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Abstract:

The results obtained from attitude scales, and interviews concerning desired attributes of living space,
as well as observation of behavior have shown that there is a difference in the way people use their
built environment (Sanoff & Shawhney, 1972). These differences have been related to socio-economic
level, ethnic origin, and age (Perin, 1972).

The objective of the present study was to find demographic and psycho-social factors related to the
upkeep of communal areas in a married student residential environment.

Data were collected by a survey questionnaire (independent variables) and a checklist evaluating
communal laundry facilities (dependent variables) in each of six identical 24 unit apartment buildings
in married student housing.

The results indicated that the group of residents maintaining a more orderly communal laundry facility
were younger, yet had attained a higher education level. They spent more time in social or recreational
activity with their neighbors, and more had rented private homes prior to moving to student housing (as
opposed to renting apartments). These results have some recommendations for the management of such
housing as to the assignment of occupants to the dwelling units.
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ABSTRACT

The results obtained from attitude scales, and interviews con-
cerning desired attributes of 11v1ng space, as well as observation of"
behavior have shown that there is a difference in the way people use
their built environment (Sanoff & Shawhney, 1972). These differences
have been related to socio-economic 1eve1, ethnic or1g1n and age
(Perin, 1972).

The objective of the present study was to .find demograph1c and
psycho-social factors related to the upkeep of communa1 areas in a
married student residential environment.

Data were collected by a survey questionnaire (1ndependent vari=:
ables) and a checklist evaluat1ng communal laundry facilities (depend-
ent variables) in each of six identical 24 unit apartment bu11d1ngs in
married student housing.

The results indicated that the group of res1dents maintaining. a
more orderly communal laundry facility were younger, yet had attained
a higher education level. They spent more time in social or recrea-

tional act1v1ty with their neighbors, and more had rented private homes

‘prior to moving to student housing (as opposed to renting apartments).
These results have some recommeéndations for the management. of such
housing as to the assignment of occupants to the dwelling units.
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Psycho-Social Factors Influencing Care of Cdmmuna]

Facilities in Married Student Housing

Introduction

_The multi-dimensional aspectsof human behavior in residential énvi—
ronments has been researched at great lengths by social scientists. The .
type of residential environmeﬁts that have had the host interest are the
1ow-incomé and Subs{dized public housing apaftmept buildings. .These
environments have received much attention because of the numerous social
problems that become apparent when a great number of families are

'crowded into budeings that are not designed to meet their needs or
behavioral objectives. The occupants of public houéing projects have
1ftt1e input in determiniﬁg the design reqﬁirements, and, as non—ﬁayjﬁg
clients, fhey can effect few changes; From the standpoint of the
designer, it would be impossible to desfgn and build a residential com-
" plex that'is_meant to accomodate such a heterogeneous population, meet
all their individual housing'needs, and stay.withinjthe finanqia]
limitations that have been set.

The difficulties in meeting the need and behavioral criteria in the
design of apartment buildings 15 not unfque'tq public hbusﬁnj. Studies
of housing designed for young singles and childless couples (Weker1e;
.1975); military personnel (Sommers, 1969),_and married studénts'(Leonard,

1973; Kenﬁedy, 1950) have reVea]ed similar social problems as in public
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housing, but to a Tesser degree. Although these populations are seem-
ingly homogeneous, the individual needs are not always mét.-

Eatﬁ indiVidua] brings.iﬁto his physi§a1 envirbnment'backgrouﬁd'
'characteristics that affect his functioning within the environment.
In turn human behavior cannot be measured or explained apart from the
envirqnmentlin which it oécurs.' This thesis will discuss various fac- .
tors ihf]uenqing'behavior-within residentia]lenvironments and.presént
data representative of measufes of these facfors. From the analysis 6f
these data this thesis will identify factors affecting behaviors in
university married student housing, and recommend a]tefnative criteria
for the management of student family housing_to maximize residential
-satisfaction and minimize cost 6f repairs and other -managerial problems.

There is a need for new 1nformaffon on how the student families
thrive in the'preéently constructed married student housing. Infor-
‘mation from such studies can be of benefit to future students in the
form of changes or remedies that can bé recommended, and can also be of
service to the administration if these changes bring about improvements
in the'ways the students treat their surfoundings.

Relevant Theories

Social ecology. Out of the need for a multidisciplinary approach
to the study of the impacts of the physical and social environment on

human beings a new discip]ine has emerged. Socfa] ecology considers the -
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physical, biological, and social sciénces‘and begins with some basic
_assumptions regarding man-enviroﬁment interactions:

1. Human behavior cannot be underﬁtood'apart from the environment
in which it finds its expression. |

2. 'Physfba1 Aﬁd social environments must be studied together since
neither can be fully understood without the other.

| 3. Social ecology has an explicit vaTue orientation in that it .
attempts fo providé know]edge relevant to promoting maximally effective
human functioning (Moos & Insel, 1974).

Although social éco1pgy makes use of a Qariety ofidiscip]ines;'it
'ariges chiefly from the social sciences. The term "ecology" is orig-
inally a biological one referring to an orgénisms ability to adapt. and
'survive. "Human eco]pgyf then is the adaptatjon and sustenance organi-
;atiOn employed by human beings (Gibbs, 1959). Thus, "socia]'equogy"
is man;s éurviva] techniques within the social system. _Since the aggre-
gates of people comprising a social system do not exist outside of a
phy;fcaT environment, social eco]ogy,not.oﬁly concerns itself with

interpersonal variables, but the physical environment as well.

Personal sbace.--Interpersoha]‘re]ations within any social system °
are characterized by territoriality gnd ddminancé behaviors. Psychol-
ogists have studied these behaviors among animals and humané, and in
both céses'tér?itorianty and dominance are adaptive behaviors effec-

" tive in maintaining social order. Wfth the failure of dominance to
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maintain stable order (i.e. two highly dominant individuals unable to
arrive at an equilibrium), aggression is avoided through strict adherence
to territorial rights (Sommer, 1969),'.

Human territorial behevior is ﬁot only Timited to defining physicé]
boundaries, but also to'maintaining at least the minimum space an 1ndi—:
vidual may require as a means of reducing pain and discomfort (ProshahskL
et al., 1970). .This type of territorial behavior Becomes more pronouneed
under overc}owded conditions (Proshanski, et al., 1970; Solnick et al.,
1972; Sommer, 1969), and is defiﬁed through body placement and gestures.
Studies of behavior in'péychiatric wards have shown human territoriality
to be ref]eeted in the amount of space an 1ndividua1 has jurisdiction
over, and has freedom of movement in. The more dominant psychiatric
‘patients could claim the best chair, re—arrange furniture, and invade
the personal space of others (Proshanski, et al., 1970; Sommer, 1969).

Physical space. The study of human behavior in the built envi-

ronment is not comp]ete without examining the effect of the physical
properties of that ehvironment. The structure of the_phyeical space
varies with the behavioral objectives-for which it was designed. A1l
too often the design professions 1gnofe social and behavioral aspects
in favor of esthetics. The designers of structures such as the CBS
building have placed such emphasis on continuify of style inside and
oUt‘tﬁat the occupants &re forbidden any personalization in their

offices. . In addressing the aspect of -"personal choice" in the physical
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environment, Proshanski, et a1l (1970) began their discussion with
" three propositions.

1. Man, in almost all instances andvﬁifuations, is a cegnizing ‘
and goa1;d1rected organism. '

2. Man's attempt at hged satisfaction always involve him in inter-
actions and éxchanges with his physical environment.

3. In any situational confext,'the individual attempts to organize
his physical environment so that it maximizes his freedom of choice.

If man is not allowed the freedom of choice in his response to his
environment, or is unable to respond, "psychological stress"‘occurs
(McGrath, 1970; Steiner, 1970). Selye (1956) classifies reactions to
stress from the physical environment at three levels, "alarm," "adap- |
tation," and "exhaustion." If the architectural désign is unresponsive
to the needs and behaviors of its occupants, stress results (Lang, 1977).
The first reaction is_"a1arm,".and if man has a choice he will bring
about changes in the deﬁign to meet his néeds. If he ha§ no chbice,
"adaptation" occurs wheré he will employ. coping strategies. w1th the
inability to cope or adapt, "exhaustion" takes place and he will sihb]y
“abandon the environment (Lang, 1971). |

Houéing Research

Most of the Titerature available on housing and human behavior comes
from sécio1bgica1 inquiry into problems of slum housjng and public

housing prbjects. Although this thesis deals with a.distinctly different
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population, the nature of the physical environment involved is similar
enough to apply some of the information from public housing research.
Studies dea]iﬁg with social behavior in high rise bu11d1ng§ for singles
'and childless cdup]es, student veteran.housing, and mi]itary'housing is
. also of interest here because of the similarity of the population.

“ Public housing. Sources of satisfaction for occupants of slum

housing have been attributed to kfnship and friendship ties within the
neighborhbod, identification with the area as "home," the extension of
the home area outside the dwelling unit, and the interdependence of
neighbbrs (Fried & Gleicher, 1961; Sanoff & Sawhey, 1972), Since resi-
dents of slum areas have in the most part spent their Tife there it is
-very 1iké1y that neighbors will a1$p be kin (Angrist, 1974) and would
{herefore be more responsive to needs of one another. This aspecf of
sTum housing eases the édverse effect of the Tack of adequate space
within the dwelling unit. Since economic conditions of the- residents
‘p}ohibits any changes of the physical conditions of the envifonment,
the stress reaction is on coping or “"adapting" to the situation'by'
extending the home area outside the dwelling unit. This "adaptation"
cou]d only be successful if the environment is responsive, including
the peop]e-infit (Lang; 1971).

.The personal space required by individuals in a Qroup is affected
by the type of re]ationshjp that exists between\them. Friends requife

1ess:persoha1 space and are able to share territorial space (Sommer,
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1969). -Therefore,‘friendship or_kinship ties between neighbors in densly -

populated areas serve té inﬁrease the terrftofia] claims of the indi-
viduals by a]lowfng them:fo éxtend the "home" space. |
When families are dislocated from their familiar home environment,

they lose the.éStéb1ished social relationships that have been a source
of satisfaction and well being (Fried, 1963; Shelley & Adelberg, 1969;
Stuevé et aT., 1975). Disruption of social ties results in a loss of
continuity and can increase feelings of grief (Fried, 1963). Re-
’establishing similar soéia] re]atioh;hips in the neW environment is not
always possible. Prerequisities are both that the_bhysica1 environment
5110w for contéct between neighbors and that the personal Backgrounds;
attitudes, and behaviors be somewhat similar.

| .The-arréngement of the phyéica] space and facilities in multiple .
family buildings can effedf both objective and subjective variables- of
satisfaction with the environment. First the need for adequate space
'withih the individual dwelling unit must.be satisfied.  Outside the
dwelling unit the physical structure must allow for ease of access,
physiéa] security, and semi;pub1ic areas for the development of infofm$1
social networks (Angriét, 1974). The Prﬁitt-Igoe Housing Projecf in St.
~ Louis is a prime example df.the designers' failure to meet tﬁese require~
ments (Yancey, 1971; Lang, 1971). Much of this hoﬁsing project is now
“abandoned and has been destroyed. - o |

Angrist (1974) éohductéd a study of two public housing projecfs,
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one cons1st1ng of two h1gh r1se bu11d1ngs the other a’ ser1es ‘of row
houses and found that the 1mportant e]ements in: res1dent1a1 sat1s-
faction and well- -being were people's percept1ons of hous1ng and ne1gh—
borhood . Factors affect1ng these percept1ons are physical, secur1ty, :
11vab111ty, and tenant 1dent1f1cat1on w1th the proaect Her resu]ts
also revea] 1mp11cat1ons for hous1ng managers to str1ve for opt1ma1 t
‘ m1xes of res1dent fam111es to fac111tate sat1sfact1on and well- be1ng
Choos1ngaocquants for dwelling units according to_theTr background and
‘.‘sfage-in‘thé 1ife cycle,éo they may become more sécia]]y involved hdé .
been suggested (Fiék,31972;.ﬂeker1e;'1975). More socially iﬁvoTved ten-
ants are meeelsetigfied with their project neighbofs (LeVin, 1971);

In a su mmgwy "Report on Family Living in High Apartment Bu1ld1ns§J"
Elizabeth Coit (1965) treated each preblem

recommendatiens for improvement. The repert, hewever, seems enly te

are a2 individually and givvdi

focus on the physical aspeets of apartment living. In muel

(%]

{9

erature physieg1-detevigrati@n seem§ to be mentiened-ds a seuree of dis=
satisfaction (Lang, 1971y Yaneey, 19715 Angrist, 19745. Scherr, 1970), or
as a reasen for abandenment of ne 1ghberhged§ or a desire to meve out

* (Kes1 & Harburg, 1972; Welden, 1975).
Studies en abandonment of nelghberhg@dg h@ve sh@wn the me§t frequent
comp1a1nt to. be "fear f@r pereena1 safety" (Ka§ et al., 1972; Welden,
1976), as'was the case with Pruitt-Igee. The phy§1§g1 deterioration of
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the neighborhodd and dwelling led to a desire to move out, as well as
the characteristics of the families moving in (Wolden, 1975).

From the results of inquiries into prob]em§ of public housing,
several researchers have'récommended that effective management can
prevent most of these difficuTties (Yancey, 19743 Hartman, 1973; Saile,
1972). One suggestion is for se1ect1ng‘the occupants of adjécent
apartments for optimum social interaction (Angrist, 1974; Wekerle, 1975).
Proper managemenf can a1§o prevent the kind of physical decay of the
buildings by prompt maintehance,and éncouraging tenant involvement and
responsibility for the care of the facilities (Hartﬁan, 1973; Saile,
1972). Since occupants of public housing projects do not have the
financial resources to meet maintenance expenses it would be profitable
for the management te pay for repairs the oceupants initiate. If the
structures are kept from ,Hygiggi decay they remain in greater demand
and therefore yield a greater return for the Tandlerd (Wolden, 1975).

Other hoysing. Literature on heusing other than public, low-

ineome, or subsidized apartments have re v,gied striking similarities of
behaviors and attitudes in all types of residential environments. Thoma

=

and Lindemann (1961) discuss the difficulties a new family encounters
when they meve into a suburban neighborheed. 5@1hg acegpted in the new
neighborhood depends on backgreund infermation sueh as age, children,
religion, education, eceupation, and ineome. The last three which
denote soeio-econemic class, are mest important (Stueve et al., 1975).
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Neighborhood and community satisfaction in town and suburbs has
been shown to correlate h%gh]y with maintenance Tevel of the neigh-
borhood, ffiend]iness, homogeneity of residents, noise level, and play
areas for‘chi1dren'(ZEhner, 1971). These factors have also been out-
standing 1in previoué discussion of public housing. Hinshaw And Altlott
(1972) surveyed the desires of future housing consumers and found that
the same items that had correlated with nejghborhood satisfaction in the
Zehnen'(1§71) study were also among the more important aftributes of
future housing preferences. The most 6utstand1ng factor, however, was
safety. | _ |

- The above studies have all contributed valid information on the
multidimensional aspects of human behavior within his 1iving space.
The methbdslhave varied greatly, but there is much agreement that the
important qua11t1es of housing is adequate dwe111ng space, safety,
friendship with ne1ghbors, and well maintained .and aesthetically p1eas1ng
surroundings.

The physical space inside the dwelling unit must serve the indi-
vidua]'s‘needé and functions, and is a primary need. However, human
territoriality extends beyond the immediate dwelling unit, and the
physica1-a$ well as the social énvironment will shape attitudes and
" behaviors in that setting. In turn man will affect the pﬁysica] and
social enJironment in accordance with his personal background.

' Survey'research has shown that physical deteriorétion-Of a bui1d1hg
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or neighborhood precipitates a desire to move out (Wolden, 1975), and
an attempt was made to explain why the physical deterioration occurred
in the first place. This included examining demographic data and making
socio]ogica1 anq psthoTogica] inferences from this data, with no
statistical analysis to base it on. |

An investigation of public housing ménagers found that the serious
problems perceived-by'managers were rent delinquency, 1nadequate main-
tenance budget, and tenant béhavior (Hartman, 1973). 4The most serious
of these were tenant destructive behayior'and_féi1ﬁre\toimaintain théir
apartments.

From an architectural point of view, observations of built envi-
ronments that become physically deteriorated have yielded informatjon
aﬁd recohmendations for altering the size, shape, placement, color,
materia]é, 1ighting, etc. to better meet the needs and objectives of
the users. The hypothesis within the desién professions being that if
man a]téfs‘or defaces his built environment then that environment 15 not
funcfionq] for the needs of man.

The comﬁon element in the various points of view‘is'that physical
deterioration of the built environment is accompanied by‘user dissatis-
faction, a desire to move, or even total abandonment. Whether the ‘
deterioratfon océurs‘befdre or after the users bécome dissatisfied with

the environment is still a questionf




12 ‘ »

The Questionnaire

:It is the purpose'of this thesis to examine a number of variables
that.ﬁavé been related to residentiaj satiSfaction and find whether
these variables correlate with the physica] upkeep or orderiiness of ‘
shared space'such as -communal laundry facilities. 4

' Satisfactﬁon with one's housing has been positively related to a
number of characteristics. ‘Among these,vthé ones that are relevant to
this study are: one's neighbors or one's view of them (Rossi, 1955);
close friendship or kinship tiés in the neighborhood (Freid,&.Gieicher,
1961); enough space per person (Reimer,.]945; Cottam, 1951); the number
of rboms per family. (Mogney & Morris, 1961); and the availability of
pri?acy (Chapin, 1938; 1951). Thé‘questionnaire const}ucted for use in
this thesis 1nténds'to measure these chﬁracteristics. |

Most of the items on the questionnaire were tested in a pilot study
in married student housing fall quarter 1973. Question #9 on Part I has
been added because of feedback from Prof. Chuck Wilder. A11 but Question
#1 on Part III are new in order to check the residents' perception of
their neighbors, and to see if there was ény one person in the buildings
that took on the leadership or pushed more for cooperation fn building |
upkeep. The'questionnaire has been divided 1nto-three sections for the
" purpose of scoring. Part I tests the adequacy of the residence to meet
the needs of the fami]y; and the amount of §0c1a1 contact, Part II.

contains personal background concerning housing and income, etc., and
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Part III asks for the perception of neighbors, and perceived leadership
within the building.. The sections are in that order so that the Tow
tHreat questions appear first and the more 'sensitive ones toward the end.
The'f011owﬁng‘isAa lfsting of thé questions in order'ofléppeakance.
Included are the reasons for 1n§1uding'the items.

Part I

1. How.maﬁy bedrooms do you have -in your apartment?
Thﬁs-qdestion,’along~w1fh Quéstfon #2, Part II, will indicate
whether there is adequate sbace per person. :This has been posftive]y
're1éted to residentig} satisfaction (Riemer,“1945; éottam, 1951).
2. Does the rgsidehce seem large enough to meet yodr heeds?
Yes

No

The campus architect and the On Campus Living offfce have set a ‘
1imit of 2 persons per bedroom. However, the fami}y history may
determine whether there is actually adéquate space in the apartmenf,
(i.e. the type 6f_residente prior to this qﬁé, the ageé of the children).

3. Of thé following, which dua1ity(s) do you like about Tiving

here? |
;____§torage space -

____size ofAfooms
_____furniture‘provided

' outdoor play area for‘childfen
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Part I (continued)

__floor plan

;____gppiiances provided

" proximity to campus
_;___pkoximitylfé shopping
4..'0f ﬁhe following, which quality(s) do you dislike about Tiving

here? . '

_____§tora§e space

- size of rooms

__furniture provided

_____outdoor play area for children

______fldor plan |

_;___ﬁpp}iancés provided

_____proximity to campus

._____proXimity to shdpping

In these two 1tems'the choices are identical and randomly selected

through information in several readings in environmental -psychology.
The choices themselves have been positively related to hdusihg satis-
faction and livability (Miche]son,'1970): A report by the Public Housing
Administration, May 1965,.on "Family Living'in‘High Apartment Buildings"
discﬁséed aspects of-apértmeht Tiving dnd found the first six choices
'fin:thé above question to be very‘important factors that wefe often a

problem for the tenants (Coit, 1965). " Inadequate storage space resulted




el LS S— | Ll

15

Part I:(cbntinued)
in accumulation ot objects in traffic areas and, health hazards. The
stze_of the rooms were.bften not adequgte ehough for any extra furniture
or personal preference in furniture arrangement! 'The furniture providéd
'bften dtd not stand up to family use, especially children. The lack of a
central play area for children where the mothers could see them, or that
- the children them;e]ves could not go to without escort presented a
problem. The floor p1§n was sometimes such that there was Tittle
_privaqy. '

Other thén the specific problems of apartment 1iving, the presence
“or absence of éomp]aint is a measure of satisféction (Proshanskt, et al.,
1970), thereforelboth questions. Some:might find many attributes-they

1ike, and never thought about the dislikes, and viée versa.

‘5. How long have you lived in this building?

6. How mﬁch longer.do you plan on living in this building?

Some students are more transient than others, and th1s may affect
their perception of the ne1ghborhood the prob]ems, and the other
residents, as well as influence the amount of social contact. I have
.spec1f1ca11y ment1oned “th1s bu11d1ng" because there are fam111es that
move from one 1ocat1on in student hous1ng to another if they Teave for’
the.summer. The efforts extended in try1ng~to get acqua1nted with ones
neighbors is 1nf]uen¢ed,by the anticipated length of stay (Leonard,
1973). ' | ‘
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Part'I"(continued)

' 7ﬂ How many peop1e or fam1]1es, in your bu11d1ng are you
acqua1nted w1th? : o
'.___*_hpne . _
. less than half
____about half
—__Mmore than half.
a11 of them” :
_8. How much t1me do you spend in soc1a1 or recreat1ona1 act1v1ty
(on;jUst‘v1s1tjng) wtth:thehpeopTe-1n ypur building?-
. | ;____neven . L
__ﬁ__pnce week1y
e 2- 3 t1mes week1y
| ___;_ﬂ or more ‘time week1y '

The amount‘and'type of neighbor contact can reflect neigthr satis-
faction. '~A persdn may be acduainted with only one or two other resi-
'tdents, but spend cons1derab1e t1me w1th these ne1ghbors On the‘other
hand, it wou1d be poss1b1e to be acqua1nted w1th all of ones ne1ghbors
”and for one reason or another, not spend any t1me soc1a11z1ng with
§ them C1ausen (1954) states that residents of ne1ghborhoods W1th a
o h1gh1y trans1ent popu]at1on w111 rare1y deve1op more than a nodd1ng

f5.acqua1ntance

(L | S Y A
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" Part 1 (continued)

9. P1ease check as many categor1es as are app11cab1e about the

'act1v1t1es of both spouses

Husband . ' L .'hﬁjfg e
. full time student' - o .,.‘2;___fu11 time student
':‘ ____part ‘time student E : - :.’ '___;part time student
.__;_nork Al time - ‘;d' . work full tide
outside the home . . - 7. outside the home
____work‘fuTI time at home ..“' f _.__work full time at home .-
- work bart'time" ' " work part time :
outside the home S ‘. outside the hohe
work part t1me at home - g ____work part t1me at home

Know]edge of the act1v1t1es of the adu1ts 1n the fam11y w111
-:exp1a1n the opportun1ty, or 1ack of it, that they have to get acqua1nted
with and soc1a11ze w1th the other residents. This item will a1so
ref]ect how much t1me the ‘people have to be concerned w1th the appear-r
”fi ences and upkeep of communa1 fac111t1es in and around the bu11d1ng
'Part I . | | _ ' |
1 what un1vers1ty c1ass1f1cat1on does the head of househo]d .
: or other qua11fy1ng party ho1d° | | |
faculty staff

grad student W1th ass1stantsh1p .;

grad student
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Part II (Continued)
undergraduate

- other: exp1a1n

Sommer (T969) d1scusses a study of Br1t1sh Army officers hous1ng in

' --'which?the rank of the off1cers-affected the amount of soc1a1lcontact'

' between‘fam11ies’ When there was a d1fference of more than one rank

between res1dents of one bu11d1ng, there was 11tt1e or no contact between ;,:

”ne1ghbors The ranking of un1vers1ty students as upper c1assmen under-
c1assmen, and graduate students could be compared to the rank1ng of
officers. Therefore 1t coqu be expected that 1f there are great
:differences in status of the residents, thererwou1d be decreased-social
contact between ne1ghbors The amount of ne1ghbor contact has been.
.. pos1t1ve1y re]ated to the care of communa] Taundry fac111t1es in marr1ed :
fstudent hous1ng (Leonard -1973) .
_2,' How many peopTe 11ve in your househon7

one

__‘two
____three .
_____;four»-
____“fEVe'br more
Th1s 1tem shou]d exp1a1n the adequacy of ' space per person,’ and

i w111 exp1a1n some of the 1tems checked in quest1ons 3 and 4’ of Part I

It woqu be’ reasonab]e to f1nd a famiTy of f1ve peopTe d1ssat1sf1ed w1th
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Part II (continued)
the size of rooms or storage space, while a couple with no children had
adeqUete spaee and would not be concerned with the availability of play
area. o | | |

3. What are the ages of the chi1dren, if any?

Children of the same age level seem to bring together the parents
because they p1ay with one another 'go into each others houses and get
into mischief together. Synce preschoolers require more supervision in
outside play than children of school age, it would be expected that a
building that had severa1 families with preschoo1ers wou1d have a higher
lTevel- of ne1ghbor acqua1ntance (Gans, 1970). |

4. What is the age of the head of househo]d?

_18-25
. 26-35
___ 36-45.
___;_pver 45 |
5. What -type ef residence did you Tive in before coﬁinglto school?
__;_~pwn house ’
____rent house
____;rent_apartmeht
___with parents

other: . explain
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Part II (continued)
_51 What was your annua] family . 1ncome before com1ng to schoo17
| - (Or parents 1ncome, 1f you 11ved at home) :
C 5 under 5,000
5,000 - 6,999
7,000 - 8,399
____*o,ooo - 10,999 .
11,000 - 12,999
___-over 13,000 |
The above quest1ons are: the persona1 h1story of where the person
'119ed before coming to school, and. his 1ncome. Sat1sfact1on w1th the
* current residential environment_is-inf1oenced.by where the person has

Tived previous]y (Proshansky, Ittleson & Rivlin, 1970). A.pt]ot study

. has shown that residents having-a higher income before coming to school

were more concerned or at 1east had taken better care of communa1
facilities (Leonard 1973)

_Part III

1. Are the res1dents of your bu11d1ng expected to do any c1ean1ngi

e 'or upkeep of the 1aundry room or other communa1 fac111t1es? :

”Yes

No

Don t know

§ 2. Does your 1ease agreement state what the res1dents are respon-

‘ ;s1b1e for as far as regu]ar ma1ntenance or upkeep7 (e g > keep1ng the e
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Part III (continued)
porches c]ean,'shove1ing sfdewa1ks, rep]écing ]1ghtbu1b§ in outside
lights or other communal faci1ifﬁes) |
. Yes

No
____*Doh't Know
These question§ will show the knowledge of the rules, regulations, -
or lease agreement stipu]ations'concerning tenant responsibility. A pi]of
study showed a hiéh correlation befWéen-the lack of knowledge and béd]y
cared for communal laundry facilities.
3; Is the Taundry rodm'kept as neat or c]eah as you would like?
Yes |

____No
_____Don't know/no opinion
4. Do you fée] that everyone is doing their share as far as keep
of community faci]itiés such as yard, sidewa1ks and 1aﬁndry room nice
for others? ' |
| | Yes

____No

____Don't know/no opinion
5: Do you feel that there 1is.one person in the building that is
.‘ﬁore'concerhed about neatnéss and:appéarances of community %api]ities

than the other residents?
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Part III (continued)

Yes

No

Don't know/no opinion

The above questions will show how the people percéive théir own

efforts and involvement in cooperating with others in keeping facilities

up to their own standards. Question #4 will show if there are any
resentments from lack of communication concérning thé upkeep of theée
facilities. The "Don't know/no opinion" option will show whether the
residents are concerned or evénlaware of any difficulties concerniﬁg
communal facility upkeep. This should also show-whether there is
acknowledged leadérship within the building. |

6. Are there people in your bui1d1hg, that you see and speak wfth '

on occasion, that you would choose not to Tive around if you héd that

choice?

Yes

No

Don't know/no opinion

7. Do you find it uncomfortable to Tive so close to your neighbors?

- Yes

No

Don't know/no opinion

| .
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Part III (continued)

These items w111 reflect the amount of stress that the residents
'_ are feeling 1in geffing used to Tiving with Various new neighbors.
Getting used to living in a smaller space, having less priyaey beceuse
of close neighbors, having te II.be nice" to neighbors for the sake of
harmony, and adjusting to sharing spece'can all be very stressful for .
the individual. | | |

- The Check]ist

The measurement of the condition of the communai laundry facil-
ities was chosen as a dependent.vafiab1e. The degree of order and |
upkeep observed in the laundry room should reflect the eatisfaction of
the users with their residential environment. Skolnick et al. (1971)
stete that physical disorder reflects social disorder, social disorder
effects stress (McGreth, 1970), and stress within the residential
envifonment causes dissatisfaction. A "best fit" (Yahoda, 1961) of man
and ervironment can be expressed in high performance, satisfaction and
Tittle strese, and conversely for systems with "1ack_of'fit" (Pervin,
1974). |
Methods

Subjects. The samb]e was drawn from residents of Grant Chamberlain
Drive, a section of married studeet housing on the ‘Montana State
University:campus. This population wes selected because it was..

. desirable to obtain measures from families or married couples rather
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than trom singles. The section of married student housing that was )
samp]ed a]so had the greatest number of 1dent1ca1 apartments A11‘14é
units on Grant Chamber1a1n Drive have 2 bedrooms, identical floor plans,
'and are 1dent1ca11y furn1shed A few apartments were unfurn1shed w1th
-regard to tab1es, cha1rs,.couch beds etc., but the stove and refrig-
erator were prov1ded and were 1dent1ca1 to those un1ts that were .-
completely- furn1shed _
Grant Chamber1a1n Dr1ve 1s arranged 1n a semi- c1rc1e w1th 1awn

'area in the center, Six 1dent1ca1 three story apartment bu11d1ngs

- arranged somewhat 11ke the spokes of a whee], and the veh1c1e park1ng

f-area 1ocated on the per1phery of the sem1 c1rc]e (F1gure 1)

Insert FigUre.1_about here

Each of the-sin'threenstory bui]dinQS'containedr24 tno,bedroom

: units--and‘two 1aondry rooms in“which'three washers and three dryers: :
.'were prov1ded for the use of the residents. These washtng'fac11ities'.
-_were not,coln‘or token.operated : Each 1aundry room is used by ‘the
tenants.from 12 apartments The bu11d1ngs are des1gned w1th ma1n ‘

' ,entrances on both s1des and 1n each of the groups of 12 apartments nd
assigned the use of a 1aundry ‘room s1x .are,on one s1de of the bu11d1ng

and the other Six enter from the other s1de The laundry room can be




Figure 1.

The arrangement of the apartment

building around Grant Chamberlain Drive.
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entered from both s1des and is 10cated on the bottom floor of each

5 bu11d1ng (F1gure 2)

_“Insert Figure 2 about here

" There are a total of 144 apartments on Grant ChamberIaIn Drive;'

. with one apartment des1gnated as storage hence 143 fam111es made up

' . the compIete popuIat1on to be sampIed There were 116 quest1onna1res

returned for a 81 1% return “from the popu]at1on

Instrument The quest1onna1re was four and one half pages Iong
..and d1v1ded 1nto three parts | Part 1 had nine 1tems that measured
':att1tudes toward the phys1ca1 character1st1cs of the res1dence and
the amount of soc1a1 contact within the bu1Id1ng Part IT cons1sted :
of six 1tems that asked ma1n1y demograph1c data such as age,- 1ncome,
'number of persons in the househo]d type of res1dence prior to the
: present one and un1vers1ty c]ass1f1cat1on Part III measured

-att1tudes concern1ng 11v1ng 1n an apartment s1tuat1on, percept1on of

y ne1ghbors, and the cooperat1on between res1dents 1n the upkeep of .-

'_“communaI fac111t1es, spec1f1ca11y the Iaundry room Th1s last part_

‘had a totaI of seven 1tems A totaI of 22 1tems compr1sed the

quest1onna1re After cod1ng and entering on’ computer cards the ques—'
".t1onna1re y1e1ded 47 1ndependent var1ab1es to. be ana]yzed (Append1x I)[

_3The cond1t1on of each Iaundry fac111ty was measured on an e1ght 1tem '

L.t

| i
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checkIﬁst.'iThese items‘indieated.whether 6% not certadn cbnditions.of'
ZHttenor disarnay eXisted.or not This method eI1m1nated any subJec-
tive dec1s1on as-to degree of cIean11ness (Append1x II) " The totaI |
score y1e1ded one. number 1nd1cat1ng the d1sorder of the Iaundry room
and th1s was entered as “the dependent var1ab1e in the anaIys1s

Quest1onna1re adm1n1strat1on The 1nvest1gator personaIIy d1s-

'tr1buted the quest1onna1re to each fam11y There were no oral 1nstruc~

tions.given as to the compIet1on or purpose of the study. The-subjects -

were onIy toId that the quest1onna1re was part of a Master' S thes1s,

"then they were asked to read the cover Ietter that was 1nc1uded w1th

L each quest1onna1re (Append1x III) The quest1onna1re was Ieft w1th

B the subJects and p1cked up by the 1nvest1gator two days f0110w1ng d1s-

.‘-tr1but1on

' The laundry rooms were'evaIuatedubetween midnight and 2 a.m. as
thejchances were small that the facilities were being used atfthat_

time.

AnaIysIs ”.Ihe 47 dependent'vartabIes?and the indepehdent variable.

" were cross correlated 1n a 48 x 48 correIat1on matrix. Then a stepwise

fmu1t1p1e I1near regress1on was app11ed The 1ndependent variab]es were .

;entered 1nto the. equat1on one at a t1me, in the order of s1gn1f1cance
'The computer anaIys1s y1e1ded the mu1t1p1e R standard error . of

.ﬂ est1mate, and anaIys1s of var1ance for each of the 47 steps
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Results

Dehographic Data

S1mp1e tabu]at1on of the persona] data 1nd1cated that over two :

’th1rds of the househo]ds were. young peop]e between 18- 25 years of age,

_(see Table 1) undergraduates (see TabTe 2), and had only two people. in -

' the househo]d (see Tab]e 3). One f1fth,of the sample had 11ved with

' their parents pr1or to moy1ng.to married.student housing (see Table 4).

Insert.Table 1 about.here

Insert Table 2-about:here

o Insert.Table 3 about here-:

-!InSert Table 4 about here

" An oyerwheiming.am0unt.of the men in“the'househo1ds.were full time
students (89.65%), while 52..59% of the women worked outside the home

“.either part time or full time (see Table 5).

~ Insert Table 5 about here

Inydividing the data-into“three groups on the basis of the 1aundry"

“yoom ratings, eaoh'group,was'simifarjrisize and had the ratings of four.

e1aundry rooms each Since the method ot data‘co1Tection for the
1aundry room- cond1t1on y1e1ded a score 1nd1cat1ng demer1ts the 1ower

' the score the better the degree of upkeep The scores from a11 12
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_Table 1

'Age‘of Head of Household

Age

Group I Group II Group III  Total

o .%‘
- (N=41)

.%»

(N=37)

5 -

"(N¥38)

Sample

9

(N=116)

118-25

- 26-35
36745

' bver‘45

- TOTAL

. 82,93

17.07

0
0

©100.00 -

' 72.97

27.03
0
.0

100.00

73.68
23.68

2.63
0
99.99

76.72
92.8

.8
0

. 99.92
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o Table -2

University Classification

Group I  Group II Group III  Total
% g g Sample
(N=41) (N=37) (N=38) %
U-classification (N=116)
Faculty 2.38 2.63 0 1.69
Staff - - 0 . 5.26 0 ' 1.69
Grad-w/assistaﬁtship 11.90 7.89 13.16 11.01
Grad 14.29 7.89 5.26 9.32
Undergrad [71;43 73.38 78.95 74.57
Other 0 2.63 2.63 1.69
99.97

TOTAL

100.00 100.04 100.00
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Table 3

Size of Household

Group I  Group IT  Group III Total

% ' % % Sample
(N=41)  (N=37) (N=38) = %
Size of Household . | (N=116)
1 19.51 0 - 2.63 7.75
2 6341 81.08  84.21 75.8
3 9.76  16.22 5.26  10.34
4 S 7.32  2.70 7.89 - 6.03
5 or more ' 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 100.00  100.00  99.99  99.92
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Tab1e 4

Previous .Residence -

Group I° Group II Group III  Total
_ % % % Sample
© (N=41)  (N=37) (N=38) %

Prior Residence ' (N=116)-
own house 11.36  19.44 12.5 14.16
rent house 31.82 | 11.11 20.00 21.66
rent apartment 25.00 33.83 37.5 _31.66
. with parents 20.45  22.22 20.00 . 20.83
other 11.36  ~ 13.89 10.00  11.66
TOTAL 99.99  99.99 100.00  99.97
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Table 5

" Activities

Total

Group I  Group II  Group III
% % % Sample
(N=41)  (N=37)  (N=38) %

Activities | | (N=116)
Full time student--men 90.24~ : 83.78 94.74 89.65
Full time student--women 29.27  40.54  34.2] 34.48
. Part time student--men -2.44 . 2.70 _ 0 1.72
Part time student--women 4.88 13.51 0. 6.03
Work full time--men 7.3 16.22 2.63 8.62
Work full time--women 24.39 27.03 36.84 - 29.31
Work part time--men 24.39 35.14 34.21 31.03
24.39  27.03 18.42 . 23.28

Work part time--women




L el

35
laundry rooms were as follows:. 0, 0, 1, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, 5, 5, 6.
There was a clear separation between the four low scores and the four

high scores, with the middle scores all being the same. The distri-

~ bution of the scores lent itself nicely to division into thrée equal

groups.' For the purpose of tHis thesis the groups will be referred to
as Group I(écore of 0-2), Group II (;cores of 3), and Group III (scores
of 4-6); 'Most-of the comparison wi11‘be.on the'data from the Group I
and Group III. ‘

In breaking down the sample into three groups, each group con-
tained too few subjééts to obtain any signfficant results from statis-
tical anaiysish However, a percentage tabulation of the data shows
that there are'a number of large enough differences between the two
extreme groups, and between either group and the results of the total
sample, to make some good assumptions about the population.

Activities. From.a population of 143 there was a return of 116
(81.1%51 Each of the three subéroups, Group I, Group II, and Group III
had'an N of 41, 37, 38 respectively. '

The mofe noticeable differences in the demographic data occurred
on only three items. The first item being the activities of both |
adﬁ1t§ in the households (refer to Table 5). In the group with the
dirty 1aundry rooms the adults seem to have much more of their time

committed to full time activities outside the home. In this group

Ll
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there were slightly more full time students among the men (4.5% greater
than Group I). However, the pehcentage of women in that Qroup that- |
Were fd]] time students mas the same as for'the total sample but nearly
% greater than in Group I It is interesting to note that there were
no part time students among e1ther the men or the women in Group II1.
In comparing the amount of full ‘time ectivities outside the house- ‘
hold among the men and women, it is apparent'that there is Ttttle or
" no difference for the men, but there‘is a great deal of difference in' 
the amount of time the women have oommitted,to outside.activittes.-
Near1y;54% of the women from Group I have full time committments out- -
side the home, wht]e 67% of the Group II and over 71% of the .Group III
are comm1tted to. fu11 t1me activities outside the home ‘ |
The: corre1at1on matr1x for the entire samp1e indicated that house--
holds with women work1ng full time outside the home anticipated a
. Tonger stay (.i75), and also spent 1essltime in social or recreational
activity with the other residents in the bui]ding'(-.i91). The time
spent in socia]hactivity with other'hesidents was positively related to
the number of acquaintences (.353). On the basis of these results (gnd".
. common sense) one can infer that women working full time simb1y donft .

have the opportunity to meet their neighbors, nor the time to spend

- 1n soc1a1 activity w1th the ones they do get acqua1nted with (refeh

'aTSo to Table 6) It can also be assumed that these women have 11tt1e

time to be concerned with the cond1t10n of laundry fac111t1es
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Insert Table 6 about here

Student status. Although Group III had a slightly larger percent-

age of hndergraduafes, it was not significantly larger than either of.
the ‘other groups (Tab]e 2). However, the number of graduate students
in Group I was consideréb}y'larger than the other groups. The Corre-
1ation.c6efficient for the 1aundrylfoom factor and graduate student
status was -.181 (note: higher ]aundry room factor means dirtief
laundry room). Thereforé,.the more-gradﬁate students, the c]eéner the
laundry room. | | ‘

In the stepwise regression analysis, the graduate student (without
assistantship) variable was entered int6 the equation‘on the second
step (Table 7), and is significant at <.05 level. This writer doubts
that this should be taken at face vaiue. Graduate students in this
sample are not necéssari]y any more concerned-about the.upkeep of
their physical environment than are any other classification of student.
They do, however, bring with them the background and experienqe that
would influence their behavior. They are younger yet better edUcated,'
many of them are é]so‘facuTty or staff,'more had owned or renfed homes
instead of apartments, their families are 1arg¢r, and the women in fhe

families have less time committed to full time outside activities.

_ Insert Table 7 about here
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Table 6

e Acquaintence. with Neighbors -

. _Group I' Group II Group III . Total
% % % Sample
(N=41). (N=37) ©  (N=38) - %

Number of neighboré[écquainfédﬁ C ' 'i o (N=116)
with . . ‘ ' o : . o C

none $9¥76.j 26.47 13.16 . 15.93
less than'half © 78105 70.59 . 71.05 . 73.45
about half . J‘ 976 2.4 1053 - 7.96
' more than half. o .  "0. o0 2.63 . - .88
a0 am 0 2.6 L
Tt 7 100,01 100.00  100.00 . 99.99
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Number of
F Value Independent
Step Variable Multiple Increase To Variables
Number Entered R R In RSQ Enter Inciuded
1 36 .1898 .0360 .0360 4,2580% 1
2 30 .2532 .0641 .0281 3.3914 2
3 34 .3021 .0913 .0272 3.3506% 3
4 43 .3502 1226 .0313 3.9642%* 4
5 10 .3836 14N .0245 3.1627 5
6 5 .4072 .1658 .0187 2.4404 6
7 7 .4373 L1912 .0254 3.3884%% 7
8 15 4520 .2043 L0131 1.7684 8
9 42 4695 .2204 L0161 2.1843% 9
10 45 .4806 .2309 .0105 1.4392 - 10
1 37 .4906 .2407 .0098 1.3372 n
12 32 . 4985 .2485 .0078 1.0624 12
13 22 i 5052 .2552 .0067 .9210 13
14 3N .5115 .2616 .0064 .8798 14
15 29 .5308 .2818 .0202 2.8071%% 15
16 4 . .5349 .2861 .0043 .6031 16
17 4 .5383 .2898 .0036 .5003 17
18 1 .5424 2942 .0044 .6049 18
19 19 .5458 .2979 .0037 .5072 19
20 33 5473 .2995 .0016 221 20
21 6 .5500 .3025 .0030 .4062 21
22 21 .5524 .3052 .0026 .3544 22
23 23 .5555 .3086 .0035. .4613 23
24 44 .5581 L3115 .002% 3780 24
25 27 .5602 .3138 .0024 .3087 25
26 24 .5618 .3156 .0018 .2292 26,
27 25 .5645 .3187 .0031 . 3942 27
28 2 . 5666 L3211 .0024 .3086 28
29 38 .5685 3232 .0021 .2701 29
30 8 .5698 3247 .0015 .1877 30
31 .20 ' .5707 .3257 .0011 L1312 31
32 26 .5731 .3284 .0027 .3345 32
33 28 .5743 .3298 .0013 .1640 33
34 14 5750 .3306 .0008 .0988 34
35 18 .5756 L3314 .0008 .0914 35
36 35 .5760 .3318 .0004 .0502 36
37 39 .5770 .3329 -,0011 3N 37
38 16 .5775 .3335 .0006 .0638 38
39 40 .5778 .3338 .0003 .0398 39
40 13 .5780 .3341 . 0003 .0351 40
41 3 .5782 .3343 .0002 .0207 41
42 9 .5783 .3344 .0001 .0108 42
43 46 .5784 .3345 .0001 .0124 43
44 17 .5785 .3346 .0001 .0101 44
45 12 .5785 .3346 .0000 .0010 45
46 1 .5785 .3346 .0000 .0000 46
a7 47 .5785 .3346 .0000 .0001 47

(refer to Appendix IV for identification of variables entered)

*significant at p <.05
**significant at p <.01

1Ll

i
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Attitudes ' .

More than 58% of the total sample felt that the laundry faci]fties
were not kept as clean as they preferred (féb]e 8). This -variable was.
entered into the regression equation in step 4, and was significant at
p <.05. This shows that the groups with dirty laundry aréas were aisé

very dissatisfied with the conditions of the area.

" Insert Table 8 about here

Group I had a greater number of-squects-that felt there was one °

Ly L 4

person in the_bui]dihg'that was more concerfied about neatness than thé_ Rk

rest. However, the total sample revealed very little difference in

opinion (Table 9).

Insert Table 9 about here-

More people were satisfied than dissatisfied with tﬁeir present.
neighbors, but the difference was small (Table 10). A gréater pro- .
portion of the.sample did not find it uncomfortable to live so c1bse'
to their neighbors (Tab1é 11). 1In Group IiI,-howéver,'the relationship

was reversed, but the difference was minute.

Insert Table 10 about here

Insert Table 11 about here
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Tab1e 8

' ~ Attitudes: Appéndix-I, Part III, Queétion 3"

Is the laundry

or clean as you would Tike it?

Group I . G}oup II  Group irI
A’ A
kept as neat - (N=41) .(Nﬁ37)‘ - (N=38)

Total

Sample
g
(N=116)"

yes
no

TOTAL

5122 32,43 | 39.47

48.78 | 67.57 . 60.53

1700.00 . 100,00 - 100.00

41.38°

| 58.62 -
100.00 .

Table 9
Attitudes: - Appendix IP'Pért'III,ZQuestidn 5

- Group I - Group II  Group III

Do you feel there is any one . % S %

persbn in the building more . ‘(N-41) - (N=37) - (N=38)

"concerned about: neatness? .

Total

' ‘Sample

%

'(N5]1é)

yés

. 'no

f“TOTAL

60.00 4118 - 45,95 .

40,00 58.62% 5405

100.00 : 100.00 - 100.00.

45.55
50.45 |
100.00

LL.1

L

7
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Table 10
Attitudes: Appendix I, Part III, Question 6

Total .

'100.00 -

' - Group I Group II ‘Group 11
Are there people in’ your . % 9% i % " Sample
'buflding'yqd wou1d~chodsg1 (N=41)_ " (N=37) (N=38} %

not to live arqdnd?' ‘ ' (N?116)

yes 36.50  44.44 34.21 38.26

no 63.41 55.55 65.79 61.74

“TOTAL - 100.00 - 99.99  100.00 ~ : 100.00

_ Table 17.
Attitudes: Appendix I, Part III, Question 7

Group. I Group II . Group III :'Tota1

Do you find it uncomfortable’ % S % ~“sample
%0 Tive so close to your | (N=41) (N=37) (N=38) : 9
~ neighbors? | ' (N=116)
yes 29.27 35.14  51.35  38.26°

"no 70.73 . 64.86  48.65 . - 61.74

TOTAL 1100.00 10000

100.00




WLl

43
: Items 3 and 4 on the quest1onna1re I1sted eight character1st1cs
ef the res1dence to .which the subJects were to 1nd1cate a like or
diinke.- Six of thesefeight_characteristﬁes were the same as MicheIson
(1970) used to determine satisfaction in a housing envihenmeht.'.He '
eresented a formula for determining the,"Safisfaction.Index" (SI)'from

‘these items. ‘Tt was as follows:

S _ # of satisfactory items x 100

# 'of satisfactory items plus -
# of unsatisfactory items

 Michelson's formula was eppIied to items 3 and 4 of this.thesis

- quest1onna1re and the SI was arr1ved at.: " Group 1 (cIean Iaundry room) -

'had a'Sl of 29 004 Group II (average Iaundry room) had a Sl of 33.831,.

- but Group III (dirty Iaundry room) had a‘SI of only II 737 These
resuIts were in support of the hypothesis stated jn th1s thesis that
-'the level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the environment will

'be-reercted'in'the‘treatment of the physical environment.
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Discussion

Physical Environment

The relationship of the physical environment to the satisfaction
of occupants is the first factor examined in this thesis. In computing
the SI for each of the three groups in the study, it_is evident.tnat
the residents maintaining a cleaner Taundry area were also satisfied
with a greater number of other physical attributes of fheir residential
environment: Since all the apartments are identical, and the size of
the households are 511 similar, this would indicate thnt once the mfn-
~imum space réquirgment,js met, satisfaction with-the negidentiéTHenvi-"'"'
ronment is defermined by factors other'than.the attributéé.of-the
physical space itself. - Satisfaction with the .physical énvinonment is
more complex than providing for the physical and spacial needs of the _
occupants. Human behavior and attitudes toward the environment are
influenced by a vnriety of factors both physical and socia]u"'

Social Environment

The resu}ts of this thesis are not detailed enough to make
conclusive statements regarding the optimum social environment in a
multiple dwelling unit arrangement such as married student housing.
However, this research has profiled the type of famiTy_tnaF seems more
concerned about ‘the upkeep of shared‘§pace. These student fam{lies
were younger on the average, had a greéfer percentage of graduafe
students, had rentéd privéte homes ratner than apantment§ prior to

moving to student housing, their families were larger, and the women
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has Tess time_conmitted to full time acttVitdes outside_the home.
These results are in agreement with those ofda“p11ot stddy.(Leonard;
1973).using spbjects from another area of Montana State UniVersity"

married student housing. The popu]ation_sampTes for the piTQt'study.f

{ U { .. THO: S

were from eight two-story buildings with eight two and three bedroom . - .

units in each bui]ding. Each building had one communal 1adndry room
with tno‘washers and two dryers provided for the residents. :This
investigator re—evaluated these Taundry facilities adain tno years
later using the same 1nstrument and obtained nearly identical scores °
to the ones obtained in the pilot study. The popuJation was not

resampled, but it is unlikely that they would also be identical since

the turnover rate tor this, and most any other, narried student housing:'

is quite high.
"This would indicate a “culture" or "tradition" being established
‘within each building that new residents find difficult to,deViate from.

Since it would be a rare instance that all apartments in a bui1d1ng

would have a complete turnover of tenants at once, it is quite feas1b1e :

that some sort of "culture" gets passed from one. "generat1on“ of

tenants to the other.

_Management

It would be an enormous task to screen and proper1y'assign occu- 2 .

pants to each dwelling unit, but it s suggested here that one apart-

ment next to. each laundry room be resenved for occupancy by a "res1dent2
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manager.” Such a unit could either be reduced in rent, or the occupants
be in some way compensated These "resident managers" should be
marr1ed women and their husbands preferab]y graduate students. These
women should not have full time work outs1de the home, nor be full t1me
students. Women who spend more time at home have the opportun1ty to
deve1op fr1endsh1ps and acquaintences w1th neighbors, wh1ch contr1butes‘
to residential sat1sfactjon. The results of th1s thesis show that in
the groups having.a more orderly laundry area, the women, do not have.
full time commitments outside, they spend mere time in socia1'contact
with their neighbors. This would a11om for the extension of the -
personal and home spaceiinto communal areas. With this extended homeA.
space, there would be more concern about the condition.of that spatei
As Tong as the personal, social, and.home space is confined to the :
dwelling unit itself, there is no need for the sustenance organiiation'.
and adaptations  in the areas outside the home. '

"This thesis recqmmends further reseanth'into issues speciftca11y
. relevant to management of married student housing; Records can be
collected showing the maintenance cost ef each dwelling unit as.tenants'
move in and out. If the factors affecting'tne maintenance of tne |
private areas are ablé to be manipulated as are ones'affecting condi-
tions of shared areas, the management may benefit by the reduction of .
repair costs, and the occupants wou1d be more satisfied with their o

residential environment.
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Appendix I
Residential Satisfaction Survey

January 1976

How many bedrooms do you have in your apartment?

Does the residence seem large enough to meet your needs?
Yes '

No

Of the following, which quality(s) do you liKE“ab5Ut
1iving here? '
_____storage -space

_____size of rooms

_____furniture provided

_____outdoor play area for children

______floor plan

_____appliances provided

__Pproximity to campus

—____proximity to shepping

Of the following, which quality(s) do you dislike about
livinglhere? |

_storage space
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_____§12e of rooms |
___- furniture provided
____;putdoer"p]ey'ahee for chi]dheh
fToor‘p1an |
_____ppp11ances prov1ded

prox1m1ty to campus

prox1m1ty to shopp1ng

. - How 1ong have you 11ved 1n this bu11d1ng?

. How much . 1onger do you p1an on 11v1ng in th1s bu11d1ng?

‘How many peop]e or fam1]1es, in your bu11d1ng are you
.acqua1nted w1th? '
.__hone - ,
___;_Jessjfhah haif )
___;_ebhut-ha]f
_____.more than half
___all of therh
;J_Now much t1me do you spend 1n soc1a1 or recreat1ona1 :
-_act1v1ty (or Just v1s1t1ng) w1th the peop1n in your bu11d1ng? '
______hever | ' :
_______once week]y

2 3 t1mes week]y

4 or more t1mes week]y
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PART II
1.

Please check as many‘categories as are applicable about the

activities of both heads of household. (i.e., spouses, or

parents). In the ca;e'of single parent families, please

Man

full time student

~__part time student

"~ work full time

outside the home
____work fuTT time at home
__~work part time

outside the home

work part time at home

cross out the column that does not apply.

Woman

. " full time student

©___part time student
____work full time
outside the home
___work full time at home
____work bart time
outsidé'the home

work part time at home

What university classification does the responsible party hold?

("Respon;ib1é party" means the person to whom the apartment is

rented. )

: faculty

: staff

grad student with assistantship .

: grad student

undergraduate

otherﬁ. explain
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How many people Tive in your househon?.

one

two

" three .
four

five or more

What are the ages of the children, if any?

What is the age of the head of household? (In this instance,
"head of household" refers .to a single parent, or the father

in a two parént family, or the husband in a marriage.)

18 - 25
26 - 35 .
36 - 45

over 45

what type of residence'did you Tive in before coming .to school?
own house

_____rent house

______rent apartment

_____with,parehts‘

other: explain
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What was your annua1 fam11y income before coming to sch0017

'_ (Or parents 1ncome if you 11ved W1th parents )

PART III
| 1.

under $5, 000

_a___ts,ooo‘- $6,999
. $7,000 - $8,899
- $9,000 - $16’999'2
_____;11,00@ - $12,999
___over $13,000

Are the residents of-your'budeing expected to do any cleaning

"~ or upkeep-of the 1aundrynroom ohtother cdmmuna1 faci1ity?

. Ye§

"No

Don't know
Does your 1ease agreement state what the res1dents are
respons1b1e for as far as regu]ar ma1ntenance or upkeep’

(e.q., keep1ng the porches c1ean shove11ng Snow off of

,:s1dewa1ks, rep]ac1ng 11ghtbu1bs in outs1de 11ghts or other

" communal fac111t1es )y

Yes = -

" No

" Don't krow :

LALLM~ bl
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' ' 6T
. Is the .laundry room kept as neat or clean as.you would like?
Yes

No

Do y@u feel that everyone is doing fheir'share as far'as
upkeep or communfty faéi]ities such as yard, sidewa]k;, aﬁd
laundry r@bm nice for others? N ‘

| “Yes |

No

Do you feel that there is any one pefsbn in the building that
‘is more concerned abput neatnesé and appedrancéé of thércommunal
facilities than -the other residents?

-_____Xeé

No

Are-fhere’peop1e in youf bﬁi]ding; that you see or speak with
on-occasioh; that youlwbuid Choose‘hot-to Tive around if you
had that ;hoice? | ‘ o

| Yes

No |

Do.yod find it uncomfortable to live so close to your .
neighbors?
Yes.

No
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Appendix II -

Laundrnydom Eva1uétion - Grant Chamber1ain Drive

.- Lint in floors

Shelves dusty or cluttered

Dirt tracks on floors -

. No waste basket

Washer tobs with detergent spills

Dryer tops with dust or Tint

:Dryef filters full

Washer tubs and agitatbrS'spi1ed,g

N e




| )

63.
Appendix:III

This survey is part of a Masters Thesis in Environmental Psychology
.at‘Montana State UniVersity. Your responses to this questionnaire will
be QSed-td'study the kinds of families (size,fége, income, etc.) thaf
- Tive in your neighborhood, and how satisfied they are with the housing
thgy were assignéd t6.

If shoOTd take no more than fifteen minutes of yoﬁr time to complete
this queétionnaife,_éo please don't be discouraged by its length. All
responses Wi11 be.cohp1ete1y qonfidentiaT; and will be identjfied only
by the building number. In order to get an accuraté'eva1u§tion of the
whole neighborhood ﬁt is-fmportanf that as many questibnnai%es be |
réfurned as possible. _ |

1 will come around to‘yoqr'door'to c011ect the surQey on January 29

and 30. Thank you for your cooperation.

N
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Variable #

1

.

s~ w

o W ® N o o»

12
13
14

C ‘]'5-'
6.
17
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Appendix IV'

identification-of Variables‘Used“in the;Data AnaTysis

o Item

no.- of bedrooms

:enough space
- Tike stbrage space

- 1ike size of rooms

1ike'furnjture

.Tike'fioor'pTan
" Tike appliances

- Tike proximity to campus

Tike proximity to shoppiné
Tength of residence to present

anticipated Tength of residence

time spent in social contact with
'nefghbbrs . -
__fQ11,tiﬁe student--man | i
, pért;fimé'§tudén£4;ﬁan
'jWQkk fﬁ]]_time——hqn

' Kputéide'homé) .

Tike outdoor play area for children

. number of acquaintences in building
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Variable #

qg*
19
20%
21

’.,22 )
23

24
25

26

27
28
29

. 30
31
3%

33

34

'wbrk.fu11'time--wbman (at home)

65
Item 

work full time--man (at home)

work part time--man (outside home)

. work partitime--man-(at'hOme)A“

“full time student--woman

" part time studehtf-woman'" 

work full time--woman (outside

‘home)

~work part tiMe¥-woman (outside

hbme)

work part time--woman (at home)

' Uhiversity:Clgssi?ication

_faculty

staff
graduate student with assis- .

tantship

ugkéduate“studént"

undergraduate

:bthérlx

numbek of people in household: -

"age of head of household = -




Variable #
_'35 -
36 .

37
38
39** .
40
-
42
43
44
45
46

a7
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Ttem

Prevjbus Residence
B own houée
, fent.hodse
frent'apahtmént
with parents.
dthek
| income prior to school
xKnowTedgé of Rules énd Expectations
Are the tenanfs-eXpected‘to ao-
ubkeép?'
Doés 1ease_agreemeht state
| responsibility?
Attitudes
Is laundry clean as you wouid Tike?
is-everybne doing fﬁeﬁr share of
‘upkeep? | |
Is one ‘tenant more concerned -
dboufﬂheatneﬁs?
.' Afe there néighboks-yoﬁﬂw001d
‘17chbosé not to Tive by? - "
~Are yqu‘anmeﬁrtable'with'q]dée

- rieighbors?
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Variable # ' Item

i . laundry room conditions

* Less than 2% of the popu]at1on fell into these categor1es. It
is felt that these items are not app11cab1e for man.

**  The "otheﬁ{type or residences spec1f1ed‘were mainly trailer
houses. One respondent indicated a'dwe115ng provided.by an
employer at a ranch, another three indicated a dormitory.

*%** The laundry room rating was such that the higher the number,

the worse the existing conditions.
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