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Abstract 

With the nature of exploring and less awareness of danger, furniture at home has been causing 

various kinds of child injury all over the world. Furniture tipping over is one emerging cause 

among children under 6 years old. Despite of the importance of child safety, it lacks evidence 

about people‘s perceptions of child safety towards residential furniture. Hence, this thesis used 

the theory of consumer behaviour to identify factors that can potentially effect perceptions and 

applied quantitative and qualitative methods to find out perceived importance of child safety 

when people buy furniture and how people perceive child safety in a given case. It has been 

found that people perceive child safety much less important when buying furniture not 

specifically for children. Some factors, such as age, income have influence on it. In the given 

case of chest of drawers, when perceived to be more likely to tip over, people are more willing 

to anchor a chest of drawers. It has also found that a three-row and shallow type has mixed 

perceptions. When the weight of a chest is perceived to be more important, people agree more 

on the statement that a heavier chest of drawers is less likely to tip over. Although anchoring is 

considered to be an efficient way of preventing tipping over, results showed that it is not a 

preferred way for most people. Further study is needed to find out other ways. Information of 

child safety is welcomed by most of the people. More research can be done to find out effective 

ways of displaying child safety information. 

Keywords 

Child safety, Chest of drawers, Consumer behaviour, Consumer decision process, Furniture 

tipping over, Perceptions, survey, SPSS, Statistics analysis 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Speaking of home, it is not only where a person was born or lives in as a habitat, but also a place 

that you can be yourself. Home is a term that encompasses concepts of family, social network, 

personal identity and privacy (Hayward, 1977). Colombo et al (2015) stated that home influences 

one‘s existence most than other places that people spend time during their life. Therefore, home 

can be defined as a complex multi-dimensional concept where people‘s needs, emotionally and 

physically, are satisfied (Smith, 1994). According to Sebba and Churchman (1986), the sense of 

safety, stability and belonging at home is what mentioned most among children. 

With the nature of exploring and in a place where children supposed to feel safe, home, 

unfortunately, becomes somewhere that unintentional injury happens to children. World report on 

children injury prevention (2008) found falling as the leading cause of unintentional injury in 

children under 3, caused by particular items like furniture. Also observed from that report, 

children‘s unintentional injury, relating to home and household furniture, is a worldwide problem, 

which is also confirmed by multiple researches (Flavin et al., 2006; Gulliver et al., 2005; Harris 

and Pointer, 2012 and Phelan et al., 2005). With the intention to prevent child injury and provide 

safer products for children, standards and regulation which are specialized in child safety restrict a 

wide range of products, ranging from toys and nursery furniture, playground equipment and 

furniture and furnishings and service, involving stakeholders like designers, engineers and 

manufacturers. For example, ISO/IEC Guide 50:2014 (2014) is an international standard 

regarding child safety. In America, ASTM F2057-14 and ASTM F3096-14 are two requirements 

that are associated with furniture tip over (Massale, 2016).  

Self-expression, in terms of organizing home according to one‘s needs and tastes, makes home 

meaningful and unique from person to person (Sebba and Churchman, 1986). When selecting the 

pieces furniture that would make one‘s home meaningful and unique, there are different factors 

which will affect the final purchasing decision. Despite of the fact that child home safety is a 

worldwide concern, many quantitative researches did not include child safety as a potential 

selection criterion for residential furniture purchasing (Ismail, 2010; Bednarik & Kovats, 2010; 

Ponder, 2013). As observed from different researches, most of the suggested interventions on 

home safety happen at post-purchasing stage (Anh et al, 2007; WHO, 2008; Eldosky, 2012; 

Kendrick et al, 2012; Idle at el, 2004). On the other hand, in engineering safety design the first 

principle is to minimise the inherent dangers at the beginning of the process (Möller and Hansson, 
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2007). Therefore, this study used a mixed method to understand how child safety is perceived in 

customers‘ decision-making process, specifically before purchasing furniture. By revealing 

customers‘ perceptions on child home safety issues, this study is intended to be a research base in 

solving furniture tipping over problem. 

1.2 Outline of the thesis 

This thesis consists of eight chapters.  

Chapter 1 ―  ‘Introduction’ introduces the background, purpose, research questions and 

restrictions of this study.   

Chapter 2 ― ‘Context’ provides a review of the problem behind the research topic. 

Chapter 3 ― ‘Theoretical framework’ describes the theory and the approach that will be applied 

in this study 

Chapter 4 ― ‘Methodology’ explains the steps taken in the research, including different research 

methods 

Chapter 5 ― ‘Results’ presents the results and analysis from the research 

Chapter 6 ― ‘Discussion’ assesses the results as well as gives suggestions for further research 

Chapter 7 ― ‘Conclusion’ answers the research questions 

Chapter 8 ― ‘References’  

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to explore how important child safety is when consumers purchase 

furniture not specifically for children and whether different characteristics of furniture affect 

consumers‘ perception towards child safety. In addition, this study tend to use qualitative data to 

understand whether there is mismatch between the design criteria in the product development of 

furniture and customer perceptions.  
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1.4 Research Questions 

How important is child safety of residential furniture (specifically for children and not specifically 

for children) for people in Swedish context? 

How people perceive child safety towards residential furniture (not specifically for children) in 

Swedish context? 

1.5 Restrictions 

As observed from previous research, there is a lack of evidence on people‘s perceptions towards 

child safety issues relating to residential furniture, while early literature research showed various 

kinds of child home injury types. Since this study was conducted within a Swedish academic 

semester and limited resources, it was not feasible to research on several kinds of existing child 

home safety problems relating to residential furniture. Hence, this study focuses on both the 

general perceptions of the importance of child safety towards furniture and one kind of specific 

perceptions of furniture tipping over (TV, TV furniture and chest of drawers). 

Data gathering methods (small scale survey and interview) were chosen also due to these reasons. 

Sample selection has significant implication to generalize the findings from the survey. Although 

this study intended to include respondents with maximum variety, there were still people that had 

less chance to be selected as a sample, such as people from countryside, people in other cities in 

Sweden, etc.  
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2 Current situation 

2.1 Children and the location of injury 

According to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, the definition of child is 

human beings under the age of 18 (World Health Statistics, 2008). However, it has been observed 

in different researches that the age range of child varies. WHO (2008) pointed out that the age 

range of child may be considered differently in different cultures. Therefore, as Alderson (2000) 

says, one should intertwine the age range of child with context, culture and competences. 

Children‘s behavior, physical and mental stages are what make them so different from adults. 

Qvortrup et al (1994) describes children‘s behavior as having their own activities at their own 

time in their own place. Unfortunately, children‘s nature of curiosity, exploring and 

experimenting is not always matching their knowledge of the corresponding danger (Bartlett, 

2002), since their abilities of cognitive, degrees of dependence, activities and risk behaviors 

change as they grow older (WHO, 2008). Exploring home environment in unexpected ways from 

what designers see (Sinnott, 1977) as well as having little control and power over the environment 

(WHO, 2008), children put themselves in risky situation.  

Unintentional injury is a consequence of children‘s risky behavior as well as leading cause of 

death and disability among children worldwide, about 90% in 950000 deaths in children under the 

age of 18 years each year in 2004 (WHO, 2008). Injury is the physical damage of human body 

which exceeds the threshold of physiological tolerance (Baker et al, 1992) and it can be 

mechanical, thermal, chemical or radiated related. According to Sengoelge et al (2011), in 16 

European countries (Austria, Croatia, Czech Republic, France, Germany, Hungary, Iceland, 

Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania, Spain and United 

Kingdom), there are 57% of all fatal injuries to children under one year old and 42% of all 

injuries to children from one to four years old happened at home (Table 1). Nevertheless 

Sengoelge et al (2011)‘s study did not specify the causes of home injury. The study does imply 

the importance of increasing child home safety.  
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*Average annual number, 3-years-average, 2002-2004 

Table 1 Location of fatal injuries by age 

2.2 Child home injury 

Sengoelge et al (2011) emphasized that home is a particular important space when analyzing child 

injury since children interact actively with the physical surroundings of home, when they grow up 

and achieve development. As observed from researches, two kinds of home injury are most 

related to furniture: child falling and furniture tip over. 

2.2.1 Child falling 

Child falling is the most related kind of injury to furniture reflecting from WHO (2008). And 

according to the report, the unintentional fall causes the second high rate of short term temporary 

disability (39%), only one percentage less than road traffic injury. The World Health 

Organization‘s gives the definition of fall as ―an event which results in a person coming to rest 

inadvertently on the ground or floor or other lower level‖ (WHO, 2008). Summarized by WHO 

(2008), risky activities (running, walking or climbing…), which take place before falling, are 

major factors that cause this kind of injury. It is also observed from the report that in most of the 

countries, fall is the most common type of injury in emergency departments, accounting for 

between 25% and 52% of assessments. As estimated by Kendrick et al (2014), there can be more 

than one million US children and 200 000 UK children aged 0 to 4 years old go to emergency 

department (ED) annually due to fall. Consequently, the cost on childhood falls was 439 million 

US dollars in 2005 in United States for ED attendance (Kendrick et al, 2014) and 130 million 

Australia dollars in Australia (World report on children injury prevention, 2008).  

Several risk factors relating to fall are discussed in World report on children injury prevention 

(2008), which are child, agent, physical environment and socioeconomic environment. Children‘s 

age and gender have influence in this case. Statistics shows that boys are overrepresented in fall 

injury than girls in all over the world (WHO, 2008). The second risk factor, agent, means unsafe 

N* % N* % N* % N* %

Transportation-related injuries 56 11 304 29 440 50 641 49

All other injuries 473 89 767 72 435 50 660 51

Home 303 57 452 42 185 22 281 22

Other 33 6 116 11 116 13 163 12

Unspecified 137 26 199 19 134 15 216 17

Total 529 100 1071 100 875 100 1301 100

Category
<1 year old 1-4 years old 5-9 years old 10-14 years old
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products, insufficient protective equipment and sharp objects. The report described the lack of 

accesses to safe play spaces, lack of preventive measures, inadequate hospital care and several 

other situations as the risks in physical environment. The relationship between socioeconomic 

environment and the risk of falling can reflect on poverty, single-parent family, lacking of 

awareness of the consequences of falling, skills at first aid and so on.  

2.2.2 Furniture tip over 

Furniture tip over, in terms of falling furniture, electronics and appliances is another kind of 

emerging unintentional home injury, first observed in United States (Cho et al, 2009).  

A study carried out by Gottesman et al. (2009) identified 8506 actual patients under 17 years old 

who have been treated in an emergency department for an injury associated with a furniture tip 

over from 1990 to 2007. Approximately 75% of injuries in Gottesman et al. (2009)‘s study 

occrued among children under 6 years old and 90% of them occurred at home because children 

under 6 spend more time at home,  have less ability to anticipate danger and avoid falling 

furniture. 

Gottesman et al. (2009) divided the children into several age groups: 0-4, 5-9, 10-14 and 15-17. 

Head/ neck and lower extremity injury accounted for the most injuries in all age groups, with 49.4% 

and 31.4% respectively. The most common furniture related to injury among children under 9 

years old is television and other furniture like dresser and bookshelf are also associated to injury 

in all age groups (Gottesman et al., 2009).  

As estimated by Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) (2017) in United States, there are 

30,700 emergency department-treated injuries from 2014 to 2016 and 514 reported fatalities from 

2000 to 2016 associated with tip over incidents. Among department-treated injuries, more than 

half (15,800) of them are children (under 18 years old) and among the reported fatalities, 84% 

(431) of them are children (under 18 years old) (CPSC, 2017). It has also been pointed out by 

CPSC (2017) that residential settings are where 68% of the department treated injuries and 91% 

of reported fatalities happened. Observed form CPSC (2017) and CPSC (2016), the most common 

areas of body affected by furniture tip over and the diagnoses are head with internal organ injury 

and legs with contusions and abrasions. 

Primary Area of Body 
Estimated Emergency Department- Treated Injuries 
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Affected/ Diagnosis 

Product Category 
Children (<1 to 17 years old) 

(Total Child Estimated 17,300) 

Head/ Internal Organ Injury TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 3300 (19%) 

Head/ Lacerations TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 1900 (11%) 

Head/ Contusions, Abrasions TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 1800 (11%) 

Legs/ Contusions, Abrasions TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 3100 (18%) 

Legs/ Fractures TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 1200 (7%) 

Arms/ Contusions, Abrasions TV, Furniture & Appliance Total  

Table 2 Furniture Instability or Tip over Injuries by Selected Area of Body/ Diagnosis, 2013-2015 

(Adapted from CPSC, 2016) 

Primary Area of Body 
Affected/ Diagnosis 

Estimated Emergency Department- Treated Injuries 

Product Category 
Children (<1 to 17 years old) 

(Total Child Estimated 15,800) 

Head/ Internal Organ Injury TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 3300 (21%) 

Head/ Lacerations TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 1600 (10%) 

Head/ Contusions, Abrasions TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 1400 (9%) 

Legs/ Contusions, Abrasions TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 2900 (18%) 

Legs/ Fractures TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 1000 (6%) 

Arms/ Contusions, Abrasions TV, Furniture & Appliance Total 500 (3%) 

Table 3 Furniture Instability or Tip over Injuries by Selected Area of Body/ Diagnosis, 2014-2016 

(Adapted from CPSC, 2017) 

CPSC (2017) also identified the frequencies of the type of furniture involved in fatalities injury, 

which can be divided into two scenarios: TV involved death and only furniture falling death.  
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Figure 1 Product Instability or Tip-Over Fatalities Reported to CPSC Staff by TV and Furniture 

(Adapted from CPSC, 2017, p. 19) 

 

Figure 2 Product Instability or Tip-Over Fatalities Reported to CPSC Staff for Only Furniture 

(Adapted from CPSC, 2017, p 20) 

It can be observed from Figure 1 and Figure 2 that chest, bureau or dresser has very high 

frequency in fatal tip over injury in both scenarios.  



 

 

 

9 

 

2.3 Current views of preventing unintentional home injury 
2.3.1 General views 

Research suggested that the adequate knowledge about the hazards around (Ribas et al, 2006), 

knowing that potential injury can happen at home (Anh et al, 2007), knowledge on child 

development (Guilfoyle et al, 2012) and first aid measures (Eldosky, 2012) can be important 

factors to prevent child injury.  

Nadeeya et al (2016) stated that how people perceived injury also plays a critical role in safety 

behavior. This study conducted among 500 mothers in Malaysia reveals the importance of having 

sufficient knowledge and correct perception towards child home injury. Therefore, Nadeeya et al 

(2016) recommended home safety intervention to achieve better results on preventing child home 

injury.  

According to Kendrick et al (2012), home safety interventions that are commonly provided as 

face-to-face education, given by health or social care professionals, school teachers and so on aim 

at reducing home injuries or increasing home safety practice.  Kendrick et al (2012) also found 

that interventions which provide free, low cost or discounted safety equipment more effectively 

improved safety practices in their experiment.  

Child supervision is another widely recognized way of preventing child injury. This is also 

supported by Idle at el (2004)‘s study. As estimated by World report on children injury prevention 

(2008), 90% of injuries to children occur in or around home when they are supposed to be under 

supervision by caregiver. The definition of supervision given by the report refers to behaviors 

‗that are related to attention (watching and listening) and to proximity (touching, or being within 

reach)‘ (World report on children injury prevention, 2008: p.11). The report continued suggesting 

that developing good supervision models regarding child‘s age, developmental status, exposure to 

possible hazards, supervisor‘s skills, time of active supervising, and so on can be quite helpful in 

preventing home injury. 

Relating to products, ‗Identifying, replacing or modifying unsafe products has been a leading 

strategy to prevent injuries from falls in many high-income countries‘ (WHO, 2008: p.110). The 

International Standardization Organization has published guidelines for protecting children 

against injury from products (including buildings and installations), processes and services and 

different countries have also established their regulations and standards to ensure children‘s safety 

(World report on children injury prevention, 2008). The modification of environment, in the other 
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words, how to arrange products properly at home or children‘s playground is equally important as 

product standards. As observed from World report on children injury prevention (2008), in many 

high-income countries, major changes in the design and maintenance of playgrounds have 

brought substantially reduction in the number of playground injuries. 

2.3.2 Preventing furniture tip over 

As mentioned in 1.1 Background, ASTM F2057-14 and ASTM F3096-14 are two existing 

international voluntary standards that are intended to reduce furniture tip over injury (Massale, 

2016). F2057-14 means ‗Standard Safety Specification for Clothing Storage Units‘ and in this 

standard, it states that the tip-restraint system (anchoring system) must meet F3096-14, ‗Standard 

Performance Specification for Tip over Restraint(s) Used with Clothing Storage Units. Both 

standards cover the age of children until 5 years old. The chest-type furniture and other clothing 

storage units which are taller than 30 inches (approximately 76.2 cm) are covered in both 

standards. 

The F2057-14 includes three main parts, stability requirements, requiring a tip-restraint system 

and labelling. The standard addresses stability in two ways:  

‘the empty unit shall not tip over when all of the drawers are open to their full extension’ and ‘the 

empty unit shall not tip over when a 50 lb. (approximately 22.68 kg) weight is hung from each 

open drawer at the full extension, with only one drawer open at a time’ (Massale, 2016, p.2). 

The weight of 50 lb. is intended to represent the 95
th
 percentile weight of a 5-year-old child. 

Secure to the wall is the most recommended way to prevent furniture tipping over by multiple 

researchers (Linville, 2007; Massale et al, 2015; Massale, 2016; KID, 2016). As mentioned before, 

tip-restraint system is also included in ASTM standards. However, a survey carried out by 

Massale et al (2015) among 388 respondents who were even more safety conscious evidenced 

that restraint system is not usually installed by customer.  

Safety tips such as verifying furniture stability, placing furniture properly, removing items on top 

of a TV or furniture and teaching children are suggested by Linville (2007). Although there were 

proper reasons behind these reasons, whether these tips were known by public were unknown.  
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3 Theoretical Framework 

3.1 Consumer behavior 

Consumer behavior is the discipline that attempts to understand whether consumers‘ demands and 

expectations of products are satisfied (Kimmel, 2015). It concerns not only products, but also the 

way products fit into consumers‘ life, including psychology, anthropology and economics 

elements (Dodoo, 2007). It is described as processes of selecting, purchasing, using and disposing 

products and ideas and experiences to satisfy needs and desires (Solomon, 2016). As stated by 

Kimmel (2015), to have a comprehensive understanding of consumer behavior, one should 

consider how consumers perceive themselves and others and how product impact consumers in 

their various roles (citizens, friends, parents…).  

The purpose of this research is to study consumers‘ perceptions of child safety towards furniture 

not specifically for children by analyzing different factors affecting consumer behavior and 

preference. Therefore, it is necessary to understand consumer and what factors may affect their 

behavior. Figure 3 illustrates the theoretical framework of this research, which will serve as the 

foundation of research design.  

 

Figure 3 Theoretical framework of the study (modified from Hawkins et al., 2001; Solomon, 2016) 

3.1.1 Consumer decision process 

Engel et al (1990) interprets consumer behavior as a decision process which includes five 

different stages: need recognition, information search, evaluate criteria, purchase and post-

purchase evaluation. Furniture, classified as durable goods, is not frequently purchased (Assael, 

2004). Therefore, unlike routine products that are often purchased, consumers do not have a lot of 
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furniture buying experience to rely on so that they go through these stages slowly, 

methodologically and purposefully to achieve the perceived best deal. (Ponder, 2013). 

A need is triggered by a difference between the current situation and desired situation (Ismail, 

2010). For example, the needs for furniture occurred mainly when a significant change occurs to 

consumers, like marriage, having children (Ponder, 2013). The whole furniture purchasing 

process often involves the whole family (Ponder, 2013). Then it is the second stage, information 

search. According to Engel et al (1990), information search can be divided into two parts: internal 

and external search. Previous knowledge, experience and satisfaction are retrieved from 

consumers‘ memory as internal search and when that is not adequate, consumers continue with 

external search by gathering information from the market (Engel et al, 1990). As found by Ponder 

(2013), furniture purchasing is not a decision that is made frequently. Therefore, external sources 

like traditional media, social media, as well as interpersonal consulting are the frequently used for 

information search (Ponder, 2013). Since over 70% of consumers conduct research online before 

making in-store purchase (Cisco, 2012), internet is proved to be a useful and efficient source for 

gaining a vast amount of information (Peterson and Merino, 2003, p.101). In the third stage, 

consumers use their own standards and requirements to judge different product alternatives 

(Engel et al, 1990). Evaluate criteria also means that to choose one out of different options 

according to the most important criteria (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2012). When buying 

furniture, even though consumers know what feature they want, they have to sacrifice some of 

those due to budget constrains (Ponder, 2013). 

Peter & Olson (2010) indicated that many influence factors have impact on consumers‘ mind 

through the whole process of purchasing. For example, in Ponder (2013)‘s research, people from 

different age group have different attitudes of buying furniture and woman enjoys searching 

information of furniture more than man. Solomon (2016) classifies the first three stages into pre-

purchase issues which are where different influence factors act. 

Pre-purchase stages are when people reflect themselves what kind of furniture they would like to 

have. However, it is lack of researches on how people perceive child safety of residential furniture 

not specifically for children and for children. Hence this study was intended to discover these 

perceptions and whether there are relationships between different factors (internal and external) 

and the perceptions in pre-purchase stages. 
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3.1.2 Internal factors 

Consumers, who are different at demographic dimensions, such as age and gender, lead to 

diversity in consumer behavior (Hoyer & Maclinnis, 2012; Solomon, 2016).  

3.1.2.1 Demographic dimensions 

According to Charles & Geoffrey (2004), people of the same age group are more likely to share 

similar life experience therefore have common needs, furthermore leading to similar consumption 

pattern. A common classification of age is Millennials (Generation Y), Generation X, boomers 

and seniors. The Millennial age group usually refers to people who born between 1982 and 1994 

(Neil &William, 2000). The Generation X, the demographic cohort before Millennials, refers to 

people who born between 1965s and the 1980s (Charles & Geoffrey, 2004). The boomers who 

were born 1946 and 1965 and the senior who were born more than 65 years old are also suggested 

by Charles & Geoffrey (2004). 

In general, Millennials group, as described by Zinn (1993) and Petersen (1993), shop for 

themselves and are responsible for their decisions more. Millennials group relies on friends as a 

source of information, considers shopping as socializing and discusses brands online (Garlick, 

2007). Social media plays an important role in furniture purchasing and Millennials‘ furniture 

purchasing decisions sometimes are not about needs (Ponder, 2013). Generation X is a group of 

people who tend to find success and achievement as well as balance work and personal life 

(Hoyer & Maclinnis, 2012). This generation also influences family decisions like renovating 

home, which creates opportunity for furniture manufacturers (Hoyer & Maclinnis, 2012). The 

boomers value individualism and want the freedom of doing what they want at the time and place 

they want (Russell, 1993). As age increases, the ability of processing information decreases and it 

becomes harder to remember information and make complex decision (Cole & Gaeth, 1990; Cole 

& Balasubramanian, 1990, John & Cole, 1993). Therefore, seniors are easily affected by the 

often-repeated statements (Hoyer & Maclinnis, 2012). 

Age is also closely related to people‘s parental status. In Sweden, the average age of first-time 

mother has increased from 28 years old in 2000 to 32 years old now (SBC, 2017). 

Despite of these general differences among different age groups, this study would like to find out 

specifically how people with different demographic dimensions perceive child safety of furniture. 
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3.1.2.2 Perceptions and attitudes 

Perception is described as a process by Solomon (2016), which is made up by three stages. 

Sensing stimuli and storing them is called stage one exposure. While not all stimuli arouse the 

attention, only a few are attended, which is the second stage attention. The last stage is 

interpretation where a person interrupts the stimuli with unique bias, needs and experience 

(Solomon, 2016). 

 

Figure 4 Process of perception (Adapted from Solomon, 2016, p. 37) 

The external stimuli are received through a number of channels. In this study, vision is the focus 

stimuli, consisting three aspects: colour, styling and size. Lindsay & Norman (1973) said that 

color determines whether we see stimuli. Hoyer & Maclinnis (2012) declared that color affects 

consumers‘ likeness of a product. Solomon (2016) stated that color can raise positive and negative 

feelings, which makes it an important consideration in design. Among competing products, 

differences in styling and size attract different levels of attention and affect consumer preferences 

(Hoyer & Maclinnis, 2012). Even though consumers are exposed to massive amount of stimuli, 

due to the capacity of brain, only the part that consumers interest at will be attended, which is 

perceptual selectivity (Solomon, 2016). Similarly to exposure, the attention consumers pay is also 

selective (Hoyer & Maclinnis, 2012). Consumers pay attention to the stimuli they interest in and 

pay less attention to what they have seen many times before, explained by Hoyer & Maclinnis 

(2012). Therefore, Hoyer & Maclinnis (2012) suggested that the stimuli should be personally 

relevant, pleasant, unexpected but easy to process.  

Vision stimuli are also connections between external product attributes and internal perceptions 

and attitudes.  Based on that, when trying to find out people‘s perceptions in this study, the sight 

stimuli of products were limited to only size differences in the sample picture so that the 

respondents would not be affected by the color or design of the sample and can focus on the target 

questions.  
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3.1.3 External factors 

3.1.3.1 Socio-demographic 

Argued by Solomon (2016), consumers‘ needs and expenditures are affected by socio-

demographic information of families as well, in terms of family forms (size, structure and marital 

status). In general, the typical types of households are nuclear family that consists of father, 

mother and children, and extended family that plus relative such as grandparents (Hoyer & 

Maclinnis, 2012). Hoyer & Maclinnis (2012) continued to state that delayed marriage, 

cohabitation and smaller families are the changing trends in household structure. According to 

Eurostat (2004), within EU-15 countries the age of people getting married increased from 26 

years old in 1980 to over 30 years old now for man, and 23 to 28 for woman. In Sweden, more 

than 40% of the marriage ended up is divorce since 1980. Therefore more couples tend to live 

together without getting married. The growing popularity of cohabitation results in the increasing 

number of birth outside marriage. Eurostat (2004) showed that in Sweden, more than half (56%) 

of the children bore in 2002 had unmarried parents. At the same time, the number of children 

living with one parent is increasing as well (Eurostat, 2004). One-person household is another 

growing tendency, with the increasing number of 14 million in 1961 to 42 million in 1995 

(Eurostat, 2004). Eurostat (2004) estimated a further increase to 62 million by 2025.  

As stated by Love (2009), obvious differences have been observed in household income, 

anticipated earning and child support in married and unmarried couples. However no evidence 

showed whether income or marital status has effect on people‘s perceptions of child safety.  

3.1.3.2 Culture 

Consumption choices should be understood in the cultural context where they are made (Solomon, 

2016). Culture, ‗the collective programming of minds which distinguishes the member of one 

group from another‘ (Hofstede, 1997, p.5), has shared core values (heroes, symbols, rituals, 

norms…) traditions among members (Luna & Gupta, 2011; Solomon, 2016). An individual‘s 

cultural value system is formed over time during the interaction with a group of people sharing 

one culture, which results in certain behavior (Luna & Gupta, 2011). According to Hoyer & 

MacInnis (2012), consumers place high value on home and intend to make home as attractive and 

comfortable as possible. Consumer‘s culture affects the consumer behavior in certain 

consumption environment and vice versa. 
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Therefore, since this study is carried out in Swedish context, it is necessary to consider Swedish 

culture (for example, language, and marital status). At the same time, when researching on the 

Swedish population composition, there has been a certain amount of immigrations and foreign 

citizens since 1875 (SBC, 2017). It is also necessary to include them into this study.  

3.1.3.3 Social influence 

Even though individuals have their own cultural value system, when they are in frequent contact 

with another consumption environment, social influences have many opportunity to communicate 

perspectives and information (Hoyer & Maclnnis, 2012). The consumer, who actually buys the 

product, is not the only actor involved in consumer behavior. An influencer, defined by Solomon 

(2016) who doesn‘t buy the product, but provides recommendations for or against the product will 

affect the actual consumer. The influencer can be friends, parents and so on. Hoyer & Maclinnes 

(2012) talked about four types of social influence sources which are marketing sources delivered 

personally (sales man…)and via mass media (advertisement, publicity, special events…) as well 

as no-marketing sources delivered personally (others behavior, word of mouth…) and via mass 

media (news, blogs…). Normative influence, social pressure on meeting the expectations of 

others, leads consumers to buy what others‘ in their group buy which can results in brand-choice 

congruence (Hoyer & Maclnnis, 2012).  

Although it is reasonable to believe that when people have frequently received certain information, 

they would be more aware of that, there is lack of scientific evidence on whether the mass media 

or friends‘ discussion on child safety would affect people‘s perception on it. 

3.2 Social psychology 

Construal level theory 

Construal level theory (Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2003) is indicated 

to be able to influence consumers‘ evaluation on alternatives and choice-making (Wänke, 2009). 

The theory is summarized into two parts, which are ‗psychological distance from an object or 

event increases the tendency to construe it in high-level rather than low-level terms‘ and 

‗evaluations and decisions are formed with respect to the construal of decision alternatives‘ 

(Wänke, 2009, p. 66). According to Wänke (2009), psychological distant refers to the case that a 

person did not have direct experience on an event or object and psychological near refers to the 

case that a person has sensed an event or object. Low-level construal of an action answers the 

question of how one would perform the action which is rich in unreliable details, whereas high-
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level construal answers the question why one would perform the action with abstraction. 

According to construal level theory, since people who are psychological distant from an event do 

not have enough knowledge; they will have to use more high-level construal to the question 

(Wänke, 2009). 

Based on this theory, it is reasonable for this study to assume that personal experience might have 

influence on people‘s perceptions of child safety of furniture. However, there is lack of evidence 

on how would the effect be. Therefore experience were included as one factor to study.   
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4 Methodology 

4.1 Research design 

The research approach in this study was mix methods research of quantitative and qualitative 

research. According to Creswell (2009), quantitative research tests theories by examining the 

relationships between variables, which provide a numeric description of attitudes in a sample of 

population. Qualitative research is used to get a deep understanding of a social problem (Creswell, 

2009). According to Creswell (2009), the mixed approach was first used by Campbell and Fisk in 

1959 in studying validity of psychological traits, such as combining interviews (qualitative data) 

and survey (quantitative data). Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) claimed that the results from one 

method can be used to identify questions to ask in another method. The mix use of both 

approaches intends to enhance the overall strength of the study (Creswell & Plano, 2007).  

In this study, sequential mixed methods were used. As stated by Creswell (2009), sequential 

mixed methods can elaborate the findings in one method with another method. When quantitative 

data is obtained first, then these findings inform qualitative research, which is called explanatory 

sequential design by Ivankova et al. (2006). 

4.2 Data gathering methods 

4.2.1 Survey 

Survey is an appropriate method when researchers want to collect self-reported perceptions or 

behaviours (Neuman, 2014). Hence, this method is used to analysis the importance of child safety 

and people‘s perceptions of child safety towards residential furniture. As a quantitative data 

gathering method, survey studies a sample of population and generates numeric descriptions of 

trends, attitudes and opinions (Fowler, 2014). Information that is descriptive, behavioural and 

attitudinal is collected from a small group of people and can be used to represent a significantly 

large number of people (Louis & Richard, 2014). The descriptive information is integral to most 

surveys, which intends to collect the facts about the respondent, such as age, gender, income, 

household size and family composition. The personal behaviour of respondents such as patterns 

of doing something is also desired data from a survey (Louis & Richard, 2014). The most 

common use of survey is to measure public opinions and understand preferences and interests 

(Creswell, 2009). Survey can provide accurate, reliable and valid data as long as it has been done 

correctly (Neuman, 2014). This survey applied the semantic-differential scale (Solomon, 2016), 
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also known as Likert scale, which contains 5 points to indicate the degree of agreement (Carifio 

and Perla, 2007) to measure preferences and attitudes. 

4.2.1.1 Survey design 

The quantitative survey measures variables and in this research the survey was small-scale and 

cross-sectional, which means that the survey is restricted in size and scope due to limited 

resources and ‗the survey collects data from people at one point in time‘ (Punch, 2003, p.3). The 

unit of analysis in this research is individual person. Therefore the variables that were considered 

in the survey were individual characteristics.  

A variable is a measureable characteristic or attribute of an individual (Creswell, 2009). When the 

study involves humans, the variables that are measured in a survey often include age, gender, 

socioeconomic status, attitudes and behaviours (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991). In quantitative 

research, variables are related to answer a research question (Creswell, 2009).  

In this study, the survey was designed to investigate the relationships between customers‘ internal 

and external influencers, and attitudes and perceptions of child safety issue, chest of drawers 

tipping over. By implementing the theoretical framework in 3.1 Consumer behavior, the 

independent variables, which are probable causes, influence and affects, and the dependent 

variables, which are the outcomes or results of independent variables (Creswell, 2009), are shown 

in Table 4.  

Dependent Variables Independent Variables 

Attitudes and perceptions 

Age 

Gender 

Family structure 

Marital status 

Social influence 

Experience 

Product attributes 

Table 4 Dependent and independent variables in the survey (conceptual level) 
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As stated by Punch (2003), variables exist at two levels, the conceptual level and the operational 

level. Therefore, Table 5 and Table 6 illustrate the operational dependent and independent 

variables respectively.  

Dependent Variables Operational Dependent Variables 

Attitudes and perceptions 

The importance of child safety in choice of  furniture not specifically for children 

The importance of child safety in choice of  furniture for children 

The importance of different product attributes of a chest of drawers regarding tip over risk 

Evaluation about tip over risk and different product attributes of different chest of drawers 

Table 5 Dependent variables and independent variables in operational level 

Independent Variables Operational Independent Variables 

Age Age 

Gender Gender 

Family size Have children or not 

Number of children 

Type of dwelling 

Size of dwelling 

Family structure 

Marital status Marital status 

Culture Time in Sweden 

Social influence Information about child safety 

Experience 

Children‘s furniture or normal furniture 

Injured or not at home: your children 

Injured or not at home: you/ your relatives in childhood 

Furniture tip over injury: heard or not 

Furniture arrangement (TV, chest of drawers) 

Reachable for children: TV/ chest of drawers 

Where to buy furniture: online/ in store/ second hand 

Product attributes Furniture: appearance/ brand/ child-safe/ environment friendly/ maintenance/ measurement/ price 
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Chest of drawers: price/ depth/ width/ height/ weight 

Table 6 Independent variables and independent variables in operational level 

The complete survey can be found in Appendix 1.  

4.2.1.2 Sampling 

As stated by Punch (2003), ‗sample‘ means a small subset from a large group. In a survey, 

sampling is to study a small subset of a population which can represent the whole population 

(Fowler, 2014). For a sample to be able to represent a population, Chaudhuri & Stenger (2005) 

argued that the population should have a chance to get selected, which from statistical perspective 

is to consider the comprehensiveness of a sample. However, most samplings still exclude a few 

people from the population (Fowler, 2014).  

As claimed in 4.2.1.1 Survey design, the survey in this study is small scale and measuring 

variables. Suggested by Punch (2003), the sampling strategy in this kind of survey is to maximize 

independent variable variance, which means to ‗deliberate or purposive sampling rather than 

random sampling‘ (Punch, 2003, p38). Since the resource is limited in a small scale survey, 

Chaudhuri & Stenger (2005) suggested to focusing on either the independent variables‘ variability 

or representativeness. As long as the sampling is appropriately purposive, a survey that focuses on 

variability can still present generalizability (Punch, 2003).  

In this survey, since the aim is to find out people‘s perceptions, the diversity of internal factors of 

an individual can affect one‘s perceptions. Therefore, the sampling strategy in this study focused 

on the variability of independent variables. As explained by Chaudhuri & Stenger (2005), to 

determine the sample size one should consider confidence level, population size and confidence 

interval. With limited resources and time, it was impossible to achieve a large sample size. 

Therefore this survey used confidence level 95% and confidence interval 6% (Raj, 1972). And 

considering the Swedish population (among 20-64 years old), the ideal sample size can be 

calculated as 267. Considering the representation, the ideal sample was expected to be 50% male 

and 50% female (SCB, 2016). The survey also focused on the age group of 20-64 years old. As 

calculated from Table 7, it is also expected to include 35% single and 65% married/cohabiting 

respondents.  

  
20-24 years old 25-29 years old 30-34 years old 

Woman Man Woman Man Woman Man 

Single 64 82 35 51 23 30 



 

 

 

22 

 

Married/cohabiting 36 18 65 49 77 70 

Total 
Percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Number 322 340 327 342 298 314 

  

  
35-39 years old 40-49 years old 50-64 years old 

Woman Man Woman Man Woman Man 

Single 18 21 22 23 28 26 

Married/cohabiting 82 79 78 77 72 74 

Total 
Percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Number 297 309 648 668 881 892 

Table 7 Single and married/cohabiting, by age (Percentage distribution and numbers in 1000s) 

(SCB, 2016) 

4.2.1.3 Data collection strategy 

In this study, two data collection strategies were used: self-administration and face-to-face 

administration.  

As claimed by Punch (2003), self-administered survey is a suitable data collection method for 

small-scale, quantitative and variables focused survey. A self-administered survey can be 

designed and carried out by a single researcher in a very low cost and cover a wide geographical 

area (Neuman, 2014), which makes it suitable for this study. Neuman (2014) also stated that 

respondents can finish this kind of survey whenever and wherever is suitable for them. The 

specific method used is web-based survey, in which respondents answer questions on a computer 

(smart phones and so on) screen (Fowler, 2014). The advantages of web-based survey are 

convenience, rapid data collection, cost-effectiveness and easy to follow up (Louis & Richard, 

2014). Fowler (2014) also stated that computer assisted survey can easily provide visual aids and 

ask long or complex questions. Confidentiality is also an advantage of web-based survey, 

mentioned by both Fowler (2014) and Louis & Richard (2014). Disadvantages still exist in a web-

based survey. Since the researcher does not interact directly with the respondents, respondents‘ 

reactions to the questions cannot be observed Chaudhuri & Stenger, 2005). Also due to the lack of 

interaction, the survey has to be designed carefully (Fowler, 2014). Lack of control is another 

disadvantage mentioned by Neuman (2014) in a self-administered survey. Fowler (2014) claimed 

that this may affect the quality of answers and the response rate. 

Face-to-face administration is also called face-to-face interview or personal interviewing by 

different researchers (Punch, 2003; Fowler, 2014; Neuman, 2014). The method used in this study 

is one-to-one personal interview. The high response rate and permitting the longest and most 
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complex survey are two advantages mentioned by both Fowler (2014) and Neuman (2014). The 

direct interact between researcher and respondents allow observing respondents‘ reaction and 

providing certain explanation when respondents come across any difficulties (Fowler, 2014). The 

disadvantage of this method is time consuming, comparing to self-administered survey (Fowler, 

2014). The interviewer bias is another disadvantage (Neuman, 2014). 

In this study, the survey was created in Google form, an online platform which can create and 

send out survey. In order to reach various people within Sweden, this survey was sent out via 

social media (Facebook group, Wechat group) and with the help of industry contact. However, the 

limitation was that the social media groups were based on personal connections so that the people 

there have similar condition (for example, age, dwelling type, marital status, income, and number 

of children). The inputs form industry contact showed variability (age, dwelling type, income…), 

but there were not a large number of respondents. Therefore, in order to reach the ideal sample 

size and composition, it was necessary to reach out to more people. Since the study was about 

perceptions of child safety, the researcher chose to have face-to-face interviews in locations 

where there were likely to have more parents and children, such as outside school, city center and 

shopping mall. These locations also contained a large variety of people. Still there existed 

limitation that the people were mainly from a certain area (Växjö) and in the city. People in 

countryside might have less chance to be selected.  

4.2.1.4 Statistics analysis methods 

The word ‗statistics‘ refers to ‗a set of collected numbers‘ and mathematics that are used to 

‗manipulate and summarize the features of numbers‘ (Punch, 2003, p401). The three levels of 

measurement, mentioned by Fowler (2014) and Neuman (2014), in a survey are nominal, ordinal 

and scale. This survey mainly collected nominal data (gender, employment status…), ordinal data 

(ranged data such as age groups, income bands,and Likert scale). This survey was analyzed in 

software SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). 

After collecting all data, it is important to first proof the results to make sure all the data are valid 

for the study and reduce unclear responses (Punch, 2003). After that researcher have to create and 

apply rules for transferring information from survey into a format that can be analyzed by 

computer, which is called coding data (Neuman, 2014). The coded data can be entered into the 

software.  
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It is suggested by Neuman (2014) that one should do a descriptive analysis of all main variables 

using appropriate methods, such as means, standard deviations or frequency distributions. 

Descriptive statistics (numerical data which is nominal- or ordinal- level) involving one variable 

can be described by frequency distribution (Neuman, 2014). To visualize frequency distributions, 

Anderson (2014) suggested using bar chart, pie chart or frequency polygon. When it is desired to 

summarize the information of one variable into a single number, measures of central tendency 

(mean, median and mode) can be applied. The mode is the most common or frequently occurring 

number and the median is the middle point (Neuman, 2014). The mean is also called arithmetic 

average, which can only be used with interval- or ratio- level data, and changes in extreme values 

can greatly influence the mean (Landau & Everitt, 2004). Other than measures of central tendency, 

measures of variation can distribute spread, dispersion or variability around the center (Neuman, 

2014). According to McCormick & Salcedo (2015), it is important to run descriptive analysis 

since it is the base for advanced relationship analysis.  

As stated in theoretical framework, this study intended to verify several assumptions between 

different factors and perception. In order to investigate the relationships between variables, Punch 

(2003) claimed that it is important to identify whether the variables are continuous or categorical 

(and how many categories). In this study, by using SPSS, the relationship between two non-scale 

variables can be analyzed by Chi-square test and two scale variables by Pearson bivariate 

correlation or one sample T-test (McCormick & Salcedo, 2015).  

Chi-square test can be used to test whether one variable is independent from the other (Anderson, 

2014). The two variables should contain two or more than two categorical, independent groups. 

The key value in Chi-square result is p-value. It is compared at a significance level which is 0.05 

by default in SPSS. It can also be calculated by the formula                       , which 

correspondence to the survey sample. If p-value is smaller than 0.05, the association between two 

variables is statistically significant. The sample is valid and can be generalized onto the 

population as well in this case (McCormick et al, 2015). 

As claimed by Griffith (2010), one sample T-test can be used to compare mean scores that are 

found in continuous data to a hypothetically assumed value. The hypothetically assumed value is 

pre-defined. When dependent variable is continuous and independent variable is categorical with 

two groups, independent samples T-test can be used to test statistical differences between the 

means of those two groups (Welch, 1947). One application of this method is to test whether there 

is a difference between two genders. One-way ANOVA is another way of comparing means, 
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which tests whether the means for two or more groups differ on a ordinal variable (McCormick & 

Salcedo, 2015) such as Likert scale. Although there is debate on whether Likert scale should be 

seen as a set of ordered categories or scale values (Carifio & Perla, 2007), Glass et al. (1972) 

found that ANOVA test can be applied on Likert items. Lubke & Muthen (2004) also claimed that 

it is possible to treat Likert scale data as continuous data when the measure is at least 5 points. 

Pearson bivariate correlation test produces a correlation coefficient r to measure the strength and 

direction of linear relationships between two variables (Bruin, 2006). And Pearson correlation 

uses population correlation coefficient, p, to evaluate whether there is a statistical evidence for 

linear relationship. There are two ways of significance test, two-tailed and one-tailed. Seeing from 

Figure 5, when using significance level of 0.05 (default in SPSS), two-tailed test allots half of 

0.05 in both directions. As explained by Bruin (2006), two-tailed test tests the possibility in both 

directions so that it cannot show the direction of the relationship in assumption. Therefore, when 

p is equal to 0, there is no association. When p is not equal to 0, there exists a nonzero correlation. 

In one-tailed test, seeing from Figure 6, 0.05 is in one tail of the distribution of the statistic. One-

tailed test tests the possibility of relationship in one direction and disregards the possibility of a 

relationship in another direction (Bruin, 2006). Therefore, when p>0, there is a positive 

correlation; when p<0, there is a negative correlation; when p=0, there is no association.  

 

Figure 5 Two-tailed test normal probability (Bruin, 2006) 
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Figure 6 One-tailed test normal probability (Bruin, 2006) 

4.2.1.5 Data verification 

Reliability 

Reliability means dependability or consistency when the same thing is repeated in the identical 

condition, including stability reliability and representative reliability (Neuman, 2014). Stability 

reliability considers the reliability across time, which addresses the question that whether the 

measure comes to the same answer when applied in different time periods (Landau & Everitt, 

2004). This survey collects data via web-based form in both self-administration and face-to-face 

administration way. Therefore, respondents have complete control on when to answer and 

whether they would like to answer this survey. In this way, the stability reliability is ensured. As 

discussed by Fowler (2014), good wording in a survey can ensure the consistent measurement in a 

survey. To achieve that, the survey is presented in both English and Swedish. Fowler (2014) also 

claimed that when there is a term that doesn‘t have universal meaning, it should be clearly defined. 

Therefore, this survey used pictures to illustrate furniture type. The terms used in Swedish version 

were carefully selected from Swedish furniture website and Swedish news to ensure the right 

meaning. Representative reliability considers the reliability across different types of cases 

(Neuman, 2014). To ensure this, the sample of this survey is selected based on the population 

structure in Sweden.  

Validity 

Validity is used to ‗describe the relationship between an answer and some measures of the true 

score (Fowler, 2014). Punch (2003) explained validity as whether the data represent what the 

researcher thinks they represent, which in this case is how well a survey fits into reality (Neuman, 

2014). Fowler (2014) considered validity in objective and subjective measures. To maximize the 

validity of objective measurements such as factual data, having consistently understood questions 
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(Fowler, 2014) is also required as it is in ensuring reliability. Choosing the right respondents to 

answer questions that require certain knowledge is also mentioned by Fowler (2014) to ensure 

validity. Since some questions in this survey target respondents who have child/children or who 

have certain types of furniture, respondents can choose themselves whether they can (would like 

to) answer or not. After collecting data, there is also a step of data cleaning to ensure the validity. 

As discussed by Fowler (2014), there is no exact criterion of subjective measurements, but the 

validity of them can only be improved. The design of this survey follows what Fowler (2014) 

suggested, which is using one-dimensional response alternatives in ordinal scales and providing 

appropriate categories, to increase validity.   

4.2.2 Interviews 

Interview is the most widely employed method in qualitative research which encourages the 

interviewee to present his/hers point of view (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Creswell (2009) suggested 

an interview procedure for asking questions and recording answers, which starts with giving a 

brief introduction to the interviewee, asking questions in the qualitative research plan, asking 

interviewee to elaborate on what he/she has said and a final thank-you statement. Creswell (2009) 

and Bryman and Bell (2011) mentioned two major types of interviews: unstructured and semi-

structured. The differences between these two are whether the researcher has a list of specific 

questions to be covered, which is call an interview guide (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  

There has been several open questions in the survey that intended to find out possible reasons 

behind people‘s certain behavior, while not so many respondents provided responsible answers 

since those questions were not marked ‗required to answer‘. Hence, the approach of semi-

structured, open-ended interview and taking interview notes (Creswell, 2009) was used in this 

study to elaborate on the found trend from the survey. 

4.2.2.1 Interview guide 

As suggested by Bryman and Bell (2011), an interview guide should include certain amount of 

topic areas with reasonably flow and the interview questions should help answer research 

questions.  

Two interview guided have been prepared (see Table 8 and Table 9) in this research since there 

are two major cases ‗have child/children‘ and ‗not have child/children‘ among the interviewees.  
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Interview guide for interviewees who have child/children 

Topic Reason behind topic 

One child injury incident because of furniture Not received detailed answer from survey 

Furniture for children and the reason A trend has been observed from quantitative 

data, while it is a lack of reason 

Awareness of tipping over and the reason A trend has been observed from quantitative 

data, while it is a lack of reason 

Attention, opinions or suggestions on existing 

ways of communicating child safety 

Not received detailed answers from survey 

Open-ended question for closure 

Table 8 Interview guide for interviewees who have child/children 

Interview guide for interviewees who do not have child 

Topic Reason behind topic 

The importance of child safety for now Connected to the second topic 

To what extend would you change your view 

when you have child? 

Received as a suggestion from the survey 

Awareness of tipping over and the reason A trend has been observed from quantitative 

data, while it is a lack of reason 

Attention, opinions or suggestions on existing 

ways of communicating child safety 

Not received detailed answers from survey 

Open-ended question for closure 

Table 9 Interview guide for interviewees who do not have child 
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4.2.2.2 Sampling 

The intention of having interviews was not to generalize results to the whole Swedish population, 

but to propose possibilities behind the results that have been found in survey research. The 

limitation of time for this study also resulted in carrying out a small number of interviews. As 

discussed by Marshall (1984), it is necessary to limit certain influencing factors in selecting 

interviewees, such as location, age. Therefore, this study chose to have interviews that have 

child/children and do not have child within Växjö and with people from 25-29 and 30-34 age 

group.  

4.2.2.3 Data collection and analysis 

Similarly to quantitative survey analysis, coding is also suggested in analyzing interview data by 

Creswell (2009) and Neuman (2014). Since there were not a large amount of interviewees, it did 

not require computer assist in analyzing interview data. The results of interviews were 

summarized into different topics accordingly. 

It is also mentioned by Bryman and Bell (2011) that one can record and transcribe the interviews 

though the process is rather time-consuming and one can also take notes only. The more 

important reason for this study to only take notes, but not recording is that three out of four 

interviewees claimed to have full confidentiality since the interview was involving their child or 

their opinions about child safety. Therefore the results of interviews were recorded by taking 

notes.  

4.2.2.4 Data verification 

Reliability 

Qualitative reliability is about whether the approach is consistent across different researchers and 

different projects (Gibbs, 2007). Yin (2003) suggested documenting the procedures to ensure 

reliability. Although in this study, there was no recording on the interviews, there has been 

corresponding records on e-mail and Messenger (chatting application). These can ensure the 

reliability of the interviews. 

Validity 

Qualitative validity refers to the accuracy of the finding by employing certain procedures (Lincoln 

& Guba, 2000). Clarifying the bias and presenting negative or discrepant information as well are 
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suggested procedures by Creswell (2007) to ensure validity. The interview topics were very 

general, not manipulating interviewees to give the intended answers. All the interviewees did not 

know the research before. And the interviewees were encouraged to give their opinions. To 

ensure the validity of interview results, all the statements and views that were presented in 

interview results have been approved by each interviewee. 
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5 Results 

5.1 Survey results 

5.1.1 SPSS code book 

The code book that is used for SPSS can be found in Appendix 2. 

5.1.2 Descriptive analysis 

This section presents a summary of the survey results. The complete report of following analysis 

can be found in Appendix 3. 

5.1.2.1 Information of respondents 

In total, 302 answers were received, which is over the desired sample size 267. The age of the 

respondents were classified into six groups which correspond to Table 7 and can be found in 

Figure 7 below. The majority of the respondents came from age group 25- 29 (31.8%) and 30-34 

(25.8%). However, there is an obvious difference between the age distributions in survey and 

Swedish population so that the survey cannot be generalized to Swedish population. 

 

Figure 7 Comparison between Swedish population age distribution and survey results 

50.7% of the respondents are female and 49.3% are male. 40.4% of the respondents are students, 

59.3% are employed and one person has chosen other. The majority of household income located 

in ‗Less than 30000 SEK‘ group with 29.5%, followed by ‗30001-50000 SEK‘ group (26.2%) and 

‗Prefer not to say‘ group (25.5%). When it comes to the time in Sweden, 46% of the respondents 

are born in Sweden, 25.8% of the respondents have been in Sweden for more than 6 years, and 

19.2% of the respondents have been in Sweden less than 3 years. More than one-third of the 
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respondents (37.7%) are currently single, 23.2% are in love and living with boyfriend/girlfriend, 

20.5% are only in love but not living together, and 18.5% are married. 67.2% of the respondents 

live in rented apartment, followed by 19.2% of respondents in tenant-owned apartment and 13.6% 

of respondents in single house/ row house. The size of dwelling is ranged from 15 square meters 

to 230 square meters. The frequency, mean and standard deviation of the size of dwelling can be 

found in Figure 8.  

 

Figure 8 Frequency, mean and standard deviation of size of dwelling 

The majority of the respondents (71.5%) do not have children less than 6 years old. 23.2% of 

them have one child less than 6 years old, 5% have two and 0.3% has three. 

5.1.2.2 Experience of child home injury 

Among all respondents, 80.8% of them had home injury or knew relatives who had home injury 

themselves when they were less than 6 years old. About 60% of the respondents have heard about 

furniture tipping over from friends or relatives before.  

In general, the respondents did not hear about furniture tipping over, child falling or child 

suffocation injury from mass media like TV news and newspaper. The respondents are not 

frequently visited by children. However, there still exist 24.5% of the respondents who are visited 

by children quite frequently (more than 3 in scale). People pay some attention on children when 

they are playing at home.  
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Hearing furniture tipping over from mass media 
 

Hearing child falling from mass media 
 

Hearing child suffocation from mass media 
 

Visited by children 

 

Attention on children 

 

Table 10 Mean value summery of experience 

Among 86 respondents who have child/children less than 6 years old, by using crosstab in SPSS, 

84.9% of them indicated that their child/children have had home injury, in which 38 people have 

chosen furniture (including TV) tipping over injury. When it comes to locations of where their 

child/children were injured, children‘s room (67 cases), living room (39 cases) and dining room 

(29 cases) have the highest ranking.  

5.1.2.3 Furniture arrangement at home 

95.3% of people who have child/children have children‘s room for their child/children. And 93% 

of them have both children‘s furniture and general furniture for their child/children. Only 5.8% of 

them have all children‘s furniture for their children.  

The mean value is 4.10 (1 means not safe and 5 means safe for children) to the statement on the 

level of safety of the existing furniture arrangement at home, which indicated that the majority of 

the respondents perceived their existing furniture arrangements very safe.  

Among 244 respondents who have TV, 71.3% of them have their TV not fixed. And TV furniture 

arrangement can be found in Figure 9. It has been observed that TV bench is less preferred to be 
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fixed and TV storage combination is more preferred to be fixed. The majority of 244 respondents 

ranked 4 or 5 for their TV and TV furniture arrangement (1 means not safe and 5 means safe for 

children), with a mean score of 3.88. Only 7 people indicated that children cannot reach their TV. 

 

Figure 9 TV furniture arrangements 

In total, 294 respondents have at least one chest of drawers. Two-row chest of drawers are owned 

by most respondents, and followed by three-row type. Chest of drawers arrangements can be 

found in Figure 10. Less than 4% of the respondents who have chest of drawers less than six rows 

have them fixed. And fixed rate is a little higher in chest of drawers with six and more than six 

rows. The majority of the chest of drawers is placed in bedroom, children‘s room and living room. 

Books and clothes are chosen by most respondents when asked about the things that they put in 

chest of drawers. Soft and hard toys are frequently chosen by respondents who have 

child/children.  

Although chest of drawers is not preferred to be fixed, people still perceive it to be safe for 

children, which is reflected from the mean score for how safe is the chest of drawers for children 

is 3.57 (1 means not safe and 5 means safe for children). And 98.3% of the respondents who have 

at least a chest of drawers indicated that children can reach their chest of drawers.  
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Figure 10 Chest of drawers arrangements 

5.1.2.4 Furniture purchasing 

Among all respondents, 67.9% of them choose to buy furniture in store in most cases, followed by 

second hand (21.9%) and online (9.6%).  

It can be observed from Figure 11, when buying furniture not specifically for children, price, 

measurement and maintenance are most important to the respondents. When buying furniture for 

children, child safety, maintenance and measurement are the most important things for 

respondents.  
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Figure 11 Importance of different features when buying furniture not specifically for children and 

specifically for children 

5.1.2.5 Perceptions on chest of drawers tipping over 

Depth and height are considered to be most important in chest of drawers tipping over with mean 

scores of 4.41 and 4.39 respectively (1 means not important and 5 means very important).  

Based on the chest of drawers in Figure 12, A is perceived to be most likely to tip over. Perceived 

tipping over possibility can be found in Table 11, which a higher value indicates perceived to be 

more likely to tip over. It can be concluded that when other conditions are the same, a lower/ 

deeper/ wider type of chest of drawers is perceived to be less likely to tip over. 

 

Table 11 Perceived tipping over possibility  and willingness to fix in given case 

In general, the respondents are not willing to fix all the chest of drawers, which can be observed 

from very low mean values.  
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Figure 12 Picture for chest of drawers 

The majority of the respondents neither disagrees nor agrees towards the statements that ‗a 

heavier chest of drawers is less likely to tip over than a light weight one in the same size and 

structure‘.  

Regarding the weight of objects putting on top of a chest of drawers, the mean score is 1.99 (1 

means not heavy and 5 means very heavy), which indicates that the respondents do not put very 

heavy objects on a chest of drawers.  

5.1.2.6 Information about child home safety 

About half of the total respondents indicated that they did not get information about child home 

safety when they purchased furniture. 28.1% of the total respondents cannot remember that and 

21.5% have received information on child home safety. And 87.7% of the total respondents would 

like to get this kind of information. The most preferred ways of getting information are through 

the website of furniture company, posters in store and tag on furniture. There is one person 

indicted to have the information on furniture packaging. 

5.1.3 Analysis 

In this section, different statistics analysis methods were applied in order to find out the 

relationship between variables. 

5.1.3.1 Preferred furniture arrangement 

For detailed analysis report, see Appendix 4 in page P123. 

For TV arrangements, see Figure 9. For chest of drawers types, see Figure 10. 

Respondents’ age 
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Among 244 cases that owns TV and TV furniture, it has been observed that   ( )       , 

p=.675 in the Chi square test for age and TV arrangement. These two values indicate that there is 

no statistically significant association between age and ways of arranging TV at home. However, 

there is a statistically significant association between age and TV furniture arrangement, where 

  ( )         and p<0.001 (lower than the default significance level 0.05).  

In the cases of chest of drawers, there is no statistically significant association between age 

groups and arrangement of two rows chest of drawers (  ( )       , p=.740), between age 

groups and arrangement of four rows chest of drawers (  ( )       , p=.108), between age 

groups and arrangement of five rows chest of drawers (  ( )       , p=.420) and between age 

groups and arrangement of six rows chest of drawers (  ( )       , p=.885). This is also 

supported by crosstab analysis, where all age groups tend not to fix a chest of drawers in two, four, 

five or six rows. 

There is a statistically significant association between age groups and arrangement of three rows 

chest of drawers (  ( )        , p<0.01, less than the default significance level 0.05), which a 

crosstab indicates that in age group over 50 years 2 cases fixed a chest of drawers in three rows 

and the other 2 cases not.  

Gender 

Among 244 cases that owns TV and TV furniture, there is no statistically significant association 

between gender and TV arrangement or between gender and TV furniture arrangement (  ( )  

    , p=.902 and   ( )       , p=.245 respectively).  

There is also no statistically significant association between gender and the arrangement of six 

kind of chest of drawers (see detailed statistic in Appendix 4).  

Number of children 

There is a weak association between having child/children and TV arrangement (  ( )        , 

p=.013, less than the default significance level 0.05) from Chi square teat. There is a significant 

association between having child/children and TV furniture arrangement (   ( )        , 

p<0.001) as well.  

However, there is no association between having child/children and chest of drawers arrangement 

since all p-values are over the default significance level 0.05 (see detailed statistic in Appendix 4).  
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Experience 

Chi square teat showed an association between getting visited by children and TV arrangement 

(   ( )        , p=.010<0.05) and between getting visited by children and TV furniture 

arrangement (  ( )        , p<0.001).  

There is no association between getting visited by children and chest of drawers arrangement 

since all p-values are over the default significance level 0.05 (see detailed statistic in Appendix 4). 

Regarding the experience such as hearing about tipping over injury from friends, relatives or mass 

media or experienced tipping over injury, there is no statistically significant relationship between 

the experience and how people arrange their TV, TV furniture and chest of drawers.  

As mentioned before anchoring furniture is the most suggested way of preventing tipping over. 

However, the results showed that most people do not fix TV furniture or chest of drawers, 

regardless of age, gender, experience and so on. Being found out before, most people perceived 

these types of furniture kind of safe for children and indicated that children can reach them. This 

is a potential risk for child safety and tipping over. 

Summary: In general, the respondents arrangements randomly. Different independent factors like 

age, gender, number of children and experience were not related to the furniture arrangements.  

5.1.3.2 Perceived importance of child safety 

For detailed analysis report, see Appendix 4 in page P171. 

See Figure 11 for perceived importance of different features when buying furniture not 

specifically for children and specifically for children. 

Respondents’ age 

In the case of buying furniture not specifically for children, Pearson‘s bivariate correlation 

coefficient (1-tailed) shows a positive linear relationship between age and perceived importance 

of appearance (r=.374), age and brand (r=.429), age and perceived importance of child safety 

(r=.562), age and perceived importance of environment friendly (r=.369) as well as age and 

perceived importance of material (r=.141), which are significantly different from zero (p<0.001). 

Pearson‘s bivariate correlation coefficient shows a negative linear relationship between age and 

perceived importance of multi-function (r=-.119), which is significantly different from zero 
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(p<0.05), and between age and perceived importance of price (r=-.191), which is significantly 

different from zero (p<0.001). There is no significant correlation between age and perceived 

importance of maintenance and between age and perceived importance of measurement.  

These indicate that the elder the people, the higher they value the importance of appearance, 

brand, child-safety, environment friendly and material when they choose furniture not specifically 

for children. And the elder the people, the less they value the importance of multi-function and 

price when they buy furniture not specifically for children. 

In the case of buying furniture for children, Pearson‘s bivariate correlation coefficient shows a 

positive linear relationship between age and perceived importance of appearance (r=.117), which 

is significantly different from zero (p<0.05). The positive relationship is also significant between 

age and perceived importance of child safety (r=.158) as well as between age and perceived 

importance of environment friendly (r=.201), which are significantly different from zero (p<0.01). 

There is no significant correlation between age and the rest of the variables. 

These indicate that the elder the people, the higher they perceive the importance of appearance, 

brand, child-safety and environment friendly when they choose furniture for children. 

Gender 

In the case of buying furniture not specifically for children, the values from Levene‘s test (within 

independent-sample T-test) for equality of variances indicate that there are equal variances. And 

all t-test significances do not show differences in means. 

Therefore the test result indicates no gender difference in how people perceive the importance of 

nine aspects of furniture (appearance, brand, child-safety, environment friendly, maintenance, 

measurement, multi-function and price). Same conclusion can be drawn in the case of buying 

furniture for children  

Marital status 

Among 302 respondents, it has been observed that   ( )         , p<0.001 in the Chi square 

test for marital status and perceived importance of child safety when buying furniture not 

specifically for children. These two values indicate that there is a statistically significant 

association between two variables. And there is a statistically less significant association between 
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marital status and perceived importance of child safety when buying furniture for children as well, 

where   ( )         and p=0.009 (lower than the default significance level 0.05). 

The one-way ANOVA shows a significant difference between the importance of child safety 

when buying furniture not specifically for children and marital status (p<0.001). And there is also 

a less significant difference between the importance of child safety when buying furniture for 

children and marital status (p<0.001).  

The differences of mean values in each material group can be found in Figure 13, where the 

lowest mean (> 4.55) in buying furniture for children is much higher than the highest mean (< 3) 

in buying furniture not specifically for children. Similar trend can be observed in both cases that 

people who are ‗in love and living together‘ or ‗married‘ perceived child safety more important 

than ‗single‘ or ‗in love but not living together‘.  

 

Figure 13 Mean of importance of child safety (furniture not specifically for children and for 

children) with material status 

Household income 

The ANOVA shows a significant difference between the importance of child safety when buying 

furniture not specifically for children and household income (p<0.001). While there is no 

significant difference between the importance of child safety when buying furniture for children 

and household income (p=.137).  

Seeing from Figure 14, similar trend can be observed in both cases, buying furniture for children 

and not for children), that the higher the income the more important people perceive child safety.  
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Figure 14 Mean of importance of child safety (furniture not specifically for children and for 

children) with household income 

Number of children 

In the case of buying furniture not specifically for children,   ( )         , p<0.001 in the Chi 

square test proofed a statistically significant association between number and perceived 

importance of child safety. When it comes to buying furniture for children,   ( )        , 

p<0.001 in the Chi square test proofed a statistically significant association between number and 

perceived importance of child safety.  

The one-way ANOVA shows a significant difference between perceived importance of child 

safety when buying furniture not specifically for children and having child/children (p<0.001). 

There is also a less significant difference between the importance of child safety when buying 

furniture for children and having child/children (p=.047<0.05). Figure 15 illustrates the mean in 

two situations.  

 

Figure 15 Mean of importance of child safety (furniture not specifically for children and for 

children) with having child/children 

Experience 
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The one-way ANOVA test shows a significant difference between perceived importance of child 

safety when buying furniture not specifically for children and getting visited by children 

(p<0.001). While there is no significant difference between the importance of child safety when 

buying furniture for children and getting visited by children (p=.165).  

Still the lowest mean (about 4.3) in buying furniture for children is higher than the highest mean 

(about 2.75) in buying furniture not specifically for children (Figure 16).  

 

Figure 16 Mean of importance of child safety (furniture not specifically for children and for 

children) with visited by children 

Although one-way ANOVA test indicated no significant difference between the importance of 

child safety (furniture for children and not for children) and hearing friends discussing about 

tipping over injury and between the importance and hearing from mass media, similar trend has 

been observed from mean plot (Figure 17) that when people have heard about tipping over from 

friends or relatives, they perceive child safety slightly more important than those who haven‘t or 

maybe heard.  

 

Figure 17 Mean of importance of child safety (furniture not specifically for children and for 

children) with friends/ relatives discussing furniture tipping over 
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5.1.3.3 Perceptions of tipping over (based on the given situation in Figure 12) 

For detailed analysis report, see Appendix 4 in page P182. 

Tipping over and fixing (see Table 11) 

Except for B that no statistic significant correlation is observed between the perception of tipping 

over possibility and the willingness of fixing it (p=0.107>0.05), the rest of the cases show a 

positive linear relationship between two variables, with r(A)=.384; r(C)=.219; r(D)=.643; 

r(E)=.519; r(F)=.404 (significant at 0.01 level) when analyzed by Pearson Bivariate Correlation 

test (1-tailed) 

This means that in general, when perceived to be more likely to tip over, the respondents are more 

willing to fix the chest of drawer.  

Depth 

It can be seen from Table 8 that Pearson‘s bivariate correlation coefficient shows a positive linear 

relationship between the importance of depth and chest of drawers A tipping over (r=.183). There 

is a negative linear relationship between the importance and C, the importance and D, the 

importance and E as well as the importance and F, with r=-.095, r=-.293, r=-.445 and r=-.416 

respectively. The measurement of the chest of drawers can be found in Figure 8. 

It can be concluded from D, E and F that the more important the depth of a chest of drawers is 

perceived, a deeper chest of drawers is perceived to be less likely to tip over, while there are 

mixed views on shallow types. 

Correlations 

 Tipover A Tipover B Tipover C Tipover D Tipover E Tipover F 

The 

importance 

of depth 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.183
**
 .044 -.095

*
 -.293

**
 -.445

**
 -.416

**
 

Sig. (1-tailed) .001 .223 .049 .000 .000 .000 

N 302 302 302 302 302 302 

Table 12 Correlations between the importance of depth and six chests of drawers 

Height 

As observed from Table 9, except for chest B and C, Pearson‘s bivariate correlation coefficient 

shows a positive linear relationship between the importance of depth and chest of drawers A 



 

 

 

45 

 

tipping over (r=.350). There is a negative linear relationship between the importance and D, the 

importance and E as well as the importance and F, with r=-.096, r=-.308 and r=-.288 respectively. 

The measurement of the chest of drawers can be found in Figure 8.  

It can be concluded from A and D that the more important the height of a chest of drawers is 

perceived, a high and narrow chest of drawers is perceived to be more likely to tip over, while a 

deep and high chest of drawer is perceived to be less likely to tip over. And from E and F, it can 

be concluded that a low and deep chest of drawer is perceived to be less likely to tip over, while 

low and shallow types got mixed perceptions. 

Correlations 

 Tipover A Tipover B Tipover C Tipover D Tipover E Tipover F 

The 

importance 

of height 

Pearson 

Correlation 
.350

**
 .069 .002 -.096

*
 -.308

**
 -.288

**
 

Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .117 .483 .048 .000 .000 

N 302 302 302 302 302 302 

Table 13 Correlations between the importance of height and six chests of drawers 

Width 

Pearson‘s bivariate correlation coefficient shows a positive linear relationship between the 

importance of depth and chest of drawers A, the importance and C, the importance and D, the 

importance and E as well as the importance and F, with r=.181, r=.255, r=.195 and r=.098 

respectively (Table 10). The measurement of the chest of drawers can be found in Figure 8. It can 

be concluded that even though there is a difference between width (E and F), the more important 

the width is perceived, both of them are perceived to be more likely to tip over. However, the 

mean values of them (E: 1.30, F: 1.21) indicate that a wider type is perceived to be a little more 

less likely to tip over.. 

Correlations 

 Tipover A Tipover B Tipover C Tipover D Tipover E Tipover F 

The 

importance 

of width 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.181
**
 .077 .051 .255

**
 .195

**
 .098

*
 

Sig. (1-tailed) .001 .091 .188 .000 .000 .045 

N 302 302 302 302 302 302 

Table 14 Correlations between the importance of width and six chests of drawers 

Weight 
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It can be observed from Table 9 that Pearson‘s bivariate correlation coefficient shows a positive 

linear relationship between the importance of weight and the statement (r=.497). This indicates 

that the more important a person perceive the weight of a chest of drawers, the more he/she agrees 

that a heavier chest of drawer is less likely to tip over.  

Correlations 

 Heavier the chest of drawers, less likely to tip over 

The importance of weight Pearson Correlation .497
**
 

Sig. (1-tailed) .000 

N 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

Table 15 Correlations between the importance of weight and a statement 

5.2 Interview results 

5.2.1 Interviewee summary 

In total four interviews were conducted. 

Interview 
Number 

Name 
Abbreviation 

Gender Age Group Have child/children or not Marital 
Status 

A S. A. Female 30-34 Have a 4-year-old boy Married 

B P. H. Female 25-29 Have a 2-year-old child Married 

C Y. W. Male 30-34 No child Married 

D A. P. Female 25-29 No child In love 

Table 16 Summary of the interviewees 

5.2.2 Analysis 

Topic 1: one case of child injury of furniture (having child/children) 

A talked about her child was rather naughty so that there have been several cases of colliding 

injury. But they were not serious. Therefore, she has the corners of furniture covered. A also 

talked that she and her husband really care about child safety. They have safety locks on windows 

and doors and all touchable sockets are covered as well. 
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B talked about that about one month ago (from the interview data 19
th
 April, 2018) her child 

felled down from the master bed in her home. B put her baby on the master bed and let the baby 

play on it. B said that it was just a while that no one was looking at the child before the falling. 

Although the bed was rather high, luckily there was no serious injury on the child. B started 

paying more attention on her baby afterwards and prepared a specific area on the floor for her 

baby to play. 

Topic 2: furniture for children and the reason (having child/children) 

A said that all furniture for her child was furniture specifically for children and A emphasized that 

all furniture is lower than her child. However, A recalled later that she had a sofa bed in her 

children‘s room. She didn‘t think it could cause harm. When asked about the reason about having 

a piece of furniture not specifically for children in children‘s room, A said that the children‘s 

room used to be guest room and the sofa bed has been there since then. A also described the sofa 

bed as a perfect location for bedtime stories where she and her child loved it very much.  

B did not have a room specifically for her child. But all the furniture that her baby used was 

children‘s furniture. B considered a lot of reasons for having children‘s furniture. She mentioned 

about chemical specifically because her baby would bite things occasionally.  

Topic 3: the importance of child safety for now (not having child/children) 

Both C and D said it was not an important part when they consider buying furniture at the 

moment. Since they are both students, they think price is always the most important thing. 

Topic 4: to what extend would you change your view when you have child (not having 

child/children) 

C said that he would definitely considered child safety aspect when he chooses furniture for his 

child, but he would not change the furniture that has already been in his home. He said that even 

after having children, when choosing furniture not specifically for children, he would not consider 

child safety. But he claimed that he would still care about the price since from a baby to a 

teenager, a child definitely needs to change a lot of furniture. When asked about whether he 

would use both children‘s furniture and general furniture for his child in the future, C answered 

that he would for sure have both kinds of furniture. So far he can only imagine having children‘s 

bed, table and chair and general storage furniture like wardrobe, shelf and chest of drawers.  



 

 

 

48 

 

D said she would buy children‘s furniture for her child if she has child. But she also considered 

child safety not important when choosing furniture not specifically for children.  

Topic 5: awareness of tipping over and the reason 

A was very aware of child safety according to herself, but she did not care too much about 

furniture tipping over. She thought that the furniture for her child was lower than his height so 

that there should be no risk of tipping over injury. When asked about the furniture outside of the 

children‘s room, she said that her child was not so interested at playing with furniture and they 

have kept teaching him not climbing on furniture. When asked about whether the furniture in her 

home was anchored or not, she said that she and her husband did not rearrange the furniture after 

having child so that the furniture might not be anchored. When asked about why they did not 

anchor furniture before, A said that they thought about the possibility of replacing furniture or 

redecorating home so that it would be inconvenient if the furniture is anchored. When asked about 

what she put in chest of drawers, A said she actually many different types of things, soft and hard 

toys were included. And she mentioned that she put heavy stuff in the bottom and light things on 

top. And more often lots of not frequently used stuff on the bottom. 

B said that since she did not have children‘s room for the child, her baby can actually play around 

in her home and she has heard about furniture tipping over before so that she actually had all her 

furniture anchored in her home. When asked about the inconvenience of having all furniture 

anchored, she agreed because she and her husband actually wanted to change a piece of furniture 

before, but it was quite complicated to take off the old piece and fix a new one so that they gave 

up. She joked about that it was also good because they saved money in the end. Another 

inconvenient thing mentioned by B was that it is difficult when you tried to do a thorough 

cleaning since you cannot move the furniture. In general B thought that the safety of her baby was 

always the most important thing. There was always a way to get over some inconvenience. B also 

said she really recommend parents to fix chest of drawers since you never know what will happen. 

C has heard about furniture tipping over before. He has checked the chest of drawers in his home 

whether it would tip over or not. He said there was no sign of tipping over and it was not fully 

loaded so he did not fix it to wall. He also said that if he has child, he would be really careful, not 

letting his child playing with chest of drawers. He was not sure whether he would fix all the 

furniture, such as TV, TV furniture, shelf, chest of drawers in his home after having child. 
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However he said if there is going to be a chest of shelf in his child‘s room, he would definitely fix 

it to the wall.  

Topic 6: attention, opinions or suggestions on existing ways of communicating child safety 

A said that she has got some information about child safety when she bought furniture, she was 

also applying some tips she got in her home furnishing. However, she got most of knowledge 

from her experience and her child‘s injury. She said that she could hardly image before that how 

would a child collide to furniture since it is so obvious before she witnessed several how her son 

collided to a table and a chest. She also said there were so many small risks at home that general 

child safety information cannot cover. She sometimes asked her mother and mother-in-law on 

children‘s stuff. She was not sure how it could be achieved, but she would like to have a platform 

to share the experience of child safety with others and learn from others.  

B said that she did not pay too much attention on what was there when she shopped furniture. She 

tried to arrange her home as safe as possible for her baby, but she also said that ‗there is no way to 

confirm whether I did it right or wrong, unless injury happened, just like this time‘. She said that 

now she really learned that not to leave her baby alone, even on a large bed.  

C said he has seen something about anchoring furniture when he shopped furniture in a furniture 

store. But he cannot tell whether that could be called information of child safety, he preferred to 

treat it as information of furniture. He thought it would be easy to search information online.  

D cannot really answer this question because she paid no attention on this kind of information. 

And she normally ordered furniture online or bought in second-hand store. 
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6 Discussion 

According to survey results, in general furniture tipping over was not a big concern for most of 

the respondents whether they have or not have child/children. Furniture tipping over was also not 

frequently heard from mass media according to the respondents, similarly to other two kinds of 

injury (child falling and child suffocation). 

Fixing a chest of drawers, TV and TV furniture is now the most suggested way of minimizing the 

risk of tipping over injury and is considered to be a safe way of arranging furniture for children. 

In fact, most of the respondents neither fix furniture nor are willing to fix, while they still perceive 

it safe for children. The lack of awareness of tipping over incidents could be one cause to this 

mismatch in respondents‘ perceptions. At the same time, various kinds of things inside a chest of 

drawer, such as soft and hard toys, books and cloths would affect the weight distribution. The 

combination of these two facts could increase the tipping over risk. 

A chest of drawers with three rows and one column appears to have rather mixed perceptions. 

Even though it is reasonable to believe that when perceived to be more likely to tip over, there 

should be increasing willingness of fix a chest of drawers. However, this thought could not be 

applied in this case. This could imply a risky thought that even though a three-row chest of 

drawers is likely to tip over, people still do not fix it. Since it is the second common type of chest 

of drawers that is owned by people (according to the survey), more attention should be paid on a 

three-row chest of drawers.  

Since not so many people are willing to fix a chest of drawers despite of its function to prevent 

tipping over, it requires further study to discover other ways of reducing tipping over risk. It is 

evidenced that people who have heard about tipping over before perceived child safety more 

important in both buying furniture for children and not for children. Previous researches also 

identified that having knowledge about child safety can prevent child injury to some extent. 

Providing information of child safety could be a reasonable way to increase people‘s awareness, 

especially most people are willing to receive it. 

Both survey and interviews indicated that existing ways of presenting child safety information did 

not catch most of the respondents attention. This raises the question that how much attention 

people pay on the information of child safety and how effective the existing information delivers 

message. Even though the most preferred ways of receiving child safety information are thorough 
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the website of furniture company, posters in store and tags on a product. There is a lack of 

evidence on how much attention people pay on those channels. This requires further study.  

Evidenced from both survey and interviews showed that parents actually have both children‘s 

furniture and furniture for adults in children‘s room. Interviews gave some reasons, but cannot be 

generalized to the population. The survey did not include many respondents who have 

child/children as well so that it was hard to this phenomenon. Further research can be done to 

identify whether there are certain reasons for parents choosing both types of furniture and why 

current children‘s furniture failed to meet the needs. 

There were limitations in this study. Since this study was carried out in the area of Växjö, people 

outside of this region have less chance to be selected as a sample. Distributing the survey 

thorough the industry contact added some variety, but there was not a significant amount in the 

whole sample. It was intended to follow the Sweden‘s population composition in survey sampling, 

while the received respondents‘ age concentrated at young age group and the marital status and 

income range also appeared to be different from Sweden‘s population as well. However, the 

gender composition showed good consistency to Sweden‘s population. Although it was not 

possible to generalize the results to Swedish population, understanding the perceptions from 

young generations in 25-29 and 30-34 was still important, since in the coming 7 years, this 

generation has huge potential in having child/children. Whether people would change their 

perceptions and to what extent they would change their perceptions when they have children are 

worth further investigation.  
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7 Conclusion 

Recalling the two research questions: 

 How important is child safety of residential furniture (specifically for children and not 

specifically for children) for people in Swedish context? 

 How people perceive child safety towards residential furniture (not specifically for children) 

in Swedish context? 

In general, the importance of child safety varies in the case of buying furniture not specifically for 

children and buying furniture for children. People perceive child safety much less important when 

buying furniture not specifically for children than for children. Age, marital status, number of 

children and get visited by children have influence on the perceived importance of child safety. 

The elder the people are, the more important they perceive child safety in both buying furniture 

not specifically for children and specifically for children. People who are in love and living 

together or married perceive child safety more important in both cases than people who are single 

or in love but not living together. In both cases, people with higher income perceive child safety 

more important. People who have child/children perceive child safety more important in both 

cases than people who do not have child. There is a special case of having three children but 

perceive child safety less important. People who get visited by children more frequently perceive 

child safety more important in both cases. While there is a different trend that people perceive 

child safety less important when they are always visited by children. It shows no gender 

difference in perceived importance of child safety. 

Depth and height are perceived to be most important in considering whether a chest of drawer 

will tip over or not. When in the same condition, a lower/ deeper/ wider type of chest of drawers 

is perceived to be less likely to tip over. The more important weight is perceived, a heavier chest 

of drawers is perceived to be less likely to tip over. When perceived to be more likely to tip over, 

people are more willing to fix a chest of drawers. However, there are mixed views of a three-row 

and one-column type.  
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9 Appendix 

9.1 Appendix1 

Survey: Opinions of Children's Home Safety 

This survey is part of the research of a master thesis of the program Innovation through Business, 

Engineering and Design, specialization in Engineering at Linnaeus University in Sweden. The 

survey is in both English and Swedish. 

In this survey I would like to know your opinions of an emerging type of child home safety issue, 

furniture tip over, as well as furniture purchasing. No matter you have children or not, your 

opinions on child safety are valuable for this study to create a safer home environment for 

children.  

Please notice that this survey is anonymous and all data will be handled confidentially. And all 

data collected is for research use. If you have any question, you can contact: Yajie Zhu  email: 

yz222az@student.lnu.se 

Denna undersökning är en del av forskningen i en masterprojekt av programmet Innovation 

genom ekonomi, teknik och design - inriktning teknik i Linnéuniversitetet i Sverige. 

Undersökningen finns på både engelska och svenska. 

I denna undersökning skulle jag vilja veta dina åsikter om en framväxande typ av problem med 

barnhemssäkerhet, möbel välter och din möbelinköp. Oavsett om du har barn eller inte, är dina 

åsikter om barnsäkerhet värdefull för denna studie för att skapa en säkrare hemmiljö för barn. 

Observera att denna enkät är anonym och alla uppgifter hanteras konfidentiellt. Och all data som 

samlas in är för forskningsanvändning. Om du har några frågor kan du kontakta: Yajie Zhu  email: 

yz222az@student.lnu.se 

*Required 

Section1 About yourself, the place you live in and your experience on child home injury. 

Avsnitt 1 Om dig själv, den plats du bor i och din erfarenhet av barnhemskada. 

1. What is your year birth? ex. 1956 *  



 

 

 

62 

 

Vad är ditt födelseår? t ex. 1956 

2. What is your gender? *  

Vad är ditt kön?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Female (Kvinna)  

 Male (Man)  

 Prefer not to say (Föredrar att inte säga)  

 Other:  

3. What is your employment status？ *  

Vad är ditt yrke?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Student (Student)  

 Employed/ own a company (Anställs/ äger ett företag)  

 Currently not employed (Inte anställs nu)  

 Prefer not to say (Föredrar att inte säga)  

 Other:  

4. What is your monthly household income? *  

Vad är din månatlig hushållsinkomst?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Less than 30000 SEK (Mindre än 30000 SEK)  

 30001-50000 SEK  
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 50001-70000 SEK  

 Over 70001 SEK (Mer än 70001 SEK)  

 Prefer not to say (Föredrar att inte säga)  

 Other:  

5. How long have you been in Sweden? *  

Hur länge har du bott i Sverige?  

Mark only one oval. 

 I was born in Sweden. (Jag föddes i Sverige.)  

 Less than 3 year (Mindre än tre år)  

 3-6 years (3-6 år)  

 Over 6 years (Mer än 6 år)  

 Prefer not to say (Föredrar att inte säga)  

6. What is your current marital status? *  

Vad är ditt civilstånd nu?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Single (Enda)  

 In love, but not living together (Förälskad, men bor inte tillsammans)  

 In love and living with boyfriend/ girlfriend (Bor med sambo)  

 Married (Gift)  

 Prefer not to say (Föredrar att inte säga)  

 Other:  
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7. What type of residence do you live in? *  

Vilken typ av bostad bor du i?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Rented apartment (Hyrd lägenhet)  

 Apartment (Lägenhet)  

 Single house/ Row house (Villa/ Radhus)  

 Prefer not to say (Föredrar att inte säga)  

8. What is the size of your residence? (square meter) *  

Vad är storleken på din bostad? (kvadratmeter) 

9. How many children under 6 years old do you have? Please choose the number of children you 

have in different ages.  

Hur många barn under 6 år har du? Välj antal barn du har i olika åldrar.. Tick all that apply. 

 

10. Do you have children‘s room in your home?  

Har du ett barnrum/barnrum?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Yes (Ja)  
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 No (Nej)  

11. What type of furniture do you have for your child/children?  

Vilken typ av möbler har du för ditt/dina barn?  

Mark only one oval. 

 All furniture for my children are children's furniture. (Alla möbler för mina barn är 

barnmöbler.)  

 I have both children's furniture and general furniture for my children. (Jag har både 

barnmöbler och allmänna möbler för mitt/mina barn.)  

  All furniture for my child/children are general furniture. (Alla möbler för mitt/mina barn är 

allmänna möbler.)  

  I don't know what kind of furniture I have. (Jag vet inte vilken typ av möbler jag har.)  

12. Why do you choose that kind of furniture?  

Varför väljer du här det? 

13. Have your child/ children got injured at home?  

Har ditt barn / barn skadat hemma?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Yes (Ja)  

 No (Nej)  

 I don't know. (Jag vet inte.)  

14. Where did that happen?  

Var hände det?  

Tick all that apply. 
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 Living room (Vardagsrum)  

 Dining room (Matplats)  

 Bedroom (Badrum)  

 Children's room (Barnrum)  

 Kitchen (Kök)  

 Bathroom (Badrum)  

 I can't remember. (Jag kommer inte ihåg)  

 Other:  

15. What kind(s) of injury? You can choose more than one here.  

Vilken typ av skada? Kan vara flera val.  

Tick all that apply. 

 Injury due to furniture (including TV) tipping over (Skada på grund av möbler (inklusive 

TV) välter)  

 Injury due to children collide to furniture (Skada på grund av barn kolliderar mot möbler)  

 Injury due to children collide to other objects (Skada på grund av barn kolliderar mot andra 

föremål)  

  Injury due to falling from certain height (Skada på grund av att den faller från viss höjd) 

  Injury due to suffocation (Skada på grund av kvävning)  

 Other:  

16. If you have chosen 'Injury due to children collide to other objects', would you like to tell what 

kind of objects was that?  

Om du har valt 'Skada på grund av barn kolliderar mot andra föremål', vill du berätta för vilken 

typ av objekt det var? 
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17. Have you/your relatives ever got injuried at home when you/they were less than 6 years old? *  

Har du/dina släktingar upplevt skada hemma när du/de var mindre än 15 år gamla?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Yes (Ja)  

 No (Nej)  

 I don't know (Jag vet inte.)  

18. What kind(s) of injury? You can choose more than one here.  

Vilken typ av skada? Kan vara flera val.  

Tick all that apply. 

 Injury due to furniture (including TV) tipping over (Skada på grund av möbler (inklusive 

TV) välter)  

 Injury due to children collide to furniture (Skada på grund av barn kolliderar mot möbler)  

 Injury due to children collide to other objects (Skada på grund av barn kolliderar mot andra 

föremål)  

  Injury due to falling from certain height (Skada på grund av att den faller från viss höjd)  

  Injury due to suffocation (Skada på grund av kvävning)  

 Other:  

19. If you have chosen 'Injury due to children collide to other objects', would you like to tell what 

kind of objects was that?  

Om du har valt 'Skada på grund av barn kolliderar mot andra föremål', vill du berätta för vilken 

typ av objekt det var? 

20.  Have you ever heard your friends/relatives discussing child injury due to furniture tip over? *  

Har du någonsin hört dina vänner/släktingar diskutera barnskada på grund av möbel välter?  



 

 

 

68 

 

Mark only one oval. 

 Yes (Ja)  

 No (Nej)  

 Maybe (Kanske)  

21. How often do you hear about following child injury from mass media (ex. TV, newspaper)? *  

Hur ofta hör du om att följa barnskada från massmedia (t.ex. TV, tidning)?  

Mark only one oval per row. 

22. How often do you get visited by children under 6 years old? * 

Hur ofta får du besök av barn under 6 år?  

Mark only one oval. 

 

23. In general, how often do you pay attention to your children or the one visiting you, when they 

are playing at home? *  

Generellt hur ofta uppmärksammar du ditt/dina barn eller den som besöker dig, när de leker 

hemma?  

Mark only one oval. 
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Section 2 How do you arrange furniture in your home?  

Avsnitt 2  Hur ordnar du möbler i ditt hem? 

24. In general, how safe do you think is the furniture arrangement in your home for children? *  

Generellt hur säkert tror du att möbelarrangemanget är i ditt hem för barn?  

Mark only one oval. 

 

25. What kind of TV do you have in your home? You can choose more than one here. *  

Vilken typ av TV har du i ditt hem? Kan vara flera val.  

Tick all that apply. 

 Flat TV  

 Tube TV (Tjöck TV)  

 I don't have a TV. (Jag har ingen TV.)  

26. How do you place TV and TV furniture in your home?  

Hur ordnar du din TV i ditt hem? 
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27. Do you think how safe is your TV for children?  

Tycker du att hur säker din TV är för barn?  

Mark only one oval. 

 

28. Do you think your child/children or the ones visiting your home can reach TV?  

Tycker du att ditt/dina barn eller de som besöker ditt hem kan nå TV?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Yes (Ja)  

 No (Nej)  



 

 

 

71 

 

 I am not sure. (Jag är inte säker.)  

29. What kind(s) of chest of drawers do you have? Are they fixed to the wall or not? You first 

choose among the types and then choose whether they are fixed to the wall or not. You can 

choose more than one chest of drawers.  

Vilken typ av byrå har du? Fastsatt på väggen eller inte? Du väljer först bland typerna och väljer 

sedan om fastsatt på väggen eller inte. Du kan välja mer än en byrå. 

 

30. In which room(s) do you have your chest of drawers? You can choose more than one here.  

I vilket (vilka) rum har du din (dina) byrå (byråar)? Kan vara flera val.  

Tick all that apply. 

 Living room (Vardagsrum)  

 Dining room (Matplats)  

 Bedroom (Badrum)  

 Children's room (Barnrum)  
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 Kitchen (Kök)  

 Bathroom (Badrum)  

 I can't remember. (Jag kommer inte ihåg)  

 Other:  

31. What do you put in your chest of drawers? You can choose more than one here.  

Vad lägger du i din (dina) byrå (byråar)? Kan vara flera val.  

Tick all that apply. 

 Books (Böcker)  

 Clothes (Kläder)  

 Soft toys (Mjuka leksaker)  

 Hard toys (Hårda leksaker)  

 Other:  

32. How safe do you think is your chests of drawers for children?  

Hur säker tycker du att din byrå är för barn?  

Mark only one oval. 

 

33. Do you think your child/children or the ones visiting your home can reach chest of drawers?  

Tycker du att ditt/dina barn eller de som besöker ditt hem kan nå byrå?  

Mark only one oval. 
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 Yes (Ja)  

 No (Nej)  

 I am not sure. (Jag är inte säker.)  

Section 3 Your furniture purchasing.  

Avsnitt 3 Dina möbelinköp. 

34. In most cases, where do you buy furniture? *  

I de flesta fall, var köper du möbler?  

Mark only one oval. 

 In store (I möbelaffär)  

 Online  

 Second hand (Andra hand)  

 I am not sure. (Jag är inte säker.)  

35. Please evaluate the importance of the following factors when you buy furniture not 

specifically for children. *  

Vänligen utvärdera vikten av följande faktorer när du köper möbler, INTE FÖR BARN.  

Mark only one oval per row. 
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36. Please evaluate the importance of the following factors when you buy furniture FOR children. 

*  

Vänligen utvärdera vikten av följande faktorer när du köper möbler, FÖR BARN.  

Mark only one oval per row. 

 

Section 4, there are several questions about your opinions about a chest of drawers and tip over 

accident. Avsnitt 4, här finns flera frågor om dina åsikterna om en byrå och byrå välter. 
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37. How important are following factors when you consider whether a chest of drawers is safe 

(not tip over) for children? *  

Hur viktigt är följande faktorer när du överväger om en byrå är säker (inte tippa över) för barn?  

Mark only one oval per row. 

 

The next two questions are based the picture below. 

 

38. Judging by their size in the picture, how likely do you think are the chests of drawers to tip 

over? *  

Tanka på deras storlek i bilden, hur troligt tror du att byråerna välta?  

Mark only one oval per row. 
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39. Judging by their size in the picture, how likely will you fix the chests of drawers to the wall? *  

Tanka på deras storlek i bilden, hur troligt tror du att monteras fast i väggen?  

Mark only one oval per row. 

 

40. Do you agree that a heavier chest of drawer is less likely to tip over than a light weight chest 

of drawers in the same size and structure? *  

Håller du med om att en tyngre byrå är mindre troligt att välta än en lättviktad byrå i samma 

storlek och struktur?  

Mark only one oval. 

 

41. How heavy are the objects you put on a chest of drawers? 1 is not heavy and 5 is heavy. * 

 Hur tunga är föremålen du lägger på en byrå? 1 är inte tung och 5 är tung.  

Mark only one oval. 
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Section 5 Information about child home safety  

Avsnitt 5 Information om barnhemssäkerhet 

42. Did you get any information of child safety when you bought furniture? *  

Fick du information om barnsäkerhet när du köpte möbler?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Yes (Ja)  

 No (Nej)  

 I cannot remember. (Jag kan inte ihåg.)  

43. Would you like to get any information about child safety relating to furniture when you shop?  

Vill du få information om barnsäkerhet när det gäller möbler när du handlar?  

Mark only one oval. 

 Yes (Ja)  

 No (Nej)  

 I don't know. (Jag vet inte.)  

44. Through what way would you like to get information about child home safety? You can 

choose more than one here. *  

På vilket sätt vill du få information om barnhemssäkerhet? Kan vara flera val.  

Tick all that apply. 

 Poster in store (Poster i butik)  
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 Broadcast in store (Sändning i butik)  

 Tag on furniture (Tag på möbler)  

 Website of the furniture company (Möbelföretagets hemsida)  

 E-post  

 Other:  

45. Would you have something more to tell about child home safety issue?  

Skulle du ha något mer att berätta om barnsäkerhets? 

 

Thank you very much for participating in this survey! Have a nice day! 

Tack så mycket för att du deltar i denna enkät! Hoppas att du har en bra dag! 
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9.2 Appendix 2 

SPSS codebook 

Variable Values 

Value Label 

Age 1 20-24 

2 25-29 

3 30-34 

4 35-39 

5 40-49 

6 >50 

Gender 1 Female 

2 Male 

3 Prefer not to say 

Employment 1 Student 

2 Employed 

3 Currently not employed 

4 Prefer not to say 

5 Other 

Income 1 Less than 30000 SEK 

2 30001-50000 SEK 

3 50001-70000 SEK 

4 >70001 SEK 

5 Prefer not to say 

Time_in_Sweden 1 Born in Sweden 

2 <3 years 

3 3-6 years 

4 >6 years 

5 Prefer not to say 

Marital 1 Single 

2 In love, not living 

together 

3 In love, living together 

4 Married 

5 Prefer not to say 

Dwelling 1 Rented apartment 

2 Apartment 

3 Singlr house/  Row 
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house 

4 Prefer not to say 

Number_of_children 0 I don't have 

child/children 

1 Have a child 

2 Have 2 children 

3 Have 3 children 

Children_room 1 Have children's room 

2 Don't have children's 

room 

Furniture_for_children 1 All children's furniture 

2 Both children's furniture 

and general furniture 

3 All general furniture 

4 I don't know 

Home_injury 1 Yes 

2 No 

3 I don't know 

Child_home_injury_tipping

over 

1 Chosen 

Livingroom 1 Chosen 

Diningroom 1 Chosen 

Bedroom 1 Chosen 

Childrenroom 1 Chosen 

Kitchen 1 Chosen 

Bathroom 1 Chosen 

Not_remember 1 Chosen 

Other 1 Chosen 

Home_injury_you_relative

s 

1 Yes 

2 No 

3 I don't know 

Discussing_furniture_tippi

ng_over 

1 Yes 

2 No 

3 Maybe 

How_often_tipping_over 1 Never 

2 Seldom 

3 Sometimes 

4 Often 

5 Always 
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How_often_falling 1 Never 

2 Seldom 

3 Sometimes 

4 Often 

5 Always 

How_often_suffocation 1 Never 

2 Seldom 

3 Sometimes 

4 Often 

5 Always 

Visited_by_children 1 Never 

2 Seldom 

3 Sometimes 

4 Often 

5 Always 

Attention_on_children 1 Never 

2 Seldom 

3 Sometimes 

4 Often 

5 Always 

Furniture_arrangement 1 Not safe 

2 Somewhat not safe 

3 Neutral 

4 Somewhat safe 

5 Safe 

TV_type 1 Flat TV 

2 Tube TV 

3 I don't have TV 

TV_arrangement 1 Fixed 

2 Not fixed 

TV_furniture_arrangement 1 TV bench fixed 

2 TV bench not fixed 

3 TV storage combination 

fixed 

4 TV storage combination 

not fixed 

5 Other furniture under TV 

fixed 

6 Other furniture under TV 
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not fixed 

How_safe_TV_arrangeme

nt 

1 Not safe 

2 Somewhat not safe 

3 Neutral 

4 Somewhat safe 

5 Safe 

Reach_TV 1 Yes 

2 No 

3 I am not sure 

Chest_2rows 1 Fixed 

2 Not fixed 

Chest_3rows 1 Fixed 

2 Not fixed 

Chest_4rows 1 Fixed 

2 Not fixed 

Chest_5rows 1 Fixed 

2 Not fixed 

Chest_6rows 1 Fixed 

2 Not fixed 

Where_chest 1 Living room 

2 Dining room 

3 Bedroom 

4 Children's room 

5 Kitchen 

6 Bathroom 

7 I can't remember 

8 Other 

What_in_chest 1 Books 

2 Clothes 

3 Soft toys 

4 Hard toys 

5 Other 

How_safe_chest 1 Not safe 

2 Somewhat not safe 

3 Neutral 

4 Somewhat safe 

5 Safe 

Reach_chest 1 Yes 

2 No 
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3 I am not sure 

Where_to_buy_furnirure 1 In store 

2 Online 

3 Second hand 

4 I am not sure 

Apperance_not_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Brand_not_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Child_safety_not_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Environment_friendly_not

_children 

1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Maintance_not_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Material_not_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Measurement_not_childre

n 

1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 
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5 Very important 

Multifunction_not_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Price_not_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Apperance_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Brand_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Child_safety_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Environment_friendly_chil

dren 

1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Maintenance_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Material_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 
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4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Measurement_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Multifunction_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Price_children 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Price_safe 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Depth_safe 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Width_safe 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Height_safe 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 

3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

Weight_safe 1 Not important 

2 A bit not important 
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3 Neutral 

4 A bit important 

5 Very important 

TipoverA 1 Not tip over 

2 Might not tip over 

3 Neutral 

4 Might tip over 

5 Very likely to tip over 

TipoverB 1 Not tip over 

2 Might not tip over 

3 Neutral 

4 Might tip over 

5 Very likely to tip over 

TipoverC 1 Not tip over 

2 Might not tip over 

3 Neutral 

4 Might tip over 

5 Very likely to tip over 

TipoverD 1 Not tip over 

2 Might not tip over 

3 Neutral 

4 Might tip over 

5 Very likely to tip over 

TipoverE 1 Not tip over 

2 Might not tip over 

3 Neutral 

4 Might tip over 

5 Very likely to tip over 

TipoverF 1 Not tip over 

2 Might not tip over 

3 Neutral 

4 Might tip over 

5 Very likely to tip over 

FixA 1 I will not 

2 I may not 

3 I am not sure 

4 I may 

5 I will 

FixB 1 I will not 
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2 I may not 

3 I am not sure 

4 I may 

5 I will 

FixC 1 I will not 

2 I may not 

3 I am not sure 

4 I may 

5 I will 

FixD 1 I will not 

2 I may not 

3 I am not sure 

4 I may 

5 I will 

FixE 1 I will not 

2 I may not 

3 I am not sure 

4 I may 

5 I will 

FixF 1 I will not 

2 I may not 

3 I am not sure 

4 I may 

5 I will 

Heavier 1 Don't agree at all 

2 Somewhat disagree 

3 Nertual 

4 Somewhat agree 

5 Totally agree 

Object_on_chest 1 Not heavy 

2 Somewhat not heavy 

3 Nertual 

4 Somewhat heavy 

5 Very heavy 

Info_child_safety 1 Yes 

2 No 

3 I can't remenber 

Want_info 1 Yes 

2 No 
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3 I don't know 

Way_info 1 Poster in store 

2 Broadcast in store 

3 Tag on furniture 

4 Website of furniture 

company 

5 E-post 

6 Other 

 

9.3 Appendix 3 

Descriptive analysis 

Frequency Table 

Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 20-24 38 12.6 12.6 12.6 

25-29 96 31.8 31.8 44.4 

30-34 78 25.8 25.8 70.2 

35-39 37 12.3 12.3 82.5 

40-49 46 15.2 15.2 97.7 

>50 7 2.3 2.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Female 153 50.7 50.7 50.7 

Male 149 49.3 49.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Employment status 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Student 122 40.4 40.4 40.4 

Employed 179 59.3 59.3 99.7 
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Other 1 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

Household income 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Less than 30000 SEK 89 29.5 29.5 29.5 

30001-50000 SEK 79 26.2 26.2 55.6 

50001-70000 SEK 52 17.2 17.2 72.8 

>70001 SEK 4 1.3 1.3 74.2 

Prefer not to say 77 25.5 25.5 99.7 

6 1 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

Time in Sweden 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Born in Sweden 139 46.0 46.0 46.0 

<3 years 58 19.2 19.2 65.2 

3-6 years 27 8.9 8.9 74.2 

>6 years 78 25.8 25.8 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

Marital status 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Single 114 37.7 37.7 37.7 

In love, not living together 62 20.5 20.5 58.3 

In love, living together 70 23.2 23.2 81.5 

Married 56 18.5 18.5 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

Dwelling type 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Rented apartment 203 67.2 67.2 67.2 

Apartment 58 19.2 19.2 86.4 
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Single house/  Row house 41 13.6 13.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

Number of children 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I don't have child/children 216 71.5 71.5 71.5 

Have a child 70 23.2 23.2 94.7 

Have 2 children 15 5.0 5.0 99.7 

Have 3 children 1 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

Statistics 

Size of dwelling   

N Valid 302 

Missing 0 

Mean 70.14 

Median 54.00 

Mode 54 

Std. Deviation 54.874 

 

Size of dwelling 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 4 1 .3 .3 .3 

15 1 .3 .3 .7 

16 2 .7 .7 1.3 

17 3 1.0 1.0 2.3 

19 2 .7 .7 3.0 

20 3 1.0 1.0 4.0 

21 7 2.3 2.3 6.3 

23 5 1.7 1.7 7.9 

24 6 2.0 2.0 9.9 

25 19 6.3 6.3 16.2 

26 8 2.6 2.6 18.9 

27 6 2.0 2.0 20.9 

28 11 3.6 3.6 24.5 

30 5 1.7 1.7 26.2 
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32 13 4.3 4.3 30.5 

33 2 .7 .7 31.1 

35 9 3.0 3.0 34.1 

36 5 1.7 1.7 35.8 

40 2 .7 .7 36.4 

45 14 4.6 4.6 41.1 

47 1 .3 .3 41.4 

49 1 .3 .3 41.7 

50 9 3.0 3.0 44.7 

54 21 7.0 7.0 51.7 

56 9 3.0 3.0 54.6 

58 4 1.3 1.3 56.0 

59 2 .7 .7 56.6 

60 3 1.0 1.0 57.6 

63 1 .3 .3 57.9 

64 3 1.0 1.0 58.9 

67 10 3.3 3.3 62.3 

68 7 2.3 2.3 64.6 

69 3 1.0 1.0 65.6 

70 8 2.6 2.6 68.2 

78 16 5.3 5.3 73.5 

80 13 4.3 4.3 77.8 

84 2 .7 .7 78.5 

87 2 .7 .7 79.1 

89 12 4.0 4.0 83.1 

90 5 1.7 1.7 84.8 

100 3 1.0 1.0 85.8 

140 2 .7 .7 86.4 

150 1 .3 .3 86.8 

153 3 1.0 1.0 87.7 

155 1 .3 .3 88.1 

156 1 .3 .3 88.4 

180 2 .7 .7 89.1 

187 3 1.0 1.0 90.1 

189 2 .7 .7 90.7 

190 2 .7 .7 91.4 

197 1 .3 .3 91.7 

200 19 6.3 6.3 98.0 
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230 6 2.0 2.0 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 
Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

 

Did you get 

information of 

child safety when 

you bought 

furniture 

Would you like to 

get information 

about child safety 

when you buy 

furniture 

N Valid 302 302 

Missing 0 0 

 

Frequency Table 

 

Did you get information of child safety when you bought furniture 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 65 21.5 21.5 21.5 

No 152 50.3 50.3 71.9 

I can't remenber 85 28.1 28.1 100.0 
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Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

Would you like to get information about child safety when you buy 

furniture 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 265 87.7 87.7 87.7 

No 14 4.6 4.6 92.4 

I don't know 23 7.6 7.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 
Crosstabs 

 

Case Processing Summary 

 

Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Number of children * 

Children's room 

86 28.5% 216 71.5% 302 100.0% 

 

Number of children * Children's room Crosstabulation 

 

Children's room 

Have children's 

room 

Don't have 

children's room 

Number of children Have a child Count 67 3 

% within Number of children 95.7% 4.3% 

% within Children's room 81.7% 75.0% 

% of Total 77.9% 3.5% 

Residual .3 -.3 

Have 2 children Count 14 1 

% within Number of children 93.3% 6.7% 

% within Children's room 17.1% 25.0% 

% of Total 16.3% 1.2% 

Residual -.3 .3 

Have 3 children Count 1 0 

% within Number of children 100.0% 0.0% 

% within Children's room 1.2% 0.0% 

% of Total 1.2% 0.0% 
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Residual .0 .0 

Total Count 82 4 

% within Number of children 95.3% 4.7% 

% within Children's room 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 95.3% 4.7% 

 

Number of children * Children's room Crosstabulation 

 Total 

Number of children Have a child Count 70 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Children's room 81.4% 

% of Total 81.4% 

Residual  

Have 2 children Count 15 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Children's room 17.4% 

% of Total 17.4% 

Residual  

Have 3 children Count 1 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Children's room 1.2% 

% of Total 1.2% 

Residual  

Total Count 86 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Children's room 100.0% 

% of Total 100.0% 

 
Crosstabs 

 

Case Processing Summary 

 

Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Number of children * 

Furniture for children 

86 28.5% 216 71.5% 302 100.0% 
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Number of children * Furniture for children Crosstabulation 

 

Furniture for children 

All children's 

furniture 

Both children's 

furniture and 

general furniture 

Number of children Have a child Count 5 65 

% within Number of children 7.1% 92.9% 

% within Furniture for children 100.0% 81.3% 

% of Total 5.8% 75.6% 

Residual .9 -.1 

Have 2 children Count 0 14 

% within Number of children 0.0% 93.3% 

% within Furniture for children 0.0% 17.5% 

% of Total 0.0% 16.3% 

Residual -.9 .0 

Have 3 children Count 0 1 

% within Number of children 0.0% 100.0% 

% within Furniture for children 0.0% 1.3% 

% of Total 0.0% 1.2% 

Residual -.1 .1 

Total Count 5 80 

% within Number of children 5.8% 93.0% 

% within Furniture for children 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 5.8% 93.0% 

 

Number of children * Furniture for children Crosstabulation 

 

Furniture for 

children 

Total I don't know 

Number of children Have a child Count 0 70 

% within Number of children 0.0% 100.0% 

% within Furniture for children 0.0% 81.4% 

% of Total 0.0% 81.4% 

Residual -.8  

Have 2 children Count 1 15 

% within Number of children 6.7% 100.0% 

% within Furniture for children 100.0% 17.4% 
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% of Total 1.2% 17.4% 

Residual .8  

Have 3 children Count 0 1 

% within Number of children 0.0% 100.0% 

% within Furniture for children 0.0% 1.2% 

% of Total 0.0% 1.2% 

Residual .0  

Total Count 1 86 

% within Number of children 1.2% 100.0% 

% within Furniture for children 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 1.2% 100.0% 

Crosstabs 

 

Case Processing Summary 

 

Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Number of children * Home 

injury (your child/children) 

86 28.5% 216 71.5% 302 100.0% 

 

Number of children * Home injury (your child/children) Crosstabulation 

 

Home injury (your child/children) 

Yes No 

Number of children Have a child Count 59 11 

% within Number of children 84.3% 15.7% 

% within Home injury (your 

child/children) 

80.8% 84.6% 

% of Total 68.6% 12.8% 

Residual -.4 .4 

Have 2 children Count 14 1 

% within Number of children 93.3% 6.7% 

% within Home injury (your 

child/children) 

19.2% 7.7% 

% of Total 16.3% 1.2% 

Residual 1.3 -1.3 

Have 3 children Count 0 1 

% within Number of children 0.0% 100.0% 
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% within Home injury (your 

child/children) 

0.0% 7.7% 

% of Total 0.0% 1.2% 

Residual -.8 .8 

Total Count 73 13 

% within Number of children 84.9% 15.1% 

% within Home injury (your 

child/children) 

100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 84.9% 15.1% 

 

Number of children * Home injury (your child/children) Crosstabulation 

 Total 

Number of children Have a child Count 70 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Home injury (your 

child/children) 

81.4% 

% of Total 81.4% 

Residual  

Have 2 children Count 15 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Home injury (your 

child/children) 

17.4% 

% of Total 17.4% 

Residual  

Have 3 children Count 1 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Home injury (your 

child/children) 

1.2% 

% of Total 1.2% 

Residual  

Total Count 86 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Home injury (your 

child/children) 

100.0% 

% of Total 100.0% 

Crosstabs 

 

Case Processing Summary 
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Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Number of children * Child 

home injury tipping over 

38 12.6% 264 87.4% 302 100.0% 

 

Number of children * Child home injury tipping over Crosstabulation 

 

Child home injury 

tipping over 

Chosen 

Number of children I don't have child/children Count 6 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Child home injury 

tipping over 

15.8% 

% of Total 15.8% 

Residual .0 

Have a child Count 20 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Child home injury 

tipping over 

52.6% 

% of Total 52.6% 

Residual .0 

Have 2 children Count 12 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Child home injury 

tipping over 

31.6% 

% of Total 31.6% 

Residual .0 

Total Count 38 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Child home injury 

tipping over 

100.0% 

% of Total 100.0% 

 

Number of children * Child home injury tipping over Crosstabulation 

 Total 

Number of children I don't have child/children Count 6 

% within Number of children 100.0% 
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% within Child home injury tipping 

over 

15.8% 

% of Total 15.8% 

Residual  

Have a child Count 20 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Child home injury tipping 

over 

52.6% 

% of Total 52.6% 

Residual  

Have 2 children Count 12 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Child home injury tipping 

over 

31.6% 

% of Total 31.6% 

Residual  

Total Count 38 

% within Number of children 100.0% 

% within Child home injury tipping 

over 

100.0% 

% of Total 100.0% 

 
Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

 Living room Dining room Bedroom Children's room Kitchen Bathroom 

N Valid 39 29 11 67 3 4 

Missing 263 273 291 235 299 298 

 

Statistics 

 I can't remember Other 

N Valid 4 0 

Missing 298 302 

 
Frequencies 

 

Statistics 
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Home injury 

(you/your 

relatives) 

Friends/ relatives 

discussing 

furniture tipping 

over 

N Valid 302 302 

Missing 0 0 

 
Frequency Table 

 

Home injury (you/your relatives) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 244 80.8 80.8 80.8 

No 18 6.0 6.0 86.8 

I don't know 40 13.2 13.2 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

Friends/ relatives discussing furniture tipping over 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 182 60.3 60.3 60.3 

No 62 20.5 20.5 80.8 

Maybe 58 19.2 19.2 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 
Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

 

How often do you 

hear about 

furniture tipping 

over from mass 

media 

How often do 

you hear about 

falling from 

certain height 

from mass media 

How often do 

you hear about 

suffocation from 

mass media 

Visited by 

children 

N Valid 302 302 302 302 

Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 1.94 1.85 1.84 1.81 

Std. Deviation .525 .780 .804 1.019 
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Frequency Table 

 

How often do you hear about furniture tipping over from mass 

media 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 44 14.6 14.6 14.6 

Seldom 239 79.1 79.1 93.7 

Sometimes 12 4.0 4.0 97.7 

Often 7 2.3 2.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

How often do you hear about falling from certain height from mass 

media 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 108 35.8 35.8 35.8 

Seldom 142 47.0 47.0 82.8 

Sometimes 42 13.9 13.9 96.7 

Often 10 3.3 3.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

How often do you hear about suffocation from mass media 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 111 36.8 36.8 36.8 

Seldom 142 47.0 47.0 83.8 

Sometimes 35 11.6 11.6 95.4 

Often 14 4.6 4.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

Visited by children 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 159 52.6 52.6 52.6 

Seldom 69 22.8 22.8 75.5 

Sometimes 49 16.2 16.2 91.7 

Often 22 7.3 7.3 99.0 
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Always 3 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

Attention on children   

N Valid 302 

Missing 0 

Mean 3.20 

Std. Deviation .889 

 

Attention on children 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 15 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Seldom 34 11.3 11.3 16.2 

Sometimes 145 48.0 48.0 64.2 

Often 92 30.5 30.5 94.7 

Always 16 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

Furniture arrangement   

N Valid 302 

Missing 0 

Mean 4.10 

Std. Deviation .899 

 

Furniture arrangement 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not safe 8 2.6 2.6 2.6 

Somewhat not safe 13 4.3 4.3 7.0 

Neutral 21 7.0 7.0 13.9 

Somewhat safe 159 52.6 52.6 66.6 

Safe 101 33.4 33.4 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  
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Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

TV type   

N Valid 302 

Missing 0 

 

TV type 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Flat TV 243 80.5 80.5 80.5 

Tube TV 1 .3 .3 80.8 

I don't have TV 58 19.2 19.2 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

 TV arrangement 

TV furniture 

arrangement 

N Valid 244 244 

Missing 58 58 

 
Frequency Table 

 

TV arrangement 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Fixed 70 23.2 28.7 28.7 

Not fixed 174 57.6 71.3 100.0 

Total 244 80.8 100.0  

Missing 88 58 19.2   

Total 302 100.0   

 

TV furniture arrangement 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid TV bench fixed 9 3.0 3.7 3.7 
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TV bench not fixed 175 57.9 71.7 75.4 

TV storage combination fixed 34 11.3 13.9 89.3 

TV storage combination not 

fixed 

14 4.6 5.7 95.1 

Other furniture under TV fixed 2 .7 .8 95.9 

Other furniture under TV not 

fixed 

10 3.3 4.1 100.0 

Total 244 80.8 100.0  

Missing 88 58 19.2   

Total 302 100.0   

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

How safe is the TV and TV 

furniture arrangement   

N Valid 244 

Missing 58 

Mean 3.88 

Std. Deviation .920 

 

How safe is the TV and TV furniture arrangement 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not safe 7 2.3 2.9 2.9 

Somewhat not safe 16 5.3 6.6 9.4 

Neutral 29 9.6 11.9 21.3 

Somewhat safe 139 46.0 57.0 78.3 

Safe 53 17.5 21.7 100.0 

Total 244 80.8 100.0  

Missing 88 58 19.2   

Total 302 100.0   

 
Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

Do you think your children or the 

ones visiting your home can reach 

TV   
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N Valid 244 

Missing 58 

 

 

Do you think your children or the ones visiting your home can 

reach TV 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 237 78.5 97.1 97.1 

No 7 2.3 2.9 100.0 

Total 244 80.8 100.0  

Missing 88 58 19.2   

Total 302 100.0   

 
Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

 Chest 2rows Chest 3rows Chest 4rows Chest 5rows Chest 6rows 

N Valid 246 151 143 80 23 

Missing 56 151 159 222 279 

 
Frequency Table 

 

Chest 2rows 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Fixed 1 .3 .4 .4 

Not fixed 245 81.1 99.6 100.0 

Total 246 81.5 100.0  

Missing 88 56 18.5   

Total 302 100.0   

 

 

Chest 3rows 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Fixed 6 2.0 4.0 4.0 
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Not fixed 145 48.0 96.0 100.0 

Total 151 50.0 100.0  

Missing 88 151 50.0   

Total 302 100.0   

 

 

Chest 4rows 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Fixed 4 1.3 2.8 2.8 

Not fixed 139 46.0 97.2 100.0 

Total 143 47.4 100.0  

Missing 88 159 52.6   

Total 302 100.0   

 

 

Chest 5rows 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Fixed 3 1.0 3.8 3.8 

Not fixed 77 25.5 96.3 100.0 

Total 80 26.5 100.0  

Missing 88 222 73.5   

Total 302 100.0   

 

 

Chest 6rows 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Fixed 2 .7 8.7 8.7 

Not fixed 21 7.0 91.3 100.0 

Total 23 7.6 100.0  

Missing 88 279 92.4   

Total 302 100.0   

Frequencies 
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Statistics 

How safe is your chest of drawers 

and its arrangement   

N Valid 294 

Missing 8 

Mean 3.57 

 

 

How safe is your chest of drawers and its arrangement 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not safe 9 3.0 3.1 3.1 

Somewhat not safe 44 14.6 15.0 18.0 

Neutral 28 9.3 9.5 27.6 

Somewhat safe 196 64.9 66.7 94.2 

Safe 17 5.6 5.8 100.0 

Total 294 97.4 100.0  

Missing 88 7 2.3   

System 1 .3   

Total 8 2.6   

Total 302 100.0   

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

Do you think your children or the 

ones visiting your home can reach 

chest of drawers   

N Valid 294 

Missing 8 

 

 

Do you think your children or the ones visiting your home can reach 

chest of drawers 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 289 95.7 98.3 98.3 
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No 2 .7 .7 99.0 

I am not sure 3 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 294 97.4 100.0  

Missing 88 7 2.3   

System 1 .3   

Total 8 2.6   

Total 302 100.0   

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

Where do you buy furniture in 

most cases?   

N Valid 302 

Missing 0 

 

 

Where do you buy furniture in most cases? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid In store 205 67.9 67.9 67.9 

Online 29 9.6 9.6 77.5 

Second hand 66 21.9 21.9 99.3 

I am not sure 2 .7 .7 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

 

Appearance 

(furniture not 

specifically for 

children) 

Brand (furniture 

not specifically 

for children) 

Child safety 

(furniture not 

specifically for 

children) 

Environment 

friendly (furniture 

not specifically 

for children) 

Maintenance 

(furniture not 

specifically for 

children) 

N Valid 302 302 302 302 302 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 3.72 2.37 1.72 2.95 3.79 

 

Statistics 
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Material (furniture 

not specifically for 

children) 

Measurement 

(furniture not 

specifically for 

children) 

Multi-function 

(furniture not 

specifically for 

children) 

Price (furniture not 

specifically for 

children) 

N Valid 302 302 302 302 

Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 3.11 4.03 3.59 4.58 

 

 
Frequency Table 

 

Appearance (furniture not specifically for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 2 .7 .7 .7 

A bit not important 44 14.6 14.6 15.2 

Neutral 36 11.9 11.9 27.2 

A bit important 174 57.6 57.6 84.8 

Very important 46 15.2 15.2 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

Brand (furniture not specifically for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 75 24.8 24.8 24.8 

A bit not important 78 25.8 25.8 50.7 

Neutral 118 39.1 39.1 89.7 

A bit important 23 7.6 7.6 97.4 

Very important 8 2.6 2.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Child safety (furniture not specifically for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 198 65.6 65.6 65.6 

A bit not important 17 5.6 5.6 71.2 
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Neutral 63 20.9 20.9 92.1 

A bit important 22 7.3 7.3 99.3 

Very important 2 .7 .7 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Environment friendly (furniture not specifically for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 8 2.6 2.6 2.6 

A bit not important 107 35.4 35.4 38.1 

Neutral 106 35.1 35.1 73.2 

A bit important 53 17.5 17.5 90.7 

Very important 28 9.3 9.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Maintenance (furniture not specifically for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 5 1.7 1.7 1.7 

A bit not important 14 4.6 4.6 6.3 

Neutral 64 21.2 21.2 27.5 

A bit important 175 57.9 57.9 85.4 

Very important 44 14.6 14.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Material (furniture not specifically for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 2 .7 .7 .7 

A bit not important 57 18.9 18.9 19.5 

Neutral 165 54.6 54.6 74.2 

A bit important 62 20.5 20.5 94.7 

Very important 16 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  
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Measurement (furniture not specifically for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 1 .3 .3 .3 

A bit not important 10 3.3 3.3 3.6 

Neutral 60 19.9 19.9 23.5 

A bit important 140 46.4 46.4 69.9 

Very important 91 30.1 30.1 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Multi-function (furniture not specifically for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 5 1.7 1.7 1.7 

A bit not important 31 10.3 10.3 11.9 

Neutral 89 29.5 29.5 41.4 

A bit important 136 45.0 45.0 86.4 

Very important 41 13.6 13.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Price (furniture not specifically for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 2 .7 .7 .7 

A bit not important 6 2.0 2.0 2.6 

Neutral 15 5.0 5.0 7.6 

A bit important 71 23.5 23.5 31.1 

Very important 208 68.9 68.9 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 
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Appearance 

(furniture for 

children) 

Brand (furniture 

not specifically 

for children) 

Child safety 

(furniture for 

children) 

Environment 

friendly (furniture 

for children) 

Maintenance 

(furniture for 

children) 

N Valid 302 302 302 302 302 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 3.26 3.40 4.71 3.76 4.36 

 

Statistics 

 

Material (furniture for 

children) 

Measurement 

(furniture for 

children) 

Multi-function 

(furniture for 

children) 

Price (furniture for 

children) 

N Valid 302 302 302 302 

Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 3.65 4.05 3.35 3.86 

 

Frequency Table 

 

Appearance (furniture for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 7 2.3 2.3 2.3 

A bit not important 32 10.6 10.6 12.9 

Neutral 163 54.0 54.0 66.9 

A bit important 74 24.5 24.5 91.4 

Very important 26 8.6 8.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Brand (furniture not specifically for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 17 5.6 5.6 5.6 

A bit not important 23 7.6 7.6 13.2 

Neutral 112 37.1 37.1 50.3 

A bit important 123 40.7 40.7 91.1 

Very important 27 8.9 8.9 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  
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Child safety (furniture for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 3 1.0 1.0 1.0 

A bit not important 3 1.0 1.0 2.0 

Neutral 31 10.3 10.3 12.3 

A bit important 5 1.7 1.7 13.9 

Very important 260 86.1 86.1 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Environment friendly (furniture for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 3 1.0 1.0 1.0 

A bit not important 23 7.6 7.6 8.6 

Neutral 65 21.5 21.5 30.1 

A bit important 164 54.3 54.3 84.4 

Very important 47 15.6 15.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Maintenance (furniture for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 4 1.3 1.3 1.3 

A bit not important 6 2.0 2.0 3.3 

Neutral 44 14.6 14.6 17.9 

A bit important 72 23.8 23.8 41.7 

Very important 176 58.3 58.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Material (furniture for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 
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Valid Not important 2 .7 .7 .7 

A bit not important 18 6.0 6.0 6.6 

Neutral 120 39.7 39.7 46.4 

A bit important 107 35.4 35.4 81.8 

Very important 55 18.2 18.2 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Measurement (furniture for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 3 1.0 1.0 1.0 

A bit not important 18 6.0 6.0 7.0 

Neutral 60 19.9 19.9 26.8 

A bit important 101 33.4 33.4 60.3 

Very important 120 39.7 39.7 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Multi-function (furniture for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 26 8.6 8.6 8.6 

A bit not important 38 12.6 12.6 21.2 

Neutral 85 28.1 28.1 49.3 

A bit important 109 36.1 36.1 85.4 

Very important 44 14.6 14.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Price (furniture for children) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 3 1.0 1.0 1.0 

A bit not important 26 8.6 8.6 9.6 

Neutral 64 21.2 21.2 30.8 

A bit important 126 41.7 41.7 72.5 
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Very important 83 27.5 27.5 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

 

The importance 

of price 

The importance 

of depth 

The importance 

of width 

The importance 

of height 

The importance 

of weight 

N Valid 302 302 302 302 302 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 3.09 4.41 2.76 4.39 3.23 

 

 
Frequency Table 

 

The importance of price 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 16 5.3 5.3 5.3 

A bit not important 81 26.8 26.8 32.1 

Neutral 99 32.8 32.8 64.9 

A bit important 73 24.2 24.2 89.1 

Very important 33 10.9 10.9 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

The importance of depth 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 7 2.3 2.3 2.3 

A bit not important 8 2.6 2.6 5.0 

Neutral 20 6.6 6.6 11.6 

A bit important 85 28.1 28.1 39.7 

Very important 182 60.3 60.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

The importance of width 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 17 5.6 5.6 5.6 

A bit not important 114 37.7 37.7 43.4 

Neutral 110 36.4 36.4 79.8 

A bit important 45 14.9 14.9 94.7 

Very important 16 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

The importance of height 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 11 3.6 3.6 3.6 

A bit not important 6 2.0 2.0 5.6 

Neutral 14 4.6 4.6 10.3 

A bit important 95 31.5 31.5 41.7 

Very important 176 58.3 58.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

The importance of weight 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not important 19 6.3 6.3 6.3 

A bit not important 44 14.6 14.6 20.9 

Neutral 129 42.7 42.7 63.6 

A bit important 70 23.2 23.2 86.8 

Very important 40 13.2 13.2 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

Statistics 

 Tipover A Tipover B Tipover C Tipover D Tipover E Tipover F 

N Valid 302 302 302 302 302 302 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 4.08 3.21 2.50 2.03 1.30 1.21 

Std. Deviation .776 .613 .714 1.034 .754 .660 
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Frequency Table 

 

Tipover A 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not tip over 6 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Might not tip over 3 1.0 1.0 3.0 

Neutral 35 11.6 11.6 14.6 

Might tip over 176 58.3 58.3 72.8 

Very likely to tip over 82 27.2 27.2 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Tipover B 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not tip over 1 .3 .3 .3 

Might not tip over 22 7.3 7.3 7.6 

Neutral 200 66.2 66.2 73.8 

Might tip over 72 23.8 23.8 97.7 

Very likely to tip over 7 2.3 2.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Tipover C 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not tip over 10 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Might not tip over 157 52.0 52.0 55.3 

Neutral 112 37.1 37.1 92.4 

Might tip over 20 6.6 6.6 99.0 

Very likely to tip over 3 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Tipover D 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not tip over 97 32.1 32.1 32.1 

Might not tip over 150 49.7 49.7 81.8 

Neutral 15 5.0 5.0 86.8 

Might tip over 30 9.9 9.9 96.7 

Very likely to tip over 10 3.3 3.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Tipover E 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not tip over 250 82.8 82.8 82.8 

Might not tip over 26 8.6 8.6 91.4 

Neutral 18 6.0 6.0 97.4 

Might tip over 4 1.3 1.3 98.7 

Very likely to tip over 4 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Tipover F 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not tip over 267 88.4 88.4 88.4 

Might not tip over 18 6.0 6.0 94.4 

Neutral 11 3.6 3.6 98.0 

Might tip over 2 .7 .7 98.7 

Very likely to tip over 4 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

 Fix A Fix B Fix C Fix D Fix E Fix F 

N Valid 302 302 302 302 302 302 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 3.26 2.67 2.00 1.55 1.21 1.17 
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Std. Deviation .782 .796 .754 1.023 .709 .656 

Frequency Table 

 

Fix A 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I will not 10 3.3 3.3 3.3 

I may not 15 5.0 5.0 8.3 

I am not sure 182 60.3 60.3 68.5 

I may 77 25.5 25.5 94.0 

I will 18 6.0 6.0 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Fix B 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I will not 21 7.0 7.0 7.0 

I may not 91 30.1 30.1 37.1 

I am not sure 165 54.6 54.6 91.7 

I may 17 5.6 5.6 97.4 

I will 8 2.6 2.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Fix C 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I will not 59 19.5 19.5 19.5 

I may not 202 66.9 66.9 86.4 

I am not sure 29 9.6 9.6 96.0 

I may 5 1.7 1.7 97.7 

I will 7 2.3 2.3 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Fix D 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I will not 206 68.2 68.2 68.2 

I may not 62 20.5 20.5 88.7 

I am not sure 12 4.0 4.0 92.7 

I may 8 2.6 2.6 95.4 

I will 14 4.6 4.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Fix E 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I will not 269 89.1 89.1 89.1 

I may not 20 6.6 6.6 95.7 

I am not sure 3 1.0 1.0 96.7 

I may 4 1.3 1.3 98.0 

I will 6 2.0 2.0 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Fix F 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I will not 279 92.4 92.4 92.4 

I may not 8 2.6 2.6 95.0 

I am not sure 8 2.6 2.6 97.7 

I may 2 .7 .7 98.3 

I will 5 1.7 1.7 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

Heavier the chest of drawers, less 

likely to tip over   

N Valid 302 

Missing 0 
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Mean 3.36 

Std. Deviation .903 

 

Heavier the chest of drawers, less likely to tip over 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Don't agree at all 9 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Somewhat disagree 29 9.6 9.6 12.6 

Nertual 140 46.4 46.4 58.9 

Somewhat agree 92 30.5 30.5 89.4 

Totally agree 32 10.6 10.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 

Object on chest of drawers   

N Valid 302 

Missing 0 

Mean 1.99 

Std. Deviation .889 

 

 

Object on chest of drawers 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not heavy 104 34.4 34.4 34.4 

Somewhat not heavy 110 36.4 36.4 70.9 

Nertual 76 25.2 25.2 96.0 

Somewhat heavy 10 3.3 3.3 99.3 

Very heavy 2 .7 .7 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

Frequencies 

 

Statistics 
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Did you get 

information of 

child safety when 

you bought 

furniture 

Would you like to 

get information 

about child safety 

when you buy 

furniture 

N Valid 302 302 

Missing 0 0 

Frequency Table 
 

 

 

Did you get information of child safety when you bought furniture 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 65 21.5 21.5 21.5 

No 152 50.3 50.3 71.9 

I can't remenber 85 28.1 28.1 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Would you like to get information about child safety when you buy 

furniture 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 265 87.7 87.7 87.7 

No 14 4.6 4.6 92.4 

I don't know 23 7.6 7.6 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0  
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9.4 Appendix 4 

Analysis 

Preferred furniture arrangement 

Crosstabs 

 

Case Processing Summary 

 Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Age * TV arrangement 244 80.8% 58 19.2% 302 100.0% 

Age * TV furniture 
arrangement 

244 80.8% 58 19.2% 302 100.0% 

 

Age * TV arrangement 

 

Crosstab 

 TV arrangement Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Age 20-24 Count 7 15 22 

Expected 
Count 

6.3 15.7 22.0 

25-29 Count 16 47 63 

Expected 
Count 

18.1 44.9 63.0 
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30-34 Count 18 54 72 

Expected 
Count 

20.7 51.3 72.0 

35-39 Count 10 27 37 

Expected 
Count 

10.6 26.4 37.0 

40-49 Count 17 27 44 

Expected 
Count 

12.6 31.4 44.0 

>50 Count 2 4 6 

Expected 
Count 

1.7 4.3 6.0 

Total Count 70 174 244 

Expected 
Count 

70.0 174.0 244.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 3.159
a
 5 .675 

Likelihood Ratio 3.058 5 .691 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.103 1 .294 

N of Valid Cases 244   

a. 2 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
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1.72. 

 

Age * TV furniture arrangement 

 

Crosstab 

 TV furniture arrangement Total 
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Ag
e 

20-
24 

Count 1 16 1 2 0 2 22 

Expecte
d Count 

.8 15.8 3.1 1.3 .2 .9 22.0 

25-
29 

Count 4 45 3 4 1 6 63 

Expecte
d Count 

2.3 45.2 8.8 3.6 .5 2.6 63.0 

30-
34 

Count 1 56 10 4 0 1 72 

Expecte
d Count 

2.7 51.6 10.0 4.1 .6 3.0 72.0 

35-
39 

Count 0 32 2 2 0 1 37 

Expecte
d Count 

1.4 26.5 5.2 2.1 .3 1.5 37.0 

40-
49 

Count 1 24 16 2 1 0 44 

Expecte
d Count 

1.6 31.6 6.1 2.5 .4 1.8 44.0 
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>50 Count 2 2 2 0 0 0 6 

Expecte
d Count 

.2 4.3 .8 .3 .0 .2 6.0 

Total Count 9 175 34 14 2 10 244 

Expecte
d Count 

9.0 175.0 34.0 14.0 2.0 10.0 244.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 60.380
a
 25 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 52.119 25 .001 

Linear-by-Linear Association .861 1 .354 

N of Valid Cases 244   

a. 27 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 
is .05. 

 

Crosstabs 

Case Processing Summary 

 Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Age * Chest 246 81.5% 56 18.5% 302 100.0% 
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2rows 

Age * Chest 
3rows 

151 50.0% 151 50.0% 302 100.0% 

Age * Chest 
4rows 

143 47.4% 159 52.6% 302 100.0% 

Age * Chest 
5rows 

80 26.5% 222 73.5% 302 100.0% 

Age * Chest 
6rows 

23 7.6% 279 92.4% 302 100.0% 

 

Age * Chest 2rows 

 

Crosstab 

 Chest 2rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Age 20-24 Count 0 27 27 

Expected 
Count 

.1 26.9 27.0 

25-29 Count 0 67 67 

Expected 
Count 

.3 66.7 67.0 

30-34 Count 1 65 66 

Expected 
Count 

.3 65.7 66.0 

35-39 Count 0 35 35 
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Expected 
Count 

.1 34.9 35.0 

40-49 Count 0 45 45 

Expected 
Count 

.2 44.8 45.0 

>50 Count 0 6 6 

Expected 
Count 

.0 6.0 6.0 

Total Count 1 245 246 

Expected 
Count 

1.0 245.0 246.0 

 

Age * Chest 3rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 3rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Age 20-24 Count 0 10 10 

Expected 
Count 

.4 9.6 10.0 

25-29 Count 1 36 37 

Expected 
Count 

1.5 35.5 37.0 

30-34 Count 1 45 46 

Expected 
Count 

1.8 44.2 46.0 
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35-39 Count 0 21 21 

Expected 
Count 

.8 20.2 21.0 

40-49 Count 2 31 33 

Expected 
Count 

1.3 31.7 33.0 

>50 Count 2 2 4 

Expected 
Count 

.2 3.8 4.0 

Total Count 6 145 151 

Expected 
Count 

6.0 145.0 151.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 24.415
a
 5 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 11.000 5 .051 

Linear-by-Linear Association 5.502 1 .019 

N of Valid Cases 151   

a. 7 cells (58.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .16. 

 

Age * Chest 4rows 
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Crosstab 

 Chest 4rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Age 20-24 Count 0 17 17 

Expected 
Count 

.5 16.5 17.0 

25-29 Count 1 46 47 

Expected 
Count 

1.3 45.7 47.0 

30-34 Count 1 27 28 

Expected 
Count 

.8 27.2 28.0 

35-39 Count 1 19 20 

Expected 
Count 

.6 19.4 20.0 

40-49 Count 0 27 27 

Expected 
Count 

.8 26.2 27.0 

>50 Count 1 3 4 

Expected 
Count 

.1 3.9 4.0 

Total Count 4 139 143 

Expected 
Count 

4.0 139.0 143.0 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 9.015
a
 5 .108 

Likelihood Ratio 5.753 5 .331 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.071 1 .301 

N of Valid Cases 143   

a. 7 cells (58.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .11. 

 

Age * Chest 5rows 

 

Crosstab 

 Chest 5rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Age 20-24 Count 0 11 11 

Expected 
Count 

.4 10.6 11.0 

25-29 Count 2 22 24 

Expected 
Count 

.9 23.1 24.0 

30-34 Count 0 26 26 

Expected 1.0 25.0 26.0 
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Count 

35-39 Count 1 7 8 

Expected 
Count 

.3 7.7 8.0 

40-49 Count 0 9 9 

Expected 
Count 

.3 8.7 9.0 

>50 Count 0 2 2 

Expected 
Count 

.1 1.9 2.0 

Total Count 3 77 80 

Expected 
Count 

3.0 77.0 80.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.964
a
 5 .420 

Likelihood Ratio 5.790 5 .327 

Linear-by-Linear Association .048 1 .826 

N of Valid Cases 80   

a. 7 cells (58.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 

 

Age * Chest 6rows 
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Crosstab 

 Chest 6rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Age 20-24 Count 1 4 5 

Expected 
Count 

.4 4.6 5.0 

25-29 Count 1 8 9 

Expected 
Count 

.8 8.2 9.0 

30-34 Count 0 4 4 

Expected 
Count 

.3 3.7 4.0 

35-39 Count 0 3 3 

Expected 
Count 

.3 2.7 3.0 

40-49 Count 0 1 1 

Expected 
Count 

.1 .9 1.0 

>50 Count 0 1 1 

Expected 
Count 

.1 .9 1.0 

Total Count 2 21 23 

Expected 
Count 

2.0 21.0 23.0 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.728
a
 5 .885 

Likelihood Ratio 2.307 5 .805 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.266 1 .261 

N of Valid Cases 23   

a. 11 cells (91.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 
is .09. 

 

Crosstabs 

Case Processing Summary 

 Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Gender * TV 
arrangement 

244 80.8% 58 19.2% 302 100.0% 

Gender * TV 
furniture 
arrangement 

244 80.8% 58 19.2% 302 100.0% 

 

Gender * TV arrangement 

Crosstab 
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 TV arrangement Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Gender Female Count 34 83 117 

Expected Count 33.6 83.4 117.0 

Male Count 36 91 127 

Expected Count 36.4 90.6 127.0 

Total Count 70 174 244 

Expected Count 70.0 174.0 244.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .015
a
 1 .902   

Continuity 
Correction

b
 

.000 1 1.000   

Likelihood Ratio .015 1 .902   

Fisher's Exact Test    1.000 .507 

Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

.015 1 .902   

N of Valid Cases 244     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.57. 
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b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Gender * TV furniture arrangement 

Crosstab 

 TV furniture arrangement Total 
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Gender Female Count 7 81 14 8 2 5 117 

Expected 
Count 

4.3 83.9 16.3 6.7 1.0 4.8 117.0 

Male Count 2 94 20 6 0 5 127 

Expected 
Count 

4.7 91.1 17.7 7.3 1.0 5.2 127.0 

Total Count 9 175 34 14 2 10 244 

Expected 
Count 

9.0 175.0 34.0 14.0 2.0 10.0 244.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6.689
a
 5 .245 

Likelihood Ratio 7.622 5 .178 
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Linear-by-Linear Association .039 1 .843 

N of Valid Cases 244   

a. 5 cells (41.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .96. 

Crosstabs 

Case Processing Summary 

 Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Gender * Chest 
2rows 

246 81.5% 56 18.5% 302 100.0% 

Gender * Chest 
3rows 

151 50.0% 151 50.0% 302 100.0% 

Gender * Chest 
4rows 

143 47.4% 159 52.6% 302 100.0% 

Gender * Chest 
5rows 

80 26.5% 222 73.5% 302 100.0% 

Gender * Chest 
6rows 

23 7.6% 279 92.4% 302 100.0% 

 

Gender * Chest 2rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 2rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Gender Female Count 0 125 125 
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Expected Count .5 124.5 125.0 

Male Count 1 120 121 

Expected Count .5 120.5 121.0 

Total Count 1 245 246 

Expected Count 1.0 245.0 246.0 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significanc
e (2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.037
a
 1 .308   

Continuity Correction
b
 .000 1 .987   

Likelihood Ratio 1.423 1 .233   

Fisher's Exact Test    .492 .492 

Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

1.033 1 .309   

N of Valid Cases 246     

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .49. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Gender * Chest 3rows 
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Crosstab 

 Chest 3rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Gender Female Count 4 69 73 

Expected Count 2.9 70.1 73.0 

Male Count 2 76 78 

Expected Count 3.1 74.9 78.0 

Total Count 6 145 151 

Expected Count 6.0 145.0 151.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-
Square 

.840
a
 1 .359   

Continuity 
Correction

b
 

.250 1 .617   

Likelihood Ratio .852 1 .356   

Fisher's Exact 
Test 

   .430 .310 

Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

.834 1 .361   

N of Valid Cases 151     
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a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.90. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Gender * Chest 4rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 4rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Gender Female Count 2 65 67 

Expected Count 1.9 65.1 67.0 

Male Count 2 74 76 

Expected Count 2.1 73.9 76.0 

Total Count 4 139 143 

Expected Count 4.0 139.0 143.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .016
a
 1 .898   

Continuity 
Correction

b
 

.000 1 1.000   

Likelihood Ratio .016 1 .898   
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Fisher's Exact Test    1.000 .641 

Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

.016 1 .899   

N of Valid Cases 143     

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.87. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Gender * Chest 5rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 5rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Gender Female Count 0 36 36 

Expected Count 1.4 34.7 36.0 

Male Count 3 41 44 

Expected Count 1.7 42.4 44.0 

Total Count 3 77 80 

Expected Count 3.0 77.0 80.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 
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Pearson Chi-Square 2.550
a
 1 .110   

Continuity 
Correction

b
 

1.011 1 .315   

Likelihood Ratio 3.682 1 .055   

Fisher's Exact Test    .248 .161 

Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

2.518 1 .113   

N of Valid Cases 80     

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.35. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Gender * Chest 6rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 6rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Gender Female Count 2 9 11 

Expected Count 1.0 10.0 11.0 

Male Count 0 12 12 

Expected Count 1.0 11.0 12.0 

Total Count 2 21 23 

Expected Count 2.0 21.0 23.0 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 2.390
a
 1 .122   

Continuity Correction
b
 .648 1 .421   

Likelihood Ratio 3.159 1 .076   

Fisher's Exact Test    .217 .217 

Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

2.286 1 .131   

N of Valid Cases 23     

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .96. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Crosstabs 

Case Processing Summary 

 Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Number of children * TV 
arrangement 

244 80.8% 58 19.2% 302 100.0% 

Number of children * TV 
furniture arrangement 

244 80.8% 58 19.2% 302 100.0% 
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Number of children * TV arrangement 

Crosstab 

 TV arrangement Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Number 
of 
children 

I don't have 
child/children 

Count 36 125 161 

Expected Count 46.2 114.8 161.0 

Residual -10.2 10.2  

Have a child Count 27 41 68 

Expected Count 19.5 48.5 68.0 

Residual 7.5 -7.5  

Have 2 
children 

Count 7 7 14 

Expected Count 4.0 10.0 14.0 

Residual 3.0 -3.0  

Have 3 
children 

Count 0 1 1 

Expected Count .3 .7 1.0 

Residual -.3 .3  

Total Count 70 174 244 

Expected Count 70.0 174.0 244.0 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 10.696
a
 3 .013 

Likelihood Ratio 10.584 3 .014 

Linear-by-Linear Association 8.323 1 .004 

N of Valid Cases 244   

a. 3 cells (37.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29. 

 

Number of children * TV furniture arrangement 

Crosstab 

 TV furniture arrangement Total 
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Number 
of 
children 

I don't have 
child/children 

Count 7 122 12 10 1 9 161 

Expected 
Count 

5.9 115.5 22.4 9.2 1.3 6.6 161.0 

Residual 1.1 6.5 -10.4 .8 -.3 2.4  

Have a child Count 1 48 13 4 1 1 68 

Expected 
Count 

2.5 48.8 9.5 3.9 .6 2.8 68.0 
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Residual -1.5 -.8 3.5 .1 .4 -1.8  

Have 2 
children 

Count 1 4 9 0 0 0 14 

Expected 
Count 

.5 10.0 2.0 .8 .1 .6 14.0 

Residual .5 -6.0 7.0 -.8 -.1 -.6  

Have 3 
children 

Count 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Expected 
Count 

.0 .7 .1 .1 .0 .0 1.0 

Residual .0 .3 -.1 -.1 .0 .0  

Total Count 9 175 34 14 2 10 244 

Expected 
Count 

9.0 175.0 34.0 14.0 2.0 10.0 244.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 41.602
a
 15 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 33.642 15 .004 

Linear-by-Linear Association .089 1 .766 

N of Valid Cases 244   

a. 16 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .01. 

 

Crosstabs 
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Case Processing Summary 

 Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Number of children 
* Chest 2rows 

246 81.5% 56 18.5% 302 100.0% 

Number of children 
* Chest 3rows 

151 50.0% 151 50.0% 302 100.0% 

Number of children 
* Chest 4rows 

143 47.4% 159 52.6% 302 100.0% 

Number of children 
* Chest 5rows 

80 26.5% 222 73.5% 302 100.0% 

Number of children 
* Chest 6rows 

23 7.6% 279 92.4% 302 100.0% 

 

Number of children * Chest 2rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 2rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Number 
of 
children 

I don't have 
child/children 

Count 0 167 167 

Expected 
Count 

.7 166.3 167.0 

Residual -.7 .7  

Have a child Count 1 63 64 
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Expected 
Count 

.3 63.7 64.0 

Residual .7 -.7  

Have 2 
children 

Count 0 14 14 

Expected 
Count 

.1 13.9 14.0 

Residual -.1 .1  

Have 3 
children 

Count 0 1 1 

Expected 
Count 

.0 1.0 1.0 

Residual .0 .0  

Total Count 1 245 246 

Expected 
Count 

1.0 245.0 246.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 2.855
a
 3 .414 

Likelihood Ratio 2.705 3 .439 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.004 1 .316 

N of Valid Cases 246   

a. 5 cells (62.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .00. 
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Number of children * Chest 3rows 

 

Crosstab 

 Chest 3rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Number 
of 
children 

I don't have 
child/children 

Count 2 96 98 

Expected Count 3.9 94.1 98.0 

Residual -1.9 1.9  

Have a child Count 3 41 44 

Expected Count 1.7 42.3 44.0 

Residual 1.3 -1.3  

Have 2 
children 

Count 1 8 9 

Expected Count .4 8.6 9.0 

Residual .6 -.6  

Total Count 6 145 151 

Expected Count 6.0 145.0 151.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 
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Pearson Chi-Square 3.094
a
 2 .213 

Likelihood Ratio 2.755 2 .252 

Linear-by-Linear Association 3.071 1 .080 

N of Valid Cases 151   

a. 3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .36. 

 

Number of children * Chest 4rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 4rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Number 
of 
children 

I don't have 
child/children 

Count 2 89 91 

Expected Count 2.5 88.5 91.0 

Residual -.5 .5  

Have a child Count 2 42 44 

Expected Count 1.2 42.8 44.0 

Residual .8 -.8  

Have 2 
children 

Count 0 8 8 

Expected Count .2 7.8 8.0 

Residual -.2 .2  

Total Count 4 139 143 
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Expected Count 4.0 139.0 143.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .845
a
 2 .655 

Likelihood Ratio 1.001 2 .606 

Linear-by-Linear Association .074 1 .785 

N of Valid Cases 143   

a. 3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .22. 

 

Number of children * Chest 5rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 5rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Number 
of 
children 

I don't have 
child/children 

Count 2 53 55 

Expected Count 2.1 52.9 55.0 

Residual -.1 .1  

Have a child Count 1 23 24 

Expected Count .9 23.1 24.0 

Residual .1 -.1  
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Have 2 children Count 0 1 1 

Expected Count .0 1.0 1.0 

Residual .0 .0  

Total Count 3 77 80 

Expected Count 3.0 77.0 80.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .052
a
 2 .974 

Likelihood Ratio .090 2 .956 

Linear-by-Linear Association .001 1 .976 

N of Valid Cases 80   

a. 4 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .04. 

 

Number of children * Chest 6rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 6rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Number of 
children 

I don't have 
child/children 

Count 1 16 17 

Expected Count 1.5 15.5 17.0 
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Residual -.5 .5  

Have a child Count 1 4 5 

Expected Count .4 4.6 5.0 

Residual .6 -.6  

Have 2 children Count 0 1 1 

Expected Count .1 .9 1.0 

Residual -.1 .1  

Total Count 2 21 23 

Expected Count 2.0 21.0 23.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.069
a
 2 .586 

Likelihood Ratio .980 2 .613 

Linear-by-Linear Association .269 1 .604 

N of Valid Cases 23   

a. 5 cells (83.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .09. 

 

Crosstabs 
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Case Processing Summary 

 Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Visited by children 
* TV arrangement 

244 80.8% 58 19.2% 302 100.0% 

Visited by children 
* TV furniture 
arrangement 

244 80.8% 58 19.2% 302 100.0% 

 

Visited by children * TV arrangement 

Crosstab 

 TV arrangement Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Visited by 
children 

Never Count 22 88 110 

Expected Count 31.6 78.4 110.0 

Residual -9.6 9.6  

Seldom Count 18 44 62 

Expected Count 17.8 44.2 62.0 

Residual .2 -.2  

Sometimes Count 19 28 47 

Expected Count 13.5 33.5 47.0 
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Residual 5.5 -5.5  

Often Count 11 11 22 

Expected Count 6.3 15.7 22.0 

Residual 4.7 -4.7  

Always Count 0 3 3 

Expected Count .9 2.1 3.0 

Residual -.9 .9  

Total Count 70 174 244 

Expected Count 70.0 174.0 244.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 13.318
a
 4 .010 

Likelihood Ratio 13.766 4 .008 

Linear-by-Linear Association 8.572 1 .003 

N of Valid Cases 244   

a. 2 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .86. 

 

Visited by children * TV furniture arrangement 

Crosstab 
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 TV furniture arrangement Total 
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Visited 
by 
children 

Never Count 2 85 9 8 0 6 110 

Expected 
Count 

4.1 78.9 15.3 6.3 .9 4.5 110.0 

Residual -2.1 6.1 -6.3 1.7 -.9 1.5  

Seldom Count 3 47 7 1 1 3 62 

Expected 
Count 

2.3 44.5 8.6 3.6 .5 2.5 62.0 

Residual .7 2.5 -1.6 -2.6 .5 .5  

Sometimes Count 1 29 12 4 0 1 47 

Expected 
Count 

1.7 33.7 6.5 2.7 .4 1.9 47.0 

Residual -.7 -4.7 5.5 1.3 -.4 -.9  

Often Count 2 13 6 1 0 0 22 

Expected 
Count 

.8 15.8 3.1 1.3 .2 .9 22.0 

Residual 1.2 -2.8 2.9 -.3 -.2 -.9  

Always Count 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 

Expected 
Count 

.1 2.2 .4 .2 .0 .1 3.0 
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Residual .9 -1.2 -.4 -.2 1.0 -.1  

Total Count 9 175 34 14 2 10 244 

Expected 
Count 

9.0 175.0 34.0 14.0 2.0 10.0 244.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 69.360
a
 20 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 34.180 20 .025 

Linear-by-Linear Association .014 1 .905 

N of Valid Cases 244   

a. 22 cells (73.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .02. 

T-Test 

 

Group Statistics 

 TV arrangement N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Visited by 
children 

Fixed 70 2.27 1.076 .129 

Not fixed 174 1.83 1.026 .078 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

t-test for Equality of Means 
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Variances 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Visited 
by 
children 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1.448 .230 2.975 242 .003 .438 .147 .148 .728 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  2.915 122.234 .004 .438 .150 .141 .736 

 

Crosstabs 

Case Processing Summary 

 Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Visited by children * Chest 2rows 246 81.5% 56 18.5% 302 100.0% 

Visited by children * Chest 3rows 151 50.0% 151 50.0% 302 100.0% 

Visited by children * Chest 4rows 143 47.4% 159 52.6% 302 100.0% 

Visited by children * Chest 5rows 80 26.5% 222 73.5% 302 100.0% 

Visited by children * Chest 6rows 23 7.6% 279 92.4% 302 100.0% 

 

Visited by children * Chest 2rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 2rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Visited 
by 
children 

Never Count 0 127 127 

Expected Count .5 126.5 127.0 

Residual -.5 .5  
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Seldom Count 1 50 51 

Expected Count .2 50.8 51.0 

Residual .8 -.8  

Sometimes Count 0 44 44 

Expected Count .2 43.8 44.0 

Residual -.2 .2  

Often Count 0 21 21 

Expected Count .1 20.9 21.0 

Residual -.1 .1  

Always Count 0 3 3 

Expected Count .0 3.0 3.0 

Residual .0 .0  

Total Count 1 245 246 

Expected Count 1.0 245.0 246.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 3.839
a
 4 .428 

Likelihood Ratio 3.163 4 .531 

Linear-by-Linear Association .015 1 .903 

N of Valid Cases 246   

a. 6 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .01. 

 

Visited by children * Chest 3rows 

 

Crosstab 

 Chest 3rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Visited by Never Count 0 65 65 
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children 

Expected Count 2.6 62.4 65.0 

Residual -2.6 2.6  

Seldom Count 2 34 36 

Expected Count 1.4 34.6 36.0 

Residual .6 -.6  

Sometimes Count 2 28 30 

Expected Count 1.2 28.8 30.0 

Residual .8 -.8  

Often Count 2 17 19 

Expected Count .8 18.2 19.0 

Residual 1.2 -1.2  

Always Count 0 1 1 

Expected Count .0 1.0 1.0 

Residual .0 .0  

Total Count 6 145 151 

Expected Count 6.0 145.0 151.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5.676
a
 4 .225 

Likelihood Ratio 7.534 4 .110 

Linear-by-Linear Association 4.808 1 .028 

N of Valid Cases 151   

a. 6 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .04. 

 

Visited by children * Chest 4rows 

 

Crosstab 

 Chest 4rows Total 
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Fixed Not fixed 

Visited by 
children 

Never Count 0 73 73 

Expected Count 2.0 71.0 73.0 

Residual -2.0 2.0  

Seldom Count 3 33 36 

Expected Count 1.0 35.0 36.0 

Residual 2.0 -2.0  

Sometimes Count 1 23 24 

Expected Count .7 23.3 24.0 

Residual .3 -.3  

Often Count 0 9 9 

Expected Count .3 8.7 9.0 

Residual -.3 .3  

Always Count 0 1 1 

Expected Count .0 1.0 1.0 

Residual .0 .0  

Total Count 4 139 143 

Expected Count 4.0 139.0 143.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6.612
a
 4 .158 

Likelihood Ratio 7.533 4 .110 

Linear-by-Linear Association .851 1 .356 

N of Valid Cases 143   

a. 6 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .03. 

 

Visited by children * Chest 5rows 
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Crosstab 

 Chest 5rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Visited 
by 
children 

Never Count 1 45 46 

Expected Count 1.7 44.3 46.0 

Residual -.7 .7  

Seldom Count 0 8 8 

Expected Count .3 7.7 8.0 

Residual -.3 .3  

Sometimes Count 2 13 15 

Expected Count .6 14.4 15.0 

Residual 1.4 -1.4  

Often Count 0 10 10 

Expected Count .4 9.6 10.0 

Residual -.4 .4  

Always Count 0 1 1 

Expected Count .0 1.0 1.0 

Residual .0 .0  

Total Count 3 77 80 

Expected Count 3.0 77.0 80.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.874
a
 4 .301 

Likelihood Ratio 4.171 4 .383 

Linear-by-Linear Association .423 1 .515 

N of Valid Cases 80   

a. 6 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .04. 
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Visited by children * Chest 6rows 

Crosstab 

 Chest 6rows Total 

Fixed Not fixed 

Visited 
by 
children 

Never Count 1 8 9 

Expected Count .8 8.2 9.0 

Residual .2 -.2  

Seldom Count 1 7 8 

Expected Count .7 7.3 8.0 

Residual .3 -.3  

Sometimes Count 0 3 3 

Expected Count .3 2.7 3.0 

Residual -.3 .3  

Often Count 0 3 3 

Expected Count .3 2.7 3.0 

Residual -.3 .3  

Total Count 2 21 23 

Expected Count 2.0 21.0 23.0 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .783
a
 3 .853 

Likelihood Ratio 1.283 3 .733 

Linear-by-Linear Association .502 1 .479 

N of Valid Cases 23   

a. 6 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .26. 
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Perceived importance of child safety 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Mean Std. 
Deviation 

N 

Age 2.93 1.327 302 

Apperance (furniture not specifically 
for children) 

3.72 .916 302 

Brand (furniture not specifically for 
children) 

2.37 1.023 302 

Child safety (furniture not 
specifically for children) 

1.72 1.068 302 

Environment friendly (furniture not 
specifically for children) 

2.95 1.004 302 

Maintanence (furniture not 
specifically for children) 

3.79 .807 302 

Material (furniture not specifically for 
children) 

3.11 .789 302 

Measurement (furniture not 
specifically for children) 

4.03 .815 302 

Multi-function (furniture not 
specifically for children) 

3.59 .906 302 

Price (furniture not specifically for 
children) 

4.58 .737 302 

 

Correlations 
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Pearson 
Correlation 

.374
**
 .429

**
 .562

**
 .369

**
 .029 .141

**
 -.023 -.119

*
 -.191

**
 

Sig. (1-
tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .307 .007 .347 .019 .000 

N 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
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Descriptive Statistics 

 Mean Std. 
Deviation 

N 

Age 2.93 1.327 302 

Apperance (furniture for children) 3.26 .849 302 

Brand (furniture for children) 3.40 .955 302 

Child safety (furniture for children) 4.71 .770 302 

Environment friendly (furniture for 
children) 

3.76 .842 302 

Maintanence (furniture for children) 4.36 .895 302 

Material (furniture for children) 3.65 .869 302 

Measurement (furniture for children) 4.05 .961 302 

Multi-function (furniture for children) 3.35 1.137 302 

Price (furniture for children) 3.86 .951 302 

 

Correlations 
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Pearson 
Correlation 

.117
*
 .081 .158

**
 .201

**
 .095 -.092 .008 .081 -.076 

Sig. (1-
tailed) 

.021 .081 .003 .000 .050 .056 .445 .080 .092 

N 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

 

Group Statistics 

 Gender N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 
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Appearance 
(furniture not 
specifically for 
children) 

Female 153 3.71 .930 .075 

Male 149 3.73 .905 .074 

Brand (furniture 
not specifically for 
children) 

Female 153 2.34 1.008 .081 

Male 149 2.41 1.040 .085 

Child safety 
(furniture not 
specifically for 
children) 

Female 153 1.65 1.084 .088 

Male 149 1.79 1.050 .086 

Environment 
friendly (furniture 
not specifically for 
children) 

Female 153 2.93 1.020 .082 

Male 149 2.98 .990 .081 

Maintenance 
(furniture not 
specifically for 
children) 

Female 153 3.79 .740 .060 

Male 149 3.79 .872 .071 

Material (furniture 
not specifically for 
children) 

Female 153 3.08 .839 .068 

Male 149 3.14 .735 .060 

Measurement 
(furniture not 
specifically for 
children) 

Female 153 3.90 .784 .063 

Male 149 4.15 .828 .068 

Multi-function 
(furniture not 
specifically for 
children) 

Female 153 3.48 .932 .075 

Male 149 3.70 .868 .071 

Price (furniture not 
specifically for 
children) 

Female 153 4.58 .732 .059 

Male 149 4.58 .745 .061 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

S
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95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

A
p

p
e

a
ra

n
c
e
 

(f
u

rn
it
u

re
 

n
o

t 
s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 
fo

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.128 .721 -.181 300 .856 -.019 .106 -.227 .189 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -.181 300.000 .856 -.019 .106 -.227 .189 
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B
ra

n
d

 
(f

u
rn

it
u
re

 
n

o
t 

s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 f
o

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.068 .795 -.590 300 .556 -.070 .118 -.301 .162 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -.590 298.993 .556 -.070 .118 -.301 .162 

C
h

ild
 

s
a

fe
ty

 
(f

u
rn

it
u

re
 

n
o

t 
s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 
fo

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.596 .441 -1.072 300 .285 -.132 .123 -.373 .110 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -1.072 299.991 .285 -.132 .123 -.373 .110 

E
n

v
ir

o
n

m
e
n

t 
fr

ie
n

d
ly

 
(f

u
rn

it
u
re

 
n

o
t 

s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 f
o

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.004 .952 -.447 300 .655 -.052 .116 -.279 .176 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -.448 299.995 .655 -.052 .116 -.279 .176 

M
a

in
te

n
a
n

c
e

 
(f

u
rn

it
u

re
 

n
o

t 
s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 
fo

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

2.893 .090 -.012 300 .991 -.001 .093 -.184 .182 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -.012 289.702 .991 -.001 .093 -.185 .182 

M
a

te
ri
a

l 
(f

u
rn

it
u
re

 
n

o
t 

s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 f
o

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

4.491 .035 -.688 300 .492 -.063 .091 -.241 .116 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -.689 296.731 .491 -.063 .091 -.241 .116 

M
e

a
s
u

re
m

e
n

t 
(f

u
rn

it
u

re
 

n
o

t 
s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 
fo

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.472 .493 -2.720 300 .007 -.252 .093 -.435 -.070 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -2.718 298.070 .007 -.252 .093 -.435 -.070 

M
u

lt
i-

fu
n
c
ti
o

n
 

(f
u

rn
it
u

re
 

n
o

t 
s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 
fo

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1.083 .299 -2.130 300 .034 -.221 .104 -.425 -.017 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -2.132 299.381 .034 -.221 .104 -.425 -.017 

P
ri

c
e

 
(f

u
rn

it
u
re

 
n

o
t 

s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 f
o

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.131 .718 -.103 300 .918 -.009 .085 -.176 .159 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -.103 299.397 .918 -.009 .085 -.176 .159 
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Correlations 

 

A
p

p
e

a
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n
c
e
 (
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u
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 (
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o
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s
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e
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a
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 f
o
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n
) 

C
h

ild
 s

a
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 (

fu
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u
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o
t 

s
p

e
c
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a
lly

 f
o

r 
c
h

ild
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n
) 
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n

v
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n

m
e
n

t 
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n

d
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u
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u
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o
t 

s
p

e
c
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a
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 f
o

r 
c
h
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n
) 

M
a
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n
a
n

c
e

 (
fu

rn
it
u

re
 n

o
t 

s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 f
o

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

M
a

te
ri
a

l 
(f

u
rn

it
u

re
 n

o
t 

s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 f
o

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

M
e

a
s
u

re
m

e
n

t 
(f

u
rn

it
u

re
 n

o
t 

s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 f
o

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

M
u

lt
i-

fu
n
c
ti
o

n
 (

fu
rn

it
u

re
 n

o
t 

s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 f
o

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

P
ri

c
e

 (
fu

rn
it
u

re
 n

o
t 
s
p

e
c
if
ic

a
lly

 
fo

r 
c
h
ild

re
n

) 

Gender Pearson 
Correlation 

.010 .034 .062 .026 .001 .040 .155
**
 .122

*
 .006 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.856 .556 .285 .655 .991 .492 .007 .034 .918 

N 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

 

A
p

p
e

a
ra

n
c
e
 

(f
u

rn
it
u

re
 f

o
r 

c
h

ild
re

n
) 

B
ra

n
d

 (
fu

rn
it
u

re
 o

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

C
h
ild

 s
a

fe
ty

 
(f

u
rn

it
u

re
 f

o
r 

c
h

ild
re

n
) 

E
n

v
ir

o
n

m
e
n

t 
fr

ie
n

d
ly

 
(f

u
rn

it
u

re
 f

o
r 

c
h

ild
re

n
) 

M
a

in
te

n
a
n

c
e

 
(f

u
rn

it
u

re
 f

o
r 

c
h

ild
re

n
) 

M
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c
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) 

M
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a
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o
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ild
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M
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(f
u
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u
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o
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c
h

ild
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n
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P
ri

c
e

 (
fu

rn
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u

re
 f
o

r 
c
h

ild
re

n
) 

G
e

n
d

e
r 

P
e

a
rs

o
n

 
C

o
rr

e
la

ti
o

n
 

-.168
**
 .006 -.039 -.039 .109 .021 -.003 -.010 -.065 

S
ig

. 
(2

-
ta

ile
d

) 

.003 .924 .494 .497 .058 .712 .962 .856 .262 

N
 

302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Oneway 
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene 
Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

Child safety 
(furniture 
not 
specifically 
for 
children) 

Based on Mean 40.456 3 298 .000 

Based on Median 26.903 3 298 .000 

Based on Median and with adjusted df 26.903 3 246.433 .000 

Based on trimmed mean 45.907 3 298 .000 

 

ANOVA 

Child safety (furniture not specifically for children)   

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

152.632 3 50.877 79.61
1 

.000 

Within Groups 190.444 298 .639   

Total 343.076 301    

 

Means Plots 

 

 

Oneway 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Child 
safety 
(furniture 
not 
specificall
y for 
children) 

Based on Mean 17.605 4 297 .000 

Based on Median 6.435 4 297 .000 

Based on Median and with adjusted 
df 

6.435 4 226.51
8 

.000 

Based on trimmed mean 16.777 4 297 .000 
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ANOVA 

Child safety (furniture not specifically for children)   

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

125.890 4 31.472 43.03
8 

.000 

Within Groups 217.186 297 .731   

Total 343.076 301    

 

Means Plots 

 

Oneway 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene 
Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

Child 
safety 
(furniture 
for 
children) 

Based on Mean 6.882 4 297 .000 

Based on Median 1.762 4 297 .137 

Based on Median and with adjusted 
df 

1.762 4 254.553 .137 

Based on trimmed mean 5.778 4 297 .000 

 

ANOVA 

Child safety (furniture for children)   

 Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

4.134 4 1.033 1.762 .137 

Within Groups 174.224 297 .587   
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Total 178.358 301    

 

Means Plots 

 

Oneway 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene 
Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

Child 
safety 
(furniture 
not 
specificall
y for 
children) 

Based on Mean 40.456 3 298 .000 

Based on Median 26.903 3 298 .000 

Based on Median and with adjusted df 26.903 3 246.43
3 

.000 

Based on trimmed mean 45.907 3 298 .000 

Oneway 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene 
Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

Child 
safety 
(furniture 
for 
children) 

Based on Mean 8.056 3 298 .000 

Based on Median 2.143 3 298 .095 

Based on Median and with adjusted df 2.143 3 267.1
01 

.095 

Based on trimmed mean 7.459 3 298 .000 

 

ANOVA 

Child safety (furniture for children)   

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 3.766 3 1.255 2.143 .095 
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Within Groups 174.592 298 .586   

Total 178.358 301    

 

Means Plots 

 

 

Oneway 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene 
Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

Child 
safety 
(furniture 
not 
specificall
y for 
children) 

Based on Mean 1.711 2 298 .182 

Based on Median 3.389 2 298 .035 

Based on Median and with adjusted df 3.389 2 293.19
6 

.035 

Based on trimmed mean 3.020 2 298 .050 

 

ANOVA 

Child safety (furniture not specifically for children)   

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

182.099 3 60.700 112.367 .000 

Within Groups 160.977 298 .540   

Total 343.076 301    

 

Means Plots 
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Oneway 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Child 
safety 
(furniture 
for 
children) 

Based on Mean 17.467 2 298 .000 

Based on Median 3.584 2 298 .029 

Based on Median and with 
adjusted df 

3.584 2 252.404 .029 

Based on trimmed mean 12.592 2 298 .000 

 

ANOVA 

Child safety (furniture for children)   

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

4.681 3 1.560 2.678 .047 

Within Groups 173.676 298 .583   

Total 178.358 301    

 

Means Plots 

 

 

Oneway 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 



 

 

 

174 

 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Child 
safety 
(furniture 
not 
specifically 
for 
children) 

Based on Mean 32.830 4 297 .000 

Based on Median 16.475 4 297 .000 

Based on Median and with adjusted 
df 

16.475 4 197.791 .000 

Based on trimmed mean 36.477 4 297 .000 

 

ANOVA 

Child safety (furniture not specifically for children)   

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

132.604 4 33.151 46.780 .000 

Within Groups 210.472 297 .709   

Total 343.076 301    

 

Means Plots 

 

Oneway 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Child 
safety 
(furniture 
for 
children) 

Based on Mean 6.710 4 297 .000 

Based on Median 1.635 4 297 .165 

Based on Median and with adjusted 
df 

1.635 4 258.189 .166 

Based on trimmed mean 5.794 4 297 .000 
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ANOVA 

Child safety (furniture for children)   

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

3.842 4 .961 1.635 .165 

Within Groups 174.515 297 .588   

Total 178.358 301    

 

Means Plots 

 

Perceptions of tipping over 

 

Correlations 

Correlations 

 Tipover A Fix A 

Tipover A Pearson Correlation 1 .384
**
 

Sig. (1-tailed)  .000 

N 302 302 

Fix A Pearson Correlation .384
**
 1 

Sig. (1-tailed) .000  

N 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

Correlations 
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 Tipover B Fix B 

Tipover B Pearson Correlation 1 .072 

Sig. (1-tailed)  .107 

N 302 302 

Fix B Pearson Correlation .072 1 

Sig. (1-tailed) .107  

N 302 302 

 

Correlations 

Correlations 

 Tipover C Fix C 

Tipover C Pearson Correlation 1 .219
**
 

Sig. (1-tailed)  .000 

N 302 302 

Fix C Pearson Correlation .219
**
 1 

Sig. (1-tailed) .000  

N 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

Correlations 

 Tipover D Fix D 

Tipover D Pearson Correlation 1 .643
**
 

Sig. (1-tailed)  .000 

N 302 302 

Fix D Pearson Correlation .643
**
 1 

Sig. (1-tailed) .000  

N 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
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Correlations 

Correlations 

 Tipover E Fix E 

Tipover E Pearson Correlation 1 .519
**
 

Sig. (1-tailed)  .000 

N 302 302 

Fix E Pearson Correlation .519
**
 1 

Sig. (1-tailed) .000  

N 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

Correlations 

 Tipover F Fix F 

Tipover F Pearson Correlation 1 .404
**
 

Sig. (1-tailed)  .000 

N 302 302 

Fix F Pearson Correlation .404
**
 1 

Sig. (1-tailed) .000  

N 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

Correlations 

 Tipover A Tipover B Tipover C Tipover D Tipover E Tipover F 

The 
importance 
of depth 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.183
**
 .044 -.095

*
 -.293

**
 -.445

**
 -.416

**
 

Sig. (1-tailed) .001 .223 .049 .000 .000 .000 

N 302 302 302 302 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
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Correlations 

 

Correlations 

 Tipover A Tipover B Tipover C Tipover D Tipover E Tipover F 

The 
importance 
of height 

Pearson Correlation .350
**
 .069 .002 -.096

*
 -.308

**
 -.288

**
 

Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .117 .483 .048 .000 .000 

N 302 302 302 302 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

Correlations 

 Tipover A Tipover B Tipover C Tipover D Tipover E Tipover F 

The 
importance 
of width 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.181
**
 .077 .051 .255

**
 .195

**
 .098

*
 

Sig. (1-tailed) .001 .091 .188 .000 .000 .045 

N 302 302 302 302 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

Correlations 

 The importance of weight Heavier the chest of 
drawers, less likely to tip 

over 

The importance of 
weight 

Pearson 
Correlation 

1 .497
**
 

Sig. (1-tailed)  .000 

N 302 302 

Heavier the chest of 
drawers, less likely to 
tip over 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.497
**
 1 

Sig. (1-tailed) .000  



 

 

 

179 

 

N 302 302 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
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