for suggestions regarding 

wording and evaluation of the child's ability to understand 

and complete the requested information. A small-scale pilot 

testing of the instrumentation involving six children, aged ( 

11 to 16 years, was also conducted. Ii n \ 
.. ·\ .. f\1\f(,, ... l\ / 'f'-"' . 

/ \.../\.,.\ 
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The children were shown the slides with the narrative 

presented to them by the researcher. Each child was asked 

to complete the questionnaire, then queried regarding any 

difficulty they experienced in understanding the preliminary 

presentation, comprehending the instructions, or answering 

the questions. Time to deliver the presentation and for each 

child to complete the questionnaire was noted. Total time 

required for data collection ranged from 40 to 60 minutes 
-------·--~·-

with older children being able to work more quickfy-:--·-------------

Sample Selection 

The sample consisted of children in grades six, seven, 

and eight from two schools in the Breathitt County Public 

School System located in Appalachian Kentucky. This school 

system of Kentucky was selected due to feasibility of time 
• • • - •· "'···•·- ·-• ~·•• '"•""'" ·•·•·•-•-~._.-., .,.v,.··-·-····-~··--·<,_...,. ..... •~-•·• 

and access for the researcher and interest of the researcher 
•... , .. • .. _ .. __.. -··· • --.·· ... ~ . -. • '-·~·.o~···· •. ·• "' .. • 

in the geographic regi~~-· Permission to conduct the survey 

in the selected school system was sought from the school ad-

ministrators. 

The participating schools, Sebastian Middle School and 

LBJ Elementary School, were centrally located, consolidated 

county schools having several classes of grade levels six, 

seven, and eight. E'rom the possible classes of each grade, 

two were selected by the school administrator or counselor 
----~ .. ----- -·-----··-- -- , .. - - -- -·~- --·--------·-· ... --·-····.+·•-.. ~--,.--.. 

to participate in the class survey. The total sample con-
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sisted of 172 children, representing two classes each of 

sixth, seventh, and eighth gra~es. 

Data Collection Procedures 

A survey date and time was scheduled with the classroom 

teacher. Each child who was present in class on the selected 

date and at the scheduled time was included in the sample. 

The classroom teacher was asked to introduce the investigator 

who then showed the preliminary slide presentation, explain-
... ,__________ .......... ____ ... -- " _,,.-··-.....~ ... __ .... -- ... _..... ··--.,_ ·- ~ .... ~ .... --~ ...... ~ ,. --... .. _ -_. . _ ... ,.. ............ ,~-· .... -............. \ 

ing the purpose and encouraging children to complete the 

questionnaire honestly and to the best of their ability. 

After the students completed the questionnaire, they were 

thanked for their cooperation. The participating teachers 

were given a small gift in appreciation of their time and 1/' 
effort in data collection. 

To assure confidentiality, children's names did not ap-

pear on the questionnaire; respondents were identified by 

individual code numbers designating GRADE -- Number (6), (7), 

or (8), CLASS -- (1) or (2), and CHILD -- (01) through (65). 

General information supplied by teachers regarding children 

who were absent on the survey date revealed no identifiable 

differences existed for the non-surveyed class members. 
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Data Analysis 

After responses to the questionnaire were coded, the 

data were transferred to data sheets and checked for accu-

racy. Frequencies were used to verify coding and formatting. 

Descriptive and statistical analyses were developed and pro-

grammed using the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) (Helwig 

and Council, 1979). 

Descriptive analyses of the data consisted of frequency 

and percentage distributions. Statistical testing of the 
---------~--··- ··----------·--------·-·-----------~---·--"'--·---

hypotheses were made using chi-square tests, Fisher's exact 

test, and t-tests. Level for rejection of statistical sig-

nificance was set at the standard p < 0. 05. Direction and 

magnitude of existing relationships were statistically esti-

mated using correlational and associational measures as ap-

propriate: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients 

(two interval level variables), phi (2 X 2 contingency ta-

bles), contingency coefficient C (contingency tables greater 

than 2 X 2 but of equal row and column -- n X n), and gamma 

(other contingency tables). 

Hypothesis 1 

Associations between individual housing preferences for 

tenure, structure, and homogeneity and 1) age, 2) 

socioeconomic status, and 3) level of housing amenities were 

identified through the use of the t-test statistic. 
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Continguency tables and chi-square statistics were utilized 

to test for relationships between these preferences and 1) 

sex, 2) location of residence, and 3) salient housing expe-

rience. 

The chi-square test of ~ndependence was also used to 

test for housing preference differences in location and 

conventionality in relation to 1) age, 2) sex, 3) 

socioeconomic status, 4) salient housing experience, and 5) 

housing amenity level. Where statistical signifi.cance was 

found or cell sizes were small, the gamma test was used as 

an estimate of association. 

Hypothesis 2 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were cal-

culated to examine association between housing awareness and 

1) age, 2) socioeconomic status, and 3) level of housing 

amenities. Association of housing awareness and 1) sex and 

2) salient housing experience were tested using a one-tailed 

t-test. 

Hypothesis 3 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were cal-

culated to examine association between preference alignment 

with housing norms and 1) age, 2) socioeconomic status, 3) 

level of housing amenities, and 4) residential norm aliqn-

ment. Association between P.reference alignment and 1) sex 
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and 2) salient housing experience were tested using a one-

tailed t-test. 

Hvnothesis 4 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were cal-

culated to examine association between housing satisfaction 

and 1) age, 2) socioeconomic status; 3) level of housing 

amenities, and 4) . residential alignment with housing norms. 

Association of housing satisfaction and 1) sex and 2) salient 

housing experience were tested using the t-test procedure. 

Hvnothesis 5 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were cal-

culated to examine association between housing importance and 

1) age, 2) socioeconomic status, 3) level of housing amen-

ities, and 4) residential alignment with housing norms. As-

sociation of housing importance and 1) sex and 2) salient 

housing experience were tested using the t-test procedure. 

Hypothesis 6 

Relationships among the dependent variables were identi-

fied using a 4 X 4 Pearson correlation matrix with tests for 

statistical significance. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

In.the following chapter, population and housing char-

acteristics of Breathitt County, Kentucky are reported. The 

participating schools from the Breathitt County School System 

are described and findings regarding sample composition, 

demography, and housing characteristics are presented. 

Description o~ Breathitt county 

Breathitt County, Kentucky is located in southeastern 

Kentucky at the northwestern rim of the mountain coalfields 

and is surrounded by Lee, Owsley, Perry, Knott, Magoffin, and 

Wolfe Counties (see Figure 6). Covering 495 square miles, 

it is the seventh largest of 120 counties in Kentucky. At 

one time, Breathitt County was describ:"~"---:~- the "most non- \1\ 

industrial, non-agricultural, yet:---~~~~~==~-:~'> county in the \ J 
United States" (Worker's Program , __ Admini;tration, 1941, p. 

12). National recognition was given to the county during f r ,~ ... \.~..:.. 
~jt,tv 

when it 
c :·(tr--1-

World War I was the only American county to fill its -.,'\I'! \ 
. 'I 

J 
draft quota solely from volunteers. Today, the county's 

economic resources consist largely of strip mining surface 

deposits of high-grade coal, along with some logging, tobacco 

farming, and raising of corn and hay for livestock. 
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While Breathitt County has experienced above average 

population growth in the past decade, as a typical 

Appalachian county, unemployment rates exceed national aver-

ages and the poverty rate is approximately twice that of the 

national average (Appalachia, 1983, Pickard, 1984). As of 

July 1983, the median family income in Breathitt County was 

$13,900 and in May of the same year, per capita personal in-
,,.~-----, 

come was $5,796 (Johnson, 1984). In November 1982,/3,1.4) 
\ .. ,., ______ ,.,./ 

percent of the families were listed below the poverty level; 
·-"---··-· ·- --·- .... --~-···· 

34. 9 percent of persons 65 years of age or over were below 

.the poverty level. Unemployment in the first half of 1984 was 

slightly less than 11 percent with 824 persons from the ci-

vilian labor force of 7,504 out of work. This compared to the 

national unemployment rate of 8.4 percent and a Kentucky un-

employment rate of 10.6 percent. 

According to the 1980 Census of Population (US Depart-

ment of Commerce, August 1982) , 17, 004 people in 5, 211 
·--------

households lived in Breathitt County during 1980, a 19.6 

percent increase in population and a 37 .2 percent increase 

in households from 1970. Of these persons, 2,651 (918 

households) resided in Jackson, the county seat and only town 

(see Figure 7). Of the 1565 residents aged 6-10 in 1980, who 

at the time of the survey were of pre- and early-adolescent 

age, 51.1 percent (799) were male and 48.9 percent (766) were 

female (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1982). 
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Breathitt County had 5,515 housing units, 5,211 of which 

were occupied during the 1980 Census of Housing, an increase 

of 35 percent in housing units since the 1970 census (Table 

1). Of the total units, 65.5 percent (3,614) were owner oc-
("'"-· .......... 

cupied; slightly more than three-fourths were single-family 

detached uni ts and about 18 percent were mobile homes. The 

1980 median value of housing units in rural Breathitt County 

was approximately $14,200. The median number of rooms per 

unit was 4.9 rooms with 3.07 persons per housing unit. 

Nearly 78 percent of the units had complete kitchen fa-

cilities (hot and cold running water, refrigeration, cooking 

appliance) and 81 percent were two or three bedroom uni ts 

while 29 percent had none or only a half bath facility in the 

unit. Four percent of the housing uni ts had no heating 

equipment and 34 percent of housing units had heating equip-

ment consisting of only fireplaces, stoves, or portable 

heaters. Primary energy sources were coal (31.3%) or elec-

tricity (30.0%). Nearly 60 percent had no air conditioning 

and 36 percent of the housing units had no telephone. Water 

source for two-thirds of the housing units consisted of in-

dividual wells; specifically 44 percent had drilled wells 

while 22 percent had dug wells. 
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TABLE 1 

Breathitt County, Kentucky housing characteristics as 
reported by the 1980 Census of Housing.* 

Housing Units (n) (%) 

Total units 5,515 100.0 
Occupied 5,211 94.5 
Owner-occupied 3,614 65.5 

Structure type: 
Single-family detached 4,160 75.5 
Mobile home/trailer 974 17.7 

Complete kitchen facilities 4,295 77.9 
Bedrooms: 

Two 2,328 42.2 
Three 2,155 39.1 

Bathrooms: 
None or half 1,617 29.3 
One complete 3,019 54.7 
More than one 879 15.9 

No heating equipment 219 4.0 
Only fireplace, stove, 

or portable heater 1,881 34.1 
Energy fuel: 

Coal 1,726 31.1 
Electricity 1,651 30.0 

No air conditioning 3,288 59.6 
No telephone 1,965 35.6 
Water source: 

Drilled well 2,441 44.3 
Dug well 1,208 21.9 

Median value (rural units) $14,200 
Median number of rooms 4.9 
Persons/housing unit 3.07 

*Citation: US Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 
(July 1983). 1980 Census of Housing: Detailed Housing 
Characteristics. Volume 1, part 19: Kentucky • 

. --HCBO-l-BI9 KY. - -
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The Breathitt County School System 

The Breathitt County School System, consisting of one 

high school, one middle school, and six elementary schools, 

had a total enrollment of 3,239 students during the academic 

year, 1983-1984. Selected to participate in. the survey, 

Sebastian Middle School (SMS) is the only middle school in 

the county and Lyndon Baines Johnson Elementary School (LBJ) 

is the largest elementary school. Children in the central, 

most-heavily populated section of the county surrounding the 

town of Jackson make up the designated students of the two 

schools (refer to Figure 7); seventh and eighth grade stu-

dents in the Caney school district attend SMS. Additionally, 

children through-out the county may apply and receive per-

mission to attend the two centrally located schools. 

SMS, with seventh and eighth grades, opened at the be-

ginning of the 1976-1977 academic school year and had an en-

rollment during 1983-1984 of 320 children. The 

administration and faculty consisted of a principal, a coun-

selor, 15 regular classroom teachers, and remedial 

reading/mathematics teachers (as provided in the 1968 federal 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Chapter I). In ad-

dition, the school provides classes for trainable and 

educable developmentally disabled children; it is the only 

school in southeastern Kentucky to off er swimming and four 

practical arts (industrial arts, home economics, agriculture, 
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and business) classes. The school building is divided into 

subject matter communities with each community having two or 

three classroom areas, an office, and restrooms. The Lakeside 

Community of language arts was selected to participate in the 

survey of seventh and eighth grade classes. Students within 

each grade ar~ assigned to class groups according to academic 

ability and progress. 

Children in Community A (eighth grade) were of high to . \\ 

high average ability while Community B (seventh grade) were 1/ 
high average to average students. Six students, three from 

each of the two classes were absent from the eighth grade 

Community A while five students, two from Class I and three 

from Class I I of Community B (seventh) were not present. 

Teachers indicated that attendance was relatively high in 

regard to time of year (last week of school) and day of week 

(Monday). 
\ f/ 

LBJ, named for then President Johnson, opened for the LI 
n 

academic year 1967-1968. Its 1983-1984 administration and 

faculty consisted of a principal, an assistant principal, 45 

classroom teachers, eight Chapter I teachers, a librarian, a 

counselor, three kindergarten teachers, and two special edu-

cation units. For the academic year, 891 children were en-

rolled in kindergarten through sixth grade. LBJ consists of 

six grade complexes named for musical notes from "do" to "la" 

and a kindergarten complex of "future notes. " The large 

complexes hold four class areas, a special instructional area 
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(pit), and restrooms. Two classes of La complex students 

(sixth grade) were selected to participate in the study. 

These students were judged to be high- to low-average in 

ability. Three students, one from Class I and two from Class 

II, were absent. 

Description of the sample 

In total, 172 children, ranging in age from 11 to 14, 

participated in the survey (Table 2). They were more females 

( 59. 4%) than males ( 40. 6%) and all but one seventh cprade 
·-· "··~ ..... ,,. 

child was (~hit~':· Over two-thirds of the children were oldest 
! 

"- •. ~,,., -·~-r-~ ~·,,··~---~---~··-·-\:--~--·-· -- - _,, ~'( 
'·, ,~ 

or youngest··-·c:hildren in their families and they typically iL 
1: 

lived in two-parent, nuclear family households (77.9%) with!\ 

one or two siblings. 
iii 
l 

The majority (56.6%) of fathers were in occupations as-

sociated with coal mining or were operators of heavy equip-

ment, mechanics, or repairmen while 18 percent managed or 

owned local businesses or were in professional level occupa-

tions including education (Table 3). The largest portion of 

mothers were homemakers (48.5%). Slightly more than 22 per-

cent of the mothers were in limited skill occupations in-

eluding service and mining/operative jobs. About 11 percent 

of the mothers were professionals and 10 percent had sales 

or clerical positions. Nearly one-fourth of the fathers had 

less than a high school education and about 31 percent of 
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TABLE 2 

Demographic characteristics of children by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Characteristic SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=54 n=62 n=53 n=l69 
Age 

11 33.3 1.6 11.2 
12 64.8 43.6 1.9 37.3 
13 1.9 48.4 45.3 32.5 
14 6.5 52.8 18.9 

n=55 n=62 n=53 n=l70 
Sex 

Male 43.6 45.2 32.1 40.6 
Female 56.4 54.8 67.9 59.4 

n=55 n=61 n=53 n=l69 
Birth order 

Only child 9.1 11.5 18.9 13.0 
Oldest child 40.0 32.8 34.0 35.5 
Middle child 14.6 26.2 15.1 18.9 
Youngest child 36.4 29.5 32.1 32.5 

n=55 n=61 n=53 n=l69 
Household size 

2 or 3 persons 20.0 16.4 28. 3 21.3 
4 persons 43.6 37.7 35.9 39.l 
5 persons 25.5 31.2 24.5 27.2 
6 or more 

persons 10.9 14.8 11.3 12.4 

Family n=56 n=63 n=53 n=l72 
composition 
Nuclear family--

two-parent 73.2 79.4 81.1 77.9 
mother only 10.7 6.4 9.4 8.7 

Extended family 
two-parent 10.7 4.8 1.9 5.8 
other 5.4 9.5 7.6 7.6 
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TABLE 3 

Parental occupation and education as reported by children 
by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Charact:eristic SIXTH SEVENTR EIGRTR (1.) 
~) (1.) ~) 

' n•50 n•54 n•46 n•l50 
Father 1 s occupation 

Service 8.0 9.3 6.0 
Fumin,/laborer 4.0 7 .4 4.4 5.3 
Mining operative 46.0 38.9 26.l 37.3 
Craftsman/skilled 18.0 14.8 26.l 19.3 

. Sales/clerical 4.0 3.7 2.7 
Manager/owner 2.0 ·9.3 15.2 8.7 
Professional 8.0 7.4 13.0 9.3 
Other* 10.0 9.3 15.2 11.3 

n.•56 n.•63. n•52 n•l71 
Mother's occupation 

'Min.in,/ operative 23.2 20.6 23.l 22.2 
Sales clerical 10.7 9.5 9.6 9.9 
Manager/owner 5.4 4.8 7.7 5.9 
Professional lQ.7 14.3 5.8 10.5 
lJamemaker 4:8.2 47.6 50.0 48.5 
Other* l.8 3.2 3.8 2.9 

n•47 n•57 n•43 n•l47 
Fathel:•s education 

Less than hi.gh school. 27 .7' 28.l 16.3 24.5 
Righ school g:aduate 29'.8 28.l. 34.9 30.6 
Beyond hig&. school, 

25.S is.a 20.9 20.4 no collage degree-
Collage degree 6.4 19.3 18.6 15.0 
Beyond college degree 10.6 8.8 9.3 9.5 

11"'50 n•58 n-48 n•156 
Motfi.er's education 

Less than high school 6.0 13.8 20.8 13.5 
lt:tgh school graduate 46.0 34.5 39.6 39.7 
Beyond high school, 

25.i 20.8 26;3 no collage degree: 3z·.o 
collele defeea 6.0 15.5 10.4 10.0 
Bayon col age degree 10.0 10.3 8.3 9.6 

*Note: Other includes unemployed, !nc:arcerated, disabled, retired, or deceased. 
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fathers and 40 percent of mothers were high school graduates. 

About one-fourth of the fathers and slightly more than 20 

percent of the mothers had a college degree or more advanced 

education. 

Over three-fourths ( 75. 5%) of the children indicated 

they thought their families were about average in terms of 

welloffness compared with other families (Table 4). Only 

about one percent said they were less wellof f than average 

while 23.3 percent reported they were more welloff than other 

families. 

Housing Characteristics 

---------...... 
,_/~ "' 

Slightly more thanl~3.--~-~-~~~-)>f the children indicated 

tJ?.eir parents owned the family's housing (Table 5). Nearly 
'•·-·----··------., 

12 percent lived in rented housing and about five percent ·-·-----·--.-·-·-.-------
were not sure of the family's housing tenure. Three-fourths 

of the children lived in single-family detached units while 

23 percent lived in mobile/manufactured housing (Table 6). 

Two percent lived in apartments. 

The majority of children ( 72. 5%) had lived in their 

present housing for two or more years (Table 7). Nearly 41 

percent described their home as located in the country, but 

not on a farm and one-fifth lived on farms (Table 8). About 

24 percent said they lived near a city; since Jackson is the 
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TABLE 4 

Perceived welloffness of children's families by grade. 

Welloffness 

Less than average 
About average 
More than average 

SIXTH 
(%) 

n=54 

1.9 
74.1 
24.1 

GRADE 

SEVENTH 
(%) 

n=57 

80.7 
19.3 

TOTAL 
EIGHTH 

(%) (%) 

n=52 n=163 

1.9 1.2 
71.2 75.5 
26.9 23~3 
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TABLE 5 

Housing tenure by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Tenure SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=54 n=62 n=53 n=169. 

Own 74.l 83.9 92.5 83.4 
Rent 18.5 11.3 5.7 11.8 
Not sur~ 7.4 4.8 1.9 4.7 
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TABLE 6 

Housing type by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Housing type SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=53 n=62 n=52 n=l67 

Single family 
detached 73.6 80.7 69.2 74.9 

Mobile/ 
manufactured 22.6 19.4 28.9 23.4 

Apartment 3.8 1.9 1.8 
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TABLE 7 

Length of residence in present housing by grade. 

GRADE 
Length of TOTAL 

residence SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=SS n=63 n=53 n=l71 

Less than 6 months 10.9 9.5 5.7 8.8 
6 months to a year 5.5 9.5 13.2 9.4 
Over 1 year, 

less than 2 years 12.7 6.4 9.4 9.4 
2 years or more 70.9 74.6 71.7 72.5 
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TABLE 8 

Location of residence by grade. 

Location of 
residence SIXTH 

(%) 

n=54 

Farm in the country 16.7 
In country, not 

on a farm 40.7 
In a small town 13.0 
Near a city 27.8 
In a city 1.9 

GRADE 

SEVENTH 
(%) 

n=63 

23.8 

44.4 
12.7 
19.1 

EIGHTH 
(%) 

n=53 

18.9 

35.9 
20.8 
24.5 

TOTAL 

(%) 

n=170 

20.0 

40.6 
15.3 
23.5 
0.6 

77 



only town, this answer is taken to mean they lived· near the 

town of Jackson. 

Over one-third (35.5%) of the housing units had five or 

six rooms (not including bathrooms) and 28 percent had seven 

or eight rooms (Table 9). Almost 23 percent reported four or 

fewer rooms in their dwelling. All of the children who an-

swered the question regarding rooms in their housing uni ts 

(171 children) had a living room, kitchen, and bathroom and 

all but two indicated one or more bedrooms in the house (Ta-

ble 10). Nearly 59 percent had three or four bedrooms and 

about 43 percent had two or more bathrooms in their home. 

Other rooms present in dwellings in order of prevalence were 

laundry/utility rooms, dining rooms, family rooms, and den. 

A few housing units also had an office, a Florida room, or 

playrooms. 

Over 70 percent of the participating children had their 

own bedrooms (Table 11). Of the children who shared, most 

(80.4%) shared with one person who was a sibling of the same 

sex (82.5%). Some children shared a bedroom with one or more 

of their parents, especially in single-parent or extended 

family types. Typically, eighth grade students were more 

likely to have their own bedrooms. If they shared, it was 

with one person but that person often was not a sibling of 

the same sex (45.4% -- other). 
/.-, 

Overall, 86 percent of the children felt their home had ~~ 

enough space or rooms (Table 12). Additional space/rooms 
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TABLE 9 

Number of rooms in dwelling by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Number of rooms SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%} (%} 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=l72 

4 or fewer 19.7 25.4 22.6 22.7 
5 - 6 42.9 31. 7 32.1 35.5 
7 - 8 30.4 27.0 26.4 27.9 
9 or more 7.1 15.9 17.0 14.0 

. 
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TABLE 10 

Rooms in residence by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Rooms SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=55 n=63 n=53 n=171* 

Living room 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Kitchen 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Bedroom: 

1-2 43.6 30.2 23.4 33.3 
3-4 54.5 58.7 62.3 58.5 

5+ 1.8 9.5 11.3 7.6 
Bathroom: 

1 58.2 61.9 49.l 56.7 
2-3 41.8 36.5 49.1 42.1 
4-5 1.6 1.9 1.2 

Laundry/utility room 78.2 71.4 71. 7 73.7 
Dining room 67.3 54.0 67.9 62.6 
Family room 63.6 44.4 54.7 53.8 
Library/den 18.2 14.3 24.5 18.7 
Other: 

1 16.4 14.3 13.2 14.6 
2-3 1.8 3.2 1.9 2.3 

*Note: Only 171 participants responded to the series of 
room items. 
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TABLE 11 

Shared or private bedroom space by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Bedroom space SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=60 n=51 n=l67 

Own Bedroom 62.5 70.0 82.4 71.3 
Shared bedroom 37.5 30.0 17.7 28.7 

Number of people n=22 n=20 n=9 n=51 
shared with: 

1 77.3 80.0 88.9 80.4 
2 22.7 20.0 11.1 19.6 

n=26 n=20 n=ll n=57* 
Relation: 

Sibling--
same sex 84.6 95.0 54.5 82.5 
different sex 5.0 9.1 3.5 

Parent--
same sex 11.5 18.2 8.8 
different sex 3.8 1.8 

Other 
same sex 9.1 1.8 
different sex 9.1 1.8 

*Note: 57 total responses were given by 48 participants. 
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TABLE 12 

Adequacy of space or rooms in dwelling by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Space/Rooms SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=62 n=53 n=l71 

Enough space/rooms 85.7 87.1 84.9 86.0 
Not enough space/rooms 14.3 12.9 15.1 14.0 

Additional space/rooms n= 9 n= 9 n= 8 n=26 
needed: 

More rooms 77.8 88.9 50.0 73.1 
Larger rooms 11.1 50.0 19.2 
More closet space 11.1 11.1 7.7 
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desired by children were more rooms such as their own bedroom 

(73.1%) or larger rooms, especially their bedroom (19.2%). 

Children's bedrooms were the most frequently sought place for 

privacy; 77 percent of children said they went to their 

rooms when they wanted to be alone (Table 13). Some children 

went outside the home ( 12. 7%) for a walk in the woods or by 

a stream/river while some (9.0%) went into other rooms or 

areas of the dwelling. When asked if they felt safe at home, 

97 percent of the children said yes; however, three percent 

(five children) said they did not feel safe. ''~···------------·--

Of 20 selected housing amenities including appliances, 

private outside space, and carpeting, nearly 41 percent of 

the children reported a relatively high number ( 15 or more 

items present) of the selected amenity characteristics while 

9.9 percent had fewer than 10 of the items (Table 14). Sev-

enth grade students generally reported a lower number of 

housing amenities than students in the other grades. Over 

90 percent .of the children reported the following housing 

amenities: kitchen range, television(s), refrigerator, yard, 

clothes washer, carpeting/room-size rugs, vacuum cleaner, and 

storm windows/doors (Table 15). One-fourth or fewer of the 

households had garbage disposers, trash compactors, or swim-

ming pools. For 14 of the 20 features/appliances, seventh 

graders were less likely to report having those items. 
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TABLE 13 

Private areas of children by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Private areas SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=55 n=59 n=52 n=l66 

Bedroom 72.7 83.1 75.0 77.1 
Other rooms 10.9 6.8 9.6 9.0 
Outside 14.6 10.2 13.5 12. 7 
Other 1.8 1.9 1.2 
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TABLE 14 

Number of housing amenities by grade. 

GRADE 
Number of TOTAL 

amenities SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH· 
(20 possible) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=172 

10 or fewer 7.1 14.3 7.5 9.9 
11 - 12 16.1 30.2 22.6 23.3 
13 - 14 33.9 19.0 26.4 26.2 

15 or more 42.9 36.5 43.4 40.7 
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TABLE 15 

Housing amenities by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Amenity SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=172 

Kitchen range 96.4 98.4 100.0 98.3 
Television: 100.0 93.7 100.0 97.7 

1 (n=37) 18.8 28.l 24.0 23.9 
2-3 (n=93) 62 .5 63.2 54.0 60i0 

4+ (n=25) 18.8 8.8 22.0 16.1 
Refrigerator 96.4 93.7 94.3 94.8 
Yard 96.4 93.7 94.3 94.8 
Clothes washer 98.2 92.1 94.3 94.8 
Carpet or 

room-size rugs 96.4 88.9 98.1 94.2 
Vacuum cleaner 98.2 85.7 96.2 93.0 
Storm windows/doors 94.6 87.3 94.3 91.9 
Telephone: 87.5 82.5 84.9 84.9 

1 (n=35) 23.4 24.0 26.7 24.6 
2-3 (n=75) 57.4 48.0 53.3 52.8 

4+ (n=32) 19.1 28.0 20.0 22.5 
Clothes dryer 89.3 74.6 81.1 81.4 
Air conditioning 80.4 76. 2· 84.9 80.2 
Sewing machine 87.5 74.6 77.4 79.7 
Garage or carport 67.9 39.7 52.8 52.9 
Wood or coal stove 51.8 49.2 54.7 51.7 
Dishwasher 46.4 50.8 45.3 47.7 
Microwave oven 37.5 47.6 47.2 44.2 
Fireplace 41.1 36.5 50.9 42.4 
Garbage/food disposer 32.1 25.4 17.0 25.0 
Trash compactor 17.9 25.4 24.5 22.7 
Swimming pool 16.1 12. 7 5.7 11.6 
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Housing History of Children 

Almost 83 percent of the children recalled living in 

other housing uni ts (Table 16). The number of other homes 

recalled ranged from one to eight with most children recall-

ing one or two (65.4%) other homes. Slightly more than 45 

percent of the housing units recalled were single-family de-

tached housing uni ts while nearly 33 percent were 

mobile/manufactured housing. In addition to apartments 

(16.4%), children had also lived in townhouses (2.5%) and 

duplexes ( 3 .1%). 

Because most of the housing stock is located in valley 

bottoms or on flat land along streams and river branches, 

flooding is usually a yearly, springtime occurrence in 

Breathitt County. At this time, seasonal rains combine with 

rapid run-off of water resulting from strip mining, timber 

removal, and poor farming practices to create flooding along 

waterways. While some flooding is an expected occurrence, 

during April 1984, the most severe flood since 1957 occurred 

in southestern Kentucky. The discomfort and inconvenience 

of flooded housing were apparent from the number of children 

who mentioned safety and mobility concerns with housing; 18 

percent of the children felt they and their housing were di-

rectly affected by the flood (Table 17). 

A portion of the children indicated housing experiences 

outsid~ Breathitt County. Most of the children who had lived 
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TABLE 16 

Recall of living in other housing by grade. 

Recall 

None recalled 
Others recalled 

Number of other 
housing units 
recalled: 
1-2 
3-4 

5+ 

Housing types 
recalled: 
Single-family 

detached 
Mobile/manufactured 
Apartment 
Townhouse 
Duplex 

SIXTH 
{%) 

n=55 

16.4 
83.6 

n=42 

59.5 
26.2 
14.3 

n=46 

41.3 
37.0 
19.6 
2.2 

GRADE 

SEVENTH 
(%) 

n=62 

16.1 
83.9 

n=49 

69.4 
18.4 
12.2 

n=55 

43.6 
36.4 
14.5 
3.6 
1.8 

EIGHTH 
{%) 

n=53 

18.9 
81.1 

n=39 

66.7 
15.4 
17.9 

n=58 

50.0 
25.9 
15.5 

1. 7 
6.9 

TOTAL 

(%) 

n=l70 

17.1 
82.9 

n=l30 

65.4 
20.0 
14.6 

n=l58* 

45.3 
32.7 
16.4 
2.5 
3.1 

*Note: 159 total responses with some children giving 
multiple responses. 
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TABLE 17 

Housing history of children by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Experience SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=l72 
.Affected by 1984 

flood: 
Class One 7.1 12.7 3.8 8.1 
Class Two 5.4 15.9 7.5 9.9 

Lived out of the 
county: 
Class One 30.4 15.9 18.9 21.5 
Class Two 26.8 9.5 5.7 14.0 

Lived out of the 
state: 
Class One 16.l 4.8 9.4 9.9 
Class Two 12.5 1.6 4.7 
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out of the county, but not outside the state (35.5%), lived 

in one of the surrounding counties where housing is rela-

tively similar to that of Breathitt County. Of the children 

who had lived outside of Kentucky (14.6%), most had lived in 

Indiana (canning industry), Ohio (car manufacturing), and 

Illinois (factory work). A few were from Michigan (car man-

ufacturing) or Tennessee (construction) and one had lived in 

Arizona (sold Indian jewelry). These children had lived in 

housing structure types such as apartments, townhouses, and 

duplexes. 

summary 

Breathitt County, Kentucky is statistically depicted as 

typically Appalachian with housing of lower quality and an 

economy reliant on the strip mining industry. Despite such 

economic disadvantages, the participating children described 

their households as at least average. Households consisted 

of nuclear, two-parent families, two or three children, and 

assorted pets. Roughly half of the mothers were homemakers 

with an equal portion being employed outside the family home. 

Although the 1980 Census of Housing indicated some 

dwellings lacked amenities of central heating, running water 

and electricity, or bathrooms, the children reported relative 

affluence in housing. Approximately 83 percent of children 

reported home ownership in comparison with nearly 66 percent 
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according to Census estimates (a nationally comparable sta-

tistic for ownership). The housing units occupied by the 

students had a mean of 6.06 rooms and there were 4.33 persons 

per unit. These homes (90 % or more) had bathrooms, kitchens 

with ranges and refrigerators, television, clothes washers, 

carpeting, vacuum cleaners, and storm windows/doors. 

As a basis of comparison, nearly 83 percent of children 

recalled living in other housing units, including various 

structure types and out-of-state locations. Despite indi-

cation of housing comforts, children were coqnizant of pos-

sible concerns such as flooding which threaten their homes. 
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Discussion of the findings and statistical testing of 

the hypotheses are presented in the following section. 

Findings pertaining to the derived variables of socioeconomic 

status, persons-per-room ratio, residential alignment with 

housing norms, housing amenity level, housing awareness, 

preference alignment with housing norms, satisfactions, and 

importance are given. Calculation of each housing concept 

measure is also discussed. For the complete method used to 

estimate each derived variable, please refer to Appendix C. 

Statistical testing of the· experimental hypotheses follows 

the descriptive findings of the derived variables. 

Socioeconomic Status 

A measure of socioeconomic status of the household was 

calculated using data on parental occupations, educational 

attainment, .and child's perceived welloffness (see Appendix 

C, Chart C-1 for method of derivation). On a four point 

scale, relative levels of socioeconomic status were desig-

nated by defining the lower one-third of children, who had 

scores of less than 2.4, as lower status, the next approxi-

mate third with scores from 2.4 to 2.9 were labeled moderate 

and the highest third with scores of 3 or more were labeled 

92 



high status (Table 18). Scores were available for 60 of the 

children; no significant differences were found using the 

chi-square statistic although it can be noted that the sev-

enth grade children scored slightly higher on the measure. 

Person-per-Room Ratio 

As a measure of the dwelling adequacy for household 

members, a person-per-room ratio was used ·indicating the 

number of persons per room of the dwelling unit (see Appendix 

C, Chart C-2 for method). Typically 1 when such a ratio ex-

ceeds one person per room, the dwelling unit or household is 

designated as crowded. Only 14.2 percent of the households 

in this survey, however, had a person-per-room ratio exceed-

ing one; nearly 72 percent of the households had less than 

one person per room. Relative levels of. person-per-room ratio 

or room use were identified as less than 0.6 persons per room 

(low), 0.6 to 0.8 persons per room (moderate) and above 0.8 

persons pe:r; room as high with each level representing ap-

proximately one-third of the sample (Table 19). Eighth grade 

participants appeared to more frequently live in households 

of the lower room use designation but no significant differ-

ences were indicated by the chi-square statistic. 
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TABLE 18 

Socioeconomic status of households scored by grade. 

GRADE 
Socioeconomic TOTAL 

status SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(4 maximum) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=l9 n=24 n=l7 n=60 

Lower (< 2.4) 36.8 20.8 47.1 33.3 
Moderate (2.4 - 2.9) 26.3 33.3 17.7 26.7 
Higher (> 2.9) 36.8 45.8 35.3 40.0 
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TABLE 19 

Person-per-room ratio by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Persons/room SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
ratio (%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=l69 

Lower (< 0.6) 33.9 28.6 41.5 34.3 
Moderate (0.6-0.8) 32.1 34.9 28.3 32.0 
Higher (> 0.8) 33.9 36.5 30.2 33.7 
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Residential Alignment with Housing Norms 

Residential alignment of the child's dwelling with ac-

cepted American housing norms for tenure, structure type, 

bedroom space, and the person-per-room ratio was calculated 

yielding an eight-point scale (see Appendix C, Chart C-3). 

A high score on this measure indicated that the child's 

housing situation more closely approximated the prescribed 

cultural ideals for housing (i.e., single-family detached, 

owned, private bedroom space, less than one person per room). 

Scores of residential alignment ranged from zero to seven 

with 41.3 percent of the children having a high (seven) score 

(Table 20). Roughly split into thirds, 32 percent had a low 

residential alignment score of less than five and 26.7 per-

cent of the children had a moderate score of five or six. 

Although no statistical significance was found, it appeared 

that students in the higher grades were increasingly likely 

to live in housing that more nearly aligned with cultural 

norms. 

Housing Amenity Level 

Housing amenity level of the child's dwelling was de-

rived using data on housing size (rooms and type) , child' s 

private bedroom space, number of housing amenities, and 

child's perception of safety (see Appendix C, Chart C-4). A 
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TABLE 20 

Residential alignment with housing norms (scored) by grade 

GRADE 
Residential TOTAL 

alignment score SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(8 possible) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=172 

Low (< 5) 32.1 34.9 28.3 32.0 
Moderate (5 - 6) 37.5 20.6 ·22. 6 26.7 
High (7) 30.4 44.4 49.1 41.3 
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maximum score of 26 was possible; scores ranged from 3 to 24. 

A low level of housing amenity was designated as a score of 

13 or less, moderate was identified as 14 to 17, and high 

amenity was scores of 18 to 24 (Table 21). Seventh grade 

students predominantly scored lower on the housing amenity 

measure than students in the other grades although .the dif-

ferences were not statistically significant. 

Housing Awareness 

Housing awareness of children was defined as a combina-

tion of factual knowledge and opinions held by children re-

garding housing. Based on their prior experience or 

opinions, children were asked to identify what they would 

like and what they would dislike about four housing structure 

types: single-family detached housing, mobile/manufactured 

housing, apartments, and to~nhouses (Tables 22-25). Their 

answers were organized into eight categories of privacy, 

space, economy, appearance, attributes, structure, personal, 

and other (for -·~n.~:w:er.s, included in each category, see Appen-
'· .... 

dix D). Ovef 40 percent\pf the children reported that the 
\"--. _____ .... --········--··--····-·····' 

privacy afforded by single-family detached housing was liked 

while slightly more than 19 percent used personal descriptors 

to indicate their like of single-family detached housing 

(Table 22) . About ~'o/~~rce~~ of the 
1 __ \.....:.... // ........ _. _,, 

dislikes also indicated -·i:hat the 

children who mentioned 

single-family detached 
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TABLE 21 

Housing amenity level (scored) by grade 

GRADE 
Housing amenity TOTAL 

score SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(26 possible) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=l72 

Low (< 13) 28.6 38.1 28.3 32.0 
Moderate (14 - 17) 33.9 31.8 37.7 34.3 
High (18 - 24) 37.5 30.2 34.0 33.7 
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TABLE 22 

Single-family detached housing: Likes and dislikes 
by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Characteristic SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%} (%) 

n=52 n=54 n=49 n=l55 
Likes 

Privacy 40.4 50.0 32.7 41. 3 . 
Personal 13.5 16.7 28.6 19.4 
Space 13.5 11.1 20.4 14.8 
Structural 11.5 9.3 16.3 12.3 
Appearance 11.5 5.6 5.8 
Attributes 9.6 5.6 5.2 
Economy 1.9 2.0 1.3 

n=24 n=ll n=21 n=56 
Dislikes 

Privacy 37.5 36.4 19.1 30.4 
Space 25.0 28.6 21.4 
Economy 12.5 18.2 19.1 16.l 
Appearance 12 .5 18.2 4.8 10.7 
Attributes 9.1 19.1 8.9 
Structural 8.3 4.8 5.4 
Personal 4.2 9.1 3.6 
Other 9.1 4.8 3.6 
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house could be too private and removed from other people. 
-----·----·· ··-----· ·----··-~ ...... ____________ ~·---------- ---·· ----~ ... --·· -~-- ·- -- ~- -· ·--....... __ ..,, __ ....... 

Spatial dislikes (21. 4%) were the second most frequently 

mentioned category. 

Attributes of mobile/manufactured housing such as mo-

bili ty and built-in features were most often mentioned by 

children (46.9%) as a like (Table 23). Space (too small) was 

a frequent dislike (47.5 %) while attributes such as lack of 

Privacy was a like mentioned in association with apart-

ment living by 35.6 of the children; but, 43.6 percent also 

indicated that privacy could be missing in apartments and 

that space (33.6%) is likely to be inadequate (Table 24). 

Children likei_ having oth~ .. r peopie nearby if they are not too 
-.... ~---------------········--------· "" -· . ---..... --··· -- ..... ·-··· ······-············ ... ···············--- .. --· .......... , .•....... ,_. 

close. Space and privacy were also the most often mentioned --
likes and dislikes in regard to townhouses (Table 25). In 

general, children indicated that the two multi-family housing 

structure types would be good for small families or singles 

(when away at college), but did not seem adequate for fami-

lies with two or more children. 

Children were then asked to identify the seriousness of 

various housing problems ranging from energy to housing costs 

(Table 26). The majority of children felt that the amount 

of money needed to rent or buy housing (59.1%) 
.\ 

and Vl 
1 I 
I l 
I\ 

l 
dilapidated, poor quality housing (58.2%) were serious prob-

lems. Energy was perceived to be a serious problem by 45.6 
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TABLE 23 

Mobile/manufactured housing: Likes and dislikes by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Characteristic SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=38 n=SO n=40 n=128 
Likes 

Attributes 47.4 50.0 42.5 46.9 
Personal 13.2 16.0 7.5 12.5 
Space 13.2 4.0 17.5 10.9 
Economy 13.2 6.0 15.0 10.9 
Appearance 7.9 10.0 7.5 8.6 
Structural 5.3 10.0 5.0 7.0 
Privacy 4.0 5.0 3.1 

n=45 n=48 n=44 n=137 
Dislikes 

Space 57.8 43.8 40.9 47.5 
Attributes 13.3 39.6 25.0 26.3 
Structural 15.6 6.3 11.4 11.0 
Appearance 4.4 6.3 9.1 6.6 
Personal 16.7 4.2 9.1 5.1 
Privacy 2.2 4.6 2.2 
Economy 2.2 0.7 
Other 2.2 0.7 
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TABLE 24 

Apartments: Likes and dislikes by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Characteristic SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=34 n=33 n=23 n=90 
Likes 

Privacy 38.2 42.4 21. 7 35.6 
Personal 23.5 18.2 4.4 16.7 
Space 2.9 18.2 21. 7 13.3 
Appearance 14.7 9.1 13.0 12.2 
Economy 14.7 17.4 10.0 
Attributes 5.9 9.1 17.4 10.0 
Structural 3.0 4.4 2.2 

n=51 n=48 n=41 n=l40 
Dislikes 

Privacy 41.2 45.8 43.9 43.6 
Space 29.4 39.6 31. 7 33.6 
Attributes 11.8 4.2 4.9 7.2 
Personal 9.8 4.2 4.9 6.4 
Economy 3.9 2.1 9.8 5.0 
Appearance 3.9 1.4 
Structural 2.4 0.7 
Other 4.2 2.4 2.1 
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TABLE 25 

Townhouses: Likes and dislikes by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Characteristic SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=27 n=31 n=27 n=85 
Likes 

Attributes 29.6 45.2 44.4 40.0 
Privacy 40.7 9.7 18.5 22.4 
Space 3.7 29.0 14.8 16.5 
Appearance 14.8 9.7 11.1 11.8 
Economy 7.4 3.2 3.7 4.7 
Personal . 3. 2 7.4 3.5 
Structural 3.7 1.2 

n=45 n=49 n=42 n=l36 
Dislikes 

Privacy 60.0 65.3 61.9 62.5 
Space 17.8 14.3 16.7 16.2 
Attributes 11.1 14.3 11.9 12.5 
Appearance 6.7 2.0 4.8 4.4 
Personal 4.4 4.1 2.4 3.7 
Economy 2.4 0.7 
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TABLE 26 

Housing problems: Perceived seriousness by grade. 

Problem/ 
Degree of problem. 

Money needed to buy 
or rent: a housing 
lig problem 
Small problem 
Not: a problem 
Don• 1: know 

Rouses in poor condi.tion 
or needing repair 

Big problem · 
Small problem 
Not a problem 
Don 1 t knov 

~ey needed to run a 
&ouse 

Big problem 
Small problem 
Not a pro5lem 
Don .. t know 

Energy used in &Dusing. 
Big problem 
Small problem 
Not a.problem 
Don1 t know 

Space or land t:o build. 
&Dusing 

Big problem 
Small problem 
Not a problem 
Don•t know· 

Num&er of boUses available 
Big problem 
Small problem 
Not a elem 
Don•t 

Other 
Envirommmtal 
Personal 
Structural 
Rent:al 
Economic 

SIXTH 
~) 

n.•56 

57.l 
26.8 
7.l 
8.9 

n•55 

52.7 
36.4 

7.3 
3.6 

n.•56 

39.3 
39.3 
l.2.5 
8.9 

n•56 

35.1 
35.7 
21.4 
7.l 

n.•56 

33.9 
39.3 
21.4 
5.4 

n.•54 

18.5 
33.3 
33.3 
14.8 

n•l3 
46.2 
30.8 
23.1 

GRADE 
SEVEN'rll ci> 

n.•63 

58.7 
28.6 
7.9 
4.8 

n•63 

63.5 
30.2 
· 1~6 
4.8 

n.•62 

54.8 
37.l 
6~5 
1.6 

n.•63 

54.0 
31.8 
7.9 
6.4 

n•63 

38.1 
31.8 
22.2 
7.9 

n.•63 

30.2 
38.l 
25.4 
6.4 

n-12 

33.3 
41.7 

8.3 
8.3 
8.3 

EIGRTH 
. ~) 

n•52 
61.5 
26.;9 
7 •. 7 
3. 9' 

n•52 

57.7 
36.5 
1.9 
3.9 

n•52 

59.6 
30.8 
5.8 
3 •. 9 

n•50 

46.0 
34.0 
14.0 
6.0 

n.•51 

39.2 
52.9 
5.9 
2.0 

n•52 

26.9 
38.5 
28.9 
5.8 

n- 8 
25.0 
25.0 
25.0 
25.0 

TOTAL 

ci> 

n•l71 

59.l 
27.5 
7.6 
5.9 

n•l70 

58.2 
34.l 
3.5 
4.l 

n.•170 
51.2 
35.9 
8.2 
4.7 

n•l69 

45.6 
33.7 
14.2 
6.5 

n•l70 

37.-1 
40.6 
17.l 
5.3 

n•l69 
25.4 
36.7 
29.0 
8.9 

n• 33 
36.4 
33.3 
18.2 
9.l 
3.0 
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percent of children and a small problem by 33.7 percent, but 

not a problem by 14.2 percent of the children. 

Less serious were the number of houses available for 

people ( 36. 7% --· small problem) and space/land to build 

housing (40.6% -- small problem). Other housing problems or 

issues identified by children included environmental concerns 

(12 children) such as land ownership, neighborhood, and flood 

plain housing and structural space concerns ( 11 children) 

such as crowding and safety. When asked to select the most 

serious family housing problem (Table 27), the children in-

dicated amount of money needed to buy/rent housing (34.6%), 

amount of money needed to run a home (26.1%), and dilapidated 

housing (15.2%). 

Knowledge of common housing terms among the children was 

fairly prevalent. with sixth graders generally being less 

likely to answer correctly and eighth graders giving a higher 

percentage of correct answers for terms (Table 28). Almost 

all of the children (99.4%) knew the meaning of solar energy 

while the term public housing was correctly identified by the 

fewest children (56.1%). Although a majority of the seventh 

(73.0%) and eighth (84.9%) graders knew the term mortgage, 

the smallest portion of the sixth graders ( 41. 8%) gave a 

/ 
../ 

~ rl 
11' 

I I 
t.. 

n·it correct answer. When asked whether the terms home and house lJ.;~/ 

had the same or different meaning, two;thirds ··of the-chi-ld-rell 

indicated that the meanings were different while one-third 
-k----··----~·-·--···,..-· ·--- ··-· ··-- -·-·-· •.. -~------··· k••• ···-~·--· .............. , •••.... 

said they were the same. There was a tendency for younger 
... ···.·--~-·-······· ... ··-··-.--~-~-. ---~-- ,. 
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TABLE 27 

Housing issue selected as most serious by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Housing issue SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=53 n=60 n=52 n=165 
Money to buy or 

rent housing 30.2 30.0 44.2 34.6 
Money to run 

housing 26.4 28.3 23.1 26.1 
Housing in bad 

condition or 
needing repair 22.6 5.0 19.2 15.2 

Energy used in 
housing 3.8 16.7 3.9 8.5 

Space or land to 
build housing 9.4 10.0 6.7 

Number of houses 
available for 
families 7.6 6.7 3.9 8.1 

Other 3.3 5.8 3.0 
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TABLE 28 

Awareness of housing terms by grade. 

GRADE 

Housing terms SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) 

Definition correct: n=55a n=63b n=53 

Solar energy 98.2 100.0 100.0 
Suburb 69.1 75.8b 86.8 
Rent 56.4 79.0b 84.9 
Mortgage 41.8 73.0 84.9 
Condominium 55.4a 64.5b 67.9 
Duplex 47.3 63.5 64.2 
Public housing 49.1 52.4 67.9 

Meaning of 
housejhome: n=54 n=63 n=53 

Same 29.6 33.3 37.7 
Different· 70.4 66.7 62.3 

a: For the term 'condominium,' 56 sixth graders 
responded. 

b: For the terms 'suburb, rent, and condominium,' 
62 seventh graders responded. 

c: For the terms 'suburb and rent,' 170 total 
children responded. 

TOTAL 

(%) 

n=l7lc 

99.4 
77.lc 
73.5c 
66.7 
62.6 
58.5 
56.1 

n=l70 

33.5 
66.5 
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children (sixth graders) to indicate difference while older 

children (eighth graders) indicated the terms were 

synonomous. 

Over 52 perc.ent of the children thought they would like 

to live in an earth-sheltered house while nearly 70 percent 

would like to live in a solar house (Tables 29-30). Of the 

children who were willing to live in earth-sheltered housing, 

the primary attractions were economy/efficiency factors 

(46.4%) or positive perception (40.5%) of the housing type 

(Table 29) . Reasons given by children who did not want to 

live in earth-sheltered housing consisted of negative per-

ceptions (86.6%) such as safety, darkness, or underground. 

Nearly 86 percent of the children willing to live in solar 

housing identified economy/efficiency benefits of solar 

housing while negative perception (46.7%) such as excessive 

heat build-up in summer and appearance (31.1 %) were cited 

by children not willing to live in solar housing (Table 30). 

Fewer than five percent of the children said they had 

never thought about the housing they wanted in the future 

while approximately 41 percent indicated they had often 

thought about future housing (Table 31). Slightly more than 

21 percent mentioned reading or studying about housing (Table 

32). Most of these children had studied about housing in 

school (50%) while some had read books and magazines on 

their own (25%) and others had learned about housing at home 

when moving or helping to build housing (25%). 
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TABLE 29 

Perception of earth-sheltered housing by grade. 

GRADE 
Housing type/ TOTAL 

reason SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=l72 
Earth-sheltered housing 

Would live in 69.6 47.6 39.6 52.3 
Would not 30.4 52.4 60.4 47.7 

n=36 n=28 n=20 n=84 
Reasons to live in: 

Economy/efficiency 44.4 57.1 35.0 46.4 
Positive perception 41. 7 25.0 60.0 40.5 
Negative perception 13.9 14.3 5.0 11. 9 
Appearance 3.6 1.2 

n=15 n=24 n=28 n=67 
Reasons to not live in: 

Negative perception 86.7 79.2 92.9 86.6 
Appearance 13.3 16.7 7.1 11.9 
Positive perception 4.2 1.5 
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TABLE 30 

Perception of solar housing by grade. 

GRADE 
Housing type/ TOTAL 

reason SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=172 
Solar housing 

Would live in 69.6 81.0 56.6 69.8 
Would not live in 30.4 19.1 43.4 30.2 

n=37 n=46 n=30 n=ll3 
Reasons to live in: 

Economy/efficiency 86.5 91.3 76.7 85.8 
Positive perception 13.5 6.5 23.3 13.3 
Appearance 2.2 0.9 

n=l5 n=ll n=l9 n=45 
Reasons to not live in: 

Negative perception 60.0 54 . .6 31. 6 46.7 
Appearance 20.0 18.2 47.4 31.1 
Economy/efficiency 13.3 27.3 15.8 17.8 
Positive perception 6.7 5.3 4.4 
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TABLE 31 

Children who have thought about their future housing 
by grade. 

GRADE 
Thought of 

future housing SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) 

n=55 n=62 n=53 

Not at all 5.5 6.5 1.9 
Some 47.3 61.3 54.7 
Often 47.3 32.3 43.4 

TOTAL 

(%) 

n=l70 

4.7 
54.7 
40.6 
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TABLE 32 

Children who have read or studied about housing 
by grade. 

GRADE 
Read/studied TOTAL 

about housing SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=55 n=61 n=53 n=l69 

No 81.8 75.4 79.3 78.7 
Yes 18.2 24.6 20.8 21.3 

Sources of n=S n=l4 n=lO n=32 
information: 
School 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 
Books/magazines 25.0 21.4 30.0 25.0 
Home 25.0 28.6 20.0 25.0 
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Each child's level of housing awareness was calculated 

using the above data regarding housing perceptions, know-

ledge, and indication of previous thought about future hous-

ing (see Appendix C, Chart C-5). With 37 possible points, 

scores ranged from 22 to 36. 5; scores of less than 29 were 

designated as low, 29 to 31 as moderate, and more than 31 as 

high awareness (Table 33). Although no significant re-

lationship was indicated, eighth grade students appeared to 

have higher awareness levels for housing. 

Housing eref erences 

In regard to housing preferences (Table 34), the great 

majority of children preferred ownership (98.3%) and single-
.--.----··-·--·--.. --·-· -··-·· . ···-- ---------·--! 

family housing types (95.9%). Nearly 24 percent of the 

children preferred to live near a c~~-Y_'While 60 i;:>E!rC::~~-~---~-=-~=---

f erred a country setting for their home; 33. 9 percent pre-

ferred to live on a farm and 26.5 percent preferred a 

non-farm location. 
;l 
I Children also expressed a desire for (.I 

I I neighborhood homogeneity; approximately 89 percent said they 

preferred to live in a neighborhood where other families were 

about the same as their family while 11 percent indicated 

they thought it desirable to live in a neighborhood with many 

different kinds of people. 

When asked to rank the four housing structure types, the 

children ranked single-family detached housing as the number 
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TABLE 33 

Housing awareness of children (scored) by qrade. 

GRADE 
Awareness score TOTAL 

(37 possible) SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=55 n=61 n=53 n=l69 

Low (< 29) 35.7 30.2 18.9 28.5 
Moderate (29 - 31) 28.6 31.8 32.1 30.8 
Hiqh ( > 31) 35.7 38.l 49.1 40.7 
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TABLE 34 

Preference for housing tenure, type, location, and 
neighborhood homogeneity by grade. 

GRADE 
Preference TOTAL 

SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=62 n=53 n=171 
Tenure 

own 100.0 95.2 100.0 98.3 
rent 4.8 -- . 1.7 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=172 
Type 

single-family 96.4 95.2 96.2 95.9 
multi-family 3.6 4.8 3.8 4.1 

n=56 n=62 n=52 n=171 
Place 

on a farm 44.6 30.2 26.9 33.9 
in country, 

not on a farm 25.0 23.8 30.8 26.3 
in a town 8.9 6 .. 4 13.5 9.4 
near a city 17.9 .33. 3 17.3 23.4 
in a city 3.6 6.4 11.5 7.0 

Neighborhood n=56 n=62 n=53 n=171 
homogeneity 
same 87.5 90.3 88.7 88.9 
different 12.5 9.7 11.3 11.1 
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one choice for families (Table 35). Overall, 

mobile/manufactured housing was ranked as second choice while 

apartments and townhouses were considered nearly equal in 

suitability for families. 

The alignment of children's housing preferences with 

accepted American housing norms was calculated to result in 

a eleven-point scale (see Appendix C, Chart C-6). The ap-

proximate division of scores into thirds resulted in low 

scores of six or less (14.5%), moderate scores of seven or 

eight (44.2%), and high scores of nine or more (41.3%) (Table 

36). A significant difference among the grades in level of 

preference alignment with housing norms was indicated (chi-

square = 11.587; df = 4; p = 0.0207) with the higher grades 

having higher preference alignment scores. 

Housing Satis~action 

A list of 24 housing components or descriptors was used 

to examine children's housing satisfactions (Table 37). For 

nine of the 24 i terns, over 90 percent of the children were 

satisfied (satisfied or very satisfied) in relation to their 

present housing while 20 percent or more of the children were 

dissatisfied (or very dissatisfied) with six of the 24 com-

ponents. When asked to select the three most and three least 

satisfying housing components from the list, children iden-

tified as most satisfying the components of yard/outdoor 
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TABLE 35 

Rank of housing types by grade. 

GRADE 
Housing type/ TOTAL 

rank SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Single-family n=55 n=62 n=53 n=170 
detached 
One 83.6 88.7 90.6 87.7 
Two 9.1 11.3 7.6 9.4 
Three 5.5 1.9 2.4 
Four 1.8 0.6 

n=54 n=62 n=53 n=169 
Mobile/manufactured 

One 13.0 12.9 7.6 11.2 
Two 42. 6 64.5 50.9 53.3 
Three 24.1 9.7 30.2 20.7 
Four 20.4 12.9 11.3 14.8 

n=52 n=62 n=53 n=167 
Apartments 

One 3.9 1.2 
Two 30.8 6.5 18.9 18.0 
Three 26.9 53.2 37.7 40.1 
Four 38.5 40.3 43.4 40.7 

n=53 n=62 n=53 n=168 
Townhouses 

One 3.8 1.2 
Two 20.8 17.7 24.5 20.8 
Three 35.9 35.5 24.5 32.1 
Four 43.4 46.8 47.2 45.8 
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TABLE 36 

Alignment of preferences with housing norms (scored) 
by grade. 

Preference 
alignment score 
(11 possible) 

Low (< 7) 
M9derate (7 - 8) 
High (> 8) 

SIXTH 
(%) 

n=56 

23.2 
51.8 
25.0 

GRADE 

SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) 

n=63 n=53 

9.5 11.3 
44.4 35.9 
46.0 52.8 

chi-square = 11.59; df = 4; p = 0.02* 

· *significant at the 0.05 level. 

TOTAL 

(%) 

n=l72 

14.5 
44.2 
41.3 
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TABLE 37 

Housing feature satisfactions of children.* 

Very Dis- Not 
Feature satisfied Satisfied 

(%) (%) 

Furniture 1.2 2.3 
Lighting of house 1.2 2.3 
Way ~nside house look 1.2 3.5 
Comfortable house 0.6 3.5 
Warmth of house 1.2 3.5 
Appliances 0.6 5.8 
Kitchen 0.6 6.4 
Safety from 

burglars/thieves 1.2 7.6 
Space for family 

to be together 1.2 8.7 
Way outside house 

looks 3.5 7.0 
Yard/outdoor space 3.5 8.7 
Type of housing 1.2 12.2 
Space for play 2.9 12.2 
Neighbors 7.0 9.3 
Amount of noise 4.7 11.6 
Number of bedrooms 2.9 15.7 
Privacy of house 6.4 11.6 
Size of housing 

(indoor space) 2.9 15.7 
Location near stores 6.4 13.4 
Location near 

friends/relatives 8.7 12.8 
Nei.ghborhood 6.4 13.4 
Closets/storage space 4.1 19.8 
Space to entertain 

friends 7.0 17.4 
Location near 

things to do 11.0 22.1 

*Note: n = 172 except where percentages 
In these cases, some children did not 

Satis-
fied 

(%) 

52.9 
48.3 
44.2 
36.6 
44.8 
53.5 
59.9 

. 43. 6 

43.6 

39.5 
32.0 
45.3 
40.1 
51.2 
48.8 
43.6 
39.5 

41.3 
46.5 

47.1 
45.9 
42.4 

43.0 

39.5 

Very 
Satisfied 

(%) 

43.6 
47.7 
51.2 
58.7 
50.0 
40.1 
32.6 

47.1 

46.5 

50.0 
55.8 
41.3 
44.2 
31.4 
33.7 
37.8 
41.9 

39.5 
33.7 

31.4 
30.8 
33.7 

32.0 

26.7 

do not add to 100.0. 
respond to the item. 
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space, type of housing, and comfort of house (Table 38) . 

Least satisfying were community components such as location 

near things to do, location near friends/relatives, neigh-

bors, and location near stores (Table 39). 

Overall, 55.6 percent of the children reported they were 

very satisfied with their housing and 29.8 percent were sat-

isfied (Table 40). Nearly 15 percent of children, however, 

expressed some dissatisfaction including about 10 percent who 

were very dissatisfied. Children from the sixth grade were 

somewhat more likely to be dissatisfied. 

To further measure satisfaction, children were asked to 

suggest changes they would like to make to their homes and 

to identify a place they would choose if forced to move (Ta-

bles 41 - 42 ) . Approximately 77 percent would add or chang~.l_--~· 

rooms, nearly 33 percent would add amenities such as recre- \ 
ational items, and 20 percent mentioned repairs and mainte-

nance of the dwelling (Table 41). Most of the children 

justified their desired changes as either needed (89.9%) or 

matching their likes and tastes (67.4%). 

If forced to move, one-third of the children would 

choose another house in their present neighborhood, and 27.3 \ ; 
percent would move to a different area in Breathitt County 

(Table 42). Slightly more than 23 percent would move to an-

other state. In explanation of their chosen move, 56.5 per-

cent mentioned a positive perception or attitude toward the 

place (their own or other neighborhood). For many of those 
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TABLE 38 

Housing features designated as most satisfying by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Feature SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=51 n=61 n=52 n=164* 

Yard/outdoor space 31.4 29.5 32.7 31.1 
Type of housing 25.5 26.2 30.8 27.4 
Comfortable house 25.5 27.9 17.3 23.8 
Size of home 

(indoor space) 17.6 19.7 26.9 21.3 
Space for family 

to be together 21.6 18.0 21.2 20.1 
Way house looks 

inside 9.8 23.0 19.2 17.7 

*Note: Total responses equal 486. 
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TABLE 39 

Housing features designated as least satisfying by grade. 

Feature 

Location near 
things to do 

Location near 
friends/relatives 

Neighbors 
Location near 

stores 
Amount of noise 
Neighborhood 
Privacy of house 
Closet/storage space 
Space to entertain 

friends 

SIXTH 
(%) 

n=50 

30.0 

20.0 
34.0 

20.0 
30.0 
22.0 
26.0 
16.0 

24.0 

GRADE 

SEVENTH 
(%) 

n=55 

41.8 

34.5 
16.4 

30.9 
18.2 
12.7 
18.2 
25.5 

16.4 

*Note: Total responses equal to 446. 

EIGHTH 
(%) 

n=47 

34.0 

40.4 
25.5 

23.4 
17.0 
29.8 
14.9 
14.9 

12 .8 

TOTAL 

(%) 

n=l52* 

35.5 

31.6 
25.0 

25.0 
21.7 
21.1 
19.7 
19.1 

17.8 
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TABLE 40 

Rated housing satisfaction of children by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Level of SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=62 n=53 n=171 

Very satisfied 58.9 58.1 49.1 55.6 
Satisfied 21.4 29.0 39.6 29.8 
Not satisfied 7.1 4.8 1.9 4.7 
Very dissatisfied 12 .5 8.1 9.4 9.9 
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TABLE 41 

Changes children would make to their housing by grade. 

GRADE 
Changes/ TOTAL 

reasons SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=30 n=35 n=30 n=95* 

Changes: 
Add/change rooms 70.0 68.6 93.3 76.8 
Add amenities 56.7 20.0 23.3 32.6 
Repair/maintain 23.3 22.9 13.3 20.0 
Change appearance 10.0 14.3 26.7 16.8 
Other 30.0 31.4 16.7 26.3 

n=28 n=33 n=28 n=89 
Reasons: 

Need 96.4 69.7 71.4 89.9 
To match likes 85.7 63.6 53.6 67.4 
Wanted 7.1 12.1 32.1 16.9 
For other people 18.2 10.7 10.1 

*Note: Total responses equal to 164. 
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TABLE 42 

Places children would choose if forced to move by grade. 

GRADE 
Place/ TOTAL 

reasons SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=52 n=60 n=53 n=l65 

Another house in 
the same neighborhood 38.5 35.0 26.4 33.3 

Different neighborhood 
in this town/county 19.2 30.0 32.1 27.3 

Different town/county 
in this state 15.4 6.7 13.2 11.5 

Different state 25.0 23.3 20.8 23.0 
Different country 1.9 5.0 7.6 4.9 

n=45 n=41 n=38 n=l24 
Reasons: 

Positive feelings 
about area 53.3 56.1 60.5 56.5 

Opportunity/ 
experiences 22.2 19.5 23.7 21.8 

Negative feelings 
about area 17.8 14.6 13.2 15.3 

Want other features/ 
attributes 6.7 9.8 2.6 6.5 
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specifying a distant place, the likelihood of increased op-

portunity and new experience appealed to children. 

In the calculated satisfaction measure, data on satis-

faction w~th components, overall satisfaction, and desired 

structural changes were combined to yield a 15 point scale 

(see Appendix C, Chart C-7). Lower levels of satisfaction 

were identified as scores up to 11.8, moderate satisfaction 

level was represented by scores from 11. 8 up to 13. 5, and 

high satisfaction scores were 13.5 or greater (Table 43). A 

significant chi-square statistic was calculated for satis-

faction levels among the.grades (chi-square= 9.513, df = 4, 

p = 0. 05 )·; eighth grade students seemed more likely to have 

lower satisfaction levels while the seventh grade students 

more frequently were designated as having higher satisfac-

tion. 

Housing rmportance 

To measure importance attributed to housing features by 

the children, a parallel list of the 24 housing components 

used in the satisfaction measure was given. All but five of 

the descriptors were rated as important to very important by 

90 percent or more of the children (Table 44) . When asked 

to choose the three most and three least important of the 

components, items specifically selected as most important by 

the children were safety from burglars/thieves, size of 
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TABLE 43 

Housing satisfaction (scored) by grade. 

GRADE 
Satisfaction TOTAL 

score SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(15 possible) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=62 n=53 n=171 

Low (less than 11.8) 30.4 27.0 45.3 33.7 
Moderate (11.8 - 13.49) 41.1 34.9 17.0 31.4 
High (13.5 or more) 28.6 38.1 37.7 34.9 

chi-square = 9.513; df = 4; p = 0.049* 

*significant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 44 

·Housing feature importance to children.* 

Feature 

Space for family 
to be together 

Comfort of house 
Warmth of house 
Privacy of house 
Size of housing 

(indoor space) 
Safety from 

burglars/thieves 
Yard/outdoor space 
Number of bedrooms 
Lighting of house 
Neighbors 
Closets/storage space 
Kitchen 
Way outside house 

looks 
Way inside house 

looks 
Furniture 
Space to entertain 

friends 
Appliances 
Location near 

friends/relatives 
Space for play 
Location near things 

to do 
Neighborhood 
Type of housing 
Location near stores 
Amount of noise 

Very Un- Not Im- Im-
important portant portant 

(%) (%) (%) 

0.6 
1.2 
1.2 
1. 7 

0.6 

1.7 
1.2 
0.6 
1.2 
1. 7 

1.7 

1.2 

1.2 
0.6 

1.2 

2.3 
1.2 
1.2 

4.7 
1.2 
1.7 
5.2 

2.3 
1.7 
2.3 
1. 7 

2.9 

1.7 
3.5 
4.7 
3.5 
4.7 
7.6 
5.2 

7.0 

6.4 
6.4 

7.6 
8.7 

7.6 
8.1 
9.3 

5.8 
9.9 
8.7 
9.9 

40.7 
37.8 
33.l 
34.3 

45.3 

21.5 
48.3 
46.5 
44.2 
40.1 
57.0 
54.7 

37.8 

39.0 
60.5 

53.5 
50.0 

45.9 
51.7 
53.5 

39.5 
48.8 
51.2 
48.3 

Very Im-
portant 

(%) 

56.4 
59.3 
63.4 
62.2 

51.2 

74.4 
47.1 
47.7 
50.0 
52.9 
35.5 
37.8 

54.1 

52.9 
31.4 

37.8 
41.3 

44.2 
38.4 
36.0 

49.4 
40.1 
37.2 
36.0 

*Note: n = 172 except where percentages do not add to 100.0. 
In these cases, some children did not respond to the item. 
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housing/indoor space, space for family to be together, and 

privacy in the house (Table 45) . Least important housing \ 

\ components were identified as amount of noise in the home, 

space for play, and location near things to do, 

closet/storage space (Table 46). 

In general, housing was rated as very important by two-

thirds of children and as important by approximately 13 per-

cent (Table 47). The remaining 20. 5 percent of children 

assessed housing as very unimportant. Eighth graders, the 

oldest group of children, were more likely to rate housing 

as important. 
''· /''~,· " 

For the calculated,. importance"•measure, data were com-
l / 
\.'··-.. ..// 

bined on the individual ·-impe·rtance ratings of the housing 

components and the overall rating of housing importance (see 

Appendix C, Chart C-8). Approximate division into thirds 

gave low importance level scores of less than lli moderate 

scores ranging from 11 to 12.369i and high importance scores 

of 12. 37 or higher (Table 48). No significant differences 

were indicatedi however, eighth grade students seemed to have 

scored housing importance more highly than did the younger 

students thus indicating they att~ibuted a greater importance 

to housing. 
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TABLE 45 

Housing features designated as most important by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Feature SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=53 n=63 n=50 n=l66* 
Safety from 

burglars/thieves 37.7 38.1 26.0 34.3 
Size of house 

(indoor space) 26.4 30.2 38.0 31.3 
Space for family 

to be together 18.9 34. 9 22.0 25.9 
Privacy of house 20.8 22.2 22.0 21. 7 
Type of housing 13.2 19.0 30.0 20.5 
Warmth of house 13.2 22.0 22.0 19.3 
Yard/outdoor space 22.6 14.3 18.o· 18.1 
Comfort of house 17.0 14.3 20.0 16.9 
Way house looks 

inside 17.0 12.7 18.0 15.7 

*Note: Multiple responses equal 498. 
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TABLE 46 

Housing features designated as least important by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Feature SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=51 n=53 n=44 n=l48* 

Amount of noise 25.5 34.0 18.2 26.4 
Space for play 17.6 28.3 27.3 24. 3 
Location near 

things to do 21.6 20.8 25.0 22.3 
Closet/storage 

space 11.8 20.8 31.8 20.9 
Location near 

stores 13.7 20.8 20.5 18.2 
Space to entertain 

friends 21. 6 17.0 15.9 18.2 
Type of housing 23.5 17.0 6.8 16.2 

*Note: Multiple responses equal 436. 
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TABLE 47 

Rated housing importance by grade. 

Level of 
importance 

Very important 
Important 
Not important 
Very unimportant 

SIXTH 
(%) 

n=56 

64.3 
14.3 

21.4 

GRADE 

SEVENTH 
(%) 

n=62 

66.1 
9.7 

24.2 

TOTAL 
EIGHTH 

(%) (%) 

n=53 n=l71 

69.8 66.7 
15.1 12.9 

15.1 20.5 
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TABLE 48 

Housing importance (scored) by grade. 

GRADE 
TOTAL 

Housing importance SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH 
score (15 possible) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

n=56 n=63 n=53 n=l72 

Low (less than 11) 33.9 30.2 18.9 27.9 
Moderate 

(11 up to 12.37) 39.3 34.9 37.7 37.2 
High (12.37 or more) 26.8 34.9 43.4 34.9 
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Hypothesis 1 

There is no significant relationship between children's 
expressed individual preferences for housing 

I. tenure, 
II. structure type, 

III. neighborhood homogeneity, 
IV. location of residence, or 
V. conventionality, and 

(a) age, 
(b) sex, 
(c) socioeconomic status, 
(d) current location of residence, 
(e) salient housing experience, or 
(f) housing amenity level. 

To examine existing relationships, t-test statistics 

were calculated between children's preference for housing 

tenure, structure type, and neighborhood homogeneity and 

children's (a) age, (c) socioeconomic status, and (f) housing 

amenity level score (Table 49). A statistically significant 

difference in the means for housing amenity level was found 

(p = 0.025) in regard to preference for neighborhood homoge-

neity. Children who indicated a preference for homogeneous 

neighborhoods had a higher mean amenity score (mean = 15.88) 

than children who indicated preference for nonhomogeneous 

neighborhoods (mean= 13.68). 

Contingency tables and chi-square statistics were cal-

culated to examine relationships between children's prefer-

ence for housing tenure, structure type, and neighborhood 

homogeneity and children's (b) sex, (d) current location of 

residence, and (e) salient housing experience (Table 50). 
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TABLE 49 

Relationship between child's age, socioeconomic status, 
and housing amenity level and preference for housing 
tenure, structure type, and neighborhood homogeneity: 
Means and t-test statistics. 

t-test Calculated 
Variable tl mean statistic probability 

level 

Age 
Tenure 

own. 166 4767.994 0.372 a.no 
rent 3 4701.667 

Structure tY,Pe 
single·family 162 4763.506 -0.677 0.499 
111111.ti·family 7 4843.429 

Neighborhood homogeneity 
same l50 4771.367 0.608 0.544 
different 18 4724.833 

Socioeconomic status 
Tenure 

own 59 2.684· -0.631 0.531 
rent l 3.071 

Structure type 
single-family 58 2.685 -0.393 0.696 
mul.ti-family 2 2.857 

Neighborhood homogeneity 
5% 2.764 l.925 0.059 same 

·different 7 2.316 . 

Howling amenity level 
Tenure 

own 169 ·15.657 0.281 0.780 
rent 3 15.000 

Structure type 
0.812 single.-family 165 15.630 ·0.238 

111111.t:l.-family 7 16.000 
Naigb6o:i:hood homogeneity 

15% same 15.875 2.2:68 0.025* 
different 19. 13.684 

*significant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 50 

Relationship between sex, residential location, and 
salient housing experience and housing preferences for 
tenure, structure types, and neighborhood homogeneity: 
Chi-square statistics. 

Variable 

Sex 
Location 
Experience 

Sex 
Location 
Experience 

Sex 
Location 
Experience 

df 

1 
4 
1 

1 
4 
1 

Chi-square* 

Tenure 

0.861 
0.346 
0.572 

Structure type 

2.095 
1.851 
1.502 

Neighborhood homogeneity 

1 
4 
1 

0.141 
3.226 

phi = 0.162* 

Calculated 
probability 

level 

0.353 
0.346 
0.450 

0.148 
0.763 
0.220 

0.708 
0.523 
0.022** 

*Where chi square cells were sparse and a significant 
relationship was indicated, the Fisher's exact test 
(1-tail) was used to measure strength of relationship. 

**significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Where cell size was too sparse for a valid chi-square sta-

tistic, the Fisher's exact (1-tail) test was used along with 

the phi statistic to measure .. strength of assoc~_q,tion. A 
-,_ --~~,~=.::::;::.:: .. _. ____ , ______ .:._ _____ ,_, __ _: __ ~~ .. :.::::::._~:~~~..:.~::.::..:·.:~.:-~·.~-----·-----·'"·----.~ .... 

significant relationship was found between preference for 

neighborhood homogeneity and salient housing experience (phi 
~------------------··-·-·-·-·----···--. ..................... ·······-...................... _________ ......_ 

= 0.162, p = 0.022). The phi statistic indicates a low to 

moderate strength relationship; children with housing expe-

rience other than their present dwelling were more likely to 

indicate preference for a nonhomogeneous neighborhood. 

Contingency tables and chi-square statistics were also 

calculated to examine relationships between preference for 

location of residence and conventionality and the independent 

variables (a through f) (Table 51). Where cell sizes were 

too sparse to assure validity of the chi-square statistic or 

where a large contingency table was formulated, the gamma 

statistic was utilized as a measure of strength of the re-

lationship. 

A significant relationship was found between preference 

for location of residence and actual location of residence 

(p < 0.001). The gamma statistic was used to interpret the 

relationship between variables; a gamma of 0.39 is a fairly 

strong indication that children specify a preference for 

housing location in accordance with their experienced (cur-

rent) housing location. In this instance, the contingency 

coefficient C also verified this finding (C = 0.579). A 

statistically significant relationship was also indicated 
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TABLE 51 

Relationship between child's age, sex, socioeconomic status, 
salient housing experience, and housing amenity level and 
housing preference for location and conventuality: Gamma 
and chi-square statistics. 

Variable df Gamma Chi-square 

Location 

Age 12 0.164 

4.013 

Socioeconomic 
status 8 0.066 

Location 16 0.387 
C=0.579 

Experience 4 0.139 

Amenity level 8 0.140 

Conventionality 

Age 6 0.210 

Sex 2 4.770 

Socioeconomic 
status 4 -0.089 

Location 8 0.060 

Experience 2 0.034 

Amenity level 4 1.592 

*significant at the 0.05 level. 
**significant at the 0.001 level. 

Calculated 
probability 

level 

0.539 

0.404 

0.174 

0.000*** 

0.724 

0.140 

0.031* 

0.092 

0.553 

0.731 

0.278 

0.810 

139 



between preference for conventionality and child's age (p < 

0. 05). Older children tended to be somewhat less likely to 

accept one or more non-conventional (energy-conservative) 

housing types than younger children; however, the relation-

ship was not strong (gamma= 0.210). 

As a result of the above findings, the following null 

sub-hypotheses were rejected: 

1-III.e: No significant relationship between children's 

preference for neighborhood homogeneity and salient 

housing experience, 

1-III.f: No significant relationship between children's 

preference for neighborhood homogeneity and housing 

amenity level, 

1-IV.d: No significant relationship between children's 

preference for location and current location of resi-

dence, and 

1-V.a: No significant relationship between children's 

preference for conventionality and age. 

The remaining sub-hypotheses were not rejected. 

Hypothesis 2 

There is no significant relationship between children's 
score for expressed awareness of housing and 

(a) age, 
(b) sex, 
(c) socioeconomic status, 
(d) salient housing experience, or 
(e) housing amenity level. 

140 



Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were 

calculated to examine possible relationships between the 

participants' average score for housing awareness and (a) 

age, (c) socioeconomic status, and (e) housing amenity level 

score (Table 52). The t-test procedure was utilized to ex-

amine relationships between the participants' average score 

for housing awareness and (b) sex and ( d) salient housing 

experience (Table 53). No statistical significance was found 

to exist between housing awareness score and any of the in-

dependent variables (a through e); therefore, the null hy-

pothesis was not rejected. 

Hypothesis 3 

There is no significant relationship between children's 
score for alignment of preferences with housing norms and 

(a) age, 
(b) sex, 
(c) socioeconomic status, 
(d) salient housing experience, 
(e) housing amenity level, or 
(f) residential alignment with housing norms. 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were 

calculated to examine possible relationships between the 

participants' score for housing preference alignment and (a) 

age, (c) socioeconomic status, (e) housing amenity level 

score, and ( f) score of residential alignment with housing 

norms (Table 52) . A significant positive relationship was 

found to exist between child's age and preference alignment 

with housing norms (r = 0.242; p = 0.002). Generally, chil-
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TABLE 52 

Relationship between child's age, socioeconomic status, 
housing amenity level, and residential norm alignment and 
housing awareness, preference alignment with housing norms, 
housing satisfaction, and housing importance: Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficients. 

Dependent Variables 
Independent 

variables Housing Preference Hsg.Satis-
Awareness Alignment faction 

Age: 
coefficient 0.134 0.242 0.057 
probability 0.082 0.002** 0.464 

n of cases 169 169 169 
hypothesis 2.a 3.a 4.a 

Socioeconomic 
status: 
coefficient 0.008 0.133 0.357 
probability 0.951 0.312 0.005** 

n of cases 60 60 60 
hypothesis 2.c 3.c 4.c 

Housing amenity 
level: 
coefficient 0.104 0.059 0.483 
probability 0.174 0.445 0.000*** 

n of cases 172 172 172 
hypothesis 2.e 3.e 4.e 

Residential norm 
alignment: 
coefficient not 0.075 0.335 
probability tested 0.328 0.000*** 

n of cases 172 171 
hypothesis 3.f 4.f 

*significant at the 0.05 level. 
**significant at the 0.01 level. 
***significant at the 0.001 level. 

Housing 
Importance 

0.177 
0.022* 

169 
5.a 

0.258 
0.047* 

60 
5.c 

0.149 
0.052 

171 
5.e 

0.108 
0.159 

171 
5.f 
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TABLE 53 

Relationship between sex and salient housing experience 
and housing awareness, preference alignment with housing 
norms, housing satisfaction, and housing importance: 
Means and t-test statistics. 

Variable t-test Calculated 
n mean statistic probability 

level 

Housing awareness 
Sex 

male 69 29·.920 l.147 .0.253 
female 101 30.419 

Salient housing experience 
none 29 30.293 0.075 0.940 
other. 141 30.252 

Pref uence alignment 
Sez 

male 69 7.899 1.110 .0.269 
female lOJ. 8.149 

Salient housing experience 
none 29 8.172. 0.413 0.680 
other l4J. 8.050 

Housing satisfaction 
Sez 

male 69 J.3.075 -2.651 0.011* 
female 101 12.318 

Salient housing experl.ence 
none 29 12.125 1.588 0.114 
other· 141. 12.507 

Housing importance 
Sez 

male 69- 11.813 -0~14~ 0.888 
female 101. 11.n8 

Salient botilring experience 
none- 29 ll'.871 0.334 0.739 
othe 141 .. 11.771 

*significant at the 0.05 level. 
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dren' s housing preferences seem to more nearly 

cultural norms as age increases. 

I 
approximate /'J 

i I I I 

The t-test procedure was used to examine relationships 

between participants' average score for housing preference 

alignment and (b) sex and (d) salient housing experience 

(Table 53). No statistically significant relationships were 

found for these tests. As a conclusion, the following null 

sub-hypothesis was rejected; 3.a: No significant relation-

ship between children's score for alignment· of preferences 

with housing norms and age. No basis was found for rejection 

of the remaining sub-hypotheses in Hypotheses 3. 

Hypothesis 4 

There is no significant relationship between children's 
score for expressed housing satisfaction and 

(a) age, 
(b) sex, 
(c) socioeconomic status, 
(d) salient housing experience, 
(e) housing amenity level, or 
(f) residential alignment with housing norms. 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were 

calculated to examine possible relationships between the 

participants' score for housing satisfaction level and (a) 

age, (c) socioeconomic status, (e) housing amenity level 

score, and (f) score of residential alignment with housing 

norms (Table 52). Significant positive relationships were 

found to exist between housing satisfaction level and 

socioeconomic status (r = 0.357; p = 0.005), housing amenity 
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level (r = 0.483; p < 0.001), and residential alignment with 

housing norms (r = 0.335; p < 0.001). Children who were from 

higher socioeconomic status households, who had a greater 

level of housing amenities, or who lived in residences more 

highly aligned with cultural housing norms were more likely 

to have a higher calculated level of housing satisfaction. 

The t-test procedure was utilized to examine relation-

ships between participants' average score for housing satis-

faction and (b) sex and (d) salient housing experience (Table 

53). A statistically significant difference was found be-

tween the mean housing satisf'!-ction level of males and fe-

males (p = 0.011). Males tended to have greater satisfaction 

levels than did females in the study. The null sub-

hypotheses 4.b, 4.c, 4.e, and 4.f were rejected; these sub 

hypotheses were: 

4.b: No significant relationship between ~hildren's score 

for expressed housing satisfaction and sex, 

4.c: No significant relationship between children's score 

for expressed housing satisfaction and socioeconomic 

status, 

4.e: No significant relationship between children's score 

for expressed housing satisfaction and housing amenity 

level, and 

4.f: No significant re~ationship between children's score 

for expressed housing satisfaction and residential 

alignment with housing norms. 
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The remaining null sub-hypotheses, 4.a and 4.d, were not re-

jected. 

Hypothesis 5 

There is no significant relationship between children's 
score for expressed housing importance and 

(a) age, 
(b) sex, 
(c) socioeconomic status, 
(d) salient housing experience, 
(e) housing amenity level, or 
(f) residential alignment with housing norms. 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were 

calculated to examine possible relationships between the 

participants' score for housing importance and (a) age, (c) 

socioeconomic status, (e) housing amenity level score, .and 

(f) score of residential alignment with housing norms (Table 

52). Significant positive relationships were found to exist 

between housing importance level and child's age (r = 0.177; 

p = 0.022) and socioeconomic status (r = 0.258; p = 0.047). 

Children who were older and who were from higher 

socioeconomic status households were more likely to have a 

higher calculated level of housing importance. 

The t-test procedure was utilized to examine relation-

ships between the participants' average score for housinq 

importance and (b) sex and ( d) salient housing experience 

(Table 53). No statistically significant relationships were 

found as a result of these tests. The null sub-hypotheses 5.a 

and 5.c were rejected; these sub-hypotheses were: 

146 



5.a: No significant relationship between children's score 

for expressed housing importance and age, and 

5.c: No significant relationship between children's score 

for expressed housing importance and socioeconomic sta-

tus. 

The remaining null sub-hypotheses for Hypothesis 5 were not 

rejected. 

Hypothesis 6 

There are no significant interrelationships among chil-
dren's scores for housing awareness, alignment of preferences 
with housing norms, housing satisfaction, or housing impor-
tance. 

A matrix of Pearson product-moment correlation coeffi-

cients was constructed to indicate the presence of relation-

ships among the four dependent variables (Table 54). A 

significant coefficient was found to exist between housing 

satisfaction and housing importance levels (r = 0.377; p < 

0.001). The positive correlation between these variables can 

be interpreted to mean that children who have a higher level 

of housing satisfaction were more likely to accord a high 

level of importance to housing. As a result of the finding 

of a significant relationship between housing satisfaction 

and housing importance, the null hypothesis 6 of no signif-

icant interrelationships among the dependent variables was 

rejected. 
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TABLE 54 

Relationship among housing awareness, preference alignment 
with housing norms, housing satisfaction, and housing 
importance: Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficients. 

Variable Preference 
alignment 

Housing awareness 
coefficient 
probability 

n of cases 

Preference alignment 
coefficient 
probability 

n of cases 

Housing satisfaction 
coefficient 
probability 

n of cases 

0.102 
0.185 

172 

*significant at the 0.001 level. 

Housing 
satisfaction 

0.005 
0.947 

171 

0.005 
0.953 

171 

Housing 
importance 

0.112 
0.144 

171 

0.137 
0.073 

171 

0.377 
0.000* 

171 
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Discussion 

As a result of hypothesis testing, the findings can be 

reviewed in reference to previous studies and with impli-

cations for the theoretical models used as a basis for this 

study. Al though some of the findings (for example, those 

pertaining to housing satisfaction) replicate previous re-

ports, other findings or absence of findings suggest differ-

ences from the expected in housing perceptions for the 

surveyed group. 

Housing situation and amenities 

Similar to other housing studies set in Appalachia (Goss, 

1982; Montgomery and McCabe, 1973), the housing situations 

of the participants can be described as comparable with the 

nation as a whole. By and large, the children's housing 

situations were conventional and normative. They lived in 

owned, single-family stick-built or mobile/manufactured 

housing with kitchen and bathroom facilities they possessed 

basic household appliances such as a refrigerator, kitchen 

range, and television. Some of the households (14.2%) were 

crowded, having a person-per-room ratio of one or more; this 

seems to be similar to Goss' finding of ten percent crowding 

in her survey of coal miner's housing. 
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Housing awareness 

Housing awareness, as such, has not been a defined vari-

able measured in previous reports; however, the presence of 

housing opinions or attitudes has been assumed throughout the 

history of family housing research. For the purposes of this 

study, housing awareness was defined as th~_ 5r_~gp_a,l or tot_a;J,. 
'-------·---·------------------

,~oncept of housing, factual or __ :P~I".~e_; v:~(l, ___ consisting_ Q_( ___ _ 
-----------------------

knowledge, experience, and opinio~~---- Given the assumed ex-
-----------~----------- - -~--- - - --- - --·-- - -~--- --

istence of housing awareness, factors which contribute to its 

development and to its valuation were hypothesized to be 

founded in demographic and housing characteristics. No sta-

tistically significant relationships were found between the 

selected demographic and housing characteristic variables and 

housing awareness; but, from the tabulation of housing 

awareness scores, there is indication that older children 
~---......... 

(eighth grade) scored higher than younger children on the 

housing awareness measure. 

A concept of housing, )lousing awareness, exists for pre-
'-----·~···~---------- ..... ·-o---.,.-.. ~ .. ""'~··- _,.,_~, • . ., ...... ~ .. ,..,.., _ _,... ... .., ... ,_,_ •-•·•··• "•. 

and early-adolescent children as evidenced by their ability 

to state preferences and opinions, to correctly define hous-

ing terms, and to express concern regarding housing issues. 

may lack precision. The absence of statistically significant 
-~--..... -.-- -··· - -------------------·· 
findings may also have resulted from the sample size and/or 

composition; a sample with a larger number of participants, 
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children of more diverse housing experience, or a greater 

range of respondents could yield more definite findings. 

Housing preferences · Normative housing preferences were held 

by the children. The children expressed preferences for 

ownership, single-family structures, neighborhood homogene-

ity, suburban location, and conventional housing forms. The 

content of these preferences are nearly identical to findings 

of other researchers (i.e., Thornburg, 1975; Memken and 

Morris, 1983; Hinshaw and Allott, 1972; McCray and Day, 1977; 

Montgomery and McCabe, 1973). Generally, these stated pref-

erences support the contention of housing researchers and 

authors that cultural norms prescribe ideals for housing 

situation (Morris and Winter, 1978; Tremblay, 198la; Dillman, 

Dillman, and Schwalbe, 1980). Further, al though some prac-

tical adaptations of individual preferences may occur such 

as interest in and use of non-normative (energy-conservation) 

housing, there is likely to be little apparent change in the 

housing norms or preferences of rising groups of housing 

consumers (Hinshaw and Allott, 1972; Hohln, 1983). 

Specifically, a number of statistically significant 

findings strengthen the theorized contribution of demography, 

culture, and housing characteristics toward housing prefer-

ences. Reviewing individual preferences, children in house-

holds having a higher level of housing amenities or having 

greater housing experience were __ ~o_::.~.-~.!:-_l:t~-~_¥ __ ~o state a pref-
-----·-· • ~- -• ~ •. __ ··~-· "••••·-··-•_,. __ ...,M ... ,,.,...,,,_._ 
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erence for homogeneous neighbo!.~<:?.~ds. Their current housing 
----~.---·-------- ----- -

location was directly related to expressed preference for 

housing location. With increasing age, children expressed 

greater preference fc.;>r conventionality of housing f~~m-~ __ )\nd, 
'<.._·-----------··•·•·-·--~·•-•"•-·-·• _._ '••' .•••"-" ·-·•r• ----·-·-···· -.--·•• ···•••• ••···~ 

with increasing age, children's overall preference alignment 

with housing norms more closely followed cultural ideals. 

Such adherence to recognized cultural norms is not surprising 

even though the survey participants were young. Given the 

traditional preferences held by this age group, to effect 

change in preference content, increased experience and/or 

education may be most likely to produce a greater willingness 

to consider non-normative housing choices. 

Housing satisfaction 

Housing satisfaction was found to exist for approximately 

85 percent of the children; high overall rates of satisfac-

tion have been found by other researchers (Hanna and 

Lindamood, 1981; Feild, 1975; Stewart and McKown, 1977). It 

is particularly important to state that although overall 

housing satisfaction exists, individual feature dissatis-

factions also exist (Goss, 1982; Gruber, Shelton and Godwin, 

1983). For 20 percent or more of the participating children, 

locational aspects of housing such as nearness to stores, 

friends/relatives, or things to do were dissatisfying, Goss 

similarly identified dissatisfaction with community charac-

teristics in her survey of Appalachian residents. 
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...... ··~~.~ 

-,~\ 

The variables of /most importanc,..e in regard to housing 
{ _.-· \~ ______ ,,....,,. 

satisfaction consisted o-r-·so"c'foeconomic status, residential 

alignment with housing norms, and level of housing amenity. 

Specifically, housing sati_9-.f.action was greater for children _______ . _________ ........ -· 

of higher socioeconomic status, who were females, who lived 
....... _....--... ------------:-------·-............. -... .,~.---.·-· ........ ---~-::: 

in residences more closely aligning with cultural norms, and 

who had a greater level of housing amenity. 

Housing importance 

Housing importance, as a variable of study, is considered 

to contribute an interpretatory aspect to measures of housing 

satisfaction (Morris and Winter, 1977) and at least two re-

cent research reports (Goss, 1982; Spaid, 1983) have been 

based upon this contention. From the statistical testing of 

the data in this survey, housing importance was significantly 

related to housing satisfaction. No such interrelationship 

with or among the other dependent measures of housing aware-

ness and preference alignment was found to exist. 

The saliency of housing to the surveyed age group may 

have been less than that of older groups. Nearly 21 percent 

of the children rated housing as very unimportant; however, 

scores for housing importance level differed little from the 

parallel housing satisfaction scores. Stoeckler (1980) found 

that approximately 26 percent of her respondents indicated 

low housing importance (unimportant). She suggested that the 

most affluent (housing successful) of her respondents had 
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other goals of pertinence since they (the respondents) had 

already accomplished housing goals. 

From this survey of children, statistically significant 

relationships were found to exist between housing importance 

and age and socioeconomic status. Older children and those 

with a higher status score were more likely to have a higher 

importance score for housing. There was also some indication 

(although not statistically significant) that higher amenity 

levels in housing may be associated with greater attributed 

importance. 

The role of housing importance is not clear from the 

limited interpretation of the data; but, it can be noted that 

children indicated that a number of the locational charac-

teristics with which they were dissatisfied were also unim-

portant. From Goss' (1982) stµdy, adults tended to rate 

community (locational) characteristics as more important than 

housing (unit) characteristics. Perhaps, the presence of or 

attribution of housing importance changes as children age. 

It is also possible that the recognition of importance 

changes; although nearly 21 percent children ranked housing 

as·very unimportant, housing importance scores were not low. 

Summary 

The children tended to evaluate conventional housing 

structure types in terms of privacy and space. They also 
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expressed concern regarding cost/economy of housing and 

quality of housing (need for repair or modernization). The 

students, especially younger ones, indicated some willingness 

to experience non-conventional housing alternatives; how-

ever, reference to 'family appropriateness' resulted in def-

inite normative preferences and perceptions for housing 

structure, tenure, location, and neighborhood homogeneity. 

Although housing was not necessarily very important to 

all of the students, they were aware of it in terms of know-

ledge, opinions, and evaluation. Housing was rated as more 

important by older students and the older the child the 

greater the housing awareness.. As age increased, there was 

also greater adherence to cultural housing norms both in 

current residential structure and in housing preferences. 

Children were generally satisfied with their housing; how-

ever, community characteristics were more often identified 

as less pleasing than structural characteristics. 

Children who lived in households with a higher amenities 

score and whose actual housing situation aligned more closely 

with cultural norms reported greater housing satisfaction. 

Level of housing amenj.ties was also associated with a pref-

erence for neighborhood homogeneity. Children with greater 

housing experience (recall of other housing units/locations) 

also expressed preference for homogeneity. Preference for 

housing location was associated. with the child's current 

housing location; children tended to prefer the location type 
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they currently experienced. Of the hypothesized interre-

lationships among the dependent housing variables, the only 

statistically significant association found to exist was be-

tween housing satisfaction and housing importance. 
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following chapter reviews the purposes and findings 

of the survey, then explores some general conclusions re-

sulting from descriptive data as well as the statistical an-

alyses. Finally, recommendations are given in regard to 

housing education and in reference to refining and expanding 

future investigations of children as housing consumers. 

summary 

The stated purposes of the investigation were to iden- \ 
i 

tify housing awareness, housing preferences, housing satis-

faction, and importance of housing as concepts held by pre-

and early-adolescent children, 11 to 14 years of age, and to 

explore demographic, housing, and cultural variables in pos-

sible relation to the identified housing concepts. As sixth, 

seventh, and eighth grade students, 172 children from two 

rural Appalachian (Kentucky) schools contributed data re-

garding their housing perceptions, individual housing situ-

ations, and household backgrounds. 

The participants ranged in age from 11 to 14 years, 

consisted of more females (59%) than males, and lived in nu-

clear, two-parent, two- or three-child families. The great-

est portion of fathers ( 37. 3%) worked in coal-related or 
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operative occupations; 18 percent of fathers were employed 

at professional or technical levels. About 49 percent of the 

mothers were described as homemakers. Overall, 75 percent 

of the students rated their families as average in 

welloffness while one percent thought their families were 

less welloff than others. 

Children stated their families owned their housing (83%) 

which was single-family conventional houses (75%) or 

mobile/manufactured housing (23%). Mean number of rooms per 

dwelling was just over six and the average number of persons 

per household was estimated as 4.3 persons. Seventy percent 

of the participants had private bedrooms; 86 percent of stu-

dents responded that their homes had adequate space. 

Variation in housing knowledge and perceptions was found 

among the participating students with generally older (eighth 

grade) students exhibiting more normative or conventional 

housing behaviors. For example, eighth graders' residences 

and preferences aligned more closely with cultural housing 

norms than did those of the younger participants. Seventh 

grade students reported a lower level of housing amenities 

in comparison with the other two grade levels, yet, were not 

more likely to express low satisfaction. 
\ '<""-· l.··/··~-\ 

\ ;;< \ ·, \In: reference to housing awareness, the older students 
~·v\ '.. .i 

scored highest on the awareness measure. over 40 percent of. 

the children said they had given thought to their future 

housing. Privacy and spatial adequacy were the two most 
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frequently mentioned concerns in reference to housing types; 

these two factors were especially prominent in the students' 

dislikes of multi-family and manufactured housing. Similar 

to adult perception, the children identified the costs of 

housing and quality levels as priority issues. 

Specific knowledge of selected housing terms increased 

with grade; additionally the belief that the terms house and 

home were synonomous was more prevalent with the higher 

grades. Willingness to accept energy conservative housing 

alternatives was greater for solar housing than for earth-

shel tered housing, and, of the three grades, sixth grade 

students expressed the greatest willingness to try the inno-

vative housing. This finding supports the generalization 

that the older the child, the greater the adherence or pref-

erence for more traditional housing behaviors. Justifica-

tions for non-willingness to accept energy alternative 

housing were sometimes based on false assumptions resulting 

from inexperience or lack of understanding regarding safety 

and design aesthetics. 

The students reported preferences for home ownership, 

single-family, detached houses, and a suburban or rural, 

non-farm location. They also tended to state a preference for 

neighborhood homogeneity where families were similar to their 

own. These preferences can be seen to replicate the accepted 

cultural housing norms for tenure, structural style, lo-

cation, and homogeneity. A derived measure of preference 
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alignment with housinq norms indicated that the older chil-

dren had more normative preferences. One variation from the 

expected occurred in students' rankinq of the four housinq 

types. While sinqle-family detached houses and manufactured 

housinq were ranked one and two, re spec ti vely, in terms of 

suitability for families, children ranked apartments and 

townhouses as nearly equal in suitability for family livinq. 

The participants expressed satisfaction with most of the 

selected structural features; however, they were often un-

happy with community descriptions such as neiqhbors, neiqh-

borhood, and location near friends, stores, or activities. 

Nearly fifteen percent of the students said they were dis-

satisfied with housinq overall; these students were more 

frequently sixth qraders. In a forced move, 23 percent of 

participants stated they would choose to move out of state. 

They felt that qreater opportunities and new experiences ex-

isted in more distant locations. In the overall satisfaction 

score, eiqhth qrade students expressed low or hiqh satisfac-

tion, seventh qraders scored hiqhest in satisfaction, and 

sixth qraders scored moderate satisfaction levels. In ref-

erence to the importance attributed to housinq, eiqhth qrad-

ers accorded qreatest importance to housinq. Locational 

characteristics were qenerally attributed to be of less im-

portance by the students while housinq unit features such as 

safety, space, and size were of qreat importance. 
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Of the demographic characteristics investigated, age was 

the variable most frequently found to be associated with de-

pendent housing concepts in the hypothesized statements. 

Increasing age was statistically related to increasing 

conventionality in preference for housing alternatives, in-

creasing alignment of expressed housing preferences with 

cultural norms, and greater importance attributed to housing. 

Gender was found to be associated with housing satisfaction; 

boys indicated greater satisfaction than girls. 

Socioeconomic status was found to be positively related to a 

preference for neighborhood homogeneity, level of satisfac-

tion, and importance attributed to housing. 

Of the experimental housing characteristics, level of 

housing amenities, housing experience, and current housing 

location were found to be associated with the dependent var-

iables of the hypotheses. Children who had a higher amen-

ities score were more likely to state a preference for 

neighborhood homogeneity and to report higher housing satis-

faction. The stated preference for neighborhood homogeneity 

was also more common for children with greater housing expe-

rience (recall of their housing units). Children tended to 

express a preference for housing location matching their 

current housing location. 

The cultural variable, represented by scored residential 

alignment with housing norms, was found to be specifically 

related to housing satisfaction. Children whose actual 
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housing situation aligned more closely with cultural norms 

reported greater housing satisfaction. Of the hypothesized 

interrelationships among the dependent variables of housing 

·awareness, housing preferences, housing satisfaction, and 

housing importance, a significant relationship was found to 

exist between housing satisfaction and housing importance. 

Conclusions 

Housing is not only a basic need but is also accorded a 

major responsibility for adult household members to provide 

for younger members. While children may have little input 

to family housing decisions, the situations or units experi-

enced create lasting impressions upon them. By middle 

childhood, the child utilizes the home as a base in which and 

from which activity occurs. Whether the home encourages 

positive experiences, or acts to constrain enjoyment, each 

situation experienced, as well as adult housing behaviors 

observed, contribute a reference for the child's future 

housing behavior. 

The surveyed students expressed preferences and evalu-

ations of housing which evidenced acculturation to the Amer-

ican housing dream of owning a conventional, single-family 

house placed upon private surrounding land. Housing was not 

an elemental concern but its importance was generally recog-

nized. From the reported data of housing amenity, it seemed 
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clear that their housing situations exceeded bare necessity 

to the point of affluence in some cases. In fact, there was 

a general perception of housing as given or secure. Those 

students affected by flooding or who knew personally such 

families did make reference to housing safety concerns. 

Limitations in housing availability, technology, and 

land availability also may affect the housing opportunity of 

families. For example, much of the land is owned and passed 

through established family lines rather than openely marketed 

for sale. While the severe 1984 flood dramatized the flood-

ing problem, families return to the same housing site after 

each yearly episode. 

Children's housing attitudes were found to be similar 

to those of adults, in other research reports especially in 

perceptions of multi-family housing as inappropriate for 

families and in their hesitance to accept non-conventional 

housing forms. Such statements seem to be made independently 

of any actual experience_ and might have been based on aware-

ness of parental attitudes or upon the child's personal 

judgment. Regardless of the origin of such beliefs, most of 

the children were prepared to offer support for his or her 

position. Occasionally, the rationale given was founded on 

erroneous perceptions but were still astute in content. No 

apparent variation in desires for housing was revealed from 

normative values; the degree of assimilation for norms in-
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creased with age but even the youngest students were conven-

tional in preferences. 

Not only did preferences mimic the accepted housing 

norms but actual housing situations of children also closely 

followed normative prescriptions. The bulk of housing units 

was comparable in quality and arneni ty to the region as a 

whole; in fact, children depicted their housing as superior 

to that of the country as a whole. This may have been due 

to the life cycle stage of the participants and their house-

holds. Young child-rearing families could be expected to 

reside in newer housing, have a high ownership incidence, and 

possess relatively up-to-date facilities whereas Bureau of 

Census statistics for the county more closely reflect the 

wider population including older households who may not pos-

sess newer technology in their dwellings. 

Children recognized basic social concerns for housing 

such as quality, safety, affordability, and adequacy, yet 

they also indicated more pertinent personal desires in hous-

ing such as expression of individual interests and desire for 

status and luxury items. The rating of housing satisfactions 

in reference to specific characteristics strengthen the im-

pression of children's concern for social contact, community 

facilities, and the yearn to increase enjoyment. As children 

age, particularly during the early adolescent years, their 

near environment rapidly expands through socialization, in-

creased independence, and greater personal responsibility. 
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The finding of some extreme dissatisfaction with and low im-

portance attributed to certain housing characteristics could 

imply a number of long-term effects such as potential out-

migration from the area, denial of housing dissatisfaction 

from apathy in the poverty cycle, or ineffectual housing 

choices resulting from limited availability of housing 

options. 

Some of the children who participated in the survey were 

unique in that they had ~~_rmal housing educat~g-~ __ _!:h.;-_ough an 
- ----.----··---------

industrial arts course in house design. Some children indi-
~---·-·-··-··---.............. ·-··-··- -··---·-·····---.--.---

ca tea· having thought about their eventual housing; others had 
,-· 

read or assisted with housing construction. Despite the 
---------- ~ 

overall-pr;~alence of convent,ioiial-·--a-tt::rfud.~S', a portion of 

the children were open to innovative housing options. Fur-

ther, a number of students possessed false impressions re-

garding housing. In light of these findings, an openness to 

housing education, if not a welcoming audience, exists in 

this age group. Given the probable future of housing costs 

and availability of technology, education regarding housing 

may become a need rather than a nicety. 

Recommendations 

As a result of the findings reported from this survey 

of pre- and early-adolescent children, four recommendations 

are made. First, it is recommended that there is a need for 
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';J I }:~:~'· / t 1~1-!J). 
/ -~"> \i .. 
t i' 

I 
greater attention to the.I child, at /// .\ 

consumer (Williams and(stifh, 1980). 
'······-···-"' 

all ages, as a housing 

While housing percep-

tions and housing feature importance differ with age and 

other demographic descrip:t:ors of children, the major criteria 
.( 

/ ' 
at each ~tage is one ofii-- spad1e--beginning with space for fam-

~----·--·····-······ ... \,_ .... ·-···---1. ... 
ily and persona-1 possession:·~ of the child, space for toys, 

then space for privacy, space for romping, sulking, social-

izing, and studying as the child develops. Further, when 

housing is not planned with children in mind, it can be ex-. 

pected that conflicts of children with.housing will contrib-

ute to familial conflicts (Gries and Ford, 1932) . Children 
.. ... _, •.. _., .• ..- ... - •"·-~-·V•r..._._.. _____ ,.,_, -. . .... - .................. ~-·-

may experience more conflict with siblings and with parents; 

eventually, children may seek to escape outside of the 

dwelling for fun or activity. 

The second recommendation is that\ housing education 
'-·-··-•••-••~r·--·-·-·- ·•-•""'··-· •··-•<-• ...... _,_ ••~··..-.-•-.•- .-.• ,,_,,.,__..-.• 

could benefit the general public even as early as pre-
··..,--:·.-::------ ~-------.. ·---~----.. --.-
adolescence. By this time, cultural norms have already been 

assimulated into personal preferences but openness t~ housing 

information still exists largely through an innovations ap-

peal. False impressions held by children regarding housing 

options could be dispelled and acceptance of housing options 

encouraged in simple presentations featuring factual de-

pictions of various housing alternatives and technologies. 

To accomplish this goal, it may be most feasible to provide 

special or extra-curricula programs through 4-H/Cooperative 

Extension Services and organizations such as Scouts. 
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Two final recommendations are tendered in reference to 

further investigation of housing perceptions held by chil-

dren. Refinement and development of information-gathering 

efforts pertaining to children's housing perceptions is de-

sired along with replication of the study utilizing other 

populations of children to expand knowledge of their housing 

beliefs. 

The questionnaire developed for use in the survey cov-

ered a vast amount of information and required lengthy con-

centration by the participants. Such concentration was 
----------~ ----- ·-·--~~ ~-. 

likely tiring and may have been discouraging to the children. 
'"-·, ·'''' 

The use of an introductory slide presentation was invaluable; 

improvement of slide photographs and expanded discussion 

along with division of data collecting into three or four 

sessions might give more consistent and in-depth information. 

This presentation could be adap~ed for instructional or in-

formational use. of children's work also seems a priority 

as some students attempted to question others during the 

survey period. Such lack of privacy could have created dis-

comfort for respondents if they were unhappy with housing or 

if they held non-conventional preferences. 

As an isolated investigation of students in one school 

system, the survey findings may have limited extrapolation 

to other children. Replication of the study with other 

groups of children in various locations would lend credence 

as well as refined, supplemental data pertaining to children 
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. as housing consumers. Such data seeking sessions could be 

coordinated with housing lessons for children to both educate 

and encourage information-seeking regarding housing options 

and choices. As a final statement, the value of sue~ ex-

panded knowledge would lie in the potential importance of 

understanding housing perceptions held. by children and in 

promoting acceptance of newer housing technologies through 

education focusing on both expanding awareness and also en-

couraging planned consumer decisions. 
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Survey Instrument 

CODE ___ _ 

HOUSING 
Part I: Housing Types, Terms, and Preferences 
Answer the following questions based on your knowledge and opinions of housing. 
Be s~re to read the instructions for each question carefully. Remember to ask 

/help if you do not understand a question. 
Wha.t do you think you would LIKE and DISLIKE about living in each of the four 

ousing structure types shown in the slides? If you do not know or can not 
hink of an answer, please put DON'T KNOW in the blank. 
I 

~~1 Single-family, detached house · 
/'-

DISLIKE'-----------------------------

\b)'Mobile/Manufactured housing 
't<,_ 

LIKE'-----------------------------

DISLIKE 

~ Apartment 
I , 

LIKE 

DISLIKE 

'<;? Townhouse 
/ ', 

LIKE 

DISLIKE 

r;:\ Number the housing structure types according to which you think.are better 
\_) for families. The one you think is best shoula be numbered 1, the next best 

2, and the one you think is least suited for families should be 4. 
__ Single-family, detached house 

Mobile/Manf actured housing 
-- Apartment 
-- Townhouse 
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/ 2 
The following items are some things other people think might be problems 
ith housing. Tell me if you think these are problems by circling the 

word which agrees with your opinion. 
Not A A Small A Big Don't 
Problem Problem Problem Know 

A. energy used in housing NOT SMALL BIG DK 
B. money needed to buy or 

rent housing NOT SMALL BIG DK 
C. money needed to run a 

house (heat, electric, etc.) NOT SMALL BIG DK 
D. number of houses available 

for people •• NOT SMALL BIG DK 
E. houses which are in bad 

condition or need repair NOT SMALL BIG DK 
F. enough space· or land to 

build. housing • • • • NOT SMALL BIG DK 
Is there any other thing you think might be a problem with housing? If so, 
tell me what and indiciate whether you think it is a big or sina11 problem. 

G·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

~-";ck the problem you think is the greatest one for· families and write the 
~tter of that problem·in the blank. 
Y Here are some housing words and defini~ y.au might know. Match the words 
C'....and definitions by putting the number ·of the definition you think is correct 

in the. blank before each word. 
WORDS 
__ C~OMINilJM 

__ DUPLEX 

__ MORTGAGE 

__ PuBLIC HOUSING 

__ RENT 

__ SOLAR ENERGY 

__ SUBURB 

DEFINITIONS 
1. payment· by:·a ... family .. to live in or use a-..place. ta 

live ... which they. da:.not oWn and are not ·buying. 
2. an agreement where a .. famµy-.. pw:cbases a .. housing 

. unit by paying an amount of money every month for 
for· a number of years. 

3. ,power or heat which is created from the sun's rays. 
4. an area consisting mainly of neighborhoods and 

family housing which is near cir at the edge of a 
city. 

5. a multi-family building where each housing unit 
is owned by a different family. 

6. housing provided fo~ low-income families as a 
result of government help. 

7. house type with two separate ~ts; two ·families 
would live in the building in·different units. 

a. traditional ownership of housing where the family 
has complete title to the housing unit and its 
surrounding land. 
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6. The meaning of the words, "house" and "home" are: 

THE SAME 
DIFFERENT 

7. If different, write out a short meaning for these words. 

~~the next few questions, 
'JI prefer to: 

check the answer with which you most agree. 

OWN A HOME 
RENT A HOME 

prefer to live: 
ON A FARM IN THE COUNTRY ;{3'-

--IN THE COUNTRY, BUT NOT ON A FARM~ 
--IN A SMALL TOWN 
--NEAR. A CITY 

IN A CITY 
,-i~J I prefer to live in a: 
~ SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING STRUCTURE 

MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING STRUCTURE 

fh] I prefer to live in a neighborhood where V ABOUT THE SAME AS MY FAMILY 
DIFFER.ENT.FROM MY FAMILY 

the other familie~ 

12. Some houses are built into the ground or CDvered with earth after construction. 
These houses are called "earth-sheltered house&." Do you think you would like 
to live in an earth-sheltered house? 

YES 
NO 

Why? ------------------------------------------------------~ 

13. Some houses are built so that they use energy or warmth from the sun to heat 
the house and water used by.the family. Do you think you would like to live 
in a house which uses the sun's energy? 

__ YES 
__ NO 
Why? ________________________________________________________ ____ 
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14. Have you ever thought about the house you would like to have in the future? 
NO, NOT AT ALL 

--YES, SOME 
YES, OFTEN 

15. Have you ever read or studied about housing? 
NO 

--YES 
--(If yes, when or where? 

-----~~--~~~--~-~~--
Thank you for answering these questions about housing. You have now completed 
Part I. Part II asks you to tell about the housing unit you and your family have. 
Part II: My House 
You have told·me what you think about housing in general. Now answer the following 
questions which ask for information about your housing. Check the correct answer. 
~Does your family own or rent your housing? 

-~ 6() 
--RECEIVE FOR. SER.VICES 
--NOT SURE 

~Whi~ousing structure type would you say your house ;is? 
SINGLE-FAMILY, DETACHED HOUSE 

--MOBILE/MANUFACTURED HOUSING >'JI~~, 
--APARTMENT L..!.)7 
--TOWNHOUSE 

OTHER. (Please describe; __________________ . 

3. Do you remember living in- other housing units? 
NO 

--YES 
--(If yes, how many others do you remember? 

What. stl:Ucture types, other than the type"'"'YQU""now live in,. do you 
remember living in? ) 

~ow long have you lived in the housing·_ unit· where you live now? 
L/- LESS THAN SIX. MONTHS . 

--SIX MONTHS TO A YEAR (--;);~ 
--MORE THAN ONE YEAR. BUT LESS. THAN TWO YEARS t...J,:3--" 
--TWO. YEARS OR. MORE 

/~-')How -:::id you describe where·your housing unit is located?· V' A FARM IN THE COUNTRY . 
--IN THE· COUNTRY, NOT ON A FARM 4Gf\ 
--IN A SMALL TOWN CY 
--NEAR A CITY 

IN A'CITY 
6. Which of the following rooms do you have in your housing unit? Put a check 

by each room you have. If there is more than 1 of a room, put the number 
of rooms you have in the blank (for example, 3 BEDROOM) • · () 

. LIVING" ROOM LADNDRY /UTILITYiaOM / 
--KITCHEN --LIBRARY /DEN / 
--DINING ROOM --BEDROOM 
--FAMILY ROOM BATHROOM OTHER (What? _________________________________________ _ 
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7. Do you have your own bedroom or do you share with someone else? 

MY OWN ROOM 
--SHARE A BEDROOM 
--(If you share, with how many people do you share? 

How old are they? l) 2) 3) --
What relation are they to you? l) -- 2) 
'3) ) (Y Is ther~~ough space and are there enough rooms in your housing unit? 

NO 
--(If no, what other space/room. is needed?-----------· 

9. When you are home and want privacy or to be alone, where do you go? 

10. Do you feel safe at home? 
NO 
YES 

11. Does your family's housing unit have: (circle the correct answer) 
YES NO Don't 

Know 

swmming pool • . y N DK 
yard . . . y N DK 
wood or coal stove y N DK 
fireplace • . . y N DK 
garage or carport • y N DK 
storm windows/doors y N DK. 
carpet or room-size rugs y N DK 
air conditioning • y N DK. 
kitchen range or stove • y N DK 
refrigerator y N DK 
dishwasher y N DK 
clothes washer y N DK 
clothes dryer • . y N DK 
garbage (food) disposer , y N DK 
trash COlll!?actor y N DK 

· vacuum cleaner y N DK 
sewing machine y N DK 
mic.rowave oven • y N DK. 
television. ' . ' , y N DK 

if yes, how many? _ 
telephone • . . . . y N DK 

if yes, how many? _ 
Thank you for telling me about your housing. This ends Part II. Part III 
asks you to tell how satisfied you are with your housing and how important 
you think housing is. 
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Part III: Housing Satisfaction and Importance 

~ The following are some features of houses. Think about your house and 
rate, .how satisfied you are with each item as it describes your housing 
unit. ~ the answer which. tells how satisfied you are. 

VERY NOT VERY 
DISSATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED 

{A? type of house. • • • VDS NS s 
@::! size of house(indoor space) VDS NS s 

tJ;f< yard/outdoor space • VDS NS s 
~ kitchen ••••• VDS NS s 
~ number of bedrooms VDS NS s 
~ closets/storage space VDS NS s r=«ure ........... VDS NS s 

appliances • • • • • • • • • • • VDS NS s 
space for family to be together VDS NS s 
space to entertain friends • • • VDS NS s 

~ space for play • • • • • • • • • VDS NS s 
way house looks inside • • • • • VDS NS s 

~ way house looks outside • • • • VDS NS s 
~ warmth of house VDS NS s 
~ lighting of house VDS • NS s 

·• amount of noise VDS NS s 
;Q. how comfortable the house is VDS NS s 
)t~ privacy of house • • • • • • VDS NS s 
1'5'~ safety. from burglars/thieves VDS NS s 
.L.~ location near friends/relatives VDS NS s 

'JU'. location near stores • • • • • • VDS NS s . ?t: location near things to do ·• VDS NS . s 
~~ neighborhood (way it looks) VDS NS , s • 

,, neighbors • • • • • • • • • • VDS NS • s 
Is t:here anything not mentioned above that you like very much. or are very 
satisfied with about your housing1 

VS 
VS 
VS 
VS 
VS 
VS 
vs 
VS 
VS 
VS 
vs 
vs 
VS 
vs 
VS 
vs 
VS 
VS 
VS 
VS 
vs 
VS 
vs 
VS 

2. From the .cthings listed in number 1, with which three are you most satisfied? 
Write the letters for those features.in the following blanks. 

3. From the things listed in lllllllber l, with which three are you least satisfied? 
Write the letters for those features in the following blanks. 

/z;:j ;:;-you~ about your housing unit in general, how satisfied are you? 
V VERY DISSATISFIED 

--NOT SAT'.ISFIEI>~ (3);_ 
--SATSIFED 1 "J 

VERY SATISFIED 
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G) In number l of this part, you told how satisfied you were with certain 

features of your housing unit. Now tell me how important you think. these 
features are in relation to housing. Circle the answer which tells how 
important you think. each feature is. ---

VERY NOT VERY 
UNIMPORTANT Il!PORTANT Il!PORTANT Il!PORTANT 

:Ar. type of house • • • • ~ e,.. size of house (indoor space) 
«;_) yard/outdoor space • 
D. kitchen • • • 
E. number of bedrooms 
F. closets/storage space 
G. furniture • • . • • 
H. appliances • • 
I. space for family to be together 
J. space to entertain f~iends 
K. space for play 

<Cl way house looks inside 
@. way house looks outside 

N. warmth of house • .• • 
O. lighting of house • • 
P. amount of noise • • 
Q. how comfortable the house is 
R. privacy of house 
S. safety from burglars/thieves • 
T. location near friends/relatives 
U. location near stores 
V. location near things to do 
W. neighborhood (way it looks) 
X. neighbors • • • • • 

VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI 
VUI • 
Vllt 
VUI 
VUI 

NI 
NI 
NI 
NI 
NI 
NI • 
NI 
NI 
NI 
NI 
NI 
NI 
NI 
NI 
NI 

. NI 
NI 
NI 
NI 
NI 
NI • 
NI • 
NI 
NI 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 

• VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 
VI 

Is there anything not mentioned above that you think. is important about housing? 

i_. From the things listed in number 5, ~hich three do you think. are most 
important? Write the letters for those features in the following blanks. 

¥-~ l'he ~gs listed in number 5, which three do you think. are least 
important? Write the letters for those features in the following blanks. 

CY When you~ a~housing in general, how important is your housing to you-? 
VERY UNIMPORTANT 

--NOT Dn'ORTANT ®"11 T\ 
--Il!PORTANT I \tfl 

VERY Il!PORTANT 
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~ If you could change your housing in any way, what would you do? Why? 

A. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

B. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Because'--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

c. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
C'\ Because'--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
(i_QJ If you had to move, where would you like to go? 

ANOTHER HOUSE IN MY NEIGHBORHOOD 
--DIFFERENT NEIGHBORHOOD IN THIS TOWN OR COUNTY 
--DIFFER.ENT TOWN OR COUNTY IN THIS STATE 
--DIFFERENT STATE 

DIFFERENT COUNTRY 

Why? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
You have now completed the third part. The last part, Part IV, asks you to tell 
about yourself and your family. 
Part IV: Me and My Family 

Describe yourself and your family by answering the following questions. If you 
feel any question.is too personal, you may omit it. Please write OMIT by any 
question you leave out. 
1, .J Which are you? 
. FEMALE 

MALE 

c~ How old are you? 
YEARS 

Q:)When were you born? 
Month Day __ Year 

(4.) Which are you? 
L/ BLACK/ AFRO-AHERICAN 

--WHITE/CAUcAsIAN 
--HISPANIC 
--ORIENTAL 
--AMERICAN INDIAN 

OTHER (What?~--------~ 
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'i In your family, which child are you? 
ONLY CHILD 

--OLDEST CHILD 
--YOUNGEST CHILD 

9 

MIDDLE CHILD (there are children older and younger than you) 
If you are a MIDDLE CHILD, how many older children are there 
in your family? !low many younger children? ) S !low many people live in your house? (Count yourself.-)--

~ Who lives in your house? Put a check by each person who lives in your 
house. If there is more than one who fits the category, put the number 
of people (for example, _2_ SISTER if you have two sisters living at 
home). 

MYSELF 
--MOTHER/STEPMOTHER 
--FATHER/STEPFATHER 
--SISTER/STEPSISTER 
--BROTHER/STEPBROTHER 
--OTHER (if others, who? 

';,( ~n canparison with other fmaili-·-e-s-.-how--wo-ul_d_y_ou--des_c_r_i_b_e_y-our--f-ami-· ly? 
µ LESS WELL-OFF 

--ABOUT AVERAGE 
MORE WELL-OFF 

The last three questions ask for information about your mother and father. 
If you do not live with your parents, but live in a household with some 
other adult, answer the question for those adults who live in your household. 
Write in who the person is. For example, if you live with your mother and 
stepfather, answer questions 10 and 11 for your mother and questions 9 and 11 
for your stepfather. Write STEP above the word father in numbers 9 and 11. 
~k: for help if you are not sure what to do. 

>9. What type of work does your father do? Describe what he does, not where 
' "-he works. 

What"type of work does your mother do? Describe what she does, not where 
she works. 

~· Put a check by the answer which most nearly describes 
your mother and father have. 
FATHER MOTHER EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

LESS THAN HIGH SCHOOL 
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE 

the level of education 

VOCATIONAL, TRADE OR BUSINESS SCHOOL 
SOME COLLEGE 
COLLEGE DEGREE 
MASTER' S DEGREE OR FIFTR YEAR 
PH.D., M.DR. Oil OTHER ADVANCED DEGREE 
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Is there anything else you would like to tell ma about yourself, your home, or 
housing in general? 
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Presentation Preceding Data Collection 

Hello, my name is Gwendolyn Brewer. I am a student at 
Virginia Tech in Blacksburg, Virginia and am interested in 
people, their homes, and why people like or what they think 
about different types of houses. Today, I would like to show 
you some slides about housing which may start you thinking 
about your home or houses you have seen. After we see the 
slides, there is a questionnaire on housing opinions for you 
to complete. I appreciate very much the thoughts you can 
share by answering these questions. 

The Slides 

1. Quilt 

2. White/Black House 

Almost everyone has a home. 

In fact, the word, 'home' probably brings 
a definite picture of some house 

3. Blacksburg Street 

4. Carolyn's House 

5. Small White House 

6. Older family 

7. Castle 

8. Pillow 

9. Children 

or place to your mind. 

But, have you ever thought about your 
house 

or other people's houses and 

if they are important in your life? Or 
perhaps why they are important? 

You may have heard, "a man's home is his 
castle," 

or seen the saying,"Home Sweet Home." 

From studies about housing, we know that 
having a place to live is a need people 
have 

10. Idealistic print 
it is considered necessary. 
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11. Mountain family 
But why do people need homes? There's no 
absolute answer but 

12. House with Light 

13. Donna's house 

think for a moment what your home means 
to you and your family. 

Is home where you have your bed, your 
clothes, your Michael Jackson poster, or 
your sister? 

14. Boys and Mobile Home 

15. Sunshine - dog 

16. Green house 

17. Chicken House 

18. Pale blue house 
19. Shack 

20:-·2-chimney-house 

Do you feel safe, secure, or happy at 
home? 

Is home the place you go when there's no 
place else to go and they have to take 
you in? 

Even though we all seem to have some kind 
of home, the actual housing unit you and 
your family 

have is probably a little different from 
the house of anyone else you know. 

Just driving down the road, you can see 
differences in the way houses look. 

21. Contemporary, split-level 

22. Mobile home 

For the most part, the houses you have 
seen can be divided into four housing 
structure types. The structure types of 
houses are: 

single-family, detached houses, 

mobile/manufactured housing. 

23. Apartment buildings 
apartments, and 

24. Townhouses 
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25. New wood house 

26. Manigault house 
27. Victorian house 

28. Solar wood house 

29. Dark wood house 

townhouses. 

Single family detached houses are built 
for one family to live in. That's what 
single-family means. The house sits in 
the middle of a lot or piece of land --
detached from any other house. The family 
that lives in the house uses all the 
space inside the house and also uses the 
yard as their personal space. 

Even though all of these are single-
family, detached houses, the design or 
architecture of the housing unit, the 
outside appearance, may vary from very 
old and traditional 

to modern ... 

or contemporary 

30. Federal/Georgian 
31. Dome 
32. Modern Teepee 

to .... well, almost anything you might 
like. 

33. Martin Mobile Home 

34. Wyth.eville house 
35. Wytheville house 

36. Factory site 

Mobile or manufactured housing units are 
also built for a single family, but they 
are typically shaped like long, slender 
rectangles. 

Most single-family houses are built on 
the site where they will sit, 

but mobile and manufactured housing 
uni ts are constructed in factories on 
assembly lines much the same as an auto-
mobile. 

37. Cardinal Homes Sign 
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38. House Set-up 

39. 3 Mobile Homes 
40. Blue mobile heme 

You shop for mobile and manufactured 
houses at a dealer and then have the unit 
you select moved to 

the site where you want to live -- a mo-
bile home park or to your own land. Since 
these houses are moved by tractor trailer 
trucks, their shape must be long and 
rectangular. However, two or more units 
may be placed together for a housing unit 
which looks like a single family, de-
tached house. 

41. Small, white mobile home 

42. Townhouse 
43. Townhouse 

44. Large Apartment 

In the past, mobile hanes were called trailers. 
Here are sane examples of mobile homes. 

Single family housing structure types 
such as the detached house and mobile or 
manufactured housing are designed for 
one family, but there are also other 
housing structure types which are multi-
family housing. Multi-family housing 
means the building or structure has two 
or more housing uni ts built together, 
side-by-side, or stacked on top of one 
another. The multi-family housing types 
you know about are probably townhouses 

building 
and apartments. Apartment buildings come 
in many different shapes and sizes. De-
pending on the number of apartments, 
dozens, 

45. Medium apartment building 
or only a few families may live in one 
building. 

46. Old Town Rowhouses 
Townhouses or rowhouses are the other 
most common type of multi-family hous-
ing. They often look like skinny houses 
sitting side-by-side, all in a row, con-
nected or attached at each side 
(rowhouse). The name townhouse' is most 
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47. Wood/red House 

48. Mobile Home 

49. Brown wood house 

50. Blue house 

often used for this type of home because 
they are usually found in larger towns 
or cities. 

By now, you know that houses come in many 
different types and designs. 

Why are there so many different kinds of 
houses? Houses are much like anything 
else 

different people like and want different 
things. Your housing preferences re-
flect what you want or would like for 
yourself and for your family. 

For the future, you may want a house just 
like the one you now live in or 

51. Modern, earth-sheltered house 
you may want a very different house. As 
the world changes, it is likely that 
housing will change, too. 

52. Henry 
53. Large, solar home 

Right now, people and some houses are 
concerned with conserving energy. 

54. Clemson Greenhouse 

55. Greyjblue house 

This housing unit has a greenhouse which 
collects heat heat from the sun and cuts 
down the use of other energy in the home. 

56. Greyjblue house - rear 
This housing unit has solar collectors 
on the roof which draw heat and energy 
from the sun and then stores the energy 
until needed inside the house. 

57. Clemson earth-sheltered house 
58. Clemson earth-sheltered house - back 
59. Odd house 
60. Henry's house 

The following housing uni ts use earth-
shel tering. They are built into the 
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ground; earth helps insulate and protect 
the inside of the unit from outside heat 
and cold. 

61. Rock and solar home 

62. Small duplex 

63. Large House 

64. Scaffold House 

65. Flowered porch 

The interest in 
conserves energy 
times. 

making housing which 
is a result of the 

In these slides, I have shown you some 
pictures of different housing uni ts --
some probably much like the one you have 
now 

or would like to have in the future, and 

some unlike any house you have seen or 
would want. 

But they all belong to someone. 

Now, please comment on housing and your home by answer-
ing the questions in this booklet. If you have any trouble 
reading or understanding the questions, raise your hand and 
ask for an explanation. Answer the questions as best you can 
but do not worry if you do not know an answer. You may skip 
questions and go back later if you think of an answer. If 
you don't know or can not think of an answer, put "Don't Know" 
in the blank by the question. There are no right or wrong 
answers, and, this is not a test. 

Read the questions carefully and be sure to answer with 
your own thoughts. Do not put your name on the booklet; an-
ything you say will be confidential -- no one else will know. 
If you need extra space to write your answers, you may have 
some paper or write on the back of the booklet. 

The first few questions are about the housing structure 
types shown in the slides. In case you have trouble remem-
bering them, they are given again on the first page. There 
are questions asking you to give your preferences, to tell 
about your own housing unit, and to report how you like your 
home by indicating how satisfied you are with different fea-
tures of your unit. Then you are asked how important you 
think these features are. (Put satisfied and important on 
board.) In case you do not understand these words, satisfied 
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means how happy or pleased you are with something (give ex-
ample) and important means how much that thing matters (give 
example). 

As you begin, you may find the first few questions dif-
ficult. Raise your hand and ask for help if you are not sure 
what to do. Remember there are no right or wrong answers. 
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APPENDIX C. SCORING OF VARIABLE MEASURES 
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Scoring of Variable Measures 

Eight variable measures were developed for use in sta-

tistical analyses as dependent and independent variables. 

The derived measures were socioeconomic status, person-per-

room ratio, residential alignment with housing norms, housing 

amenity level, housing awareness, preference alignment with 

housing norms, housing satisfaction, and housing importance. 

The following discussion outlines the components of each 

measure and presents the rationale for their subsequent 

treatment in developing the derived scores. 

Socioeconomic status 

As an estimate of child's socioeconomic status, data regard-

ing parental occupational levels, parental educational at-

tainment, and child's assessment of welloffness 

(Questionnaire Part Four - Items 8-11) were used (Chart C-1). 

The resulting four point scale consisted of higher parental 

occupational prestige level (two points), higher parental 

educational attainment level (one. point) , and stated 

welloffness (one point). 

Parental occupational prestige level was identified by 

selecting the higher of the reported mother' s and father' s 

occupational levelsi in the instance, that only one parent's 

level was reported that level was used in the measure. Oc-

cupational levels were rated: l=laborer/non-skilled worker, 

2=service, 3=mining/operative, 4=f oremen/craftsmen, 
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Chart C-1 

Socioeconomic status: Derivation of measure. 

Quea tionnaire 

Part Ite111 
Variable Response Value Weight Total 

possible 

IV 9 OCCDAD 
(or) select 

10 OCCMOM higher 

IV 11 ED DAD 
(or) qelect 

EDMOM higher 

IV 8 WELLOFF 1 
2 
3 

fO:rJ!UJ.141 STATUS • ((high OCC / 7) ~ 2 ) + 
Example: for a child reporting the following --

1-7 

1-7 

0 
0.5 

1 
( ( high Ed I 7) x 2 ) 

2, 
7 

1/7 

1 

+ WELLOFF 

Father ls a teacher and Mother is ~ salesperson, OCCDAD • 7 and OCCMOM s 5 
Father has Master's degree an~ Mother has some college, EDDAD • 6 and EDMOM a 4 
Family 1& more welloff than others, WELLOFF • l 

2 

l 

1 

STATUS • ( (7/7) X 2 ) + ( (6/7) X 2 ) + 1 • 2 + 0.86 + 1 • 3.86; a high status family 



S=sales/clerical, 6=managers and owners, 

7=professional/technicial workers. The indicated occupa-

tional level score was then divided by seven to give an 

equivalent of one and weighted by two (multiplied) as the 

prime factor in socioeconomic status. 

The higher of mother's or father's educational attain-

ment was selected as the second contributing factor to the 

socioeconomic status estimate. Levels were l=less than high 

school, 2=high school graduate, 3=vocational training, 4=some 

college, S=college degree, 6=master's or fifth year, or 

7=doctorate, law degree. This factor was given a weight of 

one by dividing the educational attainment level score by 

seven. 

In regard to the welloffness factor, children reporting 

their family was less well off than average were given a 

score of 0. Those children perceiving their household as 

average were assigned a score of 0.5 and those describing the 

family as more welloff were assigned a score of 1. The full 

socioeconomic status estimate was calculated by adding to-

gether, the component scores. Socioeconomic status scores 

were determined for only 60 of the 172 participants due to 

missing information from the remaining children. 

Statistical imprecisions of the measure are probable due 

to a number of sources. Some children indicated uncertainty 

regarding parental educational levels particularly at higher 

collegiate degree levels. Further, due to the rural nature 
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of the sample site and industry structure, the normative 

values assigned to prestige levels likely does not reflect 

the prestige awarded in the Appalachian community. Income 

levels associated with mining and operative employment are 

relatively high and these jobs do not require higher educa-

tion. 

Person-per-Room Ratio 

To measure the occurrence of crowding in the participant's 

housing, information regarding the number of individuals re-

siding and the number of rooms in the dwelling was requested 

(see Chart C-2). The number of household members was counted 

from the student's indication of who lived in their home. 

Room number was similarly counted by summing the rooms each 

child indicated present in the dwelling (excluding bathrooms 

and garages). For the estimated ratio, the household size 

was divided by the room number sum. 

Residential Alignment with Housing Norms 

It was hypothesized that the degree to which each partic-

ipant's housing situation adhered to theorized housing norms 

would have a relational effect upon the dependent housing 

concepts of interest. To measure the existence of such re-

lationships, an estimate of residential alignment with norms 

was developed using data of child's bedroom and sharing, and 

person-per-room ratio, housing tenure, and type (Chart C-3). 
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Chart C-2 

Person-per-room ratio: Derivation of measure. 

Questionnaire 
Part Item 

IV 

II 

7 

6 

Variable 

PP RC NT 

RMCNT 

Formula: PERSONS/ROOM = PPRCNT / RMCNT 

Response 

sum 

sum 

Example: For a child reporting the following 

Value 

sum 

sum 

Persons in household are self, Father, Mother, brother, PPRCNT=4 
Rooms in dwelling are two bedrooms, living room, dining 

room, and kitchen, RMCNT = 5 
PERSONS/ROOM = 4/5 = 0.8; a moderate ratio 



Chart C-3 

Residential alignment with housing norms: Derivation of 
measure. 

Ques.tionnaire 
Total 

Part Item Variable Response Value Weight possible 

II 7 OWNBM 0 1 
(.or) 

OWNRM l 
and SlJARNTJM l l 
and SBARBELl 1 
(or) 

OWNRM l 1 l 
and SHARNlJM l 0.5 
and SHARRELl 2,3 
(or) 

OWNRM l 
and SHARNUM ·2 0.5 and SHARR!Ll l 
and SHARREL2 1 

II 2 TENUBE 0 l 1 1 

II 3 TYPE l 2 l 2 2 l 
PERSONS PER ROOM (see Chart c-2) 

If persons per room is less than 0.75 2 
If persons per room is 0.75, 

or up to l.2S l l 2 If persons per room is 1.25, 
or up to l.50 0.5 

If persons per room is 1.50 or greater 0 

Formula: RESALIGN • OWNBM +TENURE.+ TYPE+ PERSONS/ROOM 

Example: For a child repordng the following -
Own bedroom, not shared, OWNBM . • l 
Owned housing, TENURE • l 
Mobile home, TYPE • l 
Persons per room equal 0. 5 , . P /'BM • 2 

RESALIGN • l + 1 + l + 2 • 5; a high residenti.al aligmwnt score 
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. Adherence to bedroom norms was rated to exist for those 

children indicating a private bedroom or sharing with one 

sibling of the same sex (1 point). If the participant indi-

cated sharing a bedroom with one person who was a parent or 

a sibling of different sex, a score of 0. 5 was assigned. A 

child sharing a bedroom with two siblings of the same sex was 

also assigned a score of 0. 5 points. Other cases were as-

signed a score of zero. 

In reference to dwelling adequacy, the person-per-room 

ratio was also utilized to further indicate alignment with 

space norms. In cases where the person-per-room ratio was 

less than 0.75, a score of 2 was assigned to indicate maximum 

adherence to the norm. A ratio estimate of 0.75 up to 1.25 

was assigned a value of l; those cases having a ratio from 

1.25 to 1.50 were assigned a value of 0.5 points. All others 

were assigned zero scores. 

Students who indicated ownership of the family home were 

designated as adhering to the tenure norm and received a 

component score of 1. Those who indicated their housing type 

was a single-family detached house (2 points) or a manufac-

tured home (1 point) were also judged to be in alignment with 

structure type norms. The total residential alignment score 

was then derived by summing the component scores. 

Housing Amenity Level 

As a contributor to housing satisfaction, an estimate of 
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housing amenity (desirable characteristics) was developed 

utilizing data of dwelling rooms, personal bedroom space, 

appliances, selected housing features, and perception of 

safety (Chart C-4). In the absence of some amenity charac-

teristics, negative values were assigned to represent de-

traction from overall amenity level. As a result, individual 

scores could range from negative three (-3) if none of the 

characteristics were indicated up to 26 if all character-

istics were reported. 

If children indicated their residences had one or no 

bedroom, they were assigned a negative one (-1) representing 

normatively inadequate space in housing. If the unit had two 

bedrooms, a neutral (0) value was given. However, if the 

child indicated 3 or more bedrooms, their case was assigned 

a one ( 1 = 3 bedrooms) or two ( 2 = 4 or more bedrooms) . 

Similarly, one bathroom was valued as adequate (O); units 

with no bathroom were assigned a negative one (-1) while 

uni ts with two or more bathrooms were given a value of one 

( 1) . Number of other dwelling rooms (living room, kitchen, 

dining room, family room, etc. ) were calculated to give a 

third component of dwelling emeni ty. Two other rooms was 

assigned neutral (0) while three other rooms were scored one 

(1) and four or more other rooms assigned a value of two (2). 

An additional component in the dwelling room portion of the 

overall housing amenity score was normative bedroom assign-
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Chart C-4 

Housing amenity level: Derivation of measure. 

Ques.tionnaire 

Part: Item 
Variable Response Value Weight Total 

possible 

II 

II 

II 

6 

ll 

10 

BED RM 

OTHRM 

BAVEl -
BAVE20 

O,l 
2 
3 
4+ 

0 
l 
2+ 

2 
3 
4+ 

l 
0 

l 
0 

BEDROOM ALIGNMEET (see Chart C•3) 

-1 
0 
l 
2 

-1 
0 
l 

0 
l 
2 

1. 
2 

0 
-1 

l 
0.5 

0 

l 

l 

1 

l 

l 

l 

Formula: AMENITY • BEDBM + BATBRM + OTBRM +BAVES + SAFE + BDALIGN 

Example: For a child reporting the following --
Dwelling has three bedrooms, two bathrooms, li:ving room, 

kitchen, dining room, BEDRM • 1 
BATBRM • l 

Have 8 of the 20 housing features, 
Feels safe ae home, 
Shares bedroom with brother (same sex) 

OTBRM • 3 
BAVES • 8 
SAFE • 0 
BDALIGN• l 

AMENITY • l + l + 3 + 8 + 0 + l • 14; a moderate amenities score 

2 

l 

2 

20 

0 

l 
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ment of the reporting child · (as measured in residential 

alignment with housing norms). 

Presence of selected appliances and housing features 

(Questionnaire Part II, Item 11) was included with cases be-

ing assigned a one (1) for each of the 20 features reported. 

Finally, children reporting the perception of safety at home 

were assigned a neutral (0) value for their housing amenity. 

Children who did not feel safe were given a negative one (-1) 

component score in reference to safety. 

Housing Awareness 

Housing awareness as one of the identified dependent vari-

ables of the study, was defined as a composite of factual 

knowledge, reasoned statement, and general awareness of cur-

rent housing states. A derived measure of 36 points was de-

veloped from data (Chart C-5) regarding stated i terns and 

dislikes of housing types, perception of housing issues, in-

dication of housing thought, and ability to state presence 

or absence of selected housing characteristics (Questionnaire 

Parts I and II). 

Cases were assigned a value of positive one ( +1) for 

each response indicating a stated like or dislike for each 

of the four identified conventional housing structure types 
) 

(8 responses possible), for each response indicating a seri-

ousness level of various housing issues (8 responses possi-

ble), for each housing term matched correctly to its 
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Chart C-5 

Housing awareness: Derivation of measure. 

Quest:ionnaire 

Patt Item 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

II 

II· 

II 

II 

II 

l 

3 

5 

12 

13 
l4 

1 

2 

5 

4 

11 

Variable 

LIXE/ 
DISLIXE 

ISSUES 

TERMS 

EARWILL. 

SOL WILL 

THOUGHT 

TENURE 

TYPE 
LO CAT 

LENGTH 

HAVEl -
HAVE20 

Response 

1 - 8 
each 

l - 3 
each 

l 
each 

1 - 4 
1 - 4 
1,2 

l,2,3 

l - 4 
l - 5 

l - 5 

0 l 
eadi 

Value 

8 
tot: al 

8 
tot: al. 

8 
tot:al 

l 

1 

1 

1 

l 

l 

l 

20 
tot:al 

Weight: 

l 

l 

Tot:al 
possible 

4 

8 

8 

10 

Formula: AWARE • LIXES/DISLIXES + ISSUES +TUMS + EARWILL + SOLWILL 
+ THOUGHT + TENURE + TYPE + LOCAT + LENGTH + HAVES 

Example: For a child reporting the following --
Four likes but: no dislikes of the housing t:ypes, 
Seriousness of six of the issues, 
Seven correct: answers to t:erms, 
Reason supporting willingness to live in solar 

housing but no reason for eart:h-sheltered, 
Knowledge of housing t:ype, t:enure, locat:ion, and 

length of residence in current: housing 
and had given some thought: t:o fut:ure housing, 

Eleven of the t:went:y it:ems are answered, 

LIXES/DISLIXES • 4 
ISSUES • 6 
TERMS • 7 
EARWILL • 0 
SOLWILL ~ 1 
THOUGHT • l 
TENURE • 1 
TYPE • l 
LOCAT •1/2 
LENGTH •1/2 
HAVES • ll 

AWARE • 4 + 6 + 7 + 0 + l + 1 + l + 1 + 1/2 + l/2 + 11 • 33; 
a high awareness score 
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corresponding definition (8 responses possible), and for re-

sponses supporting stated willingness or nonwillingness to 

accept non-conventional housing alternatives ( 2 responses 

possible). The first component of housing awareness, the 

ability to state likes and dislikes of conventional housing, 

was weighted to yield an overall value of four by di vi ding 

the sum of responses by two ( 4 final possible component 

score). The other component scores were not further weighted 

(18 points possible). 

Children indicating they had given thought to their fu-

ture housing as well as children who were able to report 

tenure, structure type, location, and length of residence in 

their current housing were assigned a value of one for each 

response. Length of housing residence and location were 

weighted to equal one point (divided by 2). A total of four 

points was possible for this intermediate sector of the 

overall housing awareness measure. 

Additionally, each student's ability to indicate pres-

ence or absence of the 20 selected housing features was re-

viewed. For each response to the twenty selected i terns, 

students were assigned a point if they stated yes or no re-

garding the presence of the item in reference to their hous-

ing situation. Students who did not know or gave no answer 

were assigned a zero for each feature. This equipment por-

tion of housing awareness was weighted to a final value of 

10 points (total of i terns divided by 2) . The component 
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scores were then summed to yield the full housing awareness 

score. 

Preference Alignment with Housing Norms 

A derived measure was developed to indicate adherence of 

children's preferences to cultural housing norms (Chart C-6). 

Formulation of the preference alignment score utilized data 

pertaining to child's preference choices for housing tenure, 

structural type, neighborhood homogeneity, location, and 

conventionality. Previous studies of housing preferences and 

norms (see Chapter Two) suggest Americans perceive the con-

ventional single-family house as most appropriate for f amikly 

living. Manufactured housing and townhouses are rated next 

in acceptability. Apartments are thought to be less suitable 

for families. In light of these assessments, children who 

ranked the four housing types in this general order were as-

signed points: one point -- single-family detached houses 

first or second; one point --·manufactured housing second or 

third; one point -- apartments third or fourth; and one point 

--townhouses third or fourth. 

Stated preferences of children were also evaluated in 

reference to housing norms. A preference for ownership was 

assigned a score of two; preferences for single-family hous-

ing, neighborhood homogeneity, and suburban/rural non-farm 

location were each given a value of one point. The final 

component, conventionality, was measured as student's un-
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Chart C-6 

Preference alignment with housing norms: Derivation of 
measure. 

Questionnaire 

Patt Item 

I 2 

I 8 

I 10 

I 11 

I 9 

I 12 

I 13 

Variable 

PFTEN 

PFTYPE 

PFNGBB 

PFLOCAT 

EARTH 

SOLAR 

Response 

1,2 

2,3 

3,4 

3,4 

1 

1 

1 

2,4 

0 

0 

Value 

1 

1 

1 

l 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Weight 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Total 
possible 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FormW.a: PFALIGN • RANKS + PFTEN + PFTYPE + PFNGBB + PFLOCAT 
+ EAR.TH + SOLAR 

Example: For a child reporting the following 
Rank ordering of 1-single family detached 

2-apar1:111ent 
3-townhouse 
4-mobile home, 

Preference for renting, 
Preference for multifamily housing, 
Preference for similar neighbors, 
Preference for suburban location, 
Not willing to live in earth-sheltered 

or solar housing, 

RANKS • 2 
PFTEN • 0 
PFTYPE • 0 
PFNGBB • l 
PFLOCAT • l 
EARTH • l 
SOLAR • 1 

PFALIGN • 2 + 0 + 0 + l + l + l + l • 6: a low preference alignment score 
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willingness to accept solar or earth-sheltered housing. One 

point was added into the score if the child indicated unac-

ceptability of each alternative. The full score for each 

child was calculated by summing the component values. 

Housing Satisfaction 

Scored housing satisfaction was derived by combining indi-

vidual responses to 24 selected housing characteristics 

(Questionnaire Part III), child's rated overall housing sat-

isfaction, and perception of adequate housing space (Chart 

C-7). For the 24 characteristics, the number of responses 

were counted and divided into a sum of the item by item point 

values (4 =very satisfied ... 1 =very dissatisfied). The 

resulting number ( 4 possible) was multiplied by three to 

yield a twelve point weight. The child's response to rated 

overall housing satisfaction was divided by two to yield a 

two point weight. As the final component, an indication of 

adequate space was given a one point designation. The over-

all scored housing satisfaction measure totaled 15 possible 

points. 

Housing Importance 

Scored housing importance was estimated by combining indi-

vidual responses to the importance of the 24 selected housing 

characteristics and child's rated overall housing importance 

in a parallel measure to scored housing housing satisfaction 
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Chart C-7 

Housing satisfaction: Derivation of measure. 

Questionnaire 
Variabh Response Value 

Part Item 

Ill l SATl - l - 4 each, 4 
SAT24 SUDIDed total 

III 4 SAT l - 4 response 

11 8 SPACE 1 1 

Formul•f aIGSAT ... ( SATl-SAT24 X 3) + SAT + SPACE 

Examplec ~or a child reporting the fpllowing --
Satlefied with each of the 24 Jtems, SAT1-SAT24 • 3 
Dieeatisfie4 overall, 
Not ~nough space f.n housing, 

SAT 
SPACE 

- 2 
- 0 

Weight Total 
possible 

3 12 

1,2 2 
1 1 

BIGSAT • ( 3 X 3 ) + 2 + 0 • 9 + 2 t 0 • 11; a low satisfaction score 
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Chart C-8 

Housing importance: Derivation of measure. 

. Questionnaire 
Variable llesponse 

Part Item 

Ul .5 IMPl - l .. 4 each, 
IMP24 SUlllDecl 

Ill 8 IMP 1 - 4 

Formu1-1 8IGIMP • ( IMP1-IMP24 X 3 ) + 00 

lbt9'1Ple; for a chilcl reporting the following --
lhlimportant 12 it~ and Important 12 items, 
Very unim\>ortant overall, 

Value Weight 

4 3 
total 

response 1/2 

IMP1-IMP24 .. 2 • .5 
IMP .. 1 

BlGIMP • (2,.5 x 3) + 1 • 7.5 + l • 8.5; a low importance score 

Total 
possible 

12 

2 



(Chart C-8). For the 24 characteristics, the actual number 

of responses were counted, then divided into the sum of item 

by item point values (4 = very important ... 1 = very un~ 

important). The resulting value (4 possible) was multiplied 

by three to yield a weighted score of twelve. The child's 

response to rated housing importance was divided by two to 

result in a two point weighted component score. The overall 

scored housing importance totaled a possible 14 points. 

•. 
·~ 
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APPENDIX D. CODING OF OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES 

214 



Coding of Open-ended Responses 

Due to age of the participants and the nature of the 

survey instrument five items with open-ended responses were 

utilized. In order to summarize and objectively analyze the 

resulting data, categorization of answers was necessary. The 

following discussion identifies the survey items which re-

quired recoding, the categories of responses identified, and 

gives a brief depiction of the content for each category. 

Part One -- Question One 

Students were asked to list a like and a dislike for each 

of the four housing structure types. Eight general catego-

ries were identified from the range of responses: 

Privacy -- personal belonging, just right for family, 

not shared too close, too distant, noise, number of 

ot:tier people. 

Space -- too small, large enough, adequate for a family 

cramped, right size. 

Economy -- expensive, affordable, rent cost, ease of 

paying bills. 

Appearance 

Attributes 

style, beauty, attractive, ugly. 

yard, distance from/to stores, features 

such as kitchen, garage, mobility, unsafe. 

Structure -- sturdy, poorly built, easily damaged. 

Personal -- freedom, restrictions, convenience, comfort. 

Other -- pets, community services, rodents/pests. 
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Part One -- Question 3 

Students were asked to identify any housing-related prob-

lem not previously considered to the item. Five categories 

were used to represent the actual responses given: 

Rental destructive tenants, regulations, prohibitions 

of children and pets. 

Structural room/space adequacy of housing, quality 

of newer housing, resistance to weather. 

Environmental -- neighborhood/neighbor quality, land 

distribution and ownership, garbage dumping, litter. 

Personal -- furniture, sanitation and cleanliness, 

standards of residents. 

Other -- gardening, parking. 

Part One -- Questions 12 and 13 

Students were asked to explain their willingness or non-

willingness to live in earth-sheltered and solar energy pow-

ered housing. Four categories were developed to represent 

the responses made: 

Economy/efficiency -- energy savings, bill/cost savings, 

expense of construction. 

Appearances -- style, solar panels, attractiveness. 

Positive perception modern, natural, fun, exciting. 

Negative perception dark, muddy windows, no view, 

heat build-up/fire, cancer, strange, not traditional. 
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Part Four - Question 9 

Students were asked to list changes they would make to 

their present housing if it were possible and to explain why 

these changes would be made.. The identified categories are 

as follows: 

Changes 

Additional rooms - add or enlarge bedrooms and bathrooms. 

Appearance - landscape, paint, alter style. 

Amenities - add garage, pool, playroom, video/recreation 

equipment, appliances. 

Repairs - renovate kitchen, repair flood damage, improve 

or update to modern, heating. flood damage, improve or 

update to modern, heating. 

Other - move to different location, neighbors. 

Reasons 

Need - space, storage, cola in winter, safety. 

Want - more privacy, have what others have. 

Like - fun, neat, cool. 

People - to be close to others, for mother, other 

person's happiness. 
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