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The purpose of this study was to identify the factors that in-

fluence the use and understanding of unit pricing. Furthermore, a

comparison between a city with a mandated unit pricing program

(Seattle, Washington) and a city with a voluntary unit pricing pro-

gram (Portland, Oregon) was made. The intent was to see if there was

more use or understanding of unit pricing in a mandated city.

The relationship between the preference for a certain brand and

use of unit pricing was also investigated. Weighted indexes were con-

structed for use in the computation of individual scores. This re-

searcher cross-classified the variables of sex, income level, level of

education, age, and store location with the variables of use scores and

understanding scores on a measure of unit pricing.

One hundred and twenty consumers (60 in Seattle and 60 in Portland)

were interviewed in twelve selected stores. Stores were selected to

represent various income tracts of each city. Data collected in this

manner served as a base for this research. The data were analyzed

with the use of analysis of variance (ANOVA), the Chi-Square Test of

Independence, and the Pearson Product Moment test for correlation (r).



The sample consisted of 120 consumers: 23 males (19%) and 97

females (81%) were interviewed. Thirty-one percent of the sample

were 18-29 year olds. The majority of respondents were Caucasion

(89%) and of middle income. For analysis purposes the researcher

combined seven income groups into three categories. The categories

and their proportions of the same were: 1) high income group (above

$25,000 per year) 23 percent of the sample; 2) middle income group

($8,000 to $25,000 per year) 51 percent of the sample; and 3) low

income group (below $8,000 per year) 18 percent of the sample. The

majority of respondents had at least some college and were well

educated.

Hypotheses 1 and 2, relating to use and understanding of unit

pricing between two cities, could not be rejected at the .05 level

of significance. The tests did not reveal a difference between cities,

nor a difference by stores within cities. For understanding of unit

pricing, the data revealed a difference by stores within cities,

but not a difference between cities.

Hypotheses 3 through 12 related to use and understanding of unit

pricing between two cities, for the combined samples. Scores for use

and understanding were cross-tabulated with each of five variables:

age, level of education, sex, income level, and store location. In

both cases, scores were seen to be dependent on all variables except

sex of the respondent.

High use of unit pricing was displayed by college graduates who

were 18-29 years old, and who were interviewed in high income stores.

High-use consumers had incomes ranging from $8,000 to $25,000 annually.



Lowest users of unit pricing were low income consumers with grade

school education, 60 years old or older and interviewed in low income

stores.

High understanding of unit pricing was displayed by consumers

18-29 years of age and with some college education. They were inter-

viewed in middle income stores and had incomes of $8,000 to $25,000

per year (middle income). Low understanding consumers were again

aged 60 or older, were high school graduates with low annual incomes of

$8,000 or less. They were interviewed in low income stores.

Hypothesis 13 related to brand preference scores and the degree

of correlation with use scores. A moderate negative correlation was

identified (-.42) using the Pearson "r" test. As brand-preference

increased, use of unit pricing decreased somewhat. A similar correla-

tion was true of understanding correlated with brand preference, a

negative correlation of -.28. Use scores and understanding scores

showed a positive correlation of +.58.

Hypothesis 14 tested consumer awareness of his/her use of unit

pricing. Seattle consumers perceived greater use of unit pricing and

reported more frequent use than did Portland consumers.
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CONSUMER USE AND UNDERSTANDING
OF UNIT PRICING IN TWO CITIES:

PORTLAND, OREGON AND SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

I. INTRODUCTION

With the growth in number of products, various brands, and dif-

ferent sizes of packages, shopping has become increasingly confusing.

Consumers have demonstrated that they need help in comparing prices.

Numerous studies show that even college-educated consumers have had

trouble picking out the most economical buy, i.e., the most quality

for a given amount of money.

The Fair Packaging and Labeling Act of 1966, designed to deal

with this problem, has not solved it for at least two reasons:

1) industry standards for labels have been largely voluntary not

mandatory and 2) although the act did decrease the number of sizes

of some items (for example, toothpaste sizes went from 57 to 5), com-

parison between brands and sizes remained difficult without the use

of some kind of calculator (49).

Unit pricing, a method of supplying the consumer with information

regarding the cost per pound, ounce, square measure or other unit, was

designed to solve this problem. Several supermarkets introduced unit

pricing voluntarily in 1970. About that time state legislatures also

began to pass unit pricing laws which required supermarkets of a

specified size to unit price specific products. Federal unit pricing

legislation was written but never passed, partially because industry

had already begun to utilize unit pricing for its own purposes, such
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as using unit pricing as a selling point, directed at value-

conscious consumers (8).

Oregon passed unit pricing legislation in the Spring of 1977

to become effective March, 1978 (34). Much deliberation had

occurred, spanning legislative sessions from 1973 to 1977 (13, 42,

51, 53). Deliberation was due to a number of questions about unit

pricing that remain to be answered, such as: 1) Do people understand

unit pricing? 2) Do they use it; if not, why not? 3) What are the

costs to industry? 4) What are the costs to the consumer? 5) Are

the benefits worth the costs to both? and 6) Is a voluntary system

more desirable than a mandatory program?

The researcher, therefore, investigated the use and understand-

ing of unit pricing in two cities: a mandated city, Seattle,

Washington and a heretofore voluntary city, Portland, Oregon. The

basis for the investigation was the need for answers to the questions

above in order that educational and public policy objectives could be

achieved.

Need for the Study

Though several studies have been done by both industry and by

academicians, the researcher concluded that the data concerning use

and understanding of unit pricing is inconclusive and warrants further

investigation. Many of the studies were conducted at the time of

installation of unit pricing in a store or shortly thereafter. Others

were conducted at the beginning of unit pricing legislation. Investiga-

ting after a five year period of a mandated program (Seattle) would
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help clarify the use and understanding issue and help to answer the

question, "Do consumers use and understand unit pricing?" Investiga-

tion after at least two years of a voluntary system of unit pricing

(Portland) would provide valuable information for comparison between

the two cities.

It was further felt that there was a need for information to

aid the State of Oregon with implementing the unit pricing law.

This research can provide data relevant to the need for an educational

effort and identify potential target audiences. Public policy deci-

sions concerning unit pricing implementation could be facilitated

through this research.

Objectives of the Study

The major objectives of the study were to:

1. Determine if a mandatory unit pricing law contributed

to greater use and understanding of unit pricing than

did a voluntary system.

2. Determine if there were differences in the use and

understanding of unit pricing by the selected variables

of age, sex, income, education, and store location

within a city.

3. Make recommendations for educational programs and/or

public policy.



4

Hypotheses

Data from this study were used to test 14 null hypotheses.

Rejection was set at the .05 level of significance.

1. There will be no difference in scores on a measure of

use of unit pricing between consumers in a city with

mandatory requirements and consumers in a city with

voluntary unit pricing.

2. There will be no difference in scores on a measure

of understanding of unit pricing between consumers

in a city with mandatory requirements and consumers

in a city with voluntary unit pricing.

3. There will be no difference in scores on a measure

of use of unit pricing by consumers of different age.

4. There will be no difference in scores on a measure of

use of unit pricing by consumers of different levels

of education.

5. There will be no difference in scores on a measure of

use of unit pricing by males as compared with females.

6. There will be no difference in scores on a measure of

use of unit pricing by consumers of different income

levels.

7. There will be no difference in scores on a measure of

use of unit pricing by consumers in high income areas

as compared with those in middle or low income areas.
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8. There will be no difference in scores on a measure of

understanding of unit pricing by consumers of differ-

ent ages.

9. There will be no difference in scores on a measure

of understanding of unit pricing by consumers of

different levels of education.

10. There will be no difference in scores on a measure

of understanding of unit pricing by males as compared

with females.

11. There will be no difference in scores on a measure of

understanding of unit pricing by consumers of differ-

ent income levels.

12. There will be no difference in scores on a measure of

understanding of unit pricing by consumers in high

income areas as compared with those in low and middle

income areas.

13. There will be no correlation between scores on a

measure of the use of unit pricing and consumer's

scores of brand-preference.

14. There will be no difference in consumers' perception

of their use of unit pricing between Portland and

Seattle.
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Operational Definition of Terms

For the purposes of this study, words or terms are identified

as follows:

BRAND PREFERENCE SCORE - a respondent's score derived from responses

to the interviewer and recorded on the questionnaire used in

this study. (See Table 22, page 77.)

HIGH INCOME STORE a grocery store located in or near a 1970 Census

Tract with an annual median family income in 1969 of $16,000

or above.

HIGH INCOME GROUP a category of consumers who reported incomes of

above $25,000 per year on the questionnaire.

LOW INCOME STORE - a grocery store located in or near a 1970 Census

Tract with an annual median family income in 1969 of $8,000

or below.

LOW INCOME GROUP - a category of consumers who reported incomes of

below $8,000 per year on the questionnaire.

MIDDLE INCOME STORE a grocery store located in or near a 1970

Census Tract with an annual median family income in 1969 of

approximately $11,000.

MIDDLE INCOME GROUP a category of consumers who reported incomes

of $8,000 to $25,000 per year on the questionnaire.

UNDERSTANDING SCORE a respondent's score derived from responses

to the interviewer and recorded on the questionnaire used in

this study. (See Table 21, page 75.)
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UNIT PRICING the retail price of a consumer commodity, expressed

in terms of 1) price per unit of net weight, 2) standard of

measure, or 3) standard number of units and displayed on a

label near the item in a grocery store.

USE SCORE - a respondent's score derived from responses to the

interviewer and recorded on the questionnaire used in this

study. (See Table 20, page 73.)

Assumptions of the Study

The conduct of any research is necessarily prefaced with certain

assumptions. Some of the assumptions upon which this study is based

include:

1. People tend to shop in grocery stores near their place

of residence.

2. Median family income increased since 1969 but locations

within a city remain fairly constant in their proportions

of low, middle and high income families over the period

of seven years.

3. The population of the cities of Seattle and Portland have

similar characteristics, i.e., age groups, socio-economic

groups, and education of the populations.

Limitations of the Study

1. This research was limited to a geographic area called

the Northwest.
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2. This research was limited to people shopping in six

stores having unit pricing labels displayed on their

shelves in each city.

3. This research was limited in the data collection

by store managers' preferences as to the time and

day the interviewing was conducted.
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II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter reviews the literature with respect to the follow-

ing topics: 1) Unit Pricing Information, 2) Consumer Use and Under-

standing of Unit Pricing, 3) Mandated Unit Pricing and an Educational

Effort, and 4) Product Brand Versus Price.

Unit Pricing Information

Before the advent of unit pricing, research had shown that

educated housewives could not recall prices or select the most

economical buy from among commonly purchased grocery items. In

1964, the Progressive Grocer Colonial Study researchers found that

less than 40 percent of respondents could make estimates within

five percent of the prices of nationally advertised grocery pro-

ducts (48). In 1966, Monroe Friedman asked 33 college-educated

housewives to select "the most economical buy" among twenty product

groups. The housewives were in error in almost half (43 percent)

of their selections (11). These findings suggested that consumers

were having difficulty comparing the prices of grocery items.

Consumers Union had given shopping tests similar to Friedman's

in the early 1960's and again in 1969. Housewives were asked to

select the package offering the largest amount of a product for a

given price on fourteen commonly purchased items. In both tests

success was reported about 50 percent of the time. It is significant

that the research showed no change, since between tests the Fair

Packaging and Labeling Act of 1966 was passed to deal with and to
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correct the problem by forcing packagers to list net contents on the

front of a package so it could be clearly seen (37). Consumers Report

concluded in 1971, "Without unit price, there are still simply too

many different package sizes and too many cents-off labels, calling

for too many arithmetic problems, to allow a shopper to make con-

sistently accurate price comparisons" (37:84).

Although unit pricing information was attractive to consumer

advocates such as Consumers Union, the most effective method of pro-

viding the information had not been determined by 1971. Several of

the options tested by researchers were 1) computational wheels,

2) banners in stores, 3) shelf stickers or shelf tags, and 4) posted

lists of unit prices for separate commodities.

Jewel Food Stores conducted a study that tested three methods of

providing the information before initiating the system in their stores

in March, 1970. In preliminary studies in January of 1970, researchers

found that customers' awareness was greatest with cart-mounted com-

puter wheels. In addition, other aids were provided: purse-size

wheels were sold and commodity banners were displayed. However,

individual two-by-three inch shelf tags received the most customer

use and were the best accepted. As a result of their study, Jewel

Food selected individual shelf tags for use in their stores (31).

In 1973, Robert Gatewood and Robert Perloff examined type of

information and source of information provided to consumers regard-

ing grocery products. The researchers compared 1) the use of com-

putational aids to determine unit price, 2) price-per-ounce of net
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weight on a shelf tag and 3) the traditional method which listed

total price and net weight on the product label. Seventy-five

people were asked to choose the most economical package. The

researchers found that the second method (adding of price-per-

ounce information on tags) produced a significant increase in

accuracy and a reduction of time spent in decision-making (15).

Method one, the computational aid did not improve accuracy.

The shelf moulding tags thus became the most often used method

of providing unit price information in stores. In 1974, Money

magazine called for changes in these labels based on the limitations

found by researchers such as David McCullough and Daniel Padberg (24).

Also quoted in Money were surveys by Kroger, Jewel, Safeway, and

Stop and Shop food stores. Based on these studies, Money charged

that shoppers were ignoring the unit price labels (18). Money com-

missioned an artist to redesign the unit price label and the artist

came up with a new tag. It had the following features: 1) white

background with heavy black type, 2) unit price and item price of

the same size type, and 3) unit price displayed on an orange back-

ground on a white tag.

Esther Peterson, then of Giant Foods, Incorporated, stated in

1974 that by using the unit price sticker as an inventory tool,

retailers could avoid price marking errors and gain in more efficient

shelf-stocking techniques (36). Earlier, in a Safeway sponsored

study, Friedman found that the tags had the same result (48).
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Although unit pricing on shelf tags reduced the number of

errors for shoppers, there has been evidence more recently that

unit price lists may be preferable. Lists, consisting of all

brands of one product with corresponding unit price, may aid con-

sumers more in making decisions between products than the unit

price labels do. According to Edward Russo (1975), an organized

list of unit price information would "significantly alter con-

sumers' purchasing patterns" (38). In studies done prior to 1975,

shelf tags had not had this effect.

Consumer Use and Understanding of Unit Pricing

One reason that purchase patterns did not change with unit pric-

ing was that many consumers were not using it. There were many

reasons, in turn, for this lack of use. One reason was a lack of

understanding. To use unit pricing the consumer is required to under-

stand it. Researchers sought to identify characteristics of the

groups that were using unit pricing and therefore determine what

groups of the population needed educational assistance to be able to

benefit from unit pricing.

Income and Educational Level

Hans Isakson and Alex Maurizi argued that the consumer's ability

to use unit pricing would be limited to his/her understanding of it.

It would be further limited by the consumer's view of the worth of

his/her time (21). Income level was thought to have influenced both

variables, since education and income are generally positively
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correlated and because time was thought to be more valuable to a

highly-paid person due to its opportunity cost. Isakson and

Maurizi hypothesized that time would be very expensive to the high

income consumer. Therefore, the high income consumer would not use

unit pricing. Their data failed to substantiate this hypothesis.

After analyzing consumers' purchasing patterns in stores,

Isakson and Maurizi found that the high income consumer was paying

the lowest unit price for every product studied. To repeat, time

was thought to be very important for the high-income, well-educated

consumer. However, these consumers seemed to be the most able to

quickly and efficiently process the unit price information. The

ability of the high-income, well-educated consumer to make fast

calculations allowed for a high degree of use of unit pricing. This

counteracted the "time is money" effect.

Isakson and Maurizi were particularly concerned with the low

income consumer as compared to high and middle income consumers.

They stated that early supporters of unit pricing had claimed that

the prime beneficiary would be the low income consumer (21). Con-

versely, industry had claimed that high income consumers had made

the most use of unit pricing. The researcher concluded: "A prominent

criticism of unit pricing programs is that they are not understood

by the low income consumer" (21:277).

A strong case for the education of the low income consumer was

made as a result of Isakson and Maurizi's data. The researchers

further concluded that the benefits of unit pricing are clearly
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available to all income levels. They stated: "... and if the costs

of instructing the necessary sections of a particular market area in

the beneficial use of this information are small enough, the use of

unit pricing will be substantial" (22:284).

In 1971, a Cornell study by McCullough and Padberg found that

well-educated consumers did not use unit pricing information any more

often than did other consumers. In fact, high income consumers in

this study used it less frequently (58%) than did either middle or

low income consumers (66% and 67%, respectively) (24). As for educa-

tion, 72 percent of the grade school educated consumers used labels

while 67 percent of the college graduates used them. It should be

noted that unit price labels had been on the shelf moulding just 18

months when shoppers were interviewed.

The Isakson and Maurizi study of 1973 is sometimes compared

with McCullough and Padberg's. Isakson and Maurizi did not feel,

however, that the results could be directly compared because the

authors of the Cornell study did not define the terms, "high income"

or "low income". Other methodological deficiencies such as the

failure to examine middle income stores also limit the McCullough

and Padberg study (21:283).

Lee Mathews, David Wilson, and Chin Tiong Tan (1973), also

investigated the effect of income level on use of unit pricing.

The researchers first developed two categories of respondents, the

HUP group (high unit pricing importance) and the MUP group (moderate

unit pricing importance). To determine the group in which to place
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a respondent, the researchers asked subjects to rate various store

characteristics. The degree of importance given to the attribute "unit

pricing" determined the respondent's category, either HUP or MUP.

Mathews, Wilson and Tan than compared the demographic

characteristics of the two groups. They found that the highest

proportion of HUP's had annual family incomes of $7,000-$9,999 and

spent an average of $32 weekly on groceries. MUP's spent $48 weekly

and had incomes of $10,000 and above.

Data concerning the effects of region were also collected by

Mathews, Wilson and Tan in this study. They compared two regions,

Florida and Pennsylvania, and found no differences in the frequency

of use of unit pricing. A breakdown of subjects by educational

levels also did not yield differences in use of unit pricing between

the two regions (27).

Several internal industry studies were summarized by Kent Monroe

and Peter LaPlaca in order to determine the benefits of unit pricing (30).

Unit pricing information was used most often by highly educated pro-

fessional consumers with higher incomes, according to Jewel, Stop

and Shop, Kroger, and King Soopers food store studies. However,

Monroe and LaPlaca concluded that caution must be exercised in

interpreting the results of these industry studies due to "methodo-

logical deficiencies" (30:21). These deficiencies included 1) the

unit of measure used in unit pricing studies; 2) the method of pre-

senting unit price information to consumers; and 3) the presence

of many non-price factors in the supermarket which interfere with

measurement (30).
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Age

Mathews, Wilson and Tan noted that other studies suggested

that the use of unit pricing informatio correlated with other

variables besides income and education such as size of the house-

hold, suburban location, and age of the consumer. In particular

they sought to determine if use of unit pricing differed with age

of the consumer.

Using the categories mentioned above, Mathews, Wilson and

Tan found that 66 percent of the MUP's (moderate unit pricing

importance) were married with children of ages six years or older.

It would seem that purchasing habits had already been established

for this group and change would not come easily. A high proportion

of the HUP group (high unit pricing importance) were newly wed or

single and purchasing habits might still be forming. These sub-

jects were termed "younger couples" by Mathews, Wilson, and Tan

(27:24). It does appear that age had an effect on the use of unit

pricing, although without holding education constant, age may

simply be a proxy for education.

McCullough and Padberg had similar findings. They found

that greatest use of unit pricing was by consumers in the 30-39

age group, 74 percent. This group was similar in age to Mathews,

Wilson and Tan's moderate unit pricing (MUP) group mentioned above.

The next highest users were in the 18-29 age group where 66 per-

cent of young consumers used unit price labels. For the older

consumers aged 60 or above, 57 percent reported that they used

unit price labels when they shopped for their groceries (24).

4/
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In 1971, Friedman found that the highest percentage of users

of unit pricing were under 30. Thirty-six percent of the sample

used the labels, in his study. As age increased, use of unit

pricing decreased. Consumers aged 70 or above reported less unit

pricing use than all other groups; only seven percent used the

labels provided (48).

Non-Use of Unit Pricing

There are other reasons why consumers have not made use of

unit pricing as reported in a survey by Homemaker Testing Corpora-

tion in 1971 (44). One hundred consumers were questioned in a

grocery store while they were waiting in the check-out lane. Al-

though 73 percent of these consumers were aware of unit pricing

and 46 percent responded favorably to it, not one could give a

single example of something he or she had purchased that day using

unit pricing. Reasons they gave for not using unit pricing that

day were: 1) it takes too much time to compare unit prices

between brands, 2) name brands were preferred, 3) quality varies

with the price of an item, and 4) computations were sometimes

meaningless to consumers, i.e., deodorant at $7.69 per pound (44).

Mandated Unit Pricing and An Educational Effort

By 1976, nine states had passed unit pricing laws. Legislation

was pending in 20 other states. Six cities also had regulations.

A number of studies have been conducted to determine the impact of

unit pricing legislation on specific cities or states. Four of these

are discussed below.
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts

The first state to pass unit pricing legislation was Massachusetts.

The first law became effective in 1970. This law specified that an

annual report as to the effect of unit pricing law be required of the

Massachusetts Consumers' Council.

The first annual report stated that it was difficult to measure

the effects of unit pricing legislation and it would take several

years to evaluate the effectiveness of the law. The Council noted

that the cost of the unit pricing program had been absorbed by the

government without a need for increased appropriations (5).

The Massachusetts Consumers' Council was concerned with the

problem of educating consumers about unit pricing. The report

states:

Problems still exist, however. The most important
is that of the need to alert or educate the con-
sumer as to the value of the information furnished
so it will be used... Fortunately the Council has
received substantial cooperation (from industry)
and continues to believe that education of the con-
sumer should be a joint effort on the part of both
industry and government (6:9).

The Consumers' Council reported a year later (two years after

enactment of the Act) that the educational effort was "now commencing"

(6:5). The Council stated that the consumers of the Commonwealth

must he educated on the proper use of unit pricing and outlined a

program for doing this. However, no mention of an educational effort

was made in the actual act or in the later amendments.
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City of Minneapolis

The City of Minneapolis passed a unit pricing law to be effective

as of July 1, 1973. Researchers from the Consumer Affairs Division

investigated consumer knowledge and use of unit pricing in April,

1974. A total of 548 consumers were interviewed in 23 stores that

had been selected to represent varying socio-economic areas of the

city. The researchers found that 26 percent of those interviewed

demonstrated a working knowledge of unit pricing by interpreting

labels and selecting the most economical buy. Of this 26 percent,

nearly half used these labels "most of the time" in their shopping

(29). Of those who did not use unit pricing regularly, 43 percent

said it was because they preferred certain brands of products.

After only one year in operation, the mandatory program did not seem

to produce any greater use of unit pricing than had been reported in

earlier studies.

A major conclusion of the Minneapolis study was that an educa-

tional effort was needed.

The fact that over 95 percent of those who under-
stood unit pricing used it at least sometimes
suggests that the problem is one of lack of know-
ledge and this could be ameliorated by educating
more people on how to use the system (29:5).

New York State

Robert Aitchison (1971) was one of the few researchers to compare

usage between a mandated city, New York, and a voluntary unit pricing

program, upstate New York (1). After four months of regulation,

Aitchison found no difference in use patterns of consumers from the
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two locations. As an anonymous consumer, he asked three questions:

1) What does this label mean? 2) Do you use it? and 3) How often

do you use it? In both locations, as many as 79 percent of the

350 respondents did not indicate an understanding of unit price

labels.

The editors of Consumer Reports in 1971 did not see the

phenomenon of a lack of understanding and use of unit pricing

in a mandatory setting as worrisome. They explained it as follows:

Shopping habits are slow to change, especially
after you've disciplined yourself to life as
it's lived amid 7,000 or 8,000 different
products and package sizes in the typical
supermarket (27:85).

Federal-level Involvement

A survey done by the Office of Consumer Affairs, Washington,

D.C., partially explained the reason for lack of understanding as

being that of lack of awareness. In on-site inspections of 12

supermarkets in the Washington D.C. area, no prominent in-store

promotional or explanatory materials were used to call consumer

attention to or to help consumers in utilization of the unit pricing

scheme (32). The survey also reported that implementation of unit

pricing was not always uniformly executed or maintained. Unit pric-

ing programs in the Washington D.C. area were voluntary at the time

of this survey.

Some sort of unit pricing legislation at the federal level has

been pending for several years. The problem of mandatory legisla-

tion without a corresponding educational effort was noted by Senators



21

Magnuson and Moss in hearings held March 7, 1975:

While there has been no study of the reasons for
a lack of understanding or awareness, and there-
fore limited use of unit pricing, several studies
showed a strong association between consumer
education, income, and age levels and the aware-
ness and understanding of unit pricing. In our
opinion, this association is caused, at least
in part, by the lack of consumer education...
While voluntary programs have been beneficial,
food retailers should be given specific criteria
for presenting unit pricing and educating con-
sumers on its use (50:S 3372).

Industry Involvement

In a "historic" action, the American Marketing Association (AMA)

gave their support to mandated unit pricing in March of 1972. The

AMA's 1971 opinion survey of 1,400 members showed that 84 percent

of the members responding favored the statement, "Retailers should

be required to provide unit pricing information in meaningful units

for all food products they sell" (45:1). Hence in 1972 the AMA

published the research summary with a resolution entitled, "Public

Policy White Paper". In it, the AMA also called for an educational

effort to go with the introduction of unit pricing (45).

Brand Versus Price

One explanation (mentioned above) for consumers not using unit

pricing information when available was that price alone was not the

sole determinant of a purchase decision. Consumers must also make

a decision related to quality for the price offered. They often

rely on brand names to determine quality. Furthermore, consumers

themselves had difficulty stating exactly why it was that they made
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a given purchase decision. Some researchers have attempted to

isolate factors in the decision-making process that would account

for consumer behavior.

Importance of Brand

By asking five basic questions on a mail-out questionnaire,

Thomas Barry found that respondents saw themselves as being brand-

loyal (2). Respondents reported that they were unwilling to pay

for unit price information. They felt that they would need large

savings to induce them to switch brands. However, what constituted

a "large saving" was not identified. The majority of respondents

felt that there was a strong positive relationship between price

and quality (2).

Brand was by far the most common reason for not using unit pric-

ing given by respondents in the City of Minneapolis survey in 1974 (29).

Of 548 interviewed, 149 did not use unit pricing regularly. The pref-

erence for a certain brand was the reason given by 43 (28 percent) of

the 149 respondents who did not use unit pricing regularly.

Unit pricing appears to be a useful tool for the consumer who is

primarily concerned with price but is less useful for the quality-

conscious consumer. Michael Houston's 1970 investigation reported the

effect of unit pricing on choices of brand and size while shopping.

Houston stated: "Unit pricing, a retail pricing policy, is designed

to aid primarily the economy-minded-consumer-that consumer who is

interested in minimizing the cost of a single purchase or a set of

purchases without regard for quality" (20:51). Houston had stressed



23

to participants that they must select the most economical buy (brand

and size) without regard for personal preference or beliefs related

to quality differences. For this reason, Houston's conclusions

were limited to the value-conscious consumer.

Rating of Store Characteristics

Why do consumers shop where they do? Do consumers primarily

value lower prices or is the availability of certain brands in the

grocery store in which they shop more important? To answer these

questions, Mathews, Wilson, and Tan administered the rating scale

mentioned earlier to determine consumer reasons for store preference

(27). In studies of consumers in Florida and Pennsylvania, two groups

were developed: MUP (moderate unit pricing importance) and HUP

(high unit pricing importance). Housewives ranked "low price" third

in importance for both areas of the country after 1) cleanliness and

2) good selection. Unit price ranked seventh in Florida and

twelfth in Pennsylvania. "Many national brands" ranked as low or

lower than "unit pricing": it was eighth in Florida and ninth in

Pennsylvania (27).

Earlier studies have supported the contention that low price

was one of five store characteristics important to consumers. Fried-

man noted that in a past study by Becknell and Maker (1962) it was

revealed that pricing is one of five principal factors in determin-

ing the customer image of a food retailer. A second study, using

the same statistical technique found that cost of food was the most

important factor of seven identified factors, which underlie the food
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buying decisions of housewives (Trier, Smith, and Shaffer, 1960)

(48:3087).

Product Movement

Another method used to determine use of unit pricing was to

monitor changes in product movement in a supermarket or a chain

store. In one such analysis over a seven month period after the

installation of unit pricing, a researcher for Jewel Food Stores

found that no movement occurred to either larger sizes or private

labels, thus indicating no major changes in consumer behavior (31).

Comparing eight Kroger stores, McCullough and Padberg had nearly

identical results (24).

Product movement in liquor has been monitored in the State of

Oregon by the Oregon Liquor Control Commission. Unit pricing

labels are provided to consumers, and pamphlets listing unit pricing

are available to business accounts such as cocktail lounges. A

definite trend has been observed, especially among business accounts

of switching to the lower, unit priced brand (4). Though these

customers were wholesale buyers, it does seem that where low costs

were very important (such as to a business) unit pricing informa-

tion facilitated brand-switching.

Predicting Consumer Behavior

Several formulas have been developed in an attempt to predict

how consumers will behave, based on the stimuli provided them. It

is assumed that consumers seek to maximize their utility or satis-

faction and will therefore purchase according to the degree of
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satisfaction they stand to gain per additional dollar spent. Price

is very important as a purchase stimulus, since it conveys a message.

Part of this message is product quality.

Peter LaPlaca investigated the effect of unit pricing on per-

ceived product satisfaction. To do so he developed a formula for

product demand. LaPlaca stated that product demand could be viewed

as the aggregate expression of individual consumer's attitude toward

a product. Demand, then, becomes a function of the relative price

and unit pricing aids in assessing relative price. LaPlaca used

Edwin Mansfield's model in determining demand. The model:

d.=c.. = f (rpj rsj y1)

Hered.isthenumborofbuyersselectingthe.th brand, c..
ij

is an

individual'schoiceofbrand,rpj j
th

is relative price of the pro-

duct, rsj is the relative satisfaction of the j
th

product, and y. is

the consumer's income (23). From this model LaPlaca developed his own

model to show that under equal satisfaction, the buyer will select

an item with the lowest unit price. Relative price becomes the

dominant factor in demand for a product:

d. = f (rp.) (23:10)

LaPlaca's major hypothesis was that mechanisms such as unit pricing

(which help consumers to assess the relative price) would also

increase demand, d
j

. In a three stage isolation test he found

1. If products gave equal satisfaction, then the lower

unit-priced product was chosen.
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2. If products gave equal satisfaction and were equal in

unit price, there was no change in demand.

3. If products gave unequal satisfaction and unit price

was unequal, there was greater demand for the higher-

priced item.

4. Where little difference was perceived between brands

and where there was a difference in satisfaction and

unit price, demand was for the lower unit-priced

item (23).

LaPlaca's research partially explained why some researchers found an

incidence of consumers switching to a higher priced brand when using

unit price information.

One writer, J. M. Carmen, speculated on the effects of unit

pricing on national brands (3). He reported that manufacturers might

need to lower prices on national brands in order to hold their share

of the market as a result of unit pricing. However, after reviewing

three studies relating to consumer brand switching, Carmen suggested

that evidence was insufficient to make a definite statement as to the

nature and extent of brand switching with unit pricing. His con-

clusions were based on the findings of three researchers: 1) Lamont

and Rathe, where 35 percent of users of unit pricing switched brands,

2) McCullough and Padberg, who reported that 28 percent had switched

brands, and 3) Friedman, who found that only 10 percent had switched

brands after comparing unit price. Two of these researchers have

conducted more recent studies of consumer behavior and consumer use

of informational aids such as unit pricing.
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Padberg, writing in 1977, reported that unit pricing and other

informational aids have "non-use benefits" (35:10). He described

the phenomenon of consumers liking the information but not using

it. Padberg further stated that the disclosure of unit price

information seems to discipline product pricing and the food industry.

Consumers sense this, said Padberg, but they may not switch brands

because of it, i.e., they still prefer their brand-name product but

are happy that it, as well as all competing brands, are cheaper, due

to increased competition. Padberg agreed with LaPlaca that isolating

a single influence on purchase decisions was probably not possible (35).

Purchase decision-making involves a complex process.

When do consumers use price as an indicator of quality? Jacob

Jacoby found that when price was the only cue available, price was

used to judge quality. But with a strong positive image for a brand,

the brand image had a greater effect on quality perception than did

price. Using beer drinkers as subjects, Jacoby found that quality

could in many cases be judged on taste and aroma alone (22).

Friedman, also writing in 1977, reported that there were still

only a few regular users of informational aids including unit pric-

ing. He offered the explanation of "information overload" where

consumers experienced the problem of too many choices in the super-

market (12).

Finally, a study (conducted in San Diego by Settle and Golden)

tested consumers' degree of accuracy in shopping decisions. Tests

involved the use of various kinds of consumer information including

unit price. The researchers found that accuracy increased with more
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information up to a point, after which it declined as greater amounts

of information were presented. However, it was also noted that

consumers felt less confused with more information (12).

Summary

From the literature reviewed it seems that unit pricing is a

valuable tool to those who can make use of it. However, it provides

one type of information among many stimuli that influence a purchase

decision. Consumers have been shown to want unit price information

provided even though they may or may not make use of it for various

reasons.
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III. METHODOLOGY

The researcher sought to measure the use and understanding of

unit pricing and the importance of name brands to consumers in two

cities. Certain demographic characteristics were obtained and used

to test relationships relative to the use and understanding of unit

pricing. This chapter describes: 1) questionnaire development,

2) preliminary arrangements, 3) selection of the sample, 4) data

collection, and 5) data analysis

Questionnaire Development

Criteria for instrument development were brevity, ease of adminis-

tration, clarity of meaning, and ease of analysis. After a review of

current literature and data collection instruments, the researcher de-

cided that a modification of the McCullough and Padberg questionnaire

used in the Cornell Agricultural Experiment Station project (1971)

would meet the criteria previously identified. Written permission to

adapt the Cornell instrument was sought and obtained.

The adapted questionnaire was submitted to a panel of five con-

sumers for reaction to the questions. Based upon their suggestions,

the questionnaire was modified and then pretested in a Corvallis,

Oregon, grocery store. After the pretest, the instrument was reviewed

for content and form by a panel of experts composed of university

professors, researchers, and statisticians. Based upon their recom-

mendations, the final form of the instrument was developed. A one-page

questionnaire (legal sized) with 30 questions which could be administered
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in five to eight minutes was used to collect data for this study

(See Appendix A, page 68). This instrument was reviewed and approved

by the Oregon State University Committee for the Protection of Human

Subjects.

Three indexes were developed to aid in analysis of the data

and questions were weighted for their importance. Other researchers

had only analyzed answers to single questions. The researcher

desired a more powerful tool to test use and understanding of unit

pricing. For a complete breakdown of questions into the three

indexes for use, understanding, and brand preference, see Tables 20,

21, and 22, pages 73-77, Appendix C.

Individual responses to the questions were given points to

reflect a high (one point), moderate (3/4 or 1/2 point) or low

(1/4 to 0 points) degree of use, understanding, or brand preference.

It was desired that the weights sum to one for ease of analysis.

The brand preference score was designed to reflect whether the con-

sumer was primarily concerned with low price or with high quality

when shopping for food.

Preliminary Arrangements

The procedure followed prior to collecting data consisted of

selection of target locations, selection of stores within the loca-

tions and contact with store managers. Low, middle, and high income

areas of the cities were located by consulting the Census Tracts,
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1970 Census of Population and Housing (46:165). This was accomplished

by using the 1969 median household income data listed for each census

tract. The telephone books and a map of each city were used to find

a supermarket with an address in or near the selected tract. If two

stores were near a tract, the closest to the tract was selected. If

two stores were in a tract, the larger store was selected to provide

a larger number of potential respondents. Six stores in each city

were selected: two in a low income area, two in a middle income area,

and two in a high income area. Stores were selected in this manner

since earlier studies had been criticized for lack of data from

different income tracts. For a detailed breakdown of the twelve

grocery stores selected, by their location, block, income of the

block, classification, and date of interviews, see Table 1, page 32.

The researcher checked with each selected store to determine if

unit pricing labels were displayed. A letter was sent to the manager

of each selected store requesting permission to conduct interviews

with consumers in the store (See Appendix B, page 72). Arrangements

were then made by telephone as to the time and date for interviews.

Selection of the Sample

The target population was urban consumers who shopped in super-

markets displaying unit price labels in two cities: Seattle and

Portland. One hundred and twenty subjects were interviewed to provide

data for this research. Sixty consumers, 20 from low, 20 from middle,

and 20 from high income areas were interviewed in Seattle, Washington.



Table 1. Supermarket and Interview Schedule.

Seattle:

Address
Median Family Incomea
and Blockb Class DateStore

1. Albertson's 6401 Empire Way S. 110-111/$7,700 low October 22, 1977
2. Safeway 530 Broadway E. 84/$7,870 low October 24, 1977
3. Albertson's 14500 15th NE 02/$11,761 middle October 22, 1977
4. Safeway 12318 15th NE 06/$11,648 middle October 24, 1977
5. Albertson's 2550 32nd West 56/$17,080 high October 22, 1977
6. Safeway 3020 NE 45th 41/$18,419 high October 24, 1977

Portland:

Store Address Block/MFI Class Date

1. Tradewell 2543 SE 20th 12.01/$8,056 low October 15, 1977
2. Tradewell 2121 W. Burnside 48/$6,593 low October 15, 1977
3. Albertson's 4405 NE Cully 29.01/$11,209 middle October 15, 1977
4. Safeway 2800 SE Hawthorne 12.02/$10,646 middle October 15, 1977
5. Safeway A Street Lake Oswego 201/$14,693 high October 15, 1977
6. Safeway 6745 SW Beaverton/Hills- 69/$23,573 high November 12, 1977

dale Highway

aMedian family income, yearly (in 1969)

b
From Census Tracts, 1970 Census of Population and Housing, Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census.
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Sixty consumers were interviewed in Portland, Oregon using the same

selection process.

The researcher and two other interviewers verbally adminis-

tered the questionnaire to consumers in selected grocery stores. An

interview team consisted of two interviewers. The interviewers wore

orange OSU name tags for identification purposes. When the team

entered the grocery store, they checked with the store manager to

receive any directions. Two interviewers were positioned at the

opposite aisles of the stores. The purpose was to minimize the

chances of contacting the same person twice. The first shopper to

reach the interviewer was stopped, briefly told about the research

project, and invited to participate by answering a few questions.

At the end of each interview, the interviewer completed a question-

naire for the respondent and regrouped response cards. When the

interviewer was ready, the next shopper to pass him/her was invited

to participate in the survey. The sequence continued until each

interviewer had completed five interviews in the selected grocery

stores.

Data Collection

Interviewers were trained before going into the stores. Each

interviewer read "The Art of Interviewing" in a research methods

textbook (41). The reading dealt with various forms of interviewer

bias in the selection of a person to interview. Each interviewer

conducted at least one practice interview using the instrument, prior

to data collection.
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All interviews were conducted on Saturday or Monday. In Seattle,

data were collected on Saturday, October 22 and Monday, October 24

from 10 AM to 3 PM. In Portland, interviews were conducted on

Saturday, October 15 from 10 AM to 5 PM and Saturday, November 12

from 11 AM to 1 PM. The Saturday interviews were desired for a more

representative sample. This was not always possible because of store

management requests that the interviewers come to stores at less

crowded times.

Data Analysis

Each respondent's answers were key punched onto a separate data

processing card and verified. For analysis the researcher had com-

puted three indexes: a use index, an understanding index, and a

brand preference index (See Tables 20, 21 and 22, Appendix C). The

following tests were used to analyze data for this study: 1) Analysis

of Variance, 2) Chi-square test of Independence, and 3) the Pearson

"r" Product Moment test. Each will be briefly described below.

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

To test Hypotheses One and Two, mean scores were compared. Nested

analysis of variance was used because it compares means at different

levels of breakdown; that is, the expression, "analysis of variance"

refers to the breakdown of the total variance into component parts.

The F statistic is appropriate for significance testing of dif-

ferences between means in this case. Mathematically, F is the ratio

of the mean square for means to the mean square within groups (28).
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This analysis was a three-stage nested sampling experiment:

for A, cities; B, stores within cities; and C, people within

stores.

Table 2.

The following table shows the relationships of the variables.

ANOVA Table for a 3-Stage Nested Sampling Experiment

Source degrees of
freedom

SS MS

A

B in A

C in B

n-1

n1(n2-1)

n
1
n
2
(n

3
-1)

SSA

SS(B in A)

SS(C in B)

SSA/ (n-1)

SS(B in A)/n1(n2-1)

SS(C in B)/n1n2(n3-1)

Where MS = mean squares (used to estimate the variance components)

SS = sum of squares

Chi-Square Test of Independence

The Chi-Square (x
2
) statistic was used to test Hypotheses three

through twelve and fourteen. Chi-Square is a non-parametric test used

to determine if two variables are independent of each other. The fol-

lowing formula was used:

2

X = E
i=1

(fi -Fi) 2

Fi

Where f = observed frequency and F = theoretical frequency

r = rows, c = columns

When X
2

exceeded the critical value of x 2
for alpha = .05 and (r-1)

(c-1) degrees of freedom, the hypothesis was rejected (9). Contingency

tables were constructed for the five variables.

The following independent variables were identified: age; education;

sex; income; and store location.
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Pearson Product Moment ('r')

Hypothesis Thirteen was tested by plotting an individual's score

for use (X
1

) and his/her score for brand preference (X
2

) as an "r"

value (sampling correlation coefficients). A simple scatterplot

was drawn to show the relationship as to low correlation (r<.40),

moderate correlation ("r" between .40 and .70), and high correlation

(r>.70) (7:9).

To compute r values, the following formula was used:

r = EXY-EXEY/N

(N-1) s s
x y

Where N = sample size
X = brand preference variable
Y = use variable
s = standard deviation
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IV. FINDINGS

This research investigated consumers' use and understanding of

unit pricing in two cities. The degree of correlation between the

preference for a certain brand and use of unit pricing was also

investigated. In this chapter, the findings will be discussed in

the following sequence: 1) description of the sample, 2) consumers'

use and understanding of unit pricing in Seattle, Washington as com-

pared to Portland, Oregon, 3) consumers' use of unit pricing by

selected variables, 4) consumers' understanding of unit pricing by

selected variables, 5) brand preference as it relates to the use of

unit pricing, and 6) consumers' awareness of their use of unit pric-

ing.

Description of the Sample

Responses were obtained on questionnaires by personal inter-

views with 120 consumers, in six selected stores that displayed unit

pricing. At times, the respondent declined to answer a specific

question. In such cases, 119 or less responses were calculated.

Of the 120 respondents, there were 23 males (19%) and 97 females

(81%). Proportions of males to females in Seattle and Portland samples

were similar. Table 3 provides a summary of the sex of respondents.

Table 3. Sex of Respondents.

Sex
Seattle, Wash. Portland, Or.

Number Percent Number Percent

Male

Female

13

47

22

78

10

50

17

83

Total 60 100 60 100
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Ages of Respondents

Young consumers aged 18 to 29 made up the largest percentage of

respondents (31%). Age groups ranged from 18 years old to 60 years

old and older. Those consumers who were 40 to 49 years old made up

the second largest group. Senior consumers were well represented

at 18 percent of the combined sample. Similar proportions for

Seattle and Portland were recorded and summarized in Table 4.

Table 4. Ages of Respondents.

Age in Years
Seattle, Wash. Portland, Or.

Number Percent Number Percent

18-29 19 32 18 30

30-39 11 18 5 8

40-49 14 23 14 23

50-59 7 12 10 17

60 or above 9 15 13 22

Total 60 100 60 100

Income Level of the Respondents

The question that made reference to income level was optional,

and interviewers verbally informed the respondents of this fact

during the interview. However, only eight percent of the respondents

declined to answer the question concerning family income.

A variety of income levels was represented in the sample. The

researcher had attempted to insure a wide cross-section of income

groups by selecting stores located in high, middle, and low income

areas of the city. The two income levels with the highest representation
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were identical in number: 22 consumers were in the $12,000 to

$18,000 annual income group, and 22 consumers were in the $18,000

to $25,000 group. The middle income groups were therefore well

represented at 36 percent of the combined sample.

The income group that had the lowest representation was the

"less than $4,000"annual income group at nine respondents (eight

percent). Several of these respondents were students. Income groups

for Seattle and Portland were similar with the Portland sample

exhibiting slightly higher levels of income. Table 5 provides a

summary of income groups.

Table 5. Household Income of Respondents

Yearly Income
Seattle, Wash. Portland, Or.

Number Percent Number Percent

Less than $4,000 6 10 3 5

$4,000-8,000 6 10 6 10

$8,000-12,000 9 15 9 15

$12,000-18,000 12 20 10 17

$18,000-25,000 9 15 13 21

$25,000-35,000 11 18 5 8

Over $35,000 4 7 7 12

Not given 3 5 7 12

Total 60 100 60 100

Educational Levels of the Respondents

The respondents tended to be in the more highly educated groups.

The largest group (37 percent) was comprised of college graduates.

The second largest group of respondents, 35 percent, reported that

they had had some college. The consumers with only grade school
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education represented two percent of the total sample. Consumers

with some high school but without a diploma made up three percent

of the respondents. Therefore, the respondents with less than a

high school diploma comprised only five percent of the total sample.

Educational levels for Seattle and Portland were similar with

Seattle exhibiting slightly higher levels of education. A summary

of the educational levels of the respondents is provided by Table 6.

Table 6. Education Levels of Respondents

Highest Grade
Level Completed

Seattle, Washington Portland, Oregon

Number Percent Number Percent

Grade School 0 0 3 5

Some High School 1 2 2 3

High School Graduate 12 20 15 25

Some College 22 36 20 33

College Graduate 25 42 19 32

Not given 0 0 1 2

Total 60 100 60 100

Consumer Use and Understanding
Unit Pricing in Seattle, Washington as Compared to Portland, Oregon

Testing of the Hypotheses

Mean scores for individuals were computed for both Seattle and

Portland using the indexes previously discussed (see Tables 20, 21,

and 22, Appendix C). Variances of the scores were analyzed in a

three-stage nested experiment to determine differences in scores of

1) stores within cities, 2) people within stores and 3) between cities.

The framework for analysis was identified in Chapter 3, page 35,
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Table 2. The F statistic was computed to test for significance.

Four values were computed, two for use and two for understanding

to analyze the variance of scores. The values were used to test

the following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1. There will be no difference in scores on a
measure of use of unit pricing between con-
sumers in a city with mandatory requirements
and consumers in a city with voluntary unit
pricing.

The null hypothesis could not be rejected at the .05 level of

significance. For the tests between cities and of stores within

cities, computed F values fell close to the required values but

could not be rejected. The data do not support a difference in the

use of unit pricing by consumers in Portland and Seattle. Likewise,

the data do not support a finding that the use of unit pricing differs

between cities or stores within cities. See Table 7.

Table 7. ANOVA Table for use of Unit Pricing in Two Cities.

Computed Tabled F
Source d.f. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F a.05

Cities 1 .229688 .229688 3.135 < 4.96

Stores 10 .732582 .073258 1.86 < 1.95

People 108 4.424830 .039285

Total 119 5.205099 .043740

Hypothesis 2. There will be no difference in scores on a measure
of understanding of unit pricing between consumers
in a city with mandatory requirements and consumers
in a city with voluntary unit pricing.

The null hypothesis could not be rejected at the .05 level of

significance. However if a level of .10 had been selected the
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hypothesis concerning understanding could have been rejected.

Table 8 gives values for the calculation of variances, the F

values computed, and the tabled F values.

Table 8. ANOVA Table for Understanding of Unit Pricing in Two Cities

Computed Tabled F
Source d.f. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F a .05

Cities 1 .190943 .190943 4.43 < 4.96

Stores 10 .430004 .021272 2.02 > 1.95

People 108 2.29730 .021272

Total 119 2.917747 .024519

For the variance of understanding scores between cities, the

calculated F value was not significant at the .05 level. However,

there was a difference in understanding of unit pricing between stores.

This difference will be further discussed concerning Hypothesis 12,

page 51.

Consumer Use of Unit Pricing by Selected Variables

A use score for each subject was computed based on the response

given to the questions (see Table 20, Appendix C). To compute the use

score, the researcher developed a weighted index for this purpose

and applied the index to the subject's responses. Use scores were

then compared with the variables of age, sex, level of education, level

of income, and census tract location of stores. Since hypotheses one

and two were not rejected, the Seattle and Portland samples were com-

bined for these analyses.
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Three categories of use scores were drawn to aid in analysis of

data: high use (.80-1.00), moderate use (.60-.79), and low use of

unit pricing (0-.59). Chi-Square statistics were computed for each

set of variables and used to construct the five tables to be pre-

sented in this section.

Use of Unit Pricing by Age Group

Hypothesis 3. There will be no difference in scores on a
measure of use of unit pricing by consumers
of different age.

Use of unit pricing by age was analyzed for differences. The Chi-

Square test statistic revealed that a difference did exist at the .0042

level. The 18 to 29 year old age group had higher use of unit pricing

than did the other age group. Low use was most prevalent in the age

group of 60 or above. The null hypothesis was therefore rejected

(see Table 9).

Table 9. Respondents' Use-of-Unit-Pricing-Scores by Age Level of the
Respondents.

Age levels of Respondents

Use Scores 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 or above Total

High Use 22 9 16 6 1 54

Moderate Use 10 3 6 5 10 34

Low Use 5 4 6 6 11 32

Total 37 16 28 17 22 120

X
2

= 22.40996, 8 d.f., >X
2

= 15.5 at the .05 level of significance.
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Use of Unit Pricing by Educational Level

Hypothesis 4. There will be no difference in scores on a measure
of use of unit pricing by consumers of different
levels of education.

The null hypothesis was rejected at the .0012 level of signifi-

cance. The Chi-Square showed that there was a difference; that is,

consumers who were college graduates and who had had some college

had higher use scores than consumers of other educational levels.

Table 10 gives a cross-classification of use by education.

Table 10. Respondents' Use-of-Unit-Pricing Scores by Level of
Education of the Respondents.

Level of Education

Use Scores Grade Some High Some College Total

School High Grad College Grad

High Use 0

Moderate Use 0

Low Use 3

0 6 19 28 53

1 13 10 10 34

2 8 13 6 32

Total 3 3 27 42 44 119

X
2

= 25.59682, 8 d.f., > x
2

15.5 at the .05 level of significance.

Use of Unit Pricing by Sex

Hypothesis 5. There will be no difference in scores on a measure
of use of unit pricing by males as compared to
females.

The null hypothesis was not rejected and use could not be shown

to be dependent on the respondent's sex. Although the hypothesis was

not rejected, females had a slightly higher use pattern than did males:

45 of 97 female respondents and 9 of 23 males had high use scores.

Table 11 gives the cross-classification of use by the variable of sex.
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Table 11. Respondents'
Respondent.

Use-of-Unit-Pricing Scores by Sex of the

Use Scores

Sex of the Respondent

TotalMale Female

High Use

Moderate Use

Low Use

9

4

10

45

30

22

54

34

32

Total 23 97 120

X
2
= 4.43589, 2 d.f.,<x

2
5.99 at the .05 level of significance.

Use of Unit Pricing by Income Level

Hypothesis 6. There will be no difference in scores on a
measure of use of unit pricing by consumers
of different income levels.

Seven income levels were cross-classified with the three levels

of use scores in a two-way table. The test for significance revealed

that a difference did exist and was significant at the .0395 level.

High use of unit pricing was influenced by income. The middle and

upper middle income groups had higher use scores than did either the

low or high income groups. The null hypothesis was rejected (see

Table 12).
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Table 12. Respondents' Use-of-Unit-Pricing Scores by Annual
Household Income Level of Respondents.

Income Yearly

Respondents' Use Scores

Low Use TotalHigh Use Moderate Use

Below $4,000 4 2 3 9

$4,000-8,000 2 2 8 12

$8,000-12,000 5 8 5 18

$12,000-18,000 11 8 3 22

$18,000-25,000 14 5 3 22

$25,000-35,000 10 4 2 16

Above $35,000 5 2 4 11

Total 51 31 28 110

X
2

= 21.82771, 12 d.f., > x
2

21.03 at the .05 level of significance.

Use of Unit Pricing by Store Location

Hypothesis 7. There will be no difference in scores on a measure
of use of unit pricing by consumers from high income
areas as compared with those of middle or low income
areas.

The store location variable was cross-classified with the three

categories of high, moderate, and low use of unit pricing. The Chi

Square test revealed that a difference did exist; use of unit pricing

did depend to a large degree on location of a store within a city.

Those stores located in higher income areas had the lowest number of

respondents with high use scores. Hypothesis 7 was therefore rejected

at the .0005 level (see Table 13).
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Table 13. Respondents' Use-of-Unit-Pricing Scores by Locations
of Supermarkets in Specified Income Tracts

Income Tracts-Portland and Seattle

Use Scores High Income Middle Income Low Income Total

High Use 27 18 9 54

Moderate Use 5 15 14 34

Low Use 8 7 17 32

Total 40 40 40 130

X
2

= 20.04044, 4 d.f., > X
2

9.49 at the .05 level of significance.

To summarize, of the five variables tested, use of unit pricing

was shown to be dependent on four of them: age, level of education,

income level, and store location. Only one null hypothesis was not

rejected; the data did not support the rejection of the hypothesis

that use scores would be unaffected by sex of the respondent.

Consumers' Understanding of Unit
Pricing by Selected Variables

Scores for understanding of unit pricing were computed similarly

to those for use. Scores were computed based on the response given to

the questions (see Table 21, page 75, Appendix C). To compute the

understanding score, the researcher developed a weighted index for

this purpose and applied the index to the subject's responses. Un-

derstanding scores were then compared with the variables of age, sex,

level of education, level of income, and census tract location of

stores.

Samples were combined for hypothesis testing. Three categories

of understanding were drawn to aid in analysis: high understanding
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(.46-.60), moderate understanding (.26-.45), and low understanding

(0-.25). ChiSquare statistics were computed for each variable

and used to construct two-way tables presented in this section.

Understanding of Unit Pricing by Age

Hypothesis 8. There will be no difference on a measure of
understanding of unit pricing by consumers
of different ages.

Hypothesis 8 was rejected at the .0467 level of significance.

Five age categories were cross-classified with high, moderate, and

low understanding scores on a two-way table. The Chi-Square

statistic revealed that differences did exist and that understanding

of unit pricing was dependent on age. The 18-29 year old group had

the most respondents for both high and moderate understanding groups.

The largest group of respondents with low understanding of unit pric-

ing was the age group of those 60 or older. Table 14 displays the

number of respondents in each age group with high, moderate, and low

understanding of unit pricing.

Table 14. Respondents' Understanding-of-Unit-Pricing Scores by Age
of the Respondent.

Understanding 18-29

Age levels of Respondents

30-39 40-49 50-59 60 or above Total

High 11 4 8 4 2 29

Moderate 20 10 15 10 8 63

Low 6 2 5 3 12 28

Total 37 16 28 17 22 120

X
2
= 15.71230, 8 d.f., > X

2
15.51 at the .05 level of significance.
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Understanding of Unit Pricing by Level of Education

Hypothesis 9. There will be no difference on a measure of
understanding of unit pricing by consumers
of different levels of education.

Five levels of education were cross-classified with the

three categories of understanding. The Chi-Square test revealed

that educational level and understanding of unit pricing were

positively related. The hypothesis was rejected at the .0051

level of significance.

Respondents with some college education made up the

largest category of those displaying a high understanding score.

College graduates were the second largest high understanding

group. They also made up almost half of the moderate understanding

group. However, the largest category of low understanding was

the respondents with some college. See Table IS for the

relationship of the variables.

Table 15. Respondents' Understanding-of-Unit-Pricing Scores by
Level of Education of the Respondent.

Understanding Grade
School

Some
High

Level of Education
College
Grad

TotalHigh
Grad

Some
College

High 0 1 3 15 9 28

Moderate 0 1 15 17 30 63

Low 3 1 9 10 5 25

Total 3 3 27 42 44 119

X
2

= 21.87963, 8 d.f., > x
2

15.51 at the .05 level of significance.
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Understanding of Unit Pricing by Sex

Hypothesis 10. There will be no difference in scores on a measure
of understanding of unit pricing by males as com-
pared with females.

The null hypothesis could not be rejected at the .05 level of

significance. The data did not support a relationship between sex

of the respondent and understanding of unit pricing. The two-way

table below cross-classifies the variables.

Table 16. Respondents' Understanding-of-Unit-Pricing Scores by Sex
of the Respondent.

Sex of the Respondents

Understanding Male Female Total

High 6 23 29

Moderate 12 51 63

Low 5 23 28

Total 23 97 120

X
2

= .07498, 2 d.f., < X
2
5.99 at the .05 level of significance.

Understanding of Unit Pricing by Income Level

Hypothesis 11. There will be no difference in scores on a measure
of understanding of unit pricing by consumers of
different income levels.

Seven income categories were cross-classified with the three

understanding categories. Differences in understanding were shown

to be influenced by income level of the respondent. The income

group with the largest number of respondents with a high understanding

of unit pricing had annual incomes of $18,000 to $25,000. This group

also displayed the most respondents with a moderate understanding.
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The group with the largest number of respondents displaying a low

understanding score received $12,000 to 18,000 in annual income.

Null Hypothesis 11 was rejected at the .0026 level of signifi-

cance. Table 17 cross-classifies the variables.

Table 17. Respondents Understanding-of-Unit-Pricing Scores by Income
Level of the Respondent.

Income Yearly High

Respondents' Understanding Scores

Moderate Low Total

Below $4,000 1 6 2 9

$4,000-8,000 4 1 7 12

$8,000-12,000 6 6 9 18

$12,000-18,000 7 12 13 22

$18,000-25,000 8 13 1 22

$25,000-35,000 3 12 1 16

$35,000 and Above 2 7 2 11

Total 28 57 25 110

X
2
= 30.21389, 12 d.f., >x 2

21.03 at the .05 level of significance.

Understanding of Unit Pricing by Store Location

Hypothesis 12. There will be no difference on a measure of under-
standing of unit pricing by consumers in high income
areas as compared with those from low and middle
income areas.

Hypothesis 12 was rejected at the .0058 level. Understanding

scores and three income tract categories (high, middle, and low) for

stores in Seattle and Portland were cross-classified. The Chi-Square

test showed that differences in understanding scores were dependent

on store location by income tract. Results are shown in the two-way

table below, Table 18.
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Table 18. Respondents' Understanding-of-Unit-Pricing Scores by
Locations of Supermarkets in Specified Income Tracts.

Income tracts Seattle and Portland

Understanding High Income Middle Income Low Income Total

High 9 13 7 29

Moderate 28 18 17 63

Low 3 9 16 28

Total 40 40 40 120

X
2
= 14.52627, 4 d.f., > X

2
9.49 at the .05 level of significance.

To summarize, of the five variables (age, level of income,

level of education, sex of the respondent and store location) under-

standing of unit pricing was shown to be dependent on four of them.

Only one hypothesis, sex of the respondent, was not rejected using the

data in the study.

Brand Preference as it Relates to the Use of Unit Pricing

Brand preference scores for each subject were computed based on

the responses given to the questions (see Table 22, page 77, Appendix

C). To compute the score the researcher developed a weighted index

for this purpose and applied the index to the subjects responses.

Use scores were computed in a similar manner as explained above

(page 42).

The two scores were analyzed for correlation using the Pearson

Product Moment statistic (r). Results of the test were plotted on a

scatterplot with each score on an axis of the graph.
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Hypothesis 13. There will be no correlation between scores on a
measure of the use of unit pricing and consumers'
scores on brand-preference.

Correlation value r can range from -1.00 to +1.00 with a

zero value indicating no correlation. For this data, brand pre-

ference and use scores, the r value computed was -.42968. This

value indicates a moderate negative correlation between the two vari-

ables. The value is significant at the .00001 level. Hypothesis 13

was rejected. Figure 1, Appendix D, page 78 is a scatterplot which

shows the relationship of the variables. As the brand preference

score increased, use of unit pricing decreased between individuals;

that is, there was negative correlation.

Understanding and Brand Preference

A second scatterplot was produced. The r value for the variables

of brand preference and understanding scores was computed to be -.28185.

Although the relationship of these variables is again negative, it is

a weaker relationship than was the brand preference/use r value.

It appeared likely that an individual could have a high understanding

score for unit pricing and also have a relatively high brand-preference

score at the same time. Figure 2, Appendix D, page 79, shows the

relationship of these two variables.

Understanding and Use

A third scatterplot was printed to determine the correlation

between use scores and understanding scores of unit pricing. An r

value of +.58709 was computed which showed a medium-high, positive

correlation between the two variables. As understanding scores of

unit pricing increased, so did use scores. Figure 3, Appendix D,
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page 80 conveys the results of the test on the data of this study.

To summarize, if the consumer understood unit pricing he

was more likely to use it. One reason he/she may not use it was

a preference for a certain brand. If the consumer had this pre-

ference he/she may not use unit pricing even though a high degree

of understanding was displayed.

Consumers' Awareness of Their Use of Unit Pricing

Hypothesis 14. There will be no difference in consumers' aware-
ness of their use of unit pricing between Portland
and Seattle.

Respondents had an opportunity on the questionnaire to answer

a final question regarding their overall reaction to the unit price

labels. Although analysis of this question provided a less power-

ful tool to measure unit pricing use, the researcher was concerned

with the consumer's perception of his/her use of the unit price

labels. A difference was found between the Seattle and Portland

samples when consumer awareness was tested. Some consumers saw

themselves as using unit pricing quite frequently. Seattle

respondents perceived themselves as using unit pricing more frequently

than did respondents from Portland. While 55 percent of Seattle

consumers reported using unit pricing "a lot", only 35 percent of

Portland consumers chose this response. Table 19 provides a summary

of responses to the "overall-use" question.
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Table 19. Degree of Use of Unit Pricing in Two Cities.

Responses

Seattle, Washington Portland, Oregon

TotalNumber Number

Used "a lot" 33 21 54

Used "occasionally" 16 11 27

Don't use but like 9 20 29

Don't use, don't want 2 8 10

Total 60 60 120

X
2
= 11.362, 3 d.f., > X

2
7.81 at the .05 level of significance.

To summarize again, a difference in use and understanding was not

found between Seattle and Portland but analysis of a general use ques-

tion did bring forth a difference. Possible explanations are: 1) A

vigorous educational effort was not undertaken in Seattle; or

2) Consumers in Portland were as highly-educated in general and aware

of supermarket aids as were Seattle consumers; 3) Interviews in Portland

were conducted in stores already having offered unit pricing for some

time, hence shoppers there were very familiar with the program;

4) Perhaps the effect of mandated unit pricing in Seattle has affected

use and understanding of it in Portland because of the close proximity

of the two cities; 5) The effect described by Friedman, page 27,

may be at work. That is, consumers perceive less confusion on their

part and greater accuracy with more information such as unit pricing.

They are actually more confused after a point with the greater amounts

of information;
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and 6) It is possible that questions asked on the questionnaire

were not precise enough to test a difference in use and understanding

of unit pricing between the two samples.
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V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to identify the factors that

influence the use and understanding of unit pricing. Furthermore,

a comparison between a city with a mandated unit pricing program

(Seattle, Washington) and a city with a voluntary unit pricing

program (Portland, Oregon) was made. The intent was to see if there

was greater use or understanding of unit pricing in a mandated city

than in a voluntary city.

The relationship between the preference for a certain brand

and use of unit pricing was also investigated. Weighted indexes

were constructed for use in the computation of individual scores.

This research cross-classified the variables of sex, income level,

level of education, age, and store location with the variables

of use scores and understanding scores on a measure of unit pricing.

One hundred and twenty consumers (60 in Seattle and 60 in

Portland) were interviewed in twelve selected stores. Stores were

selected to represent various income tracts of each city. Data col-

lected in this manner served as a base for this research. The data

were analyzed with the use of analysis of variance (ANOVA), the Chi-

Square Test of Independence, and the Pearson Product Moment test for

correlation (r).

The sample consisted of 120 consumers; 23 males (19%) and 97

females (81%) were interviewed. The largest age group interviewed
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was comprised of 18-29 year olds (31%). The majority of respondents

were Caucasion (89%) and of middle income (51%). For analysis pur-

poses the researcher combined seven income groups into three cate-

gories. The categories and their proportions of the sample were:

1) high income group (above $25,000 per year) 23 percent of the

sample; 2) middle income group ($8,000 to $25,000 per year) 51 per-

cent of the sample; and 3) low income group (below $8,000 per year)

18 percent of the sample. These income levels apply only to this

study. The majority of respondents had at least some college

and were well educated.

Hypotheses 1 and 2, relating to use and understanding of unit

pricing between the two cities, could not be rejected at the .05

level of significance. The hypotheses were tested using the analysis

of variance (ANOVA). The tests did not reveal for use scores, 1) a

difference between cities, or 2) a difference by stores within cities.

For understanding scores, data did not reveal a difference between

cities, but did suggest a difference by stores within cities. In

other words, the location (by income level) of a store that a con-

sumer shopped in influenced understanding of unit pricing while the

city the store was located in did not influence it. A possible

explanation is that consumers of a certain income level shopped in

stores near their place of residence.

Hypotheses 3 through 13 were related to use and understanding of

unit pricing for the combined samples. Scores for use and understanding
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were cross-tabulated with each of five variables: age, level of

education, sex, income level and store location. In both cases,

scores were seen to be dependent on all variables except sex of

the respondent.

The following summary of findings is based on a group's per-

centage of the sample as compared with its percentage of the high

scoring groups. High and low use groups will be discussed. A sum-

mary of high and low understanding groups follows use.

High use of unit pricing was displayed by consumers who were

18-29 years old. They were college graduates who were interviewed

in high income stores. The high-use consumer was likely to be in the

middle income range. Lowest users of unit pricing were low income

consumers with grade school education. They were 60 years old or

older and interviewed in low income stores.

High understanding of unit pricing was displayed by consumers

18-29 years of age and who had some college. The high understanding

group were interviewed in middle income stores and reported incomes

of $8,000 to $25,000 per year (middle income group). High income

consumers followed closely by test score in their understanding of

unit pricing. Low understanding consumers were, again, aged 60 or

over and were high school graduates. They also had low incomes, below

$8,000 annually, and were interviewed in stores in low income census

tracts.

Hypothesis 13 related to brand preference scores and degree of

correlation with use scores. A moderate negative correlation was

identified (-.42). As brand-preference score increased, use of unit
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pricing score decreased somewhat. The same was true of understanding

scores correlated with brand preference. The negative correlation

was not as strong at -.28. Use scores and understanding scores

showed a higher positive correlation of +.58.

Conclusions

The findings of this research form the foundation for the follow-

ing conclusions:

1. Certain groups of consumers use and understand unit pricing

to a greater extent than do others: consumers who are young, well-

educated, with middle incomes and who shop in high income stores have

the greatest understanding of unit pricing and use it the most.

2. Differences in the use and understanding of unit pricing be-

tween groups of consumers has not been shown to be related to whether

or not unit pricing is mandated by law. However, Consumers in a man-

dated city perceive they use unit pricing more often than consumers

in a voluntary program.

3. Differences in the use and understanding of unit pricing

were not found to be dependent upon the sex of the consumer.

4. The preference for a certain brand is one reason that con-

sumers do not make better use of unit pricing information. Brand pre-

ference will slightly affect how well a consumer understands unit

pricing.

5. The more understanding a consumer has of unit pricing, the

more likely he will make use of it.
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6. A consumer's understanding of unit pricing will depend to a

some degree on their income level.

7. A consumer's use of unit pricing will depend to some degree

on his/her location by income tract within a city.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are made as a result of this

research:

1. It is recommended that this study be repeated using a larger

sample size and comparing more than two cities. By increasing 'n' it

is possible to decrease the error factor. A larger sample size would

therefore provide an estimate of greater precision.

2. It is recommended that the research be duplicated to compare

cities dissimilar in make-up and region of the country.

3. It is recommended that further research be done on use and

understanding data to determine the importance of age, education, and

income possibly with the use of multiple regression analysis.

4. It is recommended that research be done to test use and

understanding of unit pricing among minority groups.

5. It is recommended that research be done to test the degree of

reading comprehension of different label styles.

6. It is recommended that an experiment be conducted to test a

group's understanding of unit pricing before and after instruction is

given to the group in the use of the label.

7. It is recommended that a vigorous educational effort aimed at

the general public precede the Oregon law, IIB 2242, which becomes
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effective March, 1978. The educational effort might take the follow-

ing form:

a. Public service radio and TV spots introducing the

program, its purposes, and where information and

instruction can be obtained.

b. Speakers be provided by the Oregon Department of

Agriculture Consumer Office to speak to interested

groups.

c. That the Consumer Office produce easy-to-understand,

one-page "how to" guides and make them available to

stores for use as bag stuffers or bag printing. Stores

could be asked to help bear the costs of duplication

of the guides.

d. That store personnel be given seminars in how to explain

the program to the public. The seminars would be con-

ducted by the Consumer Office of the Oregon Department

of Agriculture.

8. It is recommended that a particularly vigorous effort be made

to reach the low-income, elderly consumer,

a. through instruction on how to use unit pricing given

to senior citizens at senior centers and organizations

set up to help the elderly.

b. through hand-out/mail-out literature added to social

security check and food stamps.
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9. It is recommended that an educational effort in public schools

personal finance courses be made concerning unit pricing programs and

other issues related to unit pricing.
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October, 1977

B. Close Researcher

Office
Use

"Hello, We are talking to the people shopping in this Only
store to see if we can make shopping easier and more
economical for them. Would you mind answering some
questions? (Y-N) Do you buy most of the food for your
household? 1) yes 2) no (no further questions). 6.

7. Do you buy 1) syrup 2) detergent 3) coffee 4) canned
corn 5) paper towels 7.

8. Which of these statements comes closest to describing
the way you shop for
1. All brands are pretty much the same. I get my best

value by selecting the lower priced brands.
2. Brands vary in price and quality. I like to get

fairly good quality at a reasonable price.
3. It is more important to me to get the highest quality

than to get the lowest price.

9. When you have decided on your brand of , how do you
decide which size to buy?
1. Usually buy the smaller sizes because they fit my need.
2. Buy the large sizes because they are more economical.
3. Because of variation in price, try to calculate the

best value and select it.

10. Which one of these statements comes closest to describing
the way you show for
1. I buy the same brand every time except when I cannot

find it.
2. I have a few favorite brands and choose one from among

this group.
3. I have no favorite brands. I am quite likely to try

any brand in the store.

11. If you were shopping for and found a brand with a
very low price but you had not seen it before would you
be:

1. Very likely to buy it.
2. Somewhat likely to buy it.
3. Not too likely to buy it.
4. Not at all likely to buy it.

8.

9.

10.

11.



12. Would you be unlikely to try this low priced brand of
because:

1. You are completely satisfied with your present
brand.

2. You are fairly satisfied with it and the new
brand might not be so good.

3. The low priced brands are of poor quality.
4. Other

13. Think back to the last three times you have gone shop-
ping. On how many of those three shopping trips did
you compare prices by figuring out the cost per unit
for at least one grocery product?

15. Have you noticed the unit pricing labels in this store?
1) Yes 2) No (Skip to 25)
(Point to the labels.)

16. Only one of the following statements about these labels
is correct. Which one:
1. They are to help the store manager and are of no use

to the customer.
2. They give price per unit to help the customer com-

pare prices.
3. They help customers by providing product quality

information.

12.

13.

15.

16.

17. Have these labels been of use to you in your
shopping? 1) Yes 2) No (Skip to 27) 17.

18. How have they been of use to you? (Do not read.
Circle all appropriate)
1) Money saved (Skip to 20)
2) Ease of comparison (Go to 19)
3) Saves time in the store (go to 19)
4. Other (Go to 19)
5) Do not know (go to 19)

19. Do you think the use of these labels has saved you
money? 1) Yes (go to 20) 2) No (go to 21)
3) Unsure.

20. Could you estimate between these amounts, how much
money you think you have saved per week by using
these labels? 1) 0-50t 2) .51-$1.00 3) $1.00 to
$2.00 4) Above $2.00 5) Exact amount

21. As a result of this price per unit information, have
you switched from your usual brand or size to another
brand or size? If so, what products? (Do not read;
circle all appropriate)

18.

23.

24.
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1) None
2) Possible but can't name.
3) Cosmetics
4) Canned goods
5) Tea and coffee
6) Frozen goods
7) General groceries
8) Dairy
9) Cereals

10) Detergents
11) Other

22. Are you familiar with vacuum-packed corn?
1) Yes (to 23) 2) No (Skip to 25)

23. If I asked you to select the most economical buy from
these two products, would price per unit labels be
useful for comparing prices? 1) Yes (to 25)
2) No (to 24) 3) Unsure.

27.

38.

39.

24. Why would price per unit information not be useful
for comparing prices in this case? 40.

25. Can you tell me what each letter points to on the
unit pricing labels? (Circle each correct)
1) item price, 2) weight of product, 3) description
of product, 4)unit price 41.

26. Between the top and bottom labels, which product is the
most economical buy? 1) one 2) two. 45.

70

27. Why have the labels not been of use in your shopping?
(Do not read. Circle all appropriate.)
1) Do not have the time.
2) Do not understanding them.
3) Hard to read them.
4) Do not need them.
5) Other (To Number 25) 46.

28. Which of the following best describes your reaction to
these unit pricing labels, in general?
1. I use them quite a lot.
2. I use them occasionally.
3. I don't use them but it is nice to have the

information there if I need it.
4. I don't use them and I don't think they are

necessary.

29. How much do you think unit price information is worth to
you as a consumer? 1) nothing 2) 1% of grocery bill
3) 2% of grocery bill 4) 5% or more

51.

52.



30. How many people are in your household? 54.

31. Which of the following describes your employment status?
(Read)

1) Now Fulltime 2) Now Parttime
3) Not working but did in past two years.
4) Not working 2 years +, 5) retired
6) Other

32. Highest grade level reached in school: (Read List)
1) grade school 2) some high school 3) HS grad.
4) Some college, 5) college grad

56.

57.

33. (OPTIONAL) Is your total family income within
these categories? (Pick a numbered category)
1) Less than $4,000/yr.
2) $4,000 to 8,000
3) $8,000-12,000
4) $12,000-18,000
5) $18,000-25,000
6) $25,000-35,000
7) Over $35,000 58.

34. Age (Show card or OPTIONAL by observation)
1) 18-29 2) 30-39 3) 40-49
4) 50-59 5) 60 or over 59.

35. Ethnic group by observation: 1)

2) Cauc. 3) Chic, 4) Ind.,
6) Other

Black,

5) Orient.,
60.

36. Sex 1) Male 2) Female 61.

Name of interviewer:
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APPENDIX B

October 10, 1977

Manager
Name of Store
Address

Dear Sir:

The Family Resource Management Department is interested in family food
buying habits. A study is currently being conducted to ascertain what
shopping practices are employed by shoppers in various geographic
locations. Your store has been selected as representative of your
specific neighborhood.

We would like to send interviewers to your store in October and conduct
short, ten minute interviews with 20 shoppers. Two interviewers would
spend approximately two hours in your store. Shoppers would be invited
to participate in the survey. Respondents would remain anonymous.

Upon request, a summary of the survey will be provided for participating
stores. A graduate student, Betsy Close will be in contact with you
in the next few days by phone to finalize arrangements for the survey.

Sincerely,

Dr. Josephine Turner
Assistant Professor
Family Resource Management



Table 20. Scoring Procedure for Index of Use of Unit Pricing.

Question Number Response Response Value Weight Total

9. When you have decided on your brand of , how do you (.12)
decide which size to buy?

1. Usually buy the smaller size because they fit my need. (1/3) .04
2. Buy the large sizes because they are more economical (2/3) .08
3. Because of variation in price, try to calculate the

best value and select it. (1) .12

11. If you were shopping for and found a brand with a very (.12)
low price but you had not seen it before would you be:

1. Very likely to buy it. (1) .12
2. Somewhat likely to buy it. (3/4) .09
3. Not too likely to buy it. (2/4) .06
4. Not at all likely to buy it. (1/4) .03

13. Think back to the last three times you have gone shopping. (.20)
On how many of those three shopping trips did you compare
prices by figuring out the cost per unit for at least one
grocery product?

1. once (2/4) .10
2. twice (3/4) .15
3. all three times

(1) .20
4. Never shop in this manner (or similar response) (0) 00

15. Have you noticed the unit pricing labels in this store? (.08)
1 Yes
2. No

17. Have these labels been of use to you in your shopping?
1. Yes
2. No

(.08)

.08

.04

.08

.04



Table 20. Continued

Question Number Response Response Value Weight Total

28. Which of the following best describes your reaction to
these unit pricing labels, in general?

(.20)

1. I use them a lot. (1) .20
2. I use them occasionally. (3/4) .15
3. I don't use them but it is nice to have the

information there if I need it. (2/4) .10
4. I don't use them and I don't think they are

necessary. (0) 00

29. How much do you think unit pricing information is worth
to you as a consumer?

1. nothing (1/4)

(.20)

.05
2. 1% of the grocery bill (2/4) .10
3. 2% of the grocery bill (3/4) .15
A. 5% or more. (1) .20

1.00

Highest Possible Score 1.00
Lowest possible score .20



Table 21. Scoring Procedure for Index of Understanding of Unit Pricing.

Question Number Response Response Value Weight Total

16. Only one of the following statements about these labels is
correct. Which one?

1. They are to help the store manager and are of no use

(.10)

to the customer. (1/3) .03
2. They give price per unit to help the customer compare

prices. (1) .10
3. They help customers by providing quality

information. (1/3) .03

18. How have they been of use to you? (.10)
1. through 4. Money saved, ease of comparison, saves

time (1) @.10
5. Do not know. .03

19. Do you think the use of these labels has saved you money? (.05)
1 Yes (1) .05
2 No (1/3) .02
3. Unsure (1/3) .02

20. Could you estimate between these amounts, how much money you
think you have saved per week by using these labels?

1. 0-50(t 2. .51-$1.00 3. $1.00-2.00 (1/2)

(.10)

@.05
4. Above $2.00" 5. Exact amount (1) .10
6. If could not answer (1/4) .025

21. As a result of this price per unit information, have you
switched from your usual brand or size to another brand
or size? If so, what products?

1. None (1/4)

(.07)

.02
2. Possible but can't name them (2/4) .03
3. Answers three through eleven, any one response (3/4) .05
4. Answers three through eleven, two or more responses (1) .07



Table 21. Continued

Question Number Responses Response Value Weight Total

23. If I asked you to select the most economical buy from these (.06)
two products, would price per unit labels be useful for com-
paring prices?

1. yes and 3. unsure*** (1/3) @.02
2. no (1) .06

24. Why would price per unit information not be useful for comparing (.07)
prices in this case?

1. Respondent knew why (1) .07
2. Respondent previously answered yes to number 23. (0) 00

25. Can you tell me what each letter points to on the unit price (.15)
label? ****

1. item price, 2 weight of product, 3. description of product (1/3) @.05
4. Unit price (1) .15

26. Between the top and bottom labels, which product is the most (.15)
economical buy?

1. one (0) 00
2. two (1) .15

27. Why have the labels not been of use to you in your shopping? (.05)
1. Do not have the time. (1) .15
2. Do not understand them. (-1) -.15
3. Hard to read them. (-1) -.15
4. Do not need them. (-1) -.15
5. Other (depending on response) (1/5) .05

1.00

* .10 points for each of the responses 1 through 4 *** .02 points for each of the responses 1 and 3.
** .05 points for each of the responses 1 through 4 **** .05 points for each of the responses 1 through 3.

Highest Score 1.00
Lowest Score .045

O's



Table 22. Scoring Procedure for Index of Brand Preference
Question Number Response Response Value Weight Total

8. Which of these statements comes closest to describing the way
you show for

(1/4)

(.25)

.06

1. All brands are pretty much the same. I get my best
value by selecting the lower priced brands.

2. Brands vary in price and quality. I like to get fairly good
quality at a reasonable price. (2/4) .125

3. It is more important to me to get the highest quality
than to get the lowest price. (1) .25

10. Which one of these statements comes closest to describing the
way you shop for

(1)

(.30)

.30

1. I buy the same brand every time except when I cannot
find it.

2. I have a few favorite brands and choose one from among
this group. (3/4) .225

3. I have no favorite brands. I am quite likely to try
any grand in the store. (1/4) .075

11. If you were shopping for and found a brand with a very (.20)
low price but you had not seen it before would you be:

1. Very likely to buy it. (1/4) .05
2. Somewhat likely to buy it. (2/4) .10
3. Not too likely to buy it. (3/4) .15
4. Not at all likely to buy it. (1) .20

12. Would you be unlikely to try this low priced brand of (.25)
because:

1. You are completely satisfied with your present brand. (1) .25
2. You are fairly satisfied with it and the new brand might

not be so good. (3/4) .187
3. The low priced brands are of poor quality. (2/4) .125
4. Other (depending on response) (1/4) .06

1.00
Highest Score 1.00 Lowest Score .25
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