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AN EVALUATION OF A SERIE5 OF HOMEMAKING CLAssE5

IN PROVIDING NUTRiTION EDUCATION FOR

hr0MEN 0N PUBL I C ASS I STANCE

by

Patricia trlolczuk

Homemaking classes, conducted by the hleLfare

Oepartment of the City of hlinnipeg for homemakers receiving

pubJ.ic assistance, vlere evaluated concerning help given the

homemeker to make food choices appropriate to fulfilling her

familyfs nutritionaJ- needs. Homemaker knowledge of general

nutrition information and of Canadats Food Guide, homemaker

food choice, and non-class factors used in the evaluation

hrere recorded with an interview schedule administered prior

to and after a ten-week course attended by twenty-seven

homemakers. The degree of concern of the homemaker, Ievel

of tiving, and cfean neatness of the home were considered

to determine their relevance to leveI attained in both

knowledge and food choice.

Pre-course, onJ-y 22.2 percent were considered to

have an adequate general knowledge of nutrition as compared

to 44.4 percent post-course. The greatest gains in general

knowledge brere experienced by younger homemakers, less highly

educated homemakers, homemakers who had no previous exposure
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to nutrition information, those with smeLler

those homemakers who had been on weLfa¡e for
time.

families, and

the Iongest

Befo¡e the course, onry one of the twenty-=even

homemakers was famiriar with over half of the content of
canadars Food Guide, whereas, after the course, twelve of
the twenty-seven were considered to be werr-informed. The

largest increases occurred with younger homemakers, more

highLy educated homemakers, those having had previous

exposure to nut¡ition information, and homemakers with the

largest numbe¡ of young children.

Food choices of the homemakers, rated by a twenty-
four hour recall on the basis of canadars Food Guide,

indicated the presence of ovex fifty percent of the recommended

items in only one-third of the instances both prior to and

fol-lowing course participation. Increases in mean scores

were restricted to younger homemakers, homemakers who had

previous exposu¡e. to nutrition information or had been on

welfa¡e for a short period of time.

Leve1s attained in knowledge were not conside¡ed

related to degree of concern, clean neatness, or revel of
living. However, higher food choice ratings did occur with
homemakers having a higher degree of concetn.
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INTRODUCT I ON

Poverty is presently in national focus. l,'/idespread

concern about poverty has stimulated public service personnel

to investigate the deficiencies, discrepancies, and difficul-

ties of the poor as related to home and femily life.

Fulfillment of basic.needs may be unattainable to

those of Limited resources. Food is a primary concern. If

income is severely limited, the familyrs rBsources available

for food expenditure inevitably are restricted and appropri-

ate food choice becomes critica] in the maintenance of a

nutritious diet. Jean Mayer, speciaJ- consultant on Nutrition

ts the President of the united States, stated: rrThe poor

suffer because their limited food budget allows them Iittle

roolf, for mistakes" (24) - Avoidence of such mistakes in food

selection by the homemaker can only occur if she has the

appropriate rrknow howrr at her disposal. 5he must attain the

necessary knowledge to make corl.ect food selections on her

Iimited food budget. She must, therefore, be exposed to a

situation conducive to Iearning the food choices appropriate

to fulfilling her familyrs nutritional needs'

Members of certain specific groUps infants, growing

children, and pregnant and nursing Y"omen are particularly

vulnerabLe to inadequate nutrition. The results of irnproper

nutrition are more devastating and Permanent within these

groups. ldhen this increased susceptibility is coupled with

I
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povetty, the problem is compounded. Such is the case of

the homemaker on welfare. Possibly an edolescent herself'

generally the mother of young children, this homemaker is

often the head of the househol-d and sole decision-maker. She

is responsible for her familyts food. Proper food selection

is vital to the well-being of her family, but dífficul-t due

to Iimited resources and knowledge.

The modes of nutrition education directed toward her

are multitudinous. Lack of motivation and interest' conflict-

ing goals, inadequate participation, and failure to apply

learned principles have been encountered by educators in

approaching these homemekers. The use of home economists'

homemaking classes, homemaker-aides, pamphlets, brochures'

and flyers, radio, television and neþ"spapers have been

explored, some superficial]-y, some extensively, for the

education of welfare homemakers.

success of the various pxogrammes is questionable.

The recent united States National Nutrition Survey showed

dietery defíciencies of low-income families in 1965 were

sirnila¡ to those in 1955 (2). Studies (3, 14, 19, 261 28)

in the past few years indicate children in low-income urben

areas ere stilÌ inadequately nourished. There is no informa-

tion showing substantial increases in the level of nutrition

knowledge of todayrs homemakers nor indications of better

dietary practices (8, 17, 49). hlelfare recipients still

express difficulties with foori budgeting. Yet, education



programmes are continuousl-y being initiated, subjected to

cursory informal examination, and perpetueted for the trgoodrr

of the honemaker without some empirical assessment of their

usefulness. Unless formaL evaluation is attempted, gains made '

as a result of nutrition educetion progremmes are unknown and

questíonabIe. This is unsatisfactory. If programmes are

successfuJ-, similar educational services should be expanded, .

but, if they are ineffective, revisions must be undertaken. .

:

Homernaking cLasses are conducted by the þlelfare

Department of the City of kJinnipeg fo¡ homemakers receiving

public assistance. The purpose of this course is to improve

the food selection ptactices of the enrolled homemakers using

the principle that participation leads to practice.

This study is an evaJ,uation of these classes in

raisíng the level of nutrition knowledge of these wel"fare

homemakers and in aiding them to make proper food choices for

their families. Variations in the degree of impact of the

course wiLl be related to certain homemaker characteristics.

These homemaker characterístics, homemaker knowledge' and

practices h/ere recorded with an interview schedule conducted

prior to and after e ten-week course attended by twenty-seven

homemakers.
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REVIE!ú OF LITERATURE

IMPLICATIONS OF POVERTY CONCERNIN6 FOOO

In Canada, there are three common strata based on

ennuar income: Low income from $3000-$5999, middre income

f¡om $6000-$9999, and upper income over $I0,000 (rr). The

family with an income below $3000 annuarly falls into the

poverty bracket. Such a restricted income lirnits avaiLable

resources for consumption expendituxe. Proportionate food

expenditure co¡relates negativeJ-y with income. Families in
the poverty bracket may spend 32.8 percent of their income on

food as comparect to the upper income family which may spend

17 .2 percent of their income on food ( rr ) . Food, for these

impoverished famiriesr mav become the major expenditure.

In spite of this proportionately higher food expend-

iture, those in the poverty b¡acket generally are not weII

fed. The United States Netional Nutrition Survey in 1965

showed nearly forty percent of the househords with incomes

below $3000 had poor diets (2). A diet bras graded poor if it
contained less than two-thirds of the Recommended 0ietary
Arl-owances for at reast one nutrient. Poor diets occurred

four times more frequently among poor households than among

households with incomes above $10,000. Diets of those in the

poverty bracket ulere deficient in one or more nutrients in

sixty-three percent of the cases as compared to deficiencies



of one or more nutrients in only thirty-two percent of the

upper income households.

The trend indicated by this household survey

stimulated more thorough investigations of the nutritionaL

status of urban dwellers" The diets of children were of per-

ticuÌar concern as indicators of community status.

A study (3) of New York City school children

conducted in 1967 showed children of 1ow socioeconomic status

with vitamj.n deficiencies and corresponding imbalances in

food patterns. Low riboflavin, pyridoxine, cobalamin, nico-

tinic acid, and ascorbic acÍd v¡ere common; dietary patterns

indicated low intakes of citrus fruit, meat, milk' green and

yetlow vegetables. 0f these same childrents diets, 73.2

percent were considered to be poor. ExceIIent diets vúere

present only half as frequently with children from welfare

families (9). Ueing cluster analysis on this information'

Ziffer et aI (5I) determined that eighty percent of the

children having decreased skinfold thickness, low ascorbic

acid, nicotinic acid, and cobalamin intakes, and Iow citrus

and rneat intakes, lirete from families receiving welfare

assistance. The majority of children with below average

size and weight, low pyridoxine, cobalamin, and riboflavin

intakes, and poor diet histories, urere from families in which

the mother was the sole wage earner.

The diets of poor families in Mississippi were shown

to be less than the recommended dietary levels (r¿); About
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forty percent of the families ate less than two-thirds of

the recommended amount of protein. Eighty percent of the

famiLies had no mil-k and ninety percent had no citrus fruit

in the twenty-four hour survey period.

A recent study (28) on the diets of preschool

Mississippi children of lower socioeconomic status showed

these diets brexe notably Iowe¡ in calories, protein, calcj-um'

iron, vitamin A, and thiemine than those of chil"dren of

higher socioeconomic status. The authors concl-uded that the

poverty children appeared to be more at risk biochemicelly

then more affluent children due to their díetary deficiencies.

Simitarily, the diets of Preschool chil-dren in

Nebraska whose famil-ies were receiving public assistance were

poorer than those of chíIdren of higher socioeconomic LeveLs

(19). The major caloric souxce was breads and cereals as

compared to dairy products for the uppìer income group.

Conversation with the adul-ts responsible for the childrenrs

food indicated that the findings reflected a weIl-established

pattern of intake.

In 1968, Myers et ar (26l. surveyed the diets of

children from a depressed urban area of Boston. Twenty-eight

percent of the surveyed families were on welfare. The

children from these families wele found to have intakes low

in protein-rich foods, citrus fruits, and yeIIow and green

vegetables. Indications !ìreÍe of a coxrefation between low

incorne and inadequate dietary intake. The resea¡chers
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concluded:
||TheresultSofthestudyindicateaneedfor
interest in the nutritional intakes of econom-
icallydeprivedchildrenlivinginurbansitua-
tions characterized by social disorganization'
limited eduÓational climate, and apathy. If these
data are rePresentative, it would appear that
nutritional education efforts made by various
agencies and individuals have made little impression
oñ this urban economic -l-evel. There is a need for
revivalofinterestinhealthandnutrition
education and trainingtt (26l' '

Such nutritional deficiencies and poot diets suggest

waste; resources axe expended with inadequate results. Such

a waste of Iimited resources might be eliminated by improving

the results of the expenditure, that is'

of the diets within the poverty group'

the principal food buyer for the family'

be directed to insuring that she can make pIoPer food choices

to satisfy her famil-yrs nutritional requirements.

NEEOS OF THE HOMEMAKERS CONCERNiNG NUTRITION EOUCATION

Inrecentyearsrattemptshavebeenmadetodetermine

theextentofthenutritionknowledgeofthehomemaker.

Young et al (50) investigated the nutrition knowledge of New

York homemakers and concluded that only about a quarter of

them had even a fair understanding of nutrition as related to

feeding their families. No consistent relationship ì^'as found

betweenfamiJ.yincomeandnutritionknowledge.Nutrition

knowledgeincreasedwithincreasingeducationalattainment

improving the qualitY

As the homemaker is

moxe attention must



and decreased with increasing age. 0n1y twenty to thirty

percent gave evidence of pJ.anning their meaLs on the basis

of some real knowl-edge of nutrition. The greatest need h,as

for information regarding ascorbic acid - rich and carotene

rich f¡uits and vegetables, the adult need for milk, and the

nutrition'aL vaLue of breads and cereals.

Jenkins (16) surveyed B¡itish homemakers and found

rural residents incLined to beLieve in fol-k sayings and

advertising claims such as lemon juice is good for slimming.

These homemakers had only moderate knowledge of food sources

of protein, iron, carbohydrates, and a slight knowledge of

calcium and ascorbic acid sources. These ¡esults wexe similar

to those amongst urban housewives for extent and correctness

of nutrition knowledge. Using the same questionnaire, Brown

et a1 (B) concluded that the nutrition knowledge of the urban

homemakers surveyed was not very extensive, and in some

cases, quite wrong.

SimilariJ.y, a survey (10) of low income urban

f amil-Íes in hlashington, 0. C. showed that these f amil-ies had

insufficient info¡mation concerning the essentials of an

adequate diet. 0nly thirty-four percent of the interviewees

were considered to have an adequate knowledge of nutrition.

Such research indicates inadequacies in the JeveL

of nutrition knowledge of homemakers; trends indicate poor

practices and ineppropriate food choices. These same

researchers posed queries concerning the effect of the
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acquisition of nutrition knowledge on food selection.

Jenkins (f7) affirms that folk beliefs had consider-

able effect on fsod choice, for example, a preference for

white versus brown eggs. Brown et aI (B) showed that factual

information does not necessarily guarantee good food purchas-

ing. Fo¡ example, although housewiveà knew brown bread was

better than unenriched white bread, they still purchased

white. Hourever, Young et e1 (49) determined that food

choices of New York homemakers h,ere rated considerably better

than their theoretical- nutrition knowledge. If the food

gloupwasunfamiliartothehomemaker,Ugagewasrestricted.

A higher l-evel of educational achievement correlated to

greater veriety in diets and an increased number of food

groups used. Againr 8s incomes increased' adequacy of food

choice also increased.

The importance of poney veÌsus knowledge as a more

decisive factor in food choice hes been queried. Dr' George

V. Mann, a Career Investigator for the U'5' National Heart

Institute in the Nutrition Division of vanderbilt university

(23), in a ¡ecent article on nutrition education, contended

that msny united States homemakers are too pocrly informed

to select an adequate diet even with an adequate incone' He

also stated that the principal cause6 of maLnutrition in the

united States brere nutritional ignorence and misinformation

rather than PovertY.

In addition, a recent study (4) compared the
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shopping practices of senior home economics students and

low-income homemakers. túhen given Iists of food items to

purchase, the students could not buy the foods as economically

as the homemakers using the same list. The low-income home-

mekers could not, however, plan as nutritious a menu, nor

compose as complete a list of required items for a menu pJ-an,

as eould the students. This study determined that the l-ow-

íncome homemakers required guidance in the decision-making

process concerning food choice prior to shopping, rather than

buymanship.

PROGRAMMES FOR THE NUTRITION EDUCATION OF HOMEMAKERs

Poor diets, Iow knowledge levels, and the nee,d for

guidance in food eelection have prompted home economists and

nutritionists to investigate the educational media most

euited to improving the food choices of the low-income home-

maker. As a result, a variety of nut¡ition education

programmes directed at improving food selection and homemaking

practices of l-ow-income homemakers have been initiated.

' Evelyn B. Spindler (37) investigeting channels used

to reach low-income homemakers, contends that these homemakers

Ére not reached by nutrition education material as readily

as more effluent homemakers. GeneraIJ-y, the Io*-in"o*u

homemaker did not attend meetings, read nebrspapers' ol Iisten

to educational radio and television. Young ho¡emekers
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inte¡viewed by her indicated no interest-.in a ¡adio or

television series as they did not have time for television

nor did they listen to talk on radio shows. Newspapels hrere 
t,.,,,.,,,.,,,

read by some; magazine picture articles appealed to many. ":':" "'

These homemakers exPressed interest in a series of lectures

or fessons, but did not want these fessons to resemble high 
.,.., ,

school homp economics cLasses which they considered irrelevant. .,,',, ,:,

Homemakingc1assesareapopuIarmodeofnutritio

education. Usually, the programme consists of weekly lessons

on aspects of homemaking related to food and food costs.

Classes are conducted in a central but neerby location thus

providing easy access. Enrollment is Iimited and course

contentisadaptedtohomemakerneedswithemphaeisupon

presentation and participation. The material- must be useful

and meaningful; there is a maximum of doing such that the

homemaker hears, sees, and physically attempts the skilIs

discussed in the Iessons whether food pJ-anning, shopping, or -',",;,.,
t.:_:::: :1.::-'

. -:'-preparation.

In many cases classes are supplemented by additional

services. Consultation of food and nutrition experts is

avaiLabte to teachÍng personnel. Individual counselling is 
.:;::,:;.;,:,

given to class participants. Mass media ale employed to :.:':': ''

stimulate interest in the community and posters and exhibits

in community service centers may be utilized. Indigenous

leadership developed during classes selves Bs a stimulus for

participation by other homemakers at succeeding classes i, ,,

l1
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The employment of indigenous personnel- is becoming

increasingly popuJ-ar as exemplified by the Homemaker-Aide

Service in the United States. This service is considered

one of the most effective methods of counteracting poverty

r¡s it helps stabilize, unify, and strengthen the family

structure (12). Generally, home economists serve as Ieaders,

consultants, and instructors for the aides who actually

caxry out the programmers home visits to the participating

homemakers. Household budgeting, meal planning, good

nutritional-value purchasing, efficient cookery, and general

nutrition are the core content of the programmes. The eides

participete in weekly meetings for lessons on nev', topics and

discussions on weekly progress. SimultaneousIy, they pay

visits to the homemakers offering Bnsu,ers and 'advice plus

conversation and sympathetic listening. Generally, they

bridge the cultural gap between the low-income homemaker and

the middle-cIass professional. The homemakers rnay also

concurrentJ-y attend classes or participate in discussions

cover-ing the same topics and practices which the home econo-

mists discuss with the aides. The aides usually keep a log

of conditions and practices they observe in order to reco¡d

the family progress.

EVALUATION OF PROGRAMMES FOR THE NUTRITION EDUCATION OF

HOMEMAKERs

The roÌe of nutrition educetion is to bridge the gap
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between the rfknowredge of the prevention and treatment

of marnutrition and the propagetion of this knowledge in

terms than can be understood and applied by famiLies for

their own welL-being[ (13). Yet Dr. G.V. Mann (23), in a

cont¡oversiar article calring for a nutrition education

renaissance contends that although governmental- agencies

spend large sums promoting homemaking services, this expend-

iture is of doubtful varue as a rarge segment of the general

public is not reached. If nutrition is conside¡ed to be an

action science, its principles must be converted to practical

applications useful to the general public. If a nutrition

education programme is successful in reaching the goal of

consumer practice, the nut¡itionist should be able to verify

the achievement.

McKenzie et aI (25) contend that much of what has

been published concerning nutrition education consists of

experiments which have been poorly designed and poorly

evaluated. These same authors state that there is Little

info¡mation to confirm that nutrition education has been

very successful in improving the diet that people eat. The

Food and Agriculture 0rganization Freedom F¡om Hunger

Cempaign (13) stated that aLthough education is rarely the

only factor influencing dietary trends, food habits can be

changed and improved through nutrition education programmes.

To assure continued effectiveness, however, these programmes

require periodic evaluation and revision. hlithout such
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objective evaluation, the nutrition educator can not

effectively determine the efficacy of a nutrition education

programme in terms of improved nutritional behavio¡.

Evaluation of a programme is an effort to determine

what changes take place after the programme and what part

of these changes can be attributed to the programme. Thus

through systematic evaluation, one can determine if a

specific programme is useful and should be continued. Spec-

ific goals and objectives should be establ,ished whereby

progress may be measured. Knowledge can be tested by care-

fully phrased questions; changes in practices can be

determined objectively. The ultimate criteria in the

evaLuation of nutrition education are the desirable changes

that have occurred in the food habits of the people (13).

t'Jee,ks ( 47 ) working with poverty b¡acket homemakers,

half of whom !úere receiving public assistance, considered

homemaking classes to be successful. She stated thet there

wete gains in nutrition knowledge, .i.mprovements in food

budgeting, meal planning, and household skilIs' plus

increased confidence and participation in community Iife.

However, techniques used to instruct the homemakers varied

from one phase of the study to another and from one group

to another within the study population. In some cases,

individual help supplemented; small groups had additional-

meetings prior to regular class attendance; older homemakers

v{ere reached with home visits and printed materiels. The
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author stated thet no assessment was made of the

effectiveness of the methods on an over-alI basis.

fo¡mar evaluation of the actual cl,asses in improving food

choice h,as not undertaken. concl-usions stressed the need

for. inter-personnel co-operation prus homemake¡ motivetion

and perception of the programmes potential benefits.

Ugelow ( 44 ) conducted homemaking classes for

young homemakers receiving welfare assistance in Irlinois.

5he reported that the classes ìdere beneficiar in deveroping

insights into the problems of these homemakers. The success

of the pilot study stimul-ated the expansion of the programme

to forty-six regular meeting groups. 0ver three thousand

mothers had completed the course in a two-year period. The

classes h/ere considered to be especiarry herpful to the young

homemaker whose motherhood preceded her homemaking education.

Each fesson included student participation in demonstrations

as well as discussions. Special lessons h,ere given on

budgeting and individual consultations provided if required.

Caseworkers reported improvements in home and famiJ-y J-ife, -

but specific effects of the programme wele not formally

essessed. Informal evaluation indicated such classes were

an effective means of reaching low-income homemakers,

howeve¡, conclusions concerning particular assets of the

Proglamme ì,ìreIe not made.

Innovations accompanying the classes have been

successful-. The door-to-door f lyer campaign in the V'Jeeks
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study (47) is an exampre. Familiarity with the mate¡iar
presented in the fryer was assessed before and afte¡ the
crasses. The authors considered the homemekers to be more

aware of the materiar in the fryers having ¡ead them. The

f l¡lers alone !ì,ere not assessed as an inf ormation source.
Indeed, the effect of supplementary services is rareJ_y

measu¡ed although they are conside¡ed useful'in reaching the
target homemakers.

In 1965, 0pp,enheim (27) undertook a variety of
methods to instruct Puerto Rican homemakers in improving

homemaking practices including economical- and nutritious food

purchases. Teachin,g machines and script-prus-slide techniques

both h,ere considered to be somewhat effective. An informal
assessment indicated the major success of the study was the

reaLization that when people indigenous to the area gave

instruction, greater efforts h/ere achieved. The author

concluded that one must not onry use approaches suited to
backgrounds, desires, and needs, but must also gain the

confidence and acceptance of the participants. Use of local-

personnel initiates programmes more rapidly, J-essening delays

incu¡red awaiting highj-y t¡ained staff.

Such home economist-homemaker aide teams have

indications of success as an educationar approach (34, 36, 38,

39). The total- push, integral to the homemaker-aide service,

hras important for the adoption of new ideas and techniques.

In Hawaii, Smith et al (36) found cve¡ eighty

:-,i?::::l:,t_:.:'t -'
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percent of the participants showed definite improvements in
homemaking practices which were assessed by a check list
rating scale which the aides compJ-eted by observation on

visiting the home. No reports were made concerning nutrition
or food choice; no direct questions were asked of the home-

maker. The homemakers hrere eager to participate in the

se¡vice and expressed appreciation for it. In addition, the

service utiLized many part-time resource personner.

Spindler (38) st¡essed the use of indigenous

homemaker-aides to bridge the cul-tural gsp between the low-
income homemaker and the middle-cfass professional. Aides

kept logs of the conditions and practices they observed during
home visits. A pilot study of a homemaker-aide se¡vice in
Alabama showed forty percent of the participants with better
food buying practices, forty-two percent with improved famiry

eating habits, and forty-four percent with improved food

preparation ski11s. Such gratifying assessment supports the

usage of homemaker-aide programmes.

SpindJ-er et aI ( 39 ) reported successes with programme

aides in other selected areas of the united States, partic-

urarJ.y New York and connecticut. The aides indicated they

themselves had improved self-concepts, improved food

management, and increased nut¡ition knowledge. Twenty-four

hour recalls of food eaten by the homemakers six months after

the sta¡t of the programme showed irnprovements when compared

to recalls taken early in the programme.



A home visitors programme has also been conducted

in Canada. Sheehan (34) reported that an Alberta programme

htas useful in crossing the cultural g"p between the middl_e-

class oriented home economists and the low-income homemakers.

The study indicated the home visitors communicated both

knowledge and application principles to their clients. The

objective of this programme was to orient the homemaker to

aveilabLe services prior to her entering in 6ny se¡ies of

classes. Although no objective assessment of the programme

was made, the home visitors hrere considered to be an important

step in organizing the famiJ.y for integration into the

ongoing society.

I8
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A NUTRITION EDUCATION PROGRAMME

The City of llinnipeg 0epartment of lCelfare

conducts a nut¡ition education action programme in the form

of homemaking crasses. One of the primery objectives of the

course is to help the homemakers on pubJ.ic assistance learn
to choose nutritious foods on a rimited budget. The course

content concentrates on economical purchases within the major

food groups to meet the requirements outlined by canadars

Food Guide. A lesson outline is given in Appendix A.

Educationist l¿rlalcott H. Beatty ( 5 ) , discussing the

relationship between knowLedge and behavior, stated that

knowledge, even when remembered, frequentry is not used in

situations appropriate to it. This programme of homemaking

classes r'ras constructed with this principle of aduÌt education

theory in mind. It was hoped that through the principles of

motivation, participation, and relation, the individual

participants would acquire knowledge which wouId, in turn,

become personalJ"y experienced perception. Thus the knowredge

wouLd not maintain its sel-f-contained status, but would

intermingle with experience and behavior ¡esulting in changes

in the participantst food choices. Knowledge acquired using

these principlesr ês in homemaking classes, is most likely

to affect behavior.

The first crite¡ia, homemaker motivation, wes

stimulated by the 0epartment of lrleLf a¡e. Encouragement to



learn was provided by the socia-l- workers and teachers.

Interest was awakened by stressing the self-satisfaction to

be obtained from the course as a resuJt of its stimulating

content and beneficial effects for the participantrs children.

Monetery savings which could be derived via more economical

food choice hrere also emphasized.

Homemakers h,ere requested to sign statements

indicating their intention to attend aII the classes. Prior

to the course, they were paid for thei¡ participation. This

payment had to be returned if the commitment for attendance

hras not satisfactorily met. The. payment was deducted from

the first assistance cheque following the course if the home-

maker did not attend any of the classes.

To insure that the desired behavioraL patterns were

personaJ-Iy pexceived, homemaker participation was an integral

part of the course. As a part of each class, the homemaker

vlas required to prepare foods related to those in the Jesson

and hras requested to participate in discussion concerning the

class topic and food preparation. This focused the learnerfs

attention on the problem at hand and concentrated her

interest on the specific aspect discussed. Such active

participation is considered conducive to adult learning (2I).

Education theorists (20) contend that experience

must be related to self to be learned and rejection of the

presented idea can occul if there is no relation or relation

is inconsistent with seÌf. The more personal the meaning,

.. - - \'1:'::
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the greater the effect the learning situation wílL have

on behavio¡. Thus, another major consideration in
formuJ.ating lesson content and structure was reretion, that

is, rneking the subject matter meaningful to the learner by

rerating it to her particular situation. As alr participants

had a limited food budget, course instructors attempted to

indicate, via course content, how the homemake¡ could follow
Canadars Food Guide at a minimum cost by employing the

suggested methods of selection and preparation.

If the adult needs of desire to learn, Iearner effort,
and satisfaction of needs can be met by thia pattern of

motivation, participation, and relation, the programme may

be considered useful- (33). Participant familierity with the

materiel presented in the axea of general knowledge of

nutrition end knowledge of content of Canadafs Food Guide is
conside¡ed a desirabtre outcome. Food choice, in everyday

practice, following Canadars Food Guide is the ultimate tt,,.ui't'
t,tt 

..tt'

goal '... t tt,
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RESEARCH DESIGN

HYPOTHES I 5

The purpose of the homemaking classes was to improve

nutrition knowledge and food choice. It hras hypothesized

that, after the course, the participants wouJd have:

(a) increased their general knowledge of nutrition.

(b) increased their knowledge of the content of Canadars

Food Guide.

(c) improved their food habits as reflected by food choice

which adhered more closeLy to the recommendations of

Canadars Food Guide.

Variations in the extent of improvement might be

related to non-cIass factors such as homemake¡ age, education,

total family size, number of young children, previous exposure

to nut¡ition information, Iength of time on welfare, reason

for beinq on welfare, and to the number of lessons attended

by the participants.

PARTICIPANTs

. Homemakers who exhibited a wil-l"ingness or inclination

to take part in such homemaking classes hrere invited to attend

by their social- worker, aider or members concerned with the

Education Section of the !/elfare 0epartment. Homemakers h/ere

assigned to either the foods or clothing section as determined
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by the Oepartment personnel. Classes hrere conducted in the

home economics kitchen of a centrally located high school and

homemaker attendance ranged from none to al-l of the ten

classes scheduled, with a mean attendance of seven classes.

0f the twenty-nine homemakers enrolled in the

series, twenty-seven participated in the course eval-uation.

Homemaker-famiJ-y characteristics a¡e given in Table I.

The average famiJ.y size ì'ras approximately six members.

A family with under three members hJas considered to be smaLl.

The average size family had three ot four members; the large

family had five to eight members. A very large family had

over eight members. The families averaged about three

chiLdren unde¡ eleven years of age. Fewer than two children

under eleven hras considered to be a smaJl number. Two or

three young chiLd¡en was considered an average number. More

than th¡ee children under eleven years h/as considered to be

a large numbér of young chil-dren. These càtegories are those

used by DhatIa (1I) in his sourcebook of marketing'and socio-

economic facts for Canadian family size and composition.

Homemaker ages ranged from twenty to fifty-one years.

llomemakers over thirty were categorized as older homemakers;

those under thirtyr ES younger homemakers.

Educational IeveI hras assessed on the basis of number

of grades completed in school. Four homemakers had only

primary school (grades 1 to 6) education and þrere in the first

education category. Nineteen homemakers had attended junior
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high ( grades 7 to 9 ) . Only four had completed grades in

senior high school ( grades l0 to 12) .

Previous exposure to nutrition information in a

classroom setting was accounted. Ten homemekers had some

high school home economics classes; two had taken part in

homemaking or cooking classes; fifteen had no previous

experience with formaL nutrition education.

Length of time on welfare htas arbitrarily categorized

according to the number of years the homemaker had received

public assistance. There h,ere three very short term recip-

ients (under two years), nine who had been on welfare for two

to five years, five had been on welfare for six to ten years'

and six who had been on welfare for over ten years. Most

(twenty-one) of the twenty-seven homemakers h,ere deserted

wives; three ì,ìrere single one with children, two without.

These twenty-four wexe sole decision-makers for their family

unit. Three of the vúomen wele living with their husbands.

Information on homemake¡ ager education, exposure to

nut¡ition information, family composition, and number of

lessons attended bras obtained by questioning the homemaker

herself. Information concerning Iength of time on welfare

and reason for being on welfare was obtained directly from

the lrlelfare 0epartment to avoid any possible antagonism

between interviewer and interviewee.

Two homemakers considered eligible for the course

did not participate in the evaluation. 0ne hras interviewed



prior to the course, but could not be located for a post-

course interview. Seven attempted visits at various times

of the day on various days of the week faited to obtain an

interview f¡om the second homemaker prior to the start of the

course. The extent of participation in the course of these

two hsmemakers is unknown.

DEFINITIONs

The basic design of the study required that

comparisons be made of several c¡iteria on a before and after

the course basis. These crite¡ia included level- of general

knowledge of nutrition, level of knowledge of content of

Canadars Food Guide, and food choice. Precise definitions

of the criteria were necessary to avoid inappropriate assess-

ment of change.

GeneraL Knowledge 0f Nutrition

One of the desirable outcomes of t.he course !ì,as an

increase in the homemakerfs general knowledge of nutrition.

The homemaker should have been abl-e to exhibit a familiarity

wíth various topics including identification of members of

food groups such as citrus fruits, whole grain cereal-s, and

meat alternates; identification of foods important to eyest

blood, and bones; and a knowledge of food sources of certain

nut¡ients such as protein, calcium, calories, and vitamin A.

.;,:1.: ;'l::"-.:'; ,': : ]: :':r;
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Information considered indicative of generar knowJ.edge

ranged f¡om common knowredge to that requiring a more complete

understanding of nutrition. In the context of this study, a

high-knowledge homemaker would be familiar with over fifty
percent of the presented materiar as contrasted to a row-

knowredge homemaker who woul-d know less than half the

presented material ¡el-ated to general knowledge of nutrition.

Knowledge 0f Content 0f Canadars Food Guide

canadars Food Guide recommends servings of various
food groups considered appropriate for a nutritíonalry

adequate baranced diet. A copy of the Guide appears in
Appendix B. Another desirable outcome of the course was

that the homemaker become more familiar with the content of
canadars Food Guide. Rather than be acquainted with the

existence of such a Guide, it was considered more important

thatthehomemakerknowSomeoftherecommendationsstipu1ated

thereinsuchastypesoffoodmentionedandnumberofservings

recommend,ed in the major food groups including meat, milk,

whoLe grain cereals, fruits, vegetablesr eggs. and cheese,

river, and vitamin 0. Here again the range of knowledge was

from the simpre to more difficult requiring knowledge of the

detaiÌ of canadars Food Guide. In this study, if the home-

maker were acquainted with at Ieast half the material presented

on this topic, she was referred to as a high-knowledge

homemaker concerning the content of Canada I s Food Guide . '



Food Choice

As Canadars Food Guide is the pattern of intake

recommended for adequate nutrition, food selection following

these recommendations ìñtas another desirable outcome of the

course. Homemakerrs food selections for a twenty-four hour

period urere assessed via a scoring mechanism based on Canada r s

Food Guide. A daily intake should include three servings of

milk or miLk products, two servings (four slices) of bread,

one serving of whole grain cereaL, one serving of yellow'

ra!ú, or leafy green vegetabJ-es, two servings of other vegeta-

bLes, one serving of citrus fruit, one serving of meat, fish,

poultryr or meat alternates' one serving of liver, and one

serving of eggs or cheese if not previously scored as a meat

substitute. Intake was considered inadequate for that

particular item if the sPecified recommendation ìrras not met.

Intake exceeding the recommendations of Canadars Food Guide

hras not given extra consideration. In this study, food

choÍce ìÀ,as rated high if the twenty-four hour recall- period

included mote than half the items in at least the quantities

specified.

AIso included in the criteria measured pre and post

course vúere the homemakerrs degree of concernr leveI of

Iiving, and clean neat score. Although these factors

cannot be considered pert of nutrition education, they might

have had a bearing on achievement and performence within the

28



programme and, therefore, hrere assessed.

0egree 0f Concern

The degree of homemakerrs concern for her family

might be a factor in her attitude toward homemaking and

toward improvement of he¡ homemaking practices. Indices of

concern woutd include a knowledge of her familyrs meaIs,

concern regarding the source of food items obtained and meal

attendance, and a desire to serve foods good fo¡ her family,

particularly her children. The vety concerned homemeker

would be'acquainted with her famiJ.yrs food habits and answet

positively in this regard. A lack of concern wouLd be

reflected by a Lack of knowledge of family food hebits and

lack of interest in them.

LeveI 0f Living

To obtain a brief and objective picture of the socio- i',,¡,.,i..i

economic level at which these families weré living, homes

brere assessed by the presence or absence of certain criteria.

A point was given fo¡ each teJ.ephone or extension, for a

dining atea other than the kitchen, if the family received a

daily neÞ,,spaper, and another if the family occupied a single

family dweJ.ling. A maximum of two points was given for the

rooms per person ¡atio. The rooms per Person ratio is

determined by dividing the total number of xooms in the home,

excluding the bath, pantry, attic and halls, by the number of

29
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persons sharing the facirities. A rooms-per-person ratio
of one or moÌe is generally considered adequate housing

space (1) and received one point. A rooms-per-person ratio
of over 1.5 received two points. The maximum possible level-

of living score vras eight points. A rating of four or under

is consídered a low level of living.
a-

Clean Neat Score

To avoid opinionation as to the cl-eanliness and

neatness of the homes, a check l-ist of items was completed

fo¡ objective aseessment. Two points each were given for

living room furniture, Iiving room floor, kitchen counter,

kitchen floor, and outside appearance of the home. 0ne point

bras given if the item was clean, the other if it was near.

In eddition, a point was given if the home did not have an

objectionabl-e odor, another if it was not dusty. The maximum

possible clean neat score h,as twel-ve points. The clean

neatness of the home would be considered low if the score

were below six points. A very clean neat home would have

a score exceeding nine points.

RESEARCH INSTRUMENT

To make an objective assessment of the outcomes of

the courser âñ interview schedule hras devised to measure

Ievels of homemaker knowledge of general nutrition, knowledge
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of content of canadars Food Guide, and food choice. The

finalized schedule (Appendix C) wBs the result of repeated
pretesting and improvement using other groups of werfa¡e
homemakers who were not involved in the course, but vúere of
similar background as the test group.

Face sheet data determined family composition,
homemaker age, education, previous exposure to nutrition
information, level of living, and crean neatness of the

home. The face sheet also contained other non-test questions

which might serve to put the interviewee at ease at the

beginning of the interview.

The body of the schedure was composed of the test
questions intermingled in a random order with non-ski1L

opinion questions. The test questions covered the areas

conside¡ed important for assessment of knowledge of general_

nutrition and content of canadaIs Food Guide, ês werl_ as

homemaker concern. Questions releted to knowledge were

multipJ.e choice; concexn questions hrere op,en-ended.

The final- question asked the homemaker to give an

account of the foods served to her family in the previous

twenty-four hours beginning with the last item served. This

twenty-four hour recalr served as a representative ¡andom

day for assessment of appropriateness of food choice. It

h,as considered best for the recall to be the l-ast item on

the interview scheduler âs by then, the homemaker would no

ronger be intimidated in her responses and woul-d revear her

-.- t i..!:-i:,::.: tr ìi:-t:"::-'..: i-:: : :
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femily t s actuaL food pattern for thet time period.

t{hen signing to take the course, the homemake¡s

tìrere asked if they would object to participating in a survey

and answe¡ing questions concerning their food habits. None

of the ì.romen in the test group had expressed any objection.

The interview schedule u,as administered in'the home by the

author prior and post coutse. The author did not make

reference to En association with the hlelfare Department to

avoid possibJ.e jeopardy of the validity of the requested

information.

In the initial interview, the author explained that

the purpose of the study hras to help improve the homemaking

cLesses and requested the homemakerts co-oPeration. Each

interviewee was invited to read along from the schedule as it

h,as read eloud to them. Most of them did this in whole or in

part, however, no pressure was put on those who did not to

avoid embarressing anyone who might have limited reading

ability. The interviewee vcas not told of the post course

interview at this time to avoid the discomforture a skiIl-test

situation might c¡eate. No contact was made with the home-

makers at or during the classes to avoid interaction which

might distort the eval-uation. An identical schedu.l-e was used

for the second interview.

The course began the last week in September of 1968

and extended for a ten-week period. Pre-course interviews

were conducted after the school term had begun to avoid
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differences between summe¡-hoJ-iday and school--term eating

patterns being refJ-ected in the twenty-four hour recal_1s.

Second interviews were conducted immediately after the

course

ScheduIe 
.data 

was tabulated and mean scores c'alculated

in the various sections. As these means were for population

data, they could be subjected to simple numerical comparisons

to indicate improvement post course in general knowledge of

nutrition, knowledge of content of Canadars Food Guide, and

food choicer ãs weLl as l"evel of living, clean neat score,

end degree of concern. A Itchangerr in Ievel scored was

indicated by at least a ten percent al-teration in the pre-

course score. The rel-ationship of the non-class factors of

homemaker age, education, previous exposure to nutrition

information, length of time on welfare, family compositiont

end the number of fessons attended to initial achievement

and to improvement hras assess:ed. Differences between

categories were considered to be of significance if post-

course scores varied by at least ten percent from the pre-

course 1eve1. Trends were indicated by numerical variations

of continually increasing magnitude either consistently

negative or consistently positive within a category.
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RESULTS

6ENERAL KNBh'LEDGE OF NUTR IT I ON

Prior to the course, a mean score of 5.26 of a

possible thirteen points was attained by the homemakers on

the general knowledge of nutrition test. A homemaker familiar

with over helf the questions was considered to be a high

knowledge homemaker. As pointed out in Table II, there hrere

six high knowledge homemakers in the group of twenty-seven

participants. Post-course ¡esults indicated a mean score of

6.48 on the general knowLedge quiz with fourteen of the

twenty-seven homemakers being rated as high knowledge

homemake¡s.

Table I I I presents the non-class factors and general

knowledge of nutrition. Examination of this tabl-e reveals

thet:

(a) the oLder homernakers obtained a higher mean score (5.31)

on this section of the test as compared to the younger

homemakers with a mean score of 5.I8. Post-course, the

younger homemakers obtained a higher mean score (6.91)

as compared to the older homemakers with a mean score

of 6.19 .

(b) the mean score attained by the homemakers h/as greater

with increasing .l-evel of educational attainment. Home-

makers who had senior high school education did markedly

34
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TABLE I I

sCORE5 FOR GENERAL KNOT{LED6E OF NUTRITION
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r 6 L: 7 H

2 7 Ho 5 L
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L
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7
4

L
L
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4
5
4

13
I4
I5
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L
L

7
6
5
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L
L

I
5
3
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17
1B
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6L
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19
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H
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1
9
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L
L
H

4
4
I

22
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L
L
H
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6
7

L
L
L

5
4
6

25
26
27

MEAN

MAXIMUM
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5.26

13

2lL

6H
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I3L

14H

a
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TABLE I I I

NON-CLASS FACTORS AND GENERAL KNOWLEDGE
OF NUTRITION
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NON-ELA55
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4. 60
7.00
s.90

6.07
7. s0
6.90

+6
+1
+1

TOTAL
FAMI LY
5I ZE

L-2
3-4
5-8

Over I

2.00
5. 50
5.35
5.33

6.00
7.33
6.24
6.33

0
+2
+5
+t

l_

6
r.7

3

NUMBER OF

CH I LOREN
UNDER II

Uptoz
213

0ver 3

+1
+4
+3

7s
36
33

4
14

9

4.
5.
5.

6. 50
6 .64
6.22

REASON FOR
BEING ON

!ìfELFARE

D esert ed
Wife

Unmarri ed
Mother

Un empl oyed
Sing 1 e

Unemp I oyed
H u sband

2T 5.33

4.00

3. 50

6.33

6.38

8.00

6.00

7.00

+5

+L

0

+2

LENGTH 0F Under 2 Yrs.
TIME 0N ?-5 years
WELFARETê 6-10 years

Over 10 Yrs.

+I
+L
+3
+3

IO
5
6

5. 70
5. t0
s.60
5. 50

7.70
6.70
6.80
7 .70

BVERV I Eh' 21 5.?6 6.48 +B

information unavailabLe for the three provincial cases
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better than their junior high and primary school

counterparts. Homemakers at atI education IeveIs

increased their nutrition knowledge post course. However,

the l-ower the educational level, the greater was the

increase.

(c) homemakers with no previous exposure to nutrition educa-

tion information scored lower than those who had some

exposure in the form of health, cooking' or homemaking

classesoxhighschoolhomeeconornics.Therewere

increases in generaJ- knowledge for homemakers in all

exposure categories. Homemakers with no previous

eXposuxeexhibitedthegreatestincreasesinmean6coxe.

(d) with the exception of the one single ldoman who scored

very poorly, knowledge scores Ìârele slightly Iower with

increasingfamilysize.MeanScoresofhomemakerswith

sm,alIer famil-ies increased more than those with larger

familiespostcoUrse.Thesinglehomemakerwhohad

scoredSopoorJ-yinthepre-coulsetesttripledherscore.

(e)therewasnodominanttrendrelatingthenumberof

chitdren under eleven years which the homemaker had to

her general knowledge score' Post-course' homemakers

withtheleastnumberofchildrenhadthegreatestgains

in general knowledge of nutrition'

(f) single homemakers scored lowest on the general knowledge

of nutrition section. Married homemakers with husbands

scoredthehighest.Singlehomemakersexperiencedthe
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greatest gains in knowledge foLlowing course

participation.

(g) the length of time the homemaker had been on welfare

appeared to have no bearing on her level of attainment

in the general knowledge section. Post-course, the

gains in knowledge !{ere slightly greater for homemakers

whs had been on welfare for a longer period of time.

KNOì¡jLE0GE 0F CONTENT 0F CANAOATS F000 GUI0E

Pre-course interviews indicated that only one of

the hornemakers was familiar with over fifty percent of the

requested information. The remaining twenty-six ranked as

low knowledge homemakers as illustrated in Table IV. Mean

scores on this section of questions ìrras 3.Il of a possible

ten points. Post-course, the mean score attained was 5.07

of a possible ten points. A high knowledge rating bras

obtained by twelve of the twenty-seven homemakers (Table IV).

The knowledge of the content of canada I s Food Guide

and non-class factors ale presented in Table V. The data

shows:

(a) knowledge of content was lower with the under thirty age

group who attained a mean score of 2.gL as eompared to

the over-thirty age group who attained a mean score of

3.25. Post-course, the younger homemakerst mean score

exceeded the me8n score of the over-thirty age gloup.
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TABLE ]V

5CORES F0R KN0ì¡',LEDGE 0F CONTENT
OF CANADAIS FOOD GUIOE

PRE-COURSE POST-COUR SESUBJECT
sCORE LEVEL SCORE LEVEL

L
L
H

5
5
I

5
3
3

LA
L
L

I
2
3

L
H

L

4
6
4

L
L
L

I
?
4

4
5
6

L
L
H

L
L
L

5
3
6

4
3
?

7
I
9

H

L
L

I
T
5

L
L
L

5
2
?

t0
I1
L2

H

H

L

7
6
4

L
L
L

3
4
3

13
I4
15

L
L
L

5
4
3

H

L
L

6

3
2

15
17
18

H

H

H

6
6
I

L
L
L

3

2
5

19
20
2I

H

L
L

6
4
3

L
L
L

3

I
3

?2
23
24

L
H

H

L
L
L

3
6
6

2
3
4

25
26
27

MEAN

MAXIMUM
PO55 I BLE

3.11

IO

26L

1H

s. 07

IO

15L

12H

a.
L Ott/

b High



TABLE V

NON-CLAS5 FACTORS AND KNOìdLEDGE OF CONTENT
OF CANAOA'5 FOOD GUIDE

40

NON-CLA55
FACTORs IN

HOMEMAKE R

AGE

CATE6 OR I E5

PRE-
TOTALS COURsE

IN MEAN
CATEGORIEs SEOREs

NET
CHANGE I N

NUMBER OF
HIGH LEVEL
H OMEMAKERS

POST-
COU R 5E

MEAN
5C0RE S

Under
0ver

3t
30

IJ"
r6

2.91
3.25

5.21
4.94

+5
+6

KNOI,{LEDGE OF CONTENT
OF CANADA I 5

GUIOE

HOMEMAKER Grades
EOUCAT I ON II

|l

1-6
7-9

10-r2

+2
+B
+I

4
r9

4

3 .00
3. B0
3.75

4.15
4.95
6.00

PREV I OUS
EXPOSURE

None
Some
Home Ec.

I5
¿

IO

3.I3
1.50
3 .40

4.73
5.00
5.60

+6
+I
+4

TOTAL
FAM I LY
5TZE

r-2
3-4
5-B

Bver I

5.00
3.50
2.94
2 "61

8,00
s. 67
4.53
6.00

+1
+2
+5
+3

I
6

I7
3

NUMBER OF

CH I LDREN
UNDER 11

Upto2
2 13'

0ver 3

+2
+6
+3

4
T4

9

3. 75
3. 36
2 .44

s.25
5.50
4.33

REASCIN FOR
BEING ON

}IELFARE

0e serted
Wife

Unmarri ed
lvlot h e r

Unemployed
SingJ-e

Unemp loyed
Husband

2I 2,95

3.00

3. 50

4.00

4.76

7.00

7.00
q ??

+B

0

+2
+I

LENGTH OF

TIME ON

!ÚELFAREI+

Under 2 yrs.
2-5 years
6-10 years
Ove¡ 10 yrs.

+I
+5
+1
+4

{

IO
5
6

2.00
3.40
3.20
2. B0

5.00
5. 30
4. 80
5. 30

27 3.l_I s.07 +I1OVERV IETd

* information unavailable for the three provincieÌ cases
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homemakers with senior high school had only a slightly

better acquaintance with Canadars Food 6uide than both

less educated groups. These senior high school educated

homemakers also experienced the greatest gains in know-

ledge post course.

the extent of previous exposure to nutrition information

bras not found to be related to knowledge of Canadars Food

Guide. 6ains were less for the homemakers with less

previous exposure to nutrition information.

'¡i;il,lr:.::i :: ..: '.: .:. : ..i' : -,

4I

(b)

(c)

( d ) as total f amiJ-y size increased, the level of knowì-edge

of the content of canadats Food Guide h,as found to

decrease. Post-course, no trends h,ere indicated relating

total- famity size and ÌeveL of knowledge or gain in

knowJ.edge of Cenadar s Food Guide.

(e) the homemakers with the least number of young chiJ-dren

obteined the highest mean score. Gains were greatest for

the homemakers with the largest number of young children.

(f) homemakers with husbends exhibited a slightly higher

leve} of knowledge than did other þroups. Post-course'

these homemakers showed less gain then did single home-

makers. unmarried homemakers had the greatest gains.

(g) there uras no ¡elationship ¡eflected between the length

of time on welfare and the level of knowledge or gain in

knowledge of the content of Canadars Food Guide Pre and

post-course.
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FOOO CHOICE

A mean of 4.56 of a possible ten points hras

indicated for the food choice scores sf the homemakers

before participating in the course. The appearance of over

fifty percent of the recommended dietary items in the twenty-

four hour period previous to the interview vvas considered to

merit a high food choice score. 0nly one-third of the home-

makers had high food choice scores as illust¡ated in Table VI.

Scores attained after the course showed little change in

level of food choice. Again two-thirds of the homemakers

hrere rated as having low food choice scores as illustrated

in Tabl_e VI . Mean score changed to 4.78 of a possible ten

points.

Although overall alteration was slight, there h,|as

some re-organization of the pattern of factors associated with

Ievel of food choice score as shown in Tabl-e VII:

(a) differences in mean scores older homemakers as

compared to younger homemakers urere slight' There

t4ras no net change in the number of high knowf edge

homemakers, although the mean score of the younger

homemakers increased.

(b) the more highly educated the homemaker, the higher

the pre-course food choice score. Post-courser no

oattern of differences relating educational level anci

food choice scores was found.
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TABLE VI

SCORES FOR FOOD CHOICE

5U BJECT
PRE -COU R 5E POST-COURSE

SCORE LEVEL SCORE LEVEL

L
L
H

5
5
6

5 La
5L
5L

I
2
3

L
L
L

4
5
2

6 HD
3L
3L

4
5
6

L
L
H

4
3
B

6H
3L
6H

1
I
9

L
L
L

3
2
5

L
L
L

3
2
5

10
Lr
T2

L
L
H

3
5
6

L
L
H

2
4
7

13
L4
r5

H

H

o
6

H

H

6
6

I7
18

19
20
2L

L
H

L

4
7
5

L
L
l-l

4
4
o

22
23
24

L
L
L

?

4
4

L
L
L

2
5
4

?5
26
27

MEAN

MAX I MUM

PO55I BLE

4.s6

10

IBL

9H

4.78

10

}BL

9H

b Higf,a
LOW
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NON-CLA55
FACTORS IN

CATEGOR i E5

TABLE VI I

NON-CLA55 FACTORs AND FOOD CHOICE

PRE-
TOTALs COURSE

IN MEAN
CATEGORIEs SCOREs

PBST-
COUR 5E

MEAN
5C0RE 5

NEÏ
CHANGE IN
NUMBER i]F
HI6H LEVEL
HOMEMAKE R5

HOMEMAKER
AEE

Und er
0ve¡

30
30

1I
16

4 .43
4.63

s. 09
4.56

0
0

CHOICE

HOMEMAKER
EDUCATION

G rad es
tl
tl

1-6
7-9

r0-t_2

u
2

+2
4

19
4

4. CIo

4.53
5.25

4.50
4.58
6.00

PREVI OU5
EXPOSURE

None
Some
Home Ec.

t5
2

IO

4.60
4. 50
4,50

4 .60
4. 50
5. r0

2
I

+3
TOTAL
FAM I LY
5I ZE

ç?
3-4
5-8

0ver B

3.00
5.00
4.47
4.67

3.00
5.33
4.35
6 .00

0
+1

2
+l-

L
6

I7
3

NUMBER OF
CH ILDREN
UNDER 11

Uptoz
2r3

0ver 3

I
0

+I

4
L4

9

5.00
4.7r
4. l-l

4.75
5.07
4.33

REASON FOR
BEING ON

h'ELFARE

Deserted
I'Jif e

Unmarried
Mother

Unemployed
Sing-le

Unemployed
Husband

2I 4.67

2.00

4.50

4"67

4.76

3.00

5. 50

5.00

LENGTH 0F Under 2 yrs.
TIME 0N 2-5 years
l{ELFARE* 6-I0 years

Over I0 yrs.

+I**
L

+I
0

3
10

5
6

4.00
4.7A
4.00
4.70

5. 70
4.go
4.40
4. B0

OVERV I El¡l 4.56 4.78

* information unavailab-l-e for the th¡ee provincial cases
**one of the provincial-case homemakers shifted from high to

low to counterbaLance this apparent gain

27
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(c) only slight variations in the mean scores were observéd

at the various level-s of previous exposure to nutrition

information. After the course, only the group previousJ-y

exposed to high school home economics experienced any

increase in food choice rating.

(d) total family size did not aPpear to be related to food

choice scores or to change in food choice scores. Home-

makers with very large families had a mean score of 6.0

as compared to a mean previous score of 4.67.

(e) the homemakers with a smaller number of young chil-d¡en

had higher food choice scores. However, increases in

food choice ratinq brere not found to be related to the

::.::r:::.: t,;tri.:_
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number of children under el-even

(f) reason for being on welfare did

bearing on food choice scores'

mother scored very low (2.0) in

unmarried homemakers showed the

not appeat to have a

however, the unmarried

food choice. Post-course'

most appreciabLe change

in food choice scores.

(g) length of time on weLfare was not found to be related to

food choice scores. However, homemakers who had been on

welfare for unde¡ two years showed the greatest increase

in food choice scote.

DEGREE OF CONCERN

Twelve of the twenty-seven homemakers expressed an



average degree of concern in the pre-course interview

(Table VIII). The mean scote for concetn of 7.26 fell in

the average concern category of six to eight of a possible

ten points. Three homemakers had a low degree of concern

scoring under six. The remaining twelve had a high degree of

concern scoring over eight. Post-courser the mean score was

V.22. Minor ffuctuations in scores counterbalanced eech

other except for a slight decrease in the concern score of

one homemaker. As this was the only homemaker to change

categories in degree of concern, for purposes of discussion,

the pre-course scotes will" be used.

In Table fX, the rel-evance of the following non-

class factors to degree of concern is shown ¡

(a) younger homemakers expressed a higher mean score in

degree of concern than did the over-thirty age group.

(b) no trends were found reJ_ating leveÌ of educational

attainment and degree of concexn.

(c) those with no previous exposure to nutrition info¡mation

scored slightly higher in degree of concern.

(d) total family size and degree of concern were not found

to be related. ,,, 
,

(e) homemakers with a large number of young children showed :j:

a higher degree of concern than did those with few young

children.

(f) the unmarried mother showed the Lowest degree of concern;

thedesertedwiveshadthehighestconcern}evels.

46
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TABLE VIII

sCORE5 FOR OEGREE OF CONCERN

PRE-COURSE POST-COURSE
5U BJECT

LEVELORLEVEL

A
H

A

A: 6
Ho ro
A1

6

9
6

I
2
3

A

H
A7
H8

6
I

5
6

H

A
A

9
6
6

H

A
A

I
6
1

7
I
9

A
H

A

6
9
7

A
H

H

6
o

9

IO
t1
I2

L
L
H

4
5
B

La
L
H

4
5
9

13
I4
15

H

H

H

9
9
B

H

H

H

Y

9
9

L6
T7
18

H

A
A

H

A
A

I
7
7

9
7
7

L9
20
2L

22
23
24

H

A
L

9
6
5

H

A
L

9
6
5

25
26
?7

MEAN

MAX I MUM
P0551 BLE

7.26

IO

12H

rzA
3L

1.22

10

lIH
t3A

3L

a
LOl,{

b
H)-gn

c Average
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TABLE IX

NON-CLAsS FACTORs AND DEGREE OF CONCERN

NON-CLA55
FACTORs IN

CATEG

HOMEMAKER
AGE

Under
0ver

7.4
6,6

30
30

PRE-
COURsE NUMBER
MEAN LOKJ

5C0RES

NUMBER NUMBER
AVERAGE HIGH TOTALS

t1
16

T
¿

5
7

5
7

DEGREE OF
C ONCE RN

H OMEMA KE R

EDUCAT I ON

Grades
,t

ll

r-6
7-9

10- r2

7.3
6.4
8.3

2
7
3

T
2
0

I
10
I

4
19

4

PREV I OU5
EXPOsURE

None
Some
Home Ec.

7.2
6.0
6.6

3
0
u

7
0
5

5
2
5

I5
2

10

TOTAL
FAMI LY
SIZE

r-2
3-4
5-B

0ver I

6.0
7.8
7.3
6.3

0
I
1
I

0
4
I
0

L
I
B

2

I
6

17
3

NUMBER OF

CH ILDREN
UNOER 1]

Uptoz
2'3

0ver 3

6.9
7.4
7.3

t
I
I

4
L4

9

I
1
4

2
1
4

REASON FOR
BEING ON

h,ELFARE

De serted
l¡úif e 7. I

Unmarried
Mother 4.0

Unemployed
Sing1e 6. 5

Unemployed
Husband 6.1

2I10

LENGTH 0F Under 2 Yrs. 8.0
TIME 0N 2-5 Years 7.3
bIELFARE* 6-10 years 7.2

0ver I0 Yrs. 6.3

0
1
n

2

2
4
2
I

I
5
3
3

3
t0

5
6

LEVEL OF

LIVING
Low
High

7.4
6.0

I2
0

¿

I
11
I

25
?.

OVERV I EId 7.?6 27L2L2

:r information unavailable for the three provincial- cases



(g) the longer the homemakers had been on welfere, the

.Lower were. the mean scores for degree of concern.

(h) homemakers at a lower leveÌ of Iiving had higher mean

scores fo¡ degree of concern . '

Degree of concern and pre-course levels of knowledge

of nutrition, knowl-edge of the content of Canadars Food Guide,

and food choice are illust¡ated in Table X. Pre-course scores

were selected for these comparisons to avoid distortions which 
,,

might resul-t from class participation. The data show:

(a) as concern increases there is a sliqht increase in mean

scores obtained in the general knowledge of nutrition

portion of the schedul-e. Differences are minor.

(b) a slight decrease in knowl-edge of the content of Canadats

Food Guide is apparent as degree of concetn increases,

however, again differences are minor.

(c) as the homemaker degree of concern increases, the mean

score in l-evel of food choice also increases.

LEVEL OF LIVING

Level of living scores exceeding four hrere considered

to be high; those four and under !{ere considered to be Iow.

The mean level of living score vJas 2.56 of a possible eight

points refLecting that twenty-five of the twenty-seven part-

icipants had a low level- of living, as shown in Table XI.

These IeveI of l-iving scores were identical pre and post-course.

49
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TABLE X

OEGREE OF CONCERN AND MEAN sCORES FOR
KNOWLEDGE AND FOOD CHOICE

DEGREE PRE-COURSE
OF MEAN NUMBER NUMBER TOTALScoNcERN 5C0RE Lold HIGH

I. GENERAL KNObTLEDGE

L0b,

AVE RAG E

HÏGH

5.00

5.10

5.50

3

10

B

03
2L2
4r2

I I. KNOI{LEOGE BF CONTENT

L0vü

AVERAG E

HIGH

3. 70

3. 10

3.00

3

I2

r1

03
0L2
l_ 12

TII. FOOD CHOiCE

L0w

AVERAG E

HIGH

3. 30

4.7A

4. 80

3l

I

7

03
412
512
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TABLE XI

sCOREs FOR LEVEL OF LIVING

PRE-CI]UR5E POST -COU R5ESU BJEC T
SCORE LEVEL sCORE LEVEL

L
L
L

3
3
4

I 3 La
23L
34L

L
L
L

¿

I
4

L
L
L

2
I
4

4
5
6

L
L
H

2
T
5

L

hb
2
I
5

7
I
9

L
L
L

10
1l
I2

L
L
L

4
2
3

4
2
3

L
H

L

4
5
3

L
H

L

4
5
3

t3
14
T5

L
L
L

4
2
I

L
L
L

4
2
I

16
L7
Ì8

L
L
L

3
I
2

L
L
L

1
2

19
2A
2I

L
L
L

2
2
I

L
L
L

2
2
I

22
23
24

L
L
L

I
I
3

L
L
L

I
I
3

25
?6
27

MEAN

MAX I MUM

PO55 I BLE

2.56

B

25L

2H

2.56

B

25L

2H

a,
LOh,|

b 
t-t:.gr'
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The non-class factors in reLation to leveL of

Iiving are presented in Table XII which indicates:
(a) homemaker age differences did not reflect great va¡ia-

tions in level- of 1iving.

(b) no pattern of relation could be found for homemaker

education and level- of living.

(c) total family size and level of living vúere not found to

be related.

(d) the homemaker with fewer young children had a higher

mean score in level of living ratings.

(e) married homemakers had a lower level of living.

(f) the length of time on welfare was not found to be reLated

to leve1 of living.

Data in Table XI I I indicate the association of level

of living to pre-course scores in the three major test areas:

(a) no rel-ationship could be determined between the level of

Iiving and the score in the general knowl-edge of

nutrition.

(b) knowJ.edge of content of Canadars Food Guide hias not found

to be related to leve1 of living.

(c) food choice scores and Ievel of living scores lvere found

to be unrelated.

CLEAN NEAT SCORE

The three categories of clean neat scores were:



NUMEER TOTALS
HIGH

L1
t6
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TABLE XI I

NON-CLAss FACTORS AND LEVEL OF LIVING

LEVEL OF
NON-CLA55

FACTORs IN
LiVING

Under 30
Over 30

CATE6 OR I E5

MEAN
sCORE

2 .64
2. 50

NUMBER
L 0h¡

10
15

HOME MA KE R
AGE

l_

l

HOMEMAKER Grades
EDUCAT I ON II

tl

1-6
7-9

t0-12

3. 33
2.36
3. s0

3
t8

4

4
T9

4

I
l
0

TOTAL
FAM I LY
5I ZE

r-2
3-4
5-8

Over I

4.00
3.00
2.24
3.00

L
6

I7
3

I
6

16
2

0
0
l_

I

NUMBER OF
CH I LDRE N

UNDER II

Upto2
2r3

Over 3

3.25
2.7r
2.00

3
13

9

L
l_

0

4
I4

9

REASON FOR
BEING ON

t'/EL FA R E

D eserted
tdife

Unmarri ed
Moth er

UnempJ-oyed
Sin gle

UnempJ-oyed
Husband

2. 14

4. 00

4. 50

3.61

2I

I

I

2

2L

I
2

3

0

0

L

L

LENGTH 0F Under 2 years
TIME 0N 2-5 Years
hIELFARE* 6-10 years

Over 10 years

2.00
2.70
2 .40
2.50

0
1
0
I

?

9
5
5

?

IO
5
6

OVE RV i Eh'| 2.56 25 21

information unavailabl-e for the three provincial- cases
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TABLE XiII

LEVEL OF LIVING ANO MEAN SCORES FOR
KNOVJLEOGE AND FOOD CHOICE
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LEVEL
OF

LIVING

PRE-COURSE
MEAN
SCORE

NUMBER
Lohl

NUMBER TOTALS
I-IIGH

I
I
3

T

0

I
2

3

4

5

I.

5.r
4.6
6.7
4.8
5.0

GENERAL KNOWLEDGE

6

6

3

4

2

7

7

6

5

2

7

7

6

4

2

I
2

?

4

5

I I. KNO\{LEO6E OF CONTENT

2.4
2.7
3.5
3.8
3.0

0

0

0

I
0

7

1

6

5

2

7

1

6

5

2

5

3

4

5

T

1

2

3

4

5

III.

4.r
4.9
5.3
3.6
5.0

FOOD CHOICE

2

4

2

0

l_



Low - six and unde¡, average - seven to nine, and high

over nine of a possibl-e twelve points. prior to the course,

the mean clean neat score h,as 7.33. Distribution of home-

makers was fairly even in al-r categories of crean neatness

as shown in Table XIV. Post-cou¡se scoxes showed seventeen

of the twenty-seven homemakers with high crean neet scores.

Flean score was 8.74 after the course (Table XIV).

Tab1e XV presents the clean neat scores and non-

class factors. Examination of the data reveals¡
(a) younger homemakers hed higher cl-ean neat scotes.

0lder homemakers had greater gains in crean neat scoxes,

however, the younger homemakers still_ scored higher post

course.

(b) homemaker educationar Lever was not found to be related

to clean neat score. However, homemake¡s with 1ow

educational- leveIs experienced greater gains post course,

. raising their mean cJ-ean neat score above both high

school educated groups.

(c) previous exposure to nutrition information and clean

neat score did not Bppear to be associated.

(d) very large famil-ies had the lowest mean clean neat

scores (.4.61) . Total family size Ì,{as not f ound to be

related to increases in clean neat score.

(e) the greater the number of young children, the lower was

the clean neat score. Incteases in clean neat scores

h,ere fairly equal fo¡ a11 categories.
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TABLE XIV

CLEAN NEAT sCOREs

PRE-COURSE POST.COURsE5U BJECT
SCORE LEVEL SCORE LEVEL

H

H

L

10
L2

0

A:
HD
LA

9
L2

3

I
2
3

H

H

A

10
I2
I

9
1T

9

A
H

A

4
5
6

L
H

A

3
t0

9

L
H

H

5
10
L2

7
I
9

H

H

H

H

H

A

I?
I2
11

10
T2
I

L0
11
L2

L
H

L

2
L2

5

L
H

A

4
IO
I

13
I4
t5

H

H

H

L1
IO
t0

H

H

H

].0
10
IT

16
r7
18

H

H

H

l_0
1I
10

A

L
A

7
I
9

L9
2A
2T

H

L
A

10
5
B

L
L
L

0
2
4

22
23
24

A
H

L

I
I2

3

A

L
L

7
4
I

25
26
27

MEAN

MAXIMUM
P055I BLE

7. 33

T2

9L
BA

IOH

8.74

T2

6L
4A

17H

a
Lo!r,

b High c Average



TABLE

NON-CLASS FACTORS AND

XV

CLEAN NEAT SCORES

s7

NON-CLA55
FACT OR5

HOMEMAKE R

AGE

i

PRE-
TOTALS COURsE

IN MEAN
ATEGORIEs SCOREs

NET
CHANGE IN
NUMBER OF
HIGH LEVEL

POST-
COURSE

MEANN

R SCORE H OMEMA KER

Under
0ver

+2
+5

3u
30

rl_
16

g.g2 g .36
6. 31 8.31_

CLEAN NEAT
sCORE

HOMEMAKE R

EOUCAT I ON

Grades
ft

tf

1-6
7-9

10-r2

+1
+4
+2

4
19

4

6.75 10.00
7.53 8.63
7.00 8.00

PREV I OUs
EXPOSURE

None
Some
Home Ec.

I5
2

10

6.4A '9.33
L0.00 11.00
7.80 9.40

+4
+1
+2

TOTAL
FAMILY
sIZE

r-2
3-4
5-B

0ver I

o
+2
+5

0

I
6

I7
?
J

J_0.00 12.00
6.61 7.r7
7.BB g.2g
4.67 7.69

NUMBER OF

CH ILOREN
UNDER I1

Uptoz
2r3

0ver 3

0
+4
+3

4
14

9

B .00
7 .43
6.gg

9.25
B. g6
8.33

REA5ON FOR
BEING ON

tdELFARE

Deserted
Wife

Unmarri ed
Mother

Unemployed
5in gle

Unemployed
Husband

2L 7. s3 9 .48

4.00 2.00

1].00 r0.50

4.67 4.61

+6
0

T

+2

LENGTH 0F Under 2 yrs.
TIME 0N 2-5 years
!'JELFARE* 6-10 years

Over 10 yrs.

0
+2
+2
+3

3
t0

5
6

8.30
7. 30
7 .40
5.20

9.70
9.60
7. B0
9.30

DEGREE OF

EONCERN
( PRE-C,ÛUR5E)

Low
Average
High

0
+5
+2

3
L2
T2

5.00
6. B0
8.40

5. 70
9.50
8.80

LEVEL OF

LIVING
25

Hioh 2
7.00 8.60

rl_.00 10.50
Low +8

I
OVE RV i EW 27 7.33 8.74 +7

information unevail-ebre for the three provincial cases
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(f) reason for being on welfare was not found to be related

to original score or increeses in score concerning clean

neatness.

(g) the longer the homemaker had been on welfare, the lower

hras the cLean neat score obtained. Homemakers who had

been on weLfare for over ten years had great increases in

cLean neat scores.

(h) the higher the degree of concern score, the higher the

homemaker scored in clean neatness. Large gains in

clean neat scores h,ere found fo¡ homemakers with an

average degree of concern.

(i) homemakers at the high ].evel of living had higher clean

neat scores than those at e low level of living. Post-

course, these scoxes diminished slightly as compared to

the low level- of living group whose mean scores increased.

As illustrated in Table XVI, there are no trends

relating clean neat scores and l-eveIs obtained in general

knowledge of nutrition, knowledge of content of Canadars Food

Guider or food choice.

NUMBER OF LE55ON5 ATTENI]EO

Mean attendance was approximately seven Iessons of

a possibte ten as i1l-ustrated in TabIe XVI I. 5ix homemakers

had a low attendance, that is, fewer than six of the lessons.

Nine homemakers attended an average number of Iessons ( six to
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TABLE XVI

CLEAN NEAT SCORES AND MEAN SCOREs FOR
KNI]b/LEOGE AND FOOO CHOICE

CLEAN NEAT MEAN NUMBER NUMBER TOTALS
sCI]RE SCORE LOhI H I6H

I. GENERAL KNOWLEDGE

L0w

AVERA6E

HIGH

5.r

6.5

5.0

I

5

B

r9
38
210

LBt¡,

AVERAGE

HIGH

I I. KNOWLEDGE OF CONTENT

2.9

3"3

3.?

I
I
9

09
OB
110

L0rü

AVE RA6E

HIGH

I I I. FOOD CHOICE

4.4

5.0

4.3

29
48
310

7

4

7



::.1:.r.:,. :..I li'.' "-

60

TABLE XVI I

NUMBER OF LE55ON5 ATTENOED

5U BJECT NUMBER OF LE55ON5
ATTENDE O

LEVEL OF
ATT ENDANCE

AC
LA
A

1
3
1

I
2
3

H

H

L

9
9
0

4
5
6

0
I0
l_0

L
H

H

7
I
I

H

L
A

IO
3
I

10
11
T2

H

A

L

9
6
5

13
14
I5

A

H

H

I
9
9

t6
17
J-8

A
H

H

I
9

t0

19
20
2L

l-l

H

A

9
IO

6

22
23
24

23
26
27

L
A
A

5
7
I

MEAN

MAX I TqUM

PO55 I BLE

7.2

IO

6L
9A

12H

a.
LOl,ú

b High c Average



eight). Twelve of the twenty-seven attended nine or ten

lessons.

As shown in Tabre xVIII, there was no pattern of
relationship indicated between the number of lessons attended
and the non-class factors investigated, with the exception of
age. Younger homemakers attended a greater number of l_essons.

Attendance was associated with achievement in the

th¡ee major test areas in the foLlowing manner (Table XIX):
(a) the greater the number of lessons attended, the

greater the increase in meen score attained in the

generaÌ knowledge of nutrition.
(b) gains in knowledge of content of canadats Food Guide

increased with increasing attendance.

(c) food choice ratings diminished for the low attendance

group post course, but the greater the attendance, the

greater urere the gains in food choice rating.

6L
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TABLE XVI I I

NON-CLA55 FACTORS AND NUMBER OF LESSONs ATTENDEO

NON-CLA
FACTORs IN

CATEG OR I ES

HOMEMAKER Under 30
AGE 0ver 30

MEAN NUMBER
NUMEER LOW

NUMBER NUMBER TOTALS
AVERA6E HIGH

8.6
6.2

Ll_
r6

I
3

2
7

I
5

NUMBER OF LE55ON
ATT ENOE D

H0MEMAKER Grades
EOIJCATION II

fl

b6
7-9

r0-12

7.3
7.r
7.8

I
5
0

I
4
4

4
I9

4

2
10

0

PREV I OU5
EXPOsURE

None
Some
Home Ec.

6.9
9.s
7.3

4
0
2

5
0
4

T5
¿

10

6
2
4

TOTAL
FAM I LY
5I ZE

r-2
3-4
5-8

Over I

r0.0
8.3
8.3
9.0

0
T
5
0

0
2
6
I

I
6

r.7
3

1
3
6
2

NUMBER OF
CH I LDRE N

UNDER ].1

Upto?
2r3

Over 3

6.8
6.4
7.6

]
7
4

2
4
3

I
3
2

4
14

9

REASON FOR
BEING ON

ti,ELFARE

Deserted
lnlif e 6.9

Unmarri ed
Mother 9.0

Un employed
Sing1e 10.0

Unemployed
Husband 7.0

2L

LENGTH OF

TIME ON

tl,ELFARE*

Under 2 yrs. 7. 3

2-5 years 8.0
6-10 years 7.4
Over I0 yxs. B. 3

]-
I
I
U

0
4
3
2

2
5
l_

4

3
L0

5
6

OEGREE OF

CONCE R N

Low
Averag e
Hig h

7.7
8.6
5.7

2
4
3

0
0
6

]-
I
3

3
I2
L2

OVE RV I E\,J 7.2 27L2

* information unavailable for the three provincial cases
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TABLE XIX

NUMBER OF LE55ON5 ATTENDED AND MEAN SCORES
FOR KNO\JüLEDGE ANO FOOO CHOICE

I. GENERAL KNOVÚLEDGE

LoH 4.8 5 1 4.3 6 0 6

AVERAGE 6.4 5 4 7.3 4 5 g

HIGH 4.6 tr I 6.8 6 6 L2

L0ìlú

Ï I . KNOWLET]GE OF CONTENT

3.0 6 0 3.7 6 0 6

AVERAGE 3.8 I I 5.6 4 5 g

HIGH 2.7 I2 0 5.4 6 7 L2

III. FOOD CHOICE

Low 4.2 4 2 3,7 5 I 6

AVERAGE5.0725"263g
HIGH 4.4 1 5 5.0 7 5 12

LEVEL OF
LESSON
ATTENDANCE

PRE-COU R SE POST-COURSE TOTALS
MEAN NUMBER NUMBER
5C0RE L0t¡t H IGH

MEAN NUMBER NUMBER
SCORE LOìd H iG H
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SUMMARY ANU IMPLICATIONs OF RESULTS

In summarizing the results of this studyi the

previously stated hypotheses (p.22) will be used as a guide.

Fi¡st hvpothesis: That participation in the course woul-d

result in increased general knowledge of nutrition.

This study confirmed the findings of others (8, 16, 50)

that homemakers have a .l-ow general knowledge of nut¡ition.

Pre-course interviews indicated a mean score of 5.26 or 40.5

percent on the general knowledge portion of the scheduLe.

0nty six of the twenty-seven interviewees (22.2 percent) were

considered to have adequate knowledge in this area.

A summary of the non-class factors and the scores

for knowledge and food choic" i: presented in Table XX. The

data indicate that the l-eveL of general knowledge of nutrition

bras greater with increasing a1e, education, previous exposure

to nutrition information, and degree of conceln of the

homemeker. General knowledge of nutrition vì,as -Iower with

increasing family size. The number of young children,

teason for being on welfare, Iength of time on welfare,

level of ì-iving, and clean neat score do not aPPear to be

related to general knowledge scores.

Young (50), studying New York homemakers, also found

thet younget, more highly educated homemake¡s.with greater

exposure to nutrition information had higher Levels of

knowledge. These researchers concluded that only twenty to
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TABLE XX

SUMMARY OF NON-CLAss FACTORs ANO THEIR RELATIONSHIP
TO PRE-COURSE 5CORE5

THis FACTOR....¡J I^9IU¡I... GENERAL KNOI¡JLEDGE FOOD

^Þ tñr5
FACTOR INCREASED KN0!-JLEDGE 0F C0NTENT CHoICE

AGE

EDUCAT I ON

PREVIOUS EXPOSURE

ÏOTAL FAMILY sIZE

NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER T1

OEGREE OF CONCERN

LEVEL OF LIVING

CLEAN NEAT SCORE

J,J

J1

I
I

11
11

REA50N F0R BEING 0N TJELFARE

LENGTH 0F TIME 0N I/'IELFARE

PERCENT 5CORE 40.5 31.r 45.6

Key: I increased

J decreased

no observable trend
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thirty pexcent of the homemakers gave evidence of planning

their meals on the basis of some real knowledge of nutrition'

A more recent study (46lt of low income homemakers indicated

that Iess than half those interviewed had a minimal knowledge

of nutrition information.

post-course, the mean score was raised to 6.48 
:ì,...,,,.,

indicatíng Bcquaintance with 49,8 percent of the material. :'

0ver half the participants ì,úere considered to be higher 
i',.:i:,.:t,,:,.

knowledge homemakers in the area of generaÌ nutrition inform-

ation. The greatest gains(TabIe XXI) were experienced by the

younger homemakers, the less highly educated homemakers, the 
:

homemakers who had no previous exposuxe to nutrition inform-

ation, those with smaLler familíes, and the homemakers brho

had been on welfare for the longest time. As the number of

lessons attended increased, the amount of gain in general

knowledge of nutrition also increased'

The first conclusion of the study is that participation in '.,..ri,'-'',,,

the course resulted in increased levels of general knowledge 
':, ,:,:,,,',,,: .. . :

of nutrition.

Second hvpothesis ¡ That participation in the course would

lead to increased knowredge of the content of canadar s Food 
r1'rj'i

i.,'.i...',.. '

Guide.

Before the course, homemakers hJerer oD the averaget

acquainted with only 31.1- percent of the content of canadars

Food Guide. only one of the twenty-seven htas considered to

bewell-acquaintedwithcanadarsFoodGuide.Assummarized.:,..',., i-t .,:.-.: i. _ i.
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TABLE XXI

SUMMARY OF FACTORs AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP
TO IMPROVEMENTs I N I4EAN 5CORE5

GAINS IN THE MEAN
SCORE OF THIS GENERAL KNOhILEDGE FOOD

As rHIS FAcroR... KNoIÂJLEoGE 0F coNTENT cHoIcE
FACTOR INCREASED '-

AGE

EDUCAT I ON

PREVIOUS EXPOSURE

TOTAL FAMILY SIZE

NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 11

J, J,

I
1t

a
f\¡/

J

.t

1

REA50N F 0R BE i NG 0N tâ,ELFARE

LENGTH OF TIME ON WELFARE 1

NUMBER oF LEssoNs ATTENDED I 11

p05T-c0uR5E PERCENT 5C0RE 49.8 50.7 47.8

Key: I j.ncreased

J decreased

no observable trend



in Table XX, knowledge of Canadars Food Guide decreased

with increasing family size, number of young children, and

degree of concern. No trends were appaxent Linking previous

exposure, reason for being on welfare, length of time on

welfa¡e, level of living, or clean neat score.

Post-course, level of knowledge of -Canadars Food

Guide increased to 50.7 percent. Twelve of the twenty-seven

homemakers were considered to be weIl acquainted with the

content of Canadars Food 6uide. As shown in Table XXI, the

Iargest increases occurred with younger homemakers, more

highly educated homemakers, those having had previous exposure

to nut¡ition information, and homemake¡s with the largest

number of young children. Amount of gain in knowledge of

Canadars Food Guide increased with increasing attendance.

The second concl-usion of the study is that course partici-

pants increased their knowledge of the content of Canada's

Food Guide.

Third hvpothesis: That participation in the course would

result in food choices made by the homemake¡s that would

more cJ-osely adhere to the recommendations of Canadars Food

Guide.

The_ mean score obtained for food choice prior to the

course þras 4.56 of a possible ten points. 0n1y one-third of

the homemakers had scores indicating the Presence of over

fifty percent of the desired items. As age' education, and

degree of concern increased, food choice scores also increased.
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As the number of young children increased, food choice

scores decreased. As shown in Table XX, there were no trends

rel-ating food choice and previous exposure to nutrition

information, total family size, reason for being on weJ-fare,

length of time on welfare, leveL of living, or clean neat

scote.

Findings of other researchers (t0, 46, 491 also

indicate poor food selection practices. Young et al (49)

indicated that younger, more highly educated homemakers had

more variety in food choice. !úaye (46) found only 7.5 percent

of the low-income homemakers interviewed !ìrexe considered to

have adequate pxactices in food selection.

Post-course mean score h/as 4.78. Again only one-

third of the homemakers séored over fifty percent. Any large

increases in food choice scores h,ere restricted to younger

homemakers, homemakers who had previous exposure to high

school home economics and to homemake¡s who had been on

wel-fare for a short period of time (Table XXI). As the

number of lessons attended increased, food choice ratings

also increased.

The third concl-usion of the study is that the course was

ineffective in improving food choices such that these

selections might more closely adhere to the xecommendations

of Canadars Food Guide.
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OTHER MEASUREs

0egree of Concern

Mean score in degree of concern ì/úas 7.26 pre-course

and 7.22 post-course out of a possible ten points. There hras

no extensive ehange in degree of concern. Higher concern

scores hrere attained by younger homemakers, homemakers who

had a large number of young children, homemakers who had been

on welfare a shorter time, and homemakers who had a higher

level of Ìiving. There appeared to be some reLationship

between .l-evels of knowl-edge and degree of concern r however,

fluctuations axe mino¡. The greater the homemakerrs concexnt

the hioher was the food choice scote,

LeveI of Living

Leve1 of living scoxes hrere identical Pre and post-

course. Mean score was 2.56 of a possible eight points. The

only facto¡ exhibiting relatíon to Ievel of living ù{as the

number of chitdren under eleven years. As the number of young

child¡en increased, the level of Iiving decreased. Level of

living was not pertinent to level of attainment in general

knowledge of nutrition, knowledge of content of Canadars Food

Guide, and food choice.

Cl-een Neat Score

Mean clean - neat score was 7.33 of a possibLe twelve
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points. Younger homemakers and those with smaller families

had higher clean neat scores. Post-course, the mean scor'e

was 8.74. The greatest gains wexe achieved by older home-

makers, homemakers with Iess education, homemakers who had

been on welfare for over two years, and homemakers with an

average degree of concern. Although clean - neatness hras

considered in the assessment of this nutrition education

progtamme, it was found to have no bearing on the Level of

attainment in general knowledge of nutrition, knowledge of

content of canadats Food Guide, or food choice.

Reports on the use of homemaking classes as a tool

for the nutrition education of low-income homemakers implied

that successes have been achieved (44, 411' This study

confirms the success of such classes in raising the level of

general knowledge of nutrition and knowledge of the content

of canadars Food Guide of the participants. The greater the

number of .Iessons attended, the greater was the gain in

knowledge. course content had aufficient relevance and

Iearner participation was sufficiently great to increase the

Ieve.l- of nutrition knowledge regarding general informatíon

and the content of Canada I s Food Guide '

In order to make the participant scores more

meaningful in a broader context, some benehmarks were

considered necessary for evaluation of their performance'

Tothisend,threeadditionalgroupsofhomemakerswere

7r
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j.nterviewed. They hrere members of low-income famil-ies not

on wel-fare, middle-income families, and upper income families.

They h,ere not representatives of thei¡ particula¡ income

groups. The ten low-income homemakers hrere randomly selected

from a l-ist of fifty names recommended to the author by various

church community workers as homemakers who were managing on

their income. The fourteen middle-income homemakers were

selected from a List of seventy names of mothers and relatives .:

who wouLd be willing to participate volunteered by undergrad-

uate home economics students. The eighteen upper-income

homemakers h,ere mothers of chil-d¡en attending the 5chool of

Home Economics nursery school. ïn alI cases, the participa-

tion of these homemake¡s was requested by telephone afte¡ a

brief explanation of the study. Homemakers were not told of

the exact date the visit would take place, but htere interviewed

within three days of the calL.

Mean scores for knowledge and food practices are

given in TabIe XXII for comparison to the homemakers receiving

public assistance. Prior to course participation, the welfare

homemakers scored lower than all three groups in all three

areas, but post-course, substantia] improvements occurred in

both knowledge leve1s. The welfare homemakers had a better

knor,vledge of Cenadars Food Guide than did the homemakers in

the other three groups. Food choice scores improved only

very slightly and remained far below the other three groups.

The author acknowÌedges the possibl-e short-comings



TABLE XXII

COMPARISON OF MEAN sCORE5 FOR KNOWLEDGE AND FOOO CHOICE
OF WELFARE VER5U5 OTHER HOMEMAKER

GROUP
GENERAL KNOìcTILEDGE F00D

KN0ì,{LEDGE 0F C0NTENT CH0ICE
CONCERNEO

T'JELFARE ( PRE-COURsE ) 5.3 3.L 4.6

LOIC- I NCOME NOT ON IdELFARE 6.2 3.4 6.0

MIODLE INCOME 7.3 4.4 7.4

UPPER INCOME 9.r 4 .'I 7.0

WELFARE ( PO5T-COUR5E ) 6.5 5.1 4.8

MAXIMUM POSSIBLE

: ;':. :.:.:.:,.1],.1."'..], j.!]
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involved in considering a twenty-four hour recaII to be

representative of a family I s food pattern. There is a

Likel-ihood that pre-course and,/or post-course recalls could

be atypicaÌ of the particular family. However, this method

of measurement ì¡ras considered valid for assessment of change

in food choice for the participant group. Pre and post-couxse

group means indicated that the course did not appear to have

affected a change in food choice scores. 5imilarily, for

the comparison groups, the twenty-four hour period may not be

typical of the family, therefore, the group means were used

for comparison to participant scores-

If the ultimate goal of nutrition education is

considered to be better eating practices from improved food

choices, the course must be considered to have fallen short

of the goel- despite the increases in nutrition knowledge. The

increased knowledge did not effect a change in Practice.

Knowledge exists in a continuum from the very personal

to the very impersonal ( 5 ) . The point on the continuum which

any item occupies depends on the meaning that item has for

the individual, the degree to which he identifies himself

with it or has refe¡ence to it. The knowtedge that is at the

very personal end of thb continuum is most likely to affect

behavior. It would appear that the course did not have

sufficient reference for the participants to alter their

behavior. Although the homemakers personally experienced the

lesson material in the classes they failed to use the acquired
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knowledge in the situations approp¡iate to it.

Alterations in the Progxamme might have increased

the possibility that the participants would have food choices

more closely adhering to the recommendations of Canade I s Focld

Guide. Improvements could have been made in the selection of

the participants, in the pertinence of the practical lesson

supplements, and the follow-up course of action.

More attention should have been devoted to the

sel-ection of course participants. Any homemaker showing a

will-ingness to participate in the classes ìrras enrolled in the

course, however, not atl homemakers derived equal benefit frorn

the classes. The course might have been more beneficial had

participation been restricted to change-ready homemakers. The

study indicates that, 9Enerel1y, youngel homemakers with

previous exposure to nutrition info¡mation achieved the

g¡.eatest improvements from the claeses. Levels of attainment

in aL1 three major areas increased as attendance inc¡eased.

Young homemakers ì,ì,ere moxe inclined to attend the classes.

Refinement of the criteria for selection of participants, with

corresponding curriculum adjustments for the participant group'

might heve encouraged greater gains in both knowledge and

practices.

Course Dresentation could have been more Pertinent

of principles. The material h,as

result in increased knowledge'

in the area of aPPJ.ication

sufficiently meaningful to

howeve¡, the ParticiPants

7s

failed to adopt the required behavior
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patterns related to food choice. Perhaps if more stress
had been placed on situations in which the principres might

be applicable, more improvements in practices wourd have

occurred. The addition of a case-study type of approach

might have achieved greater successes. A hypotheticaL probJ-em

setting might have given the homemaker the opportunity for

problem-solving without frustrations, thus experiencing a

satisfaction in employing a learned principJ-e. Should a

similar situation occur in the daiJ.y routine, the homemaker

might be more incl-ined to epply the relevant principles of

similar class solutions having elready experienced the

theoretical success of that procedure. In this manner, the

Ecquired knowledge would be t¡ansmitted to the appropriate

behavior in the form of food choices reLated to the recommend-

ations of Canadars Food Guide.

Al-so, the addition of a follow-up team member might

have aided in the adoption of improved food selection prectices.

Successes have been reported using home economist-homemaker

aide teams in the lower socioeconomic groups (34r 36r 38r 39).

The homemaker-aide does things with the homemaker rather than

for her such that she might become sufficiently confident to

continue her daily tasks on her own. The aide would have

helped the homemaker recognize the situations in her.own home

where she might apply the principles learned in the cLasses.

The aiders knowledgeability would also help bridge any gep

which might have occurred between the applicetions suggested
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by the middle-cIass oriented instructress and the homemakerrs

ovun situation. Fo1low-up help and encouragement might have

been sufficient to instigate the adoption of improved food

selection practices.

In conclusion, the homemaking classes might have

been more successful in reaching the uLtimate goaJ- of food

sel-ection approximating the recommendations of Canadars Food
..1.,:

Guide had these three innovations of refinement of participant :

selection, class stress on applications, and the foIJ-ow-up of

a homemaker-aide been incorporated into the programme.



:.:. ; ::-. -" :.:. :..., :'..:. .:.:..: ::::.: r:.a:

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abell, H.C. Report of Findings Concerning Level
of Living of Farm Families. Special Studv of
0ntario Farm Homes arld Homemakers. Progress
Report No.1, L959.

AdeLson, 5.F. Changes in Diets of Households.
1955 to L965. Implications for Nutrition
Education Today. J.H.Ec.60: 44A, 1968.

Baker, H., Frank, 0., Feingold, 5., Christakis, G.,
and Ziffer, H. Vitamins, TotaI Cholesterol,
and Triglycerides in 642 New York City School
Children. Am.J.CIin.Nutr. 2O¿ 850, 1967.

Barney, H.5. and Morse, R.L.D. Shopping Compared
of Low-Income Homemakers and Students. J. H.Ec.
59: 48, 1961 .

Beatty, !'/. H. l¡/hen Does Knowledge Change Behavior?
Proq'.Education' 33: 85, 1956.

Beavers, I. Contributions Home Economics Can Make
to Low-Income Families. J.H.Ec.57:107' 1965.

Brí11, N. Communicating with Low-Income Families.
J.H.Ec.5B:631, 1966.

Brown, 4.N., McKenzie, J.C., and Yudkin, J.
KnowJ-edge of Nutrition amongst Housewives in
a London Suburb. Nutrition vol.XVII, P.I6,
Spring, 1963.

Christakis, G., Miridjanian, A., Nath, L., Khurena,
H.5., Cowell, C., Archer, M., Frank, 0., Ziffer, H.,
Baker, H., and James, C. Nutritional Epidemiologic
Investigation of 642 New York City School Chil-dren.
Am.J.CIin.Nutr. 2L: 107, 1968.

CorneJ-ey, P. B. , Bigman, 5. K. , and tlatts, D. D.
Nutritional Beliefs among a Low-Income Urban
Population. J.Am.Diet.Assoc. 322 zLB, 1956.

0haI1a, N.K. These Canadians. McGraw-HilI of Canada
Ltd. , Toronto, 1966.

Egan, M,C. NationaL Conference on Homemake¡ Services.
J. H. Ec. 56: 700 ' 1964

78

l.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

r0.

1r.

I2.



79

13. Food and Agriculture 0rganization. Education and' Traininq in Nutrition. Freedom From Hunger
Campaign Basic Study ff6. Food and AgricuLture
0rganization of the United Nations, Rome, L962.

14. Fo¡d, lr'í.8.0. Dietary Practices of Low-Income Negro
Families as Indices fo¡ Nutrition Education.
Nutrition Abstracts 39: IB0, L969. (AUstract)

L5. Holmes, A.C. Some Principles of Teaching and
Learning. Nutrition Newsletter vo1.6, #3, p.6,
1968.

L6. Jenkins, N.K. Knowledge of Nutrition and Consumer
Preferences of Housewives in Rural Communities
Part L Nutrition p.l-I5, Autumn , 1964.

17. Jenkins, N.K. Knowledge of Nutrition and Consumer
Preferences of Housewives in Rural Communities
Part I I . Nutrition p.155, !'/inter , 1964 .

18. Johnson, 0.C. Nutrition Education - b/hat is the
GoaI? Nut¡.Rev. 23t 353, I965.

L9. Kerrey, E., Crispin, 5., Fox, H.M., and Kies, C.
Nutritional Status of Preschool Children.
I . Dietary and Biochemical Findings. Am. J. CIin.
Nutr. 2It L274, 1968.

29. Kidd, J.R. @. Association Press,
New York, 19 59 .

2!. Kintzer, F.E. Approaches to Teaching AduIts.
J. Am.0iet-Âs-ç-s-c .- 50: 415 , L961 .

22. Leverton, R.M. Basic Nutrition Concepts for Use in
Nutrition Education. J. H. Ec. 59: 346, 1961 .

23. Mann, G.V. Nutrition Education - U.5.4- Food and
Nutritio¡-NeusLetter vol.4I, 2, 1969 .

24. Mayer, J. The White House Conference on Food'
Nutrition and Health. J. H. Ec. 6l: 501, 1969 .

25. McKenzie, J.C., end Mumford, P. The Evaluation of
Nutrition Education Programmes: A Review of the
Present Situation. 1¡Jo¡Id Rev-.N,q!¡-, !i-e.!. 5: 2I,
r96s.

26. Myers, M.L., 0tBrien, 5.C., Mabei-, J'A', and Stare, F'J'
A Nutrition Study of School Children in a Depressed
Urban 0ist¡ict. J. Am.0iet. Assoc. 53: 2?6, I968 '



:ì-.]i1:;;::i:]:::.":i::i:':.1::.i::iì".;;j:].:'::i:;:!::lì:-;:j]:..ii:ì::.ìì;ì]..;:i]ì::.i]::.i.:;':.::::l:li:;l;::ì:::;:;

27 . Oppenheim, I . Teaching Puerto-Rican lrlomen to' Manage FamiJ-y Resources. J. H . Ec. 57: 803,
1965.

2A. 0wen, G.M., and Kram, K.M. Nutritional Status
of Preschool Children in Mississippi. ',,,

J.Am.Diet.Assoc. 54: 49D, 1969.

29. Petrie, T.A. To Improve Instruction, Supervision'
and Evaluation. Educ. Leadership 26 : 772, 1969 .

30.Review.PlanningandEvaIuationofAppIied
Nutrition Programmes. Nutr.Rev. 252 L32, 1961. :

3f. Sabrosky, L.K. EvaLuation in the Educational 
"'"'Process. J.Am.Diet.Assoc. 44: 31, 1964.

32. Scheidernman, L. The Culture of Poverty a Study
of the Value-0rientation Preferences of the
Chronically Impoverished. Ph.0. thesis,
University of Minnesota, MinneapoJ.is, Minnesota,
1963.

33. Sch'i.ndler Raiman, E. Telling is not Teaching.
J.Am.Diet.Assoc. 37: 1I8, L960.

34. Sheehan, P.J. Home Visitors Programme.
@ 25: 73, L969.

35. Sherman, A. E . b'Iar on Poverty : A Challenge to
Home Economics. J.H.Ec. 57: 434, 1965.

: ..'
36. Smith, 0.5., Thong, F.L., and Yanagi, G.H. ;:':

Home Economist Homemaker Aide Team Expands -

EnvironmentaL Enrichment Programme. J.H.Ec
512 695, 1965

37. Spind1er, E.B. G¡oup Interviews as an Approach
bo Pl-anning Nutrition Education Programmes
for Young Homemakers. J.H.Ec. 57: 342, l-965.

38. Spindler, E. B. Programme-Aides f or l¡Jork with '

Low-Income Families. J.Am'Diet.A€€s-s-
50: 478, 1967.

39. Spindler, E.8., Jacobson, M.E., and RusseII, C.B.
Action Programmes to Improve Nut¡ition.
J.H.Ec. 61: 635, L969.

40. Stare, F.J. Malnutrition and Hunger in the U.5.4.
Nutr.Rev. 26: 227, 1968

80



8I

4I.

4?.

43.

44.

Stewart, A.M. The Home Economist in PubIic !{elfare.
J.H.Ec.56z 389, 1964.

Taba, H., and Sawin, E.I. A Proposed Model in
Evaluation. @ 20: 57, L962.

TyIer, R.W. Nationa.l- Societv f or the Studv of
ECucation Yearbook, LXVIII, Part II. Educational
Evaluation : New Ro1es, New Meens. University of
Chicago Press, Chicago, IlIinois, 1969,

Ugelow, E.I. Mobilizing the Potential of Home
Economics for Low-Income Families. J.H.Ec.
57: 648, I965.

tJagner, F.E. Some Principles in AduIt Education.
J.Am.Diet.Assoc. 4Az 34, 1967

lrlaye, B.L. An Assessment of Nutritional Knowledge
and Practices among a Selected Samp1e of Low-
Income Homemakers in Ithaca, New York. Masterrs
thesis, New York State College of Home Economics,
Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, 1967.

ldeeks, 5.5. Home Economics Education in a Low-Income
Urban Housing 0evelopment. ,J.H.Ec. 572 437, 1965.

trlolgamot, I.H. Low-Income Groups 0pp,ortu.tities
Unlimited. J. H. Ec. 56 : 27 , 1964.

Young , C. M. , Berresf o¡d, K. , and V'/aJ.dner, B. G .

What the Homemaker Knows about Nutrition. lII
Relation of Knowledge to Practice. J-@.!..
Assoc. 322 32L, 1956.

Young, E. M. , l,{aldner, B. G. , and Berresf ord, K.
t{hat the Homemaker Knows about Nutrition. I I
Nutrition Knowledge. J.Am.0iet.Assoc. 322
2r8,1956.

Ziffer, H., Frank, 0., Ehristakis, G., Talkington, L.
and Baker, H. Data Analysis Strategy for
Nutrition Suxvey of 642 New York City SchooI
Children. Am.J.Cl"in.Nutr. 2A: 858, L967.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

5r.



APPEND IX

r -:.:..-.::



APPENOIX A

LESSON OUTLINE



LEssON OUTLiNE

Le sson
Nurnber Class ToPic Practical SuPPIement

made sandwichesaims of the course
( a) good nutrition
(b) economical food

buys

Canadars Food Guide

importance of a good
b¡eakfast

made muffins

discussed food Patterns 'cost comparison of cooked
versus dry cereals

demonstration on less
expensive canned goods,
meat cuts, and seasonal
veqetables

shopping practices

use of skim milk cost comparisons of
powder homemade versus Purchased

food items

how to cook meat made stew, hamburger in
casseroles 

,,,,i

discussed buying and using 'l '

eggs, cheese, baked beans,
made souffle or jelì-Y rol-l-

made pastrY or simPle cake

meat substitutes

bak ing

preparing and cooking made cookies and slices
veg etabl es

a2

IO lea and social
evenin g

dispJ-ay on comParat ive
c osts
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CANADAIS FOOO GUIDE

DAILY RECOMMENDATIONS

83

MILK: CHILDREN ( Up T0 ABOUT 1I YEARS) . . . .2f cups
A0OLESCENTS .. ..4 cups
ADULTS ....I+ cups
EXPECTANT AND NURSING MOTHER5. . . . . .4 cups

FRUIT¡ Tlt0 SERVINGS 0F FRUIT 0R JUICE INCLUDiNG A

SATIsFACTORY SOURCE OF VITAMIN C (ASCORBIC
ACID) SUCH A5 ORANGEs, TOMATOES, VITAMINIZED
APPLE JUICE.

VEGETABLES¡ 0NE SERVING 0F P0TAT0E5.
ThJO SERVINGS OF OTHER'VEGETABLES,
PREFERABLY YELL0\d 0R GREEN AND OFTEN RAl¡l.

BREAD AND BREAD (IdITH BUTTER OR FORTIFiED MARGARINE ) .
CEREALS ¡ ONE SERV i NG 0F I'JHOLE GRA I N CEREAL.

MEAT AND FISH: ONE SERVING OF MEAT, FISH, OR POULTRY.
EAT LIVER OCCASIONALLY.
EGG5, CHEESE, DRIED BEANS UR PEAS MAY BE

USED IN PLACE OF MEAT.
IN ADDITTON, EGGS AND CHEESE EACH AT
LEAST THREE TIMES A I¡/EEK.

VITAMIN D: 400 I.U. FtR GROWING CHILDREN' AND FOR

EXPECTANT AND NURSING MOTHERS.
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FOODS AT{D I\IIJTRTTTON
scHoof, 0F Hot'tE EcoNo},frcs

UNIIT.FJRSIT"Í OF I{ATIITOBA

Household name:

Date:

Household no.

' fþniþ conposition : M *_ F * 11-17 _ 11-0 _
I. l{ho usually buys thc focC ! age: _

age: _2. lnltro usually prcpares the focd ?

3. blhat was the last grade j¡r scirool ccnpleted by the homenaker-bryer ?

-/1-ó srade schoc]-

- 

7-9 juaS-or higìr
10-12 senior hi.gh
more thar-r aboverspeci-$'

4. Has the homernek:r-bw¡er c'¡er tal:en part in a course in:(specify if applicabJ-e)

homeraaking

COOKTNG

home eeo:ronics

health

fl. Of what religic:r i: 'i:ìrc nc;len:,r.ko:.:briye:' ?

6. Of what natic:raüt;r i.¡ r,he hcnenakcr-buyer ? 
.

7, Ìnlhat was the last ¡;:':aCe in cehcol completed by the head of the fanilyrif
other then thc ircna:¡.!:er-buyer ?

1-ó gracie s:chcol
7-9 junicr hi5h
10-1.2 scnío: high
more tha¡r above,specify

8. Is the fanily,he:d ernployeci ?

if yeg, a.t r.¡hat occupatíon

1f no, r+hat is tire farrily income source

9.TotheneareSt$10c0p1easeest.i¡ratethetota1faIL1]irj.ncome?-
10. Approxinately horv ¡ar:ch mlney is spent on food in a week ?

84
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11. Do you have a telephone ? no I Z 3 3+
12. can you telI me the number of rooms that ¡nake up your home ?

Do you take a daiþ newspaper ? yes

LR fltmü dr mg
cl nt

KTC CNT dr ms
cI nt

LR FtR dr
. cI,

KTC ELR dr
.cI

no

Olrf APP dr.cl

CÐ unpls
pls naþ

DST +

DÏN AR +
DIEÍ, sle rùt

Ins¡

nt
ms
nt
ms
nt

Now r an going to ask you several'questions about food and food
hablts. If they have several answers, T witl read all the choices
and ask you to pi-ck one. Please answer al1 the queøtions.

GK l,l¡lhich one of the following do you thÍnk would be the best to use ln place pf
meaf ? sninach

-
dried beans
utrole grain cebeals
squash
mushrooms

t

2, Hol¡ often do you use meat substitùtes such as eggsreheese, etc. ?

3.Do you thínk you r^lould. save money by using meat substitutes ? yes no
Þcplain:

EE 4. Do you think you have learned anyLhing about ruutrítlon from: (check if applicable)
television
neV\tSDADef '
pamphlets rbooklets
magazines
radio

CT 5. Hov¡ often do you think a farnily should eat something from the meat group ?

three times a week
four times a week
once a day
two times a day
three timeg a day

6. Do you find meat expensive ? yes no

7. l,lhat tv¡o meats do you most often buy for di¡ner ?
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GK 8. t^ihtch one of the follor.rfng fs noÈ a citrus fruit?

oranges
aprfcots
1lmes
grapefruft
lemons

9. How often do vou serve citrus fruft?

10. Do you flnd lt expensive? Yes No

11. In r¿hat form do you generally serve ciËrus fruit?

fresh
who1e, canned
j uice
other, speclfy

DC 12. Do you usualLy (if chtldren fn the home):

plan hot lunches
use leftovers
let the chll-dren help thernselves
gíve chfldren money Ëo buy what they wfsh
pack bag lunches

If no chlldren in home (or when you are alone):

Do you usually make yourself a cornpJ-eËe meal for lunch, omit thls meal'
or Just snack?

GK 13. If you were slimnfng, which one of these foods would be best to cut dctm on?

rnilk
butter
cheese
fce cream

- 

EgBS

DC 14. Do you serve any foods that are good for your farnily, but that they do not
lfke?

Explain

CT 1,5. l^Ihtch one of the followÍng types of veget,al¡les do you thlnk is not menÈloned

fn Canadats Food Guide?

ye1-1-ow vegetables
ra\rr vegetables

ÞoËatoes
leafy green vegetables



-4-

16. Horo often do you serve fresh veqetables?

17. Whieh ones do you Ëhink are expensive? (give 3)

18. Iürfch would you reconmend as belng inexpensive?

GK 19. Wt¡fch one of the following foods is the best protein source?

drfed beans
mushrooms
fruit juices
eggs
spfnach

GK 20, CaLciu¡n is a nutrient r¿hlch should be included in the diet. Whlch one of the
foLlov¡lng foods 1s the besÈ source of calcium?

raw carrots
milk
orange juice
liver
r'r¡sho1e grain cereals

21. How much ¡nllk do you buy in a r¿eek?

22, Generally, in what forn do you buy rnilk? (cÍrcle)

whole fluid canned

27" f.Luíd skim fluÍd
dry powder oÊher, specify

GK 23. Horv often do you thlnk ls it reconmended to serve eggs and cheese?

tr¿o times a day

once a day

four times a r¡eek

three times a week

t¡¡o tlmes a v¡eeic



-)-

24. hrhat grade of eggs do you rrsually buy? (Circle)

large small

medfum donr t knor¿

GK 25, I{trich one of the following do you thlnk helps us to use our body energy
efffcfently?

vftamLn C

carbohydrates
B vitamins
antigens
the meat group

26. Ir,lhat food do you thfnk l-s an LnexpensÍve energy source?

DC 27. Do you serve any foods especlally for your chl-ldren that you vrould not serve
1f thev \^rere not presenË?

GK 28. llhich one of the fol-lor,ring do you thlnk is not consLdered to be a rvhole
graln cereal?

Red River cereal
oatmeal
bran flakes
corn fl-akes
shredded wheat

- CT 29. Horv often do you thfnk should whole grain cereals be served?

occasíona1ly
once a week
trvo tines a rveek
three tfmes a week
once a day

30. How often do you serve whole graln cereals?

31. lühtch cereal do you most often serve?

32. I^lhlch one cereal do you thlnk is economical?
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CT 33. How much milk should a chlld under eleven(ll) years of age drlnk per day?

% cup
I cup
[l cups
4 cups
1 quart,

FII 34. If you had more money to spend on food, r^rhat one food would you buy because
It 1s good for the childrenrs heal-th?

CT 35. l.Ihfch one of the follovrÍng sËatements rlo you thlnlc 1s found ín Canadars Food

Gulde?

skfm nilk porvder is nuËrl-tiously good
Vltamín supplements should be gÍven 1f requlred

Eat l-lver occasionallY
Use butter never margarine

36. Do you use margarfne? Yes No

for cooklng only? Yes No

GK 37. hhfch one of the fol-lor,¡ing vf tamins do you Èhinlc ís important f or the eyes?

-A

GK 38. Whfch one of the followlng do you think has Ëhe most vita¡nín A?

green leafy vegetables
, raw apples
oatmeal
liver
buttermílk

39. Do you serve llver? Yes 

- 

No Hor¿ often?

If not, why not?

D

E
c
K

DC 40. Do you require that your famíly sÍt dor.m at meaLtirne?

at r¡hich meal-s?
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GK 41. Rlckets can be prevented by havtng enough of a certafn vitamfn. l^Ihl-ch one
of the followfng do you thÍnk herps prevent rickets? , 

,

42. If you have chlldrert, do you qive them vitamin D capsules l-n wfnter?
Yes No not applicable

CT 43. Hor,t many unLts of vlEanln D do you think does Canadars Food Guide recommend
for growing chlldren?

10c0
10,000

i CT 44. How many servÍngs of vegetabl-es including potatoes are reconmend.ed daflv?

one
trro
three
four
f lve

45. I'[hat types of vegetables do you generally serve?
Name the three most eonmon other than potatoes:

FH 46. rn whaË terms do you think of a meal, that is, what qoes into:
(a) breakfast

(b) lunch

(c) dinner

GK 47. Idhich one of the following do you Èhínk is not a use of proteJ.n in the body?

building and repair of body tissues
helping to clot the blood
aidÍng qrorøth
preventing scurvy
helpfng to protecË Èhe body against lnfectfon

A
D

E
H

c

400
600
800



CT

48, lühat food do you think fs

-8-

an economlcal protein source?

49' frlhich of these statements do you thfnk does not apDear in Canadars Food
Gufde?

One serving of potatoes is required dally
One servlng of cftrus fruit fs required áaily
Eggs and cheese should be served at least three tÍnes a r.ieek
One serving of l{ver is required weekly
Adults shouLd drink one-hajf cup mllk áafJ.y

¡Fn 50. How many servings of fruit shouLd be eaten daily?

three
four

51. I.lhat three fruiÈs do you most often buy?

In what fo::rn do you generally buy frult? (circle)

fresh canned frozen

!^ltrlch one of these foods should be fncluded Ln the diet
blood?

to bulld up the

grapefruit
milk
vrhole wheat bread
carrots
liver

none
one
ttüc

52.

ì

n¡¿ <19¡\ ¿J.
:

GK 54. one of the following vitamins Ís necessary to help clot the blood.(scop bleeding). I.Ihich one of rhe following do yòu thlnk lr fs?

õ̂

E
K
c

55. Ilave you evef

56. Could you name

. Yes, specffy

heard of vltarnln B?

of vttamln*'?

a major source of

Yes

Yes

E?

No

vitamin

No



57. Do you know what vltamin

Yes, epeclfy

1s used for?

58. Hor¿ lmoortanË do you think nuËrftion Ls

Very _ Qufte Not

59, How inportanË ls cost ín meal planning?

Very LmportanË Quite fmportant

,: ì l,:ì
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c

Ln meal pl-annfng?

Not important

61.

FH 62.

60. How funportant Ls preparatlon time in neal planning?

Ver! Qulte Not

Hor.r much tÍne do you spend þlannlng meals?

I'lhat rr¡ould you serve for dlnn$r f-f you raere short of money?

63.

64,

IN

sandwiches
soap

65. Can you tell- ne exacÈl-y
and before Lhat...etc.

A.If .

be especially certáln Ëo incl-ude Ln your famllyrs
short of rnoney?

peanut butter
coffee
tea
soft drinks
pork and beans
spaghettl
poüatoes
green vegetabl-es
luncheon meat
hamburger
weiners

what you served your famfly at thelr
(for the last twenty-four hours). ..

last meal...

I^lhat trnro

diet even

Hor,¡ often
bread
cheese
dessert
eggs
macaronl
koo1,-aid
chfcken
fruit
nilk

foods would you
though you hrere

do you serve:
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