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ABSTRACT )

' B
¢ ¢ *
’
The literature review ravealed that market Segmentation

for media selection for an industry such as the beef
industry in Western cCanada can be car;ied out if segn;nts
are defined using dglographic, socioeconoeric, prodqé# usgze,
or media descriptor variables. ,“ ‘\\\‘

A total of 461 questionnaires were completed in

Edmonton by 'pq;sonal interview. The  survey sougﬁt
information regarding demcgraphics, - household composition,

and product and media use. . —

" The survey revealed thig the female ‘head eof the
household ‘should be the target of promotional conmunicétions
since she had the responsibility for deciding which products
;ere to be purchased. P;ausible segnenf groups vere“ defined

£

and variances in responses to dquestions were analyzed
between groups. Séglents vere defined. on 'ihe basis of
socioeconomic status, incoame, occupation_agd household size.
Differences in beef‘ prcduct consuiétion betveén éegnents

were fcund. Very fev specific media differences were noted
¢

between segments.
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CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION

This study is an investigation of the beef industry's
market segments in Alberta for purposes of media selection.
The orientaticn of the study is such that the results could
be combined with known attitudes toward beef products ‘whicﬁ

provide the basis for a comprehensive promotion and consumer

-

education prcgran for the beef industry in Western Canada i//

<

A. JUSTIPICATION FOR THE STUDY

The need for*a comprehensive promotion campaign for the

. L. ‘.
beef industry may not appear to be obvious. Hovever,
» \ .
changing market conditions and recent research in this area
Y . . =~ )

have established a defipite need for beef promotion.

_ \
Rapid popnlation% growth and large increases in

-

disposable income have supported the growth of dones;ic:

demand for beef in the pos£4war period. During this  growth
period, other nmeats have not beeﬁ’strogg conpétitors‘and

beef consumption has increased so that it accounts for

- ®

approximately one half -of the toféi red meat consumed in-

1 McFadyen, Sheila C., sConsumer Attltudes Toward Beef"*m

Unpublished& MSc Thesig Univers1ty of Alberta, Fall, 1972

~



.Canada.l The beef imdustry is .unlikely to encounter another
period in which so many factofs,’favorable tﬂi an .increased
demand for beef, will .cccur.2 In recent years, the
competition Dbetween beef anq: other meats has become more
intense. A steady increase in the per éapita consumption of
poultry, combined wvith recent sharp increases in pork.
consumption indicates that the prefet;ntiai position held by
beef (in teras: of per capita consuaption) is being
threatened. Although "other meats" (pork, lamb, poultry, )
ate not considered{to be direct substitutes for wmany beef
products, ,uiéh. changing attitudes towards food consumption -
‘these products coﬁldlprovide very effective competition. At
fﬁe same time that conpet?tion betveen meats is increasing,
the food proceésingvindustry is manufacturing wmeat analogs
'fron vegetable proteins: It appearﬁ’that7thesé‘analogs havef
not:proﬁided strong conpétition for tresh meats because of
‘their . relatlvelys ‘poor cbnsuler accepfance. Nevertheless,
with consuner concern abou% the role of animal fats in the'
diet, these meat analogs represent a potential threat to the
- meat industry.3 ;‘ ‘
. | , %%'

Recent rises.in consumer: price indices, in particular

the consumer price index for food products, has caused much

&

1 Canada Packers: Lilited, ‘45th Annual Report, March 25,
‘ Toronto, p. 26. L B , - J
2. pilliaas, r., and T. T. Stout. 1964. Econokics of the
Livestock-Neat ;ngggggza The Macmillan Co., New York. ‘
3 HKcFadyea, Sheila-C, & Michael E. Stiles,| "Consumer
Attitgdes Toward Beef - Implications for the Beef|\Industry",
. Alberta cattle Codmission, October, 1972, p.8. :
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concern and has gained much publicity. Consumers generally

feel .that higher food costs are naiuly,accounted for by the
rising price of meats. Reactions to the high cost of living - .
have taken the fcra cf'price'freeres for red meats in the,'
United States!, meat boycotts both in Canada and the United
States, and an intensive effort by,cousuners in general to
learn to live vith ssmaller guantities of wmeat.2 The food
industry' is also reacting to high food prlces. The industry
is helng forced to turn tc new technology in an attempt to
control the continent's grocery bill. Lover-priced vegetable
protein 1is being added to eor substituted for a veriety of
féood products. Textured soy bean protein is the nmost

ssful ‘product being used as a meat extenfer or meat

5

supstitute. In regard to the market in”f%ee Unlted' States,
Dr. Herbert Stone, Stanford Besearch'Iustitute's Food and
Plant Sciences Director believes .that“"today's meat shortage
will extend at least through 1985 and that this prospect is

spurring food companies tc create products on their.own".3
. . ’ . ”/4..

Although the beer industry's ‘present conpetltive
positlou is .fairly strong (in terss of per capié"
consunption) the’ industry is facing a period vhere beef
products may either be partially substituted for or replaced

ﬂ\I’:Olpletely with-new products. This situation learly calls

‘d\i\ -1 Busiheés eek,“ "Tougher But More Selective COntrols"c ‘
gus;gess Heek , June 23, 1973, pp. 22-28.
Business Week, "Naking It Cheaper  to Eat . Proteln"

gusiness Week , May 12, 1973, p. 184.
-3 Bu51uess ﬂeek, "uaking It. Cheaper to Eat Proteln", p. 184, .

a
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for a program in which the beef industry is able to reach
consumers in crder to maintain and strengthen the domestic

L B o BN -
demand for beef. This researchxuas in part designed to serve

this purpose.

Recent research by McFadyen aﬁd Stiles on coﬁ’!mer
attir;des toward beef indicates that consumers have ‘ﬁany
nisconcegtionr regarding beef = products.t These
nisconceptions‘haye led tc consumers “developing attigudes'
towards certain beef products that t;ndhto limit their use’
and acceptaﬁce: In recomnendations lade to the beef
indusrty, McFadyen and Stiles have recotuended extens1ve
prograes of ccnsumer ‘education to:.

1. Inprove consumer satisfaction by pronotlon of beef
cuts tﬁv the consumer pzlmar1ly ‘through the
‘supermarket Lo "‘: ' \

e 2 Prov1de infornation to consumers through the media

by supp1y1ng information to media and teaching

personﬂel. L
- ¥

In order to correct the llsconceptlons and unfavorable
“attltpdes 'd§funented by -» McPadyen and Stiles, and tolreéct
posrrlvely to their reconlendatlons, the beef 1ndustry aust
‘ f1rst undertake a study such as this ta 1dentify beef‘
consumers ang to 1dent1fy\the vehicles to be used to reach‘
‘these consumers. ' . ‘ | T

L@

N
LA

. . — . ' ) P % L '?“’,.
! McFadyen & Stiles, "Consumer Attitudes Toward Beef", 1972.
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B. \DBJECTIVES
™N

The ®major hypothesis of this research pmoject is: in

LJ

‘Western Canada, consumers cf beef products can be segeented

Qr

for the purpcses“of media selection. The primary objective,
then, of this study is to design a research project to test
the main hy§6thesis stated above. 2 secondary objective is
to identify segments of ccnsumers should the hypothésis be

found fo be valid. It is intended that the identification of

conSuder segments will ‘includé‘ information regarding\}he

types of media to be used tc communicate with each segment.

C. IIMITATIONS

A

The scope and terms of referepce for this study are
. Io} . : oe

listed below: . : : oo %

I 4 ~

1. The study is limited géographically: The research

: design is intended to be relevant primarily to
, : i , ‘ \
Western Canada - in particular, Alberta.

The 'study is limited in reference to cénsumers in
that only.final consumers of beef products will be
considered. The retail or industrial segments of

)

beef product consumption will not bBe considered.
; _ :

B
af:
e

3.. The study is limited in reference to the't}peéjof



~—

media fo be invéstigited. Promotion through the,

fise of pqint-of-sale advertising, outdoor signs or

(

" word-of-mouth vill not be considered. Similarily
media sucp as flyers which are pPrimarily used to
disseminate price ;iﬁfornatioh wiil not be
cons;hered. |

4. The study is limited by the findings of McFadyen
and  Stiles. . The HMcPadyen and Stiles report

indi®™ated that consumers perceive ipdividual beef

!

2

cuts as separate% products and th&t consumers do’
not_have a definite ' petrception of beef as a
product classification. The report has also
idenfified atfitudes téward and perceptions of
specific beef cuts or proddbts.l In crder to
facilitate a transfer of results froam this project
to the recommendations of /HcPadyen and Stiles,
this' project nmust attenp£ to identify consumer
seglents; according to the individual cuts or
groups of bgef cuts used. f?his represents a
limitation in that other crigeria for segmentation
may be excluded in attempting to meet the beef

usage criteria.

\1 McFPadyen & Stiles, "Consumer Attitudes Toward Beef", 1972.



S
D. DEFINITIONS

For the pnrﬁBSes of this research project, a hcuéehold
will be defined 'as a pefscn or group of persons occupying a
dwvelling, using the Federal Census definition (1971) . The
Federal Census definition of a dwelling is a seperate set of
living quarters, with a private entrance from the outside,
or from a common hallway or stairway, inside the building.?
The eligible respondent in each household was defined as any
person who was knogledgeable regarding the affairs of ‘the

househcld.

Media selection has been defined as the task of
identifying types éf media compatible with both the product
and the market. The compatibility of the media class or of
specific vehicles is of sajor concerh. In this context,
media selection is pot ccncerned with the identificatiéh of
the most efficient vehicle. Media efficiency has been
defined by Thayer as leing a function of the inverse
relationship between effectiveness (reach, coverage, and

cost) .2

3

! Statistics cCcanada, "1971 Census of Canada, Households by
Composition", Bulletin 2.1-4, Vol. II-Part:I , Statistics
Canada, Ottawa, February, 1973. ’

2 Thayer, Lee, Communjcation and communication Systeams,
Richard D. Irwin, Homewood, 1968, pp. 158-160.



CHAPTER II REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

4

A. THE MARKET SEGMENTATION CONCEPT

v

Wendell Smith's article "Product Differentiation -and ‘\

Market Segmentation" as Aiternative Marketing Strategieé", /;‘
pioneered the éoncept of market segmentation.! Since that ‘
time "segnentation has become one of the most infiuential
and fashionable concepts in_»_(nark-eting".z It "....has

, i
perreated the thinking of nanage;s;and‘researchers alike as
much as, if not more than, an}n other single marketing .
concept 'since the turn of the century".3 "However,
simultaneously vith this surge of interest, segamentation has v

become less a single concept than an umbrella topic covering
a diversity of issues".*

I
L]

;According "to Lunn, there is a fundamental distinction
betwveen the perspectives . of larketers and market |
’researchers. To nmarketers, segientétiog is a strategy foy/
direcfing products. 1In contrast, researchers, regafd

segmentation fron a methodological standpoint: as a

<

N

! Smith, Wendell R., "Prcduct Differentiation and Market
Segmentation as Alternative Marketing Strategies", Journal
of Marketin§y , Vol. 21 (July 1956, pp.3-8.). - .
2 Lunn, J. A., "Market Segmentation - An Overview",. The
Effective Use of Market Research , Johan Aucamp ed., Staples
Press, London, 1971, p.100. . .
3 Frank R.E., "Market Segmentation Research: Findings and
Implications®, in Prank, R.E., et al. Eds, The Application
Qof the Sciences in Marketjng Management , John Wiley & Sonms,
Toronto, 1968, pp.39-68%

, % Lunn, "Market Segmentaticn - An Overview", p. 100.

" 4

-
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technique to be used to describe fundamental market

differences.!? , '

Although market segmentation is Seen in many
perspectives, the basic concept remains unchanged. As
defined by Smith:

Segmentatién , is based upon developments
.on the demand side of the market and
represents a rational and more precise
adjustment of - groduct and marketing
effort to consumer or user requirements.
In the language of the economist,
segmentation is disaggregative in its
effects and - tends -~ to bring about
recognition of several demand schedules
where only one was recognized before.?2

In a marketers perspectivé- this concept can be
interpreted as a practice of "separating buyers into groups
having different knculedgé,,attitudes and behavior tcvard a
given product or servicei' then differentiating  marketing
stfategies in both gquality and quantity anoﬁg thenﬁ,
anticipating higher profit§ than thoseﬂuthat vould accrue

-

from treating buyers as a mass.3

The segmentation concept is based on three assumptions:

1. Consumers are Q}ﬁf$rent°; | )

2. Dif ferences iﬁ*?1¢0nsuléfs "are related to
differences in iarket demand.

3. Seggeﬂts of consulgfs can be isolated within the
; AN

1 Runn, "Market Segmentaticn - An Overview", p. 100."

2 Smith, "Product Differentiation and Market Segmentation as
Alternative Marketing Strategies", p. 5. _

3 Andreasen, Alan R., "™Geographic Mobility and Market
Segmentation®, Journal of Marketing Research , Vol. 3, FNo.
4, November 1966, pp. 341-8. '
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overall market.?t - Y

These propo#itions and the basic concept have been
rewritten in the “literature lahy times. Hovever, they have
never been revised. The strategy for ;egnéntation‘is still
equated with the act of defining subparts of some .totdl

market.2 In essence, reducing a heterogeneous market into

smaller homogeneous submarkets. .

B. CRITERIA FCR EVALUATING SEGMENTS

4

-

Segmentation analysis will often easiiy define various
submarkets. For these submarkets or segd?pts to be useful to
a marketer they must meet certain critefﬁa. The criteria for
usable segments can be broadly defined as:

1. 'Sufficiéﬂt size - a usable 'séglent must offer

reasonable market potentfﬁi. |

2. Reachability - the seglentyiuét be able to receive

2

communications without considerable waste.
3. Behavioral variations - the segment will be useful

only if the‘telationship betveen. attributes and

1 Engel, James F., Henry F. Piorillo, Murray A. Cayl
Market Segmentatjon Concepts and Applications , Holt,

Rinehart & Winston, Toronto, 1972, p.1-2.

2 ‘Claycamp, Henry J. & William F. Massey, "A Theory of

‘Market Segmentation", Jougrnal of Mar etigg Research , Vol.
5, (Novelber, 1968), pp.388 394, '
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behavior is substantial.?

+

C. SEGBENTATION BASES

Markets can be segmented using -a great variety of \.
factors or bases. These bases or descriptdr variables- fallj
into five basic classifications:?

| 1. Socioeconomic, demographic, andﬁgéographic

2.\ Psychological H

3. Product usage

u.\ Brand loyalty

5. Perceptual

APPENDIX B lists the dimensions of socioeconomic and
demographic classifications. These variables along vi£h b
geog;aphic descriptors are‘ ?rilarilg useful for general
descriptions of segments ané/ for selection of  mass
connuhicatiohs media since wmedia infor-atioﬁ'is commonly

maintained using these types of classifications.3‘

Psychological bases derived from personality variables

. "3;?;
! Engel, James P., Hugh .C. Wales, Martin R. Warshaw,
Promotional Strateqy , Richard D. Irwin, Homewood, 1971,
pp148-149, : : (
2 BEngel, Fiorillo, Cayley, Market Segmentation , p-12. =
'3 Engel, Fiorillo, cayley, Market Segmentation , P- 13. -

o




have been used to segient lqtkets. It appears hovever that
_the relationship between psychological variables and buyer
' . . % . -

behavior is tenuous.t

Harkets have Beén;segnepted on psoduct usage bases.
Consumers are categorized>~iptq‘ nonuser, l#ght user,vand
\]heavy.;éer groups agd attribute 'differences _are assessed
betwequgroups.z The "heavr—half" theory suggests that’heavy_

\

_nsers are the noet productlve segment and sh9u1d &herefore
H% ' theﬁ  target of most narketlng effort.3 Can1u51ve
‘enpirical evidence on tle usefulness of pfoduct usage basés
for seg;entation‘ hés not been found. There appears to be
-relatively 1little association between 'gengrél household
expenditures on food, v hoﬁsing, clothing, household
fufnishings and services, and socoiecononicAcharacteristics;~
. Frank, Massey and Wind cite numerous studies that indicate
low correlations between differences in consunptlon patterns
and socioeconomic and demographic characteristics.s With

regard to individual products, however, Bueller has found

stable demographic differences among heavy, medium and light

W

1 Prank, BRonald "E., "Is Brand Loyalty a Useful Basi& for
Narket Seglentation” Journal of Advertising Research 4 Vol.
7, (June,1967), pp.27-33. ‘ T

-2 Engel, Fiorillo, Cayley, Barket Segmen itation , p.tl.

3 Twedt, Dik Warren, "How Important to Marketing Strategy. is
the Heavy User?", ggg;ggl of Marketing ’ Vol. 28,
1January;196h), p.72. ‘ o
¢ Perber R., "Research on Household  Behavior", ggerican
Economjic Review , LII (March,1962).

$ Frank Ronald E., William P. HMassey, !oral wlnd, _ggket
Segmentation Prgntice Hall, Toronto, 1972, p.72-73.

J
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users: of several classeé of food products.6 In a later
\ study, Hells vas able to identlfy heavy users of \certain
\groups of products by demographic and socioeconoaic
characteristics.! Although the evidence supporting a product
usage base for éeglentation purposes .is inconclusive,‘ for
individual products, and from a marketer's perspective, "the
question of telling buyers fran non?buyefs is one of the

standard considerations in market research®".2

Measures of brand 1loyalty have been" successfully

“L employed as bases for market segmentation.3 The index ?f
_ brand 1loyalty is wusually achieved in either measuring
attitudes toward a brand or in terms of the sequence of
brand purchases.* Store patronage and léyalty variables can

also be used as segmentation bases. These bases are

&

identified and used in a similar fashion to the brand.

loya1f§ bases.S

¢ Mupeller, Eva, "Effects cf Consumer Attitudes on Purchase",
Amerjcan Econcmic Review , XIVII. (December,1957), pp.946-
965- ) ®

1 Wells, "W. D., "Backvard Segmentation®, Insights into
consumer Behav1g; ¢ J. Lrndt, (ed.), Allyn & Bacon, Boston,.

2 Cluntes—Ross, C., "Different Uses of Market Segmentation®,

The Effectjve Use of Market Research , Johan Aucamp, ed.,
Staples Press, London, 1971, p.13S5.

3 Massey, W. F.,, "Brand & Store Loyalty as Bases for Market
Segmentation”, On Knowing the Consumer , J. H. Newman, ed.,
wiley & Sons, 1966, PP- 169-172.

¢ Engel, Fiorillo, Cayley, Market Se gnentation ¢ P17,

8 Frank, Massey, Wind, Market Seglentgtlon ¢ PP.73-75.
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There ar€ two approaches to segmentation using
perceptual bases: ‘"value-or benefit segmentation®, and the
construction of a theofetical "Mperceptual Spaceﬁ to

represent the market structure.?

Yankelovich was the first to propose the use of
attitudes, motivaticns, values, usage patterns, aesthetic
preferences and degree of susceptibility as bases for uﬁ%ket

segmentation.? Since then, benefit or value segm@ptation has

&
developed as an approach to segmentation using perceptual

bases. The benefit segmentation approach is based upcn being
able tc measure consumer value systeas in detail, together o
vith what the.consumer thinks about various conponents'of a

product category.? Segmentation is then achieved by division

of consumers according to differences in benefits that

accrue to the consumer frca product' or service _ purchases.
F IR - {\ .

- 4 -
The  successful use of these perceptua{hwbase§"for .

".l, '3 ) . ' v % )
segm¢ntation purposes depends on: .. ~f:3.,

) "A-J ':"“’; : l
#% 9, The ability to measure the desired atf&g?dgs-fand

values and to identify individual diferences in

A P
.

resgonse to given stimuli.
2. The ability to pfedict gubsequent> response to

marketing variables such as prorotion‘or price.

1 Engel, Piorillo,°cCayley, Market Segmentatiop , p-17. ,
2 Yankelovich, Daniel, "New Criteria for  Market
Segmentation®, Harvard Busipess Review , Vol. 42, (March-
April, 1964), pp.83-90. oo .
3 Haley, BRussel I., "Benefit Segmentation", Journal of
Marketing , Vol. 32, (July,1968) pp.30-35.

N v

[ . - - e
b N
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It is glso desirable to associaté\attitudes, values, or
benefits with cther identifiable characteristics su¢h as_
'delographic and socioeconomic factors, or media usage’
* habits.t This‘ association will ®facilitate reaching the-

segment once a marketing plan has been constructed. “

v

Unidisensional data, representing the degree of

similarity among products or services has been analyzed

¥

‘using nonmetric, nmultidimensional scaling techniques. The

Y h . T

result is an "attribute or perceptual space™ for various
> \

market subgroups or clusters. These clusters can be analyzed

to identify wusable market segments defined on a perceptual
. 4 N g:}

N

basis.?

~

Although the cohCept‘ of market segmentation has not
been revised, there has beén a change in the selection of -
seglentat;on bases. The initial shlft\\as been from an "a
priori"' to an eopirical approach. Cr1ter1a are being
e&icited in exploratory 'stages rather thﬁh belng imposed.

. The;e has also been a shift toward explanatory rather .than
descrlptlve criteria for the selectxon of seglentation

bases. The third rajor change jin baszs&selectlon has been a

-move toward multiple rather than single,cr1ter1a. There has ’

qrsb; been ‘growing recognition that larket behavior is /
| /o

determined by a multiplicity of factors - $oc1al,/

~

.3 Frank, Massey, and Wind, Barket Segment tion v p.79. X
8 2 Neidell, Lester A., Ihe Use of Nonl trgz Multidimensional °
Scaling in Marketing Analysis", ket;,g » Vol.

- . : ’ /

t
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psycholodical,lénd situational.?! This growth in interest in
nultlple béggs has resdited in the ‘development ;of'
"psychographiL or "life-style" bases' for sggnentation.
Psychograpg;g variables reflect the overall manmer in which
people liyé?and spend time and money.2 Quéstions regarding
acpivities; - interests, opinions, and prejudices are asked

- * ) " O
with an - ais of providing realistic consumer profiles.3 Ziff

i . o

reports that psychographic variables can be adequately used
to define segments in relaticn to certain product groupings_

such as drugs, household furnishings, and food iteams.*

K
-

i
o

V.

D. CRITERIA FOR EVAIUATION OF ALTERNATIVE BASES

.
)
M <

Accofdigg*td Kotler, the ﬁroblen of segment definition

How <can the seller ~+“detexrmine which
buyers® characteristics produce the best
partitioning of a particular market? The
"seller does not want to treat all the
customers alike, nor does he want to
treat theam all differently.sS

N . -
A . . - : 8
o . ’ N N

1 Lnnn, "uarket Seglentation - An Overview", pp. 114-115.
2Prank, Massey, Wind, Barket Segmentatjon , p.58. ,
3 Hells, ‘We ‘Dey Do J. Tigert, ° "aActivities, Interests, and
opinions", Journal of Advertising .g§.s££h s Vol. 11, No. &,
(Anéust,1971h. Pp27-35. :

+ 7iff, Ruth,‘*“Psychoqraphics‘ for‘ uatket Segmentation",

- dournal ' of : Myertising Besearch . Vol.. 11, Fo. "2,
(April, 1971), pp 3-9. % : R -
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Two problems are implied by this statement. “Which
descriptor variables shculd §§. used as the basis for

segmentation? And, hov far should the segmentation PLQgPSs

a
4

go?"™1, The criteria for evaluation of segments has been

-—diécussed previously. However, criteria for the evaluation. -

A

2 Frank, uassey, and Wind, gggkg; Segn gtgt;gn ¢ Pp.27-28.

of segmentation bases aust also be estabplished. Frank,

massay and Wind cite the, following as criperia useful for
: ‘ R > :
evaluating alternative bases for segmentation:

1. The variables or baseé should divide a‘nérket iqto

| homogeneous segments tﬁat .tend to respond in

dif ferent ways ta the prélotional activity of the
firm. - : >

2. The bases or variables should be neagurable.

3. The variables‘or‘éa5g§ should be accessible to the o

| promotional mix of the firm or to the firm's
féagiblé pfOlOtion aix given econonic éonétraintsh

4, The vafiables or bases should 1e7d to increased

c//proflts from seglentatlon.

\
u‘ Q ‘, ’ - \

E. snsuznmnou PROBLEMS / ™

S Kotler, P., Marketing Bapadement; Analysis. .gg__g
control , Prentice-Hall, Toronto, 1967, p.45.
! Prank, Massey, Wind, Barket Seqmentatjom , p.175.

(X4



The central and basic concept of market seglentation'is
fairly simple and straight forvard. However, the utlllzation
of segmentation as a larket1ng strategy can be exceedlngly

difficult fcr a firm. Four general problems to

T

.ipplementation of a seglentatio;‘strategy are.:
i 1. Probleas encountered is defining mutually
exclusive market segments
2. Problems in wmeasuring differemces in response
eiasticities between plausible segmeﬁts. .
3. Inforlation.capstraints which affect the ’ability
to selectively reach segments. Marginal response
differeﬁtiais in qertain variables. may not have
rélatiohships to denog;aphic or socioecononic
variables required to select pr;lotional media.
4. InstiFﬁtional ccenstraints that-limit the ability

¥

to us exlstlng means to reach segments->with tbe

desired degree of selectlvity.

LI

" F. MEDIA SELECTION & MARKET SEGHENTATIOSHINQ

The- task of media selection is' indeed complex. Writings

in thié' area have generallj tended .to évoid attacking the.
;;"‘{ g . J . Il

1 Cldfcalp B:Baéséy, "A Thedry of Market Segmentaticn", P.

o : . . - L e
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probles of identifying media compatible with the product and

-

- the market. Instead, the media selection problem is usually

4

reduced to a problem of dollar allocation. Dispersion of a

firm's economic and promotional resources to "appropriate"

ték?'edia beind the majcr concern. The actual identification of

approprié@e redia is alluded to, but techniques for

accomplishing this task are rarely discussed.!

b [
The theory and practlce of market segmentation has both

forlallzed an& 81lpllf1€d the process of "selecting nedla

-

compatible to ptoducts and their narkets. As early as 1963
_Garf1nkle was able to relhte product -‘usage data wvwith nedla
exposure patterns to Edentlfy market segquents for various
branded products.2 Sissors matched demographic market
profiles to 1individual television programs, identifying a

process by which alternative media vehicles can be

evaluated., 3 ' -t -

A

It is apparent that market segne"#{!on techniques can
' . &
be readily applied to media .selectiodn. Hovever, the

-
H]

selection of segmentation bases must be restricted to

N TV
p— ..,‘l“

1 McCarthy, Jerone E., Basic 'Marketing: A Mapagerial
Approach , Richard’ *p. Irwin, ,"Homewood, 1968, pp. 486~ -489,
Also. see sandage, C. B. , Vernon Fryburger, Advertising
zheggz And Practjce , Rlchard D. Irwin, Homewood, 1971,
pp. “23‘““90 .
2 Garfinkle, Norton, "a uarketing Appnoach to Media
Selection”, Market Segmentaticn Concepts apd Applications ,
James. P. Engel, H.F. Fiorillo, M.3. Cayley, eds., Holt-
Rinehart -6 wWwinston, Toronto, 1972, pp. 35 <249, .
3 Sissors, Jack 2., "uatching’nedijéyith Markets", Jourpal
o

of Advertising Research , Vol. 11 5, (October,1971),
pp 39-43, .

p l“-»‘ &
s T ' , ‘ 1

&
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demographic cr socioeccnomic variables,  since nedia
information is usually .only available in this form. If a
usable segment is to be defined and if a promotion campaign
is to be constructed, the segment descriptor variables must

be congruent with the media information.t?

G. FOOD CONSUMPTION AND MARKET SEGMENTATION

-

¥

A large number of studies have been undertaken
regarding food products and nmarket segmentation. Beldo,
hovwever, has formulated four basic segmentation propositions
that he has applied specifically to food consumption. He
proposed that four fypes cf segmentation exist:

1. Structural Seéientation. Segments are generated by

differences in physical consumer characteristics

;~ (age, sex, geography,vphysical environment) that
dictate = variations ° in physical product
characteristics,

2. | Fpnétional Seglentatioﬂ. Segments are generated by
differences in consumers' attitudes, life styles,
interests, and values that «call for varying

. subjective product requirements.

3.  Interpersonal Segmentation. Segmentation among

! Engel, Fiorillo, Cayley, Market Segmentation , p.13.
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4

1ndir}duals xarylng in  physical or social

McignaGKGEiptiéé © without | regard to product
fchﬁticﬁéfistihs. o

4. Inttapgrsoaal Segléntation. Segmentation varying

Ovithin sets of individuals displaying differences

in attitudinal, social, or psychological

characteristics. Individual may shift from one

segmsent to another or may simultaneously belong to

twvo or more segments",

These types of segmentation are aultidimensional and
all but _structural segmentation exclude demcgraphic
descriptor§. Therefore, media selection and food consumption
are 1co-patib1e variables in market segnentatiqp only if

demographics are used.

Beldo haé also ideﬁtified five basic classifications of
consunmer food requirements. These are:

1. Nutritive - health

2. Sensory

3. ‘ Convenience

4. , Social -~ psycholcgical

5. Value

Components of each of these five classifications can be

related to any food product and consumers can be segmented

along‘any of the four classifications listed previdusly.i

1 Beldo, Leslie 1., "Market Segmentation and Food

Consumption™, On Kpowing the Consumer , J.W. Newman, ed.,
John Wiley & Sons, Torontc, 1966, pp.90-106.
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H. IMPLICATIONS OF THE ELITERATURE FOR THE BEEF INDUSTRY

-y
The literature has shown that the theory ‘and fFractice
of market segmentation can be apﬁlied to the consumption of
food products. In crder tc define usable segments for the

beef industry in Alberta, and in order to select media to be

used to reach these segments, the segments must be defined

along the following bases:
1. De-céraphic and socioeconoaic ,
2. Product usage

3. Media usage
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CHAPTER IIXI. FIELD SURVEY METHODOLOGY

)

A. INTRODUCTION

If the central hypofhesis of this tesearch project 1is
found to Dbe valia, ‘and if segaments are subsequently
identified, the results of the study by McFadyen and Stiles
can be applied to these segnéﬁts. In order to ensure that
the results of this project are as compatible as possible

with the McPadyen and Stiles report, similar field survey

methodology was employed.

The survey was conducted between May 1, 1973 and July
5,.1973. Sampling technique, interviewing, and gu3§§igggq3re

design will be discussed separately below.

-

B. SAMELING TECHNIQUE

K
The' saiple vas dravp in the City of Edmonton only. The
McFadyen and Stiles report studied Edmonton, Cglgary,A and
Vancouver cénsulers. They Aconcluded that inter-city
differences in consuser attitudes toward beef vere minimal

and that similar advertising and educational programs would

/

/

1 McPadyen & Stiles, Consumer Attitudes Tovard Beef , p.2;




24

be suitable fcr Western Canada in general.! Based on these
results, this project only considered Edmonton consumers,
however, it is-assumed that the results will be applicable

i

to consumers in Western Capada in general.

The sample déavn wvas a geographically restricted random
sample otheruise‘ known as an area sample (or a cluster
sample).! This type of sample was -dfawn in order to

facilitate the data collection, which was to be done by

personal interview.

McFadyen and Stiles sampled clusters based on 1961
census traétkinfor-ation which had been classified into low,
sedium, and high socioeconomic areas. Census tracts hgd‘been
subdivided and these subdivisions were dSeg as hthe initial

‘'sampling unit.2 These same divisions were sampled for this

project. An equal number of clusters were ~drawn randomly .

from areas' identified as being of high, medium and low

socioeconomic 1level.
(. ’ . e

. . +
The sampling technique employed was a fors of multiple-
stage salpling. A population was not taken from the clusters

drawn. Rather, elements of clusters were sampléd réndonly.

The sampling unit chosen for this second stage was one city

block. These elements were randonly selected gg applying a

seqnentlally nulhered grid ta a map delingétlng blocks in

14

1 Wentz, Walter B., ggi_gting Research; agement angd
yethods , Harper & Row, Tcronto, 1972, pp.151-156.
2 mc?adyen v uSC Thesis, p.4d, :

o
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the clusters initially drawn. A list of random numbers was
then read and grid nunberg were observed. When a randonm
number coinci&ed with a grid number within a drawn cluster,
the block covered most completely by that grid cell was
chosen; If the block chosen was known to contain parkland,
agricultural or industrial developments, it was discarded

and another block was chosen by repeating the process.

When all the blocks had been éhosen from the initial
clusters, the third stage of the éanpling procédure waé‘
begun. Initially in randosizing the selection of €lements
within each block, each block vasutreated as a separate
population. Single household duéllings in a block were

nunberea beginning in the Northeast cornér of;ihe‘bloék and

’ numkbering counterclockwise. Apartments with numbering

[d

systess wvwere numbered in order of apartment number.
Unnumbered households in rultiple dwellin§§ ‘ were numbered
from .topb‘to' bqtton floor, from left to right side of the
building, .and froa front~ to back of the building.. Ten
househclds?iuere then randomly selected from the numbeér
listed {nfeach block. The interviewers then attempted to
obtain six. eligible respondents from ‘the 1list éf‘"ten

households. chosen.

_This technique dictated that the interﬁievers wvere

required. to return to the area to complete the required

p usber of ‘qyestionnaires 'if six valid and villing

respondents could not be contacted on their initial visit to

L

~
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the cluster. After four veeks of interviewing, only 150
questicnnaires had been ccapleted. The sampling technique
wvas re-assessed and it was decided that a conpleie random
selection of households within blocks was unnecessarilf
cuaberson and much too time consuming. To alter the
sampling teehnique, the interviewvers modified their schedule
bx\beginning regular evening”intervievs. Previous to this
evenings vere reseFved- for “call backs". The random
fselection'of households wae also discontinued. Instead, the
intereieiers would approach a sampled block angd -then froceed
to sample every househcld until six valid and villing
respondents vere con%acted. If six questionnaires could not
be filled out, the interviewers were still required to call
back téuthat area. Adjacent clusters were approached at
alternating tiies. For example, if clusters uéa and:u9b vere
to Dbe éenpled, one cluster may be done in the morning or
afterncen; the other cluster would then be sampled in the
evening. It was felt that altering interviewing time in
‘adjacent areas would provide for households and areas in the
which the valid re8pondents vere eamployed outside of _ their

residence.

The sample size for this project was designated as 540
completed questionnaires. The demographic characteristics of
the upFadyen'salple very accurately depicted the population

of Edmonton.?! ucFedyen conpleted;'487 ghestidnnaires in

e

1,ucrahyeh, MSc Thesis, p;61.'ﬂ

Ay
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Pdmonton, six from each of her sampled clusters. On the
basié& of the McFadyen results and personal communication
with McFadyen on April 30, 1973, it wvas decided that a
saiple size of 540 would be adequate to obtain a cross-
section of the Edmcnton pcpulation. To obtain this sample
size, 90 clusters were drawn - 30 from each socioecononmic
level. The interviewvers were instructed io obfain sii

gquestionnaires from each cluster.

C. INTERVIEWING !

Data gathering was carried out by three tréined female
intervievers.FOne_intervieuér had previous experience on
~similar éurveys. 211 intervievers were students in the
School of Household Bcononics; Universitj:.of A;bérta; The
intervievers assisted in pretesting the guéstionnéire and
vere responsikle fof the fori of thg/'final draft of the
questionnaire. This was to%hl;ou the intervievérs to tailor
the final draft for easé cf preséntation and‘ for ‘ease of
response COding. The interviewers receivéd intensive
: instructibn regardinq the researcher*s intended leaﬁ;ng‘ of
the qqestionnaire's various élelents. Durin§ the.gretest and
*the initial spages of the field survey thé intervievers
surveyed together to  standardize their . approach to

respondents. For the remainder of the field survsy, the

&
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interviewers contacted respondents separately.

The interviewers met with the researcher once a day
during the field survey to discuss the previous day's

interviewing.anq to plan future procedures.

The. i‘,n"terv‘iewers were also. responsible fo coding the
que§tionn$ires; That 1is, transfering responses from the
questicnnaires to Fortran Coding Sheets. These coding sheets
then became a raw data base, which, vhen key punched,
provided an initial data file on vhich analysis by compdter
vaé perforned.,Paré of every in£erviewer's wvorking day was
spent codiqg. This allcwed the idférvieuers to check or

-

clarify responses before the interview became too historic.

D. QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

The quesfionnaire used to gatker the data in the figld
survey is included ,inm this report as  APPENDIX A./The
qﬁestionnaire presented in APPENDIX A,‘however, is nat an
exact reproducticn of that used by the 1nterv1evérs. As
mentioned previously, the f1na1 draft of 'the guestionnaire
vas formatted by . the 1nterv1evers. Many nult/ple score
questions contained very small ansver spaces and nupbers
vere usually used in fplace of descriptive titles for-

response categories. For fpresentation fpurposes, . the field

&
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survey gquestionnaire has been expanded to facilitate. an

understanding of the intended meaning of the gquestions and

E)

their anticipated responses.

Part I‘cf thé questicnnaire (;ee‘APPENDIx A, Questions
1 - 8) were designed to gather demégraphic inforiation frol/
respondents, vto identify relaiive\sog}pecononic‘status, and
fo identify household.cd;position and. fénily units. Nanme,
address and telephone number vere included only on the
questionnaire and wvere not ctheryise‘recdrded or analfzed in
any vay. Intervievers vere to use this information if it was
necess#ry to recontact the respondent in order to correctly
code their questidnnéire.'hge c;tegories and income brackets

used were identical to those used byﬁncradyen! to facilitate
A

4 . iohed . .
the transfer cf results based on these elements.

Part II of the questionnaire (see APPENDIX A, Questions
9 - 20) was intended tc gather-information concerning the

respondent's meat habits. For Question 9 respondents ‘weré

3

given a card deck with one food category prihted on each.
They were then asked to discard any card labeled with a food
category that was not consumed in the household. Tpe
remaining cards vere to be ranked according to relative

amounts of consulp€%§n (a rank of one was assigned to the
- meat  category uhiéﬁ acccunted for the majority of the meat

!

cogsuled). : | |

<

-TF - i
1 McPadyen, Msc Thesis, p.193,208.

~
I
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To provide responses to Question 19, respondents were
given a list of beef products (see. TABLE 3-1). Two

N
T

”preferqﬁces were solicited-fron‘iespondents and they were
-\

then aékei if they cculd identify the preferences of other

members of the household. Zerocs vere recorded if preferences

could not be established.

Question 20 required respondents to sort a card deck.

Ten cards wvere presented to the respondent, each card

bearing one name or classification of beef product. The
- N

names used on the cards and their intended representations °

'appeé in TARME 3-1. Upcn receipt of the card deck and after

f the terss and their representations, the
asked to sort  through the deck and to discard
3ingvnales'répresenting products that were not

~

consuié' Fhe household. ° - . SO

,_
R
R 7aead
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TABLE 3-1 o e

BEEF PRODUCT NAMES USED TO ESTABLISH PREFERENCE AND USE DATA

¢

Oven Beef Roasts - represents more expensive

roasts that wculd noreally be cooked uncovered.

Eg. - sirloin tip, rump roast.

Pot Roasts - represents relatively less exgpensive

roast that regquire covered cooking. Eg. Chuck

- .

v -

roast, cross-rib roast.

——.

Broiling Steaks - represents relatively expensive
steaks that wvould normally be broiled or
harbequed)lzg. sirloin o T-Bone' ¢ }Porterhouse' P

uei York steak.'

i

L : |
Chuck Steak - represents less expensive steaks

including cuts such as cros$-rib and flank steak.
, .
Bound Steak - representing round steak only -

includes all variations such as top, bottom and

~eye of round.

Liver - representing al)y organ meats - tonque,
L} P

heart, kidmeys and liver.®

.-~ .
i
o
T v o
—

Stev Beef - representé dllhsteuing qntsfincludiné

.-
xS

.
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-shanks and soup bones.

. 8. Corned Beef - represents all™cured .and processed

pure beéf products.

9. Fresh Beef Sausage - a

N

10. Ground Beef. - represents all variations - ground

beef, ground chqck, ground round, etc.

“

Note! The product classifications and their  intended

representations -were determined. through . personal

g

communications vith McPadyen and Stiles regarding consumer

attitudes and perceptions toward beef.
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For the present .season the respondent was then asked to sort
the remaining cards into three groups according to relative
amounts of use. Ope group was to represént products consumed
Quite often, another group to .represent product$ consumed
less often, and a third group to represent products consumed
very -little. The respondent ’was then asked to attempt to
sort each group in a similar fashion. When further digision
of groups was no longer possible,‘the relative position of
the nunbefed cards was recorded by'kie interviever. At . this

time the res?ondent was asked to attenpi to rank the cards
again if th y“felt that the relative‘Aése of products in
their household changes geignificantly setwegp seasons. If a
subsequent ranking was made, the intervievers recorded the

Season it wvas intended for and the relative position pf the

-cards.

¢
)

Questions 21 - 28, which comprise Part III of the

guesticnnaire, vere designed to gather gene§§1 data on
héuseholds ‘ipcluding‘ the extent of activé ‘ﬁﬁ} passive
?participation in vthe "ccnsumer movement™ and the degree to
.!hichfhouseh61d meabers sought infornatiodv regarding food

* products.

k23

"

‘29 - 38, were intended to:

"The remainder of the questionnaire, 'Part IV, Questions
PR Idéntify_ﬁhe media reaching ‘the household. This
includes the type of media (TV, radig, newspapers,

magazines) - as well és"fthe specific channel or

~ |
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vehicle.

Determine the extent to which the various media
are used in the household.

Determine which members of the household used or

are exposed tc the various media and their

individual preferences for the type of infcrmation

provided by the media.

o>
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CHAPTER 1IV. FIELD SURVEY FINDINGS

3

A. INTRODUCTION

A .tota& of 461 questionnaires were completed in the
field survey, 169 questionnaires in éreas previously
designated = as low in socioeconomic status, 146
questionnaires in medium sociogcononic areas, and 146 in

high socioeconomic areas.

Descriptive ‘ statistics on the entire sample vwere
obtained by processing the raw data using the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Subprogram CODEBOOK
vas used to‘display respdnse frequencies.! The descriptive
statistics on the eﬁtite sample presenting information
regarding demographic characteristics, food purchase and use
habits, and media usage appear in tabular form as APPENDIX

C.

B. SEGMENT DEFINITION

L

The gquestionpairé was completed by a wife or a mother

3

1 Fie, Horlani pale H. Bent, C. Hadlai Hull, Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences , McGraw-Hill, Toronto,
419700 "

4
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in a household in 78.3% of the cases. Husbands or fathers
acted as respohdents for only 6.7% of the completed surveys
and teenage members of a household acéounted for 5.9% of the
respondents. Single persons 1living in ‘"roommate" type

househclds represented 5.2% of the respondents.

The purchase cf groceries in the sampled households is
mainly the responsibility of the wife or mother. In
households reporting a familial relationship betveén
qugehold components, 84.8% indicated that the wife or
mother was responsible for grocery bur;hases. In these
houseﬁolds, 9C.7% of the reépondents indicated that the wife
or mother was also responsible for the purchase of "meats.
These female householders also decided which meat products
were to be ccnsumed by the household. Of the familial
households surveyed, 87.8% indicafeé that the wife or‘mbiﬁér
" decided on the products to be consumed. Other categories of
household components appeér to play aminor roles in this area
to that of the wife or mother. These findings indicate that
the wife or " mother of a household 1is responsible for
seiecting and purchasing grcceries and meats. It can be
deducéd then, that in the promotion of' a food product

category such as beef, the wife or lqthef of a household

should be the target of the communications.

\ -
Combining his finding with the ideas presented in the
literature, it ppeauswthat definition of market- segients
beef

for ghg industry should be attempted using cne or a
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combination of the following bases:

1. Demographic or socioeconoric chafacferistics of
households that can be defined by or related to a
female household head such as a wife or mother.

2.? Product usage habits of a household.

3. uedia usage habits of the female head - of the

household.

The initial step toward segmentation was acconpl%§hed
by the classification of respondents into plauéible segment
groups. These groups '~ were based on thg demcgraphic
information ccllected on households during thé'field survey.
The groups classified and the dimensions along. vhich they

were defined appear as APEENDIX E. ~°

The field survey questionnaire variables were reduced
from 359 to 35 key variables upon which the various groups
would be analyzed. These variables embody key information
regarding demcgraphic and socioeconomic characteristics of
the sampled householas as well as product and media
infotnation. The basis fbi the reduction in the ‘number of
variables was the decision to use the wife or mother as the
target of pronotional’ébhlunications. Only variables <that
specifically related to her or her household were used. The

variables and their descripticns appear as APPENDIX F.

The groups in similar classifications were tested for
the existence of significant differences in response to each

sof the vaqﬁables listed in APPENDIX F. Variance analysis

i
o .
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between dgroups was performed using fhe Division of
Educational Research Services, Computer Documentation ,
Program NOKNP10, Cross Classification with Subdivision.! For
each variable, the NONP10 program provided:

1. - A chi-square statistic

2. Degrees of freedom

3. Level of significance

-

‘Only two groups vere ‘tested each vtine. The null
hypothesis fcr the . variahce analysis was: the twc groups
have come fros similar or identical populations and no
significant differences exist in variable response béfween
groups. The level of significance for the variance aﬁalysis
vas set at .05. This smeans: if for a certain variable, a
chi-square statistic is geﬁerated providing a level of

"'\ ‘significance less than .05, the null hypothesis can be

refected.2 In such cases, significant differences do exist
betveey}the gIrCugs in'guestion‘in their responses for that

particular variable.

4
I3 -

& o ,
APPENDIX G 1lists group pairs used in the analysis of
f

.

variance. APPENDIX H - TABLE 1 is a record indicating the

variables that specific pairs cf groups responded to in a

L

significantly different manner. The groups are identified by-

1 pivision of Bducational Research, University of Alberta,
Computer Procgram Documentation, 360,67, Supplement #$2,
NONP10 - Cross Classification with Subdivision, TJanuary,
1972. \ .

2 Sijiegel, Sidney, Nonrarametric  Statistics fger  the
Behavioral Sciences , McGraw-Hill, Toromto, 1956, Chapter 8.

~r

- \
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a "Run Number™®™ ;hich corresponds to the ‘sequence~ in which
the pairs are recorded inm APPENDIX G. This table also
demonstrates that market segmentation can be applied to the
consumer market for beef products. The‘three propositions
upon vhich the segmentation concept has been. based (see page
9) have been identified by this research. Consumers have
been shown to be different, and isolation by denogfaphic and
: sOcioeéOnonic classifications resulis in the‘identification
of differences between grcups and product usage. _This is
parficularily visible in the number of groups that indicated
signifiéant differences in response to variables 1 - 15,
vhich identify beef product usage (see AP?ENDIX F, APPEﬁDIx
G, and APPENDIX H - TABIE 1). Based on these findings, the
Rajor hypothesis of this ;Lojeét must be asSerted-as valid:
consumers of beef products in Hestérz Canada can be

segmented for the purpose of media selection.

In an attempt to meet the secondary objective of the
study,: to actually identify segments of consuiers, fhg
groups identified in APPENDIX E vwere tested againSt_ the
popuiation for significant differég#es in responses to the
variables. The "§0pu1ation" vas defined’as the entire field
survey; APPENDIX H - TAﬁLE 2 is a record of thecfariables
dp&n vhich significant differences in response between the
various groups and’ﬁthe populatioﬁ vere observed. VNo
differences vere found betwveen either the Medium
Socoieconouic‘groué or tﬁe Household #1 group isnall married

household with 'no family) and the population. Very few
Al . Y -

o



differences vere observed between the following groups and

the population:

1. High Socioecononic

2. Household #2 - ssmall narri;d ﬁousehold with young
chii@ren

3. Hoﬁséhold #3 - small household with teenagers

u: Household #5 - moderately large household with
young children and teenagers

5. 01d Households

6. Hediul‘InCOle

7. Bigh Inccme A

8. Middle Occupaticn

9. Top Occupation

This however, does not indicate that these é;oups do not
qualify as plausible K segments since a 1lack of cbserved
differences could be'attributed to a hiéh proportion of the
various groups being contained in the sample population. For
example, 40.5% of the sample <cases fell into the Top
Occupation group (seé APPENDIX C-TABLE 1). It is not
surprising then, that differences between the Top 0ccupatiéh

-

group and the sample population vere not observed.

Many differences that do exist as reported in APPENDIX

H - TABLE 2, appear to be ,directly related. to the

.fdenographic or socioeccnomic bases upon vwhich the groups

wvere defined. vVariables such as the foiloving appear to be

o
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directly related to income and occupation characteristics of

the households:

1. Variable #5 - the number of times beef [roducts
are consumed in the household per week.

2. Variable . #32 - Edmonton Journal purchase
frequency.

3. Variable #34 - the number of "other papers"”
feceived by the hcusehold.

4. Variable #35 - the number of nagaiines received by

the household.

When tested against the population, many groups did not
display differences in response to variables related to
product usage (variables 1 to 15), Only Lov Socioeconoaic,
Lov Income, and Household #8 (the large household), showved
differences in response to quesgions regarding the relqtive

use of specific beef products (variables 6 - 12).

APPENDIX H-TABLE 3 displays group pairs analyzed and
the variables for which significantly different responses
were observed. al1l grougs classified'éccording to either
socioeconoiics, income, cr occﬁpa£ion, displayed product
usage ’differences .when ‘éested agaihst other grgués in the
same classification. PFor exanple; 39.3% of the iﬁigh Income

group ranked Oven Beef Rcasts (representing the‘relatively

more expensive roasts) as their most consumed beef product.

\ S



42

Only 24.3% of the low Income gréup did the sanme. The cverall
difference in all ranks for Oven Beef Roasts betveen‘thése
tvo gréups was significant at a level of .046 (chi-
square=15.7, with 8 degrees .pf freedom). The High
Socioeconomic group reported relatively less Eonsumptign of
Liver and Stew Beef than the Low SOCioeconomicﬁéroup.
Differences vere significant at a level of .006 for Liver
(chi-square=24.65, with 10 degrees of freedom) and an
absolute difference was recorded for Stew Beef (level of
significance:0.00, chi-sguare=5§.37, with 10 degrees of
freedom) . Product ﬁsage differeqces do\pot appear as often
between the various household size groups. However, some

differences are observed when small households are tested

against 1large households (Household#1 or Household #2 with

' ¢

Househcld #8). Age Classifications do not appear to

differentiate consumers! consunftion of‘beef products. The
only exception to this is between middle aged and old
households. 0ld households consume relatiyely more Stevggeef
than middle-aged househclds (overall rank significantly
different at a level of .02, chi-éguare=21.2u, with 10

degrees of freedon).

The findings presented in APPENDIX H-TABLE 3 ‘indicate

that segnentatlon for the Beef Industry could be perforned>

»
u31ng delogra;hlc or socioeconomic bases. The segments could

1

.be destribed as:

1. High, Medium, and Lowv Socioeconomic

2. Very High, High, aediul, and Low Income
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3. Top, Middle, and Bottom Occupation

4. Large and Ssall Households

A \

Media vehicles Hfo be used to reach tﬁese segments can
be observed in APPENDIX H-TABLE 3 Fbr/ examgle, if one
desired to promote to a high socioeconomic segment, it can
be observed that the High group rgg?s Channe{‘s - CBXT as
being used more frequently than does the Low group (High vs.
Low Socioeconomic - Variable 25 prefixed by a +). The High
Socioeconomic group alse purchases the Edmonton Journal on a
more regular bgggs‘than does the Medium or the Low group
(variable 32 péefixed Ey a + for High vs Medium, and for
High vs.' Low). APPENDIX H-TABLE 3 can in esSence be
_ considerq@ as a segmentAtion schedule. Differences Letween
segments can be cbserved cr specific variables can bé ?iqked
out and differing groups can then 5e located. Specific

segment definition will depend upon the particular desires

of the beef industry. « A
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~

TER V. CONCLUSIONS

- objectives of this projéct Were to
rket seélentation wvas a viable strategy for
use by tl ‘industry in Alberta and to identify the
segments d the stfategy be found té be soupd. Market
segments h " been ideﬁt;fied according- té deloqraphic,

‘sacioecono and product usage bases. These bases are

congruent literature findings regarding market
segmentation product categories similar to beef.
A secondg objective of the project was to identify

specific medig used to reach the market segmehts if

they‘were id fiable. The findings‘presented indicate that
this objecti;e has not beeﬂ entirely fulfilled. Very few
Spécific .hedia_ ﬁifferenceg have been observed between
segments. The excéption to this is the dif ferences inﬁ
regularity of purchase of the Edmonton Journal between
.groups. This lack of specific media information is probably
due in part tc the field survey design. Respond;ﬁts wvere not
asked‘to tank;television and ##dio vehicles according to the
individual's relative use (sée APPENDIX i, Questions 30 and
35). A relative index of use could therefore not gé cktained
.and EheSQfébriables had to be excluded fros the segmentation
définitiohs. ‘This léck cf specific nmedia identifiéation

‘should not diminish the usefulness of the segments defined.

' Sinte the segments have been determined on a socioeconomic

[



or denograph1c basis, and since the media 1ndustry

audlence 1nforiﬁmlcn alcng 51111ar bases, the

should be easily reachable and should prove to be

. v T
in the promotion of beef in Western Canada. !

A5

conpiles

‘segments

valuable
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PIELD SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE:

1. Cluster Nymber ,.........

PART I

Na.e: ® ©® 066 000 00 0 00 % e Ctoesveoecs

51

Address:y..................... Phone: o et eeecasceccscee

2. HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION: Indicate the nuamber of people in
: this household in the various

categories listed below.

a)
k)
<)
d)
e)
f)
9)
h)

3. What is thetfelationship of the respondent to other

members of the household?

®

vife or mother
husband or father
children 13 & under
teenagers ower 13
dependents 20 & over
female rooamates
male roommates

other

® ee 0o

® ©0o 0 0 ¢

@@ 0 00 8 0000009200900 00000000000

4. Indicate the numker of People in the household whc are:

a)
b)
)
a)
e)
£f)

9)

under 6 years old
7 to 12 years old
13 to 17 years old
18 to 23 years old
24 to 25 years old
36 to 64 years old

over 64 years old

S. What is the a§e category of the respondent?



6. OCCUPATION

a)
b)
<)
d)
e)
f)
q)
h)

i)

Proféssional or Managerial
Proprietor

Clerical or Sales

Skilled or Technical
Semi-ékilled

Unskilled

Student

Retired

Unemployed

52

Major Wage Other Wage

Earner

LI I

® o0 000

8. Indicate the TOTAL inccme of the household.

under $3,000
$3,000 to $4,999
$5,000 to $6,999
$7,000 to $9,999
$10,000 to $14,999

over $15,000

Earner

*® e ®0o0 e
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FIELD SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE: PART II

-

9. Rank the following comsodities according to the quantity

consumed.
‘Q} Beef cecens
Pork ceveca
Lamb cecenn
Poultry cceces
| Fish

10. Who isfjainly responsible for the purchase cf grcceries
for this hcusehold?

11. Is the same person responsible for the purchasing of
' meats?

Yes ® e 00 eoe NO ....‘Q.

If No, indicate who is responsible.

12. Who is responsible for deciding wvhich meat products are
to be consumed in this household? !

® % 06000 0eoeb s s s e
L

13. Indicate purchase frequencies fcr groceries and meats.

Groceries Meats
(
a) Less than cnce per month cosenves cccece
b) once per month cescas ceesae
C) every two weeks e ceeee
d) once per week cecoee | cevana
e) more thah cnce per week cesees cescen

£) ofher B |



\
15. When beef is purchased is it usually purchased in:

a) bulk (quarters, ececesse
freezer specials)

b) retail cuts cecane

16. What is the total grocery expenditure for this
household? (including meats)

a) weekly ecesceae
or

- b) monthly ......

17. How many times per veek are béef products consumed in
this household?

18. How sensitive are members of this household to the
toughness of beef products?

very neutral very unknown
sensitive insensitive
'ife/.other ® o o 80 * e o e * ® o o0 ® o & s 0 e e O o0 ® & ¢ 0 9

hquand/fatheI Oo-... oo o0 e 0o 0s ® e 000 LA R 2K N s ®e0o 0o

N

Children 13 & cecsas ce ce e ceesee CICIR I eo s s LIRS
‘under

teenagers : . ® & & .~0 * O @ % @ ® o @ o 8 00 e o & s * @ o 0 O
’dependents - e 0 00 * e @0 e * @ s e e e e o 00 ® ® e s ” O o9 0
20 & over '
fe.ale ® e o 00 e S 0@ .Q - o @ ® e o0 ® e C\.. ® ® ¢ e o
roommates A,

‘ -
.ale rOOIlateS s esee ®eo e e . eeo 0o o0 LRI N oo o o0 e scé e

Others evcce oo o0 e ees s eoe ..o;o oo s ae e sceoe



19. For individual members of this household, list

55

preferences for beef proda#cts. Use beef product

classifications listed in Question #20.
a) wife/mcther

b) husband/father

c)

d)
€)
f)

9)
h)

children 13 &
under

teenagers
depéndents
female rooamate

male rcommates

others

® s o0 0a0 000
® &0 0 0,00 00 e

® @00 @000 e

L4

®eepees e

®® e 0o 00 00 e

“ﬂo.ooo.a.o )

* o o0 e e oo

® e oo oo ogq o0

®® &8¢0 00 o0

20. Rank the following beef products according to their
' relative amounts of ccnsumption in the household.

a) Oven Beef Roasts

b)
c)
a)

e)

£)

9)
h)
i)

3)

Pot Roasts
Broiling Steaks
Chuck Steaks
Round Steaks
Liver

Stew Beef
Cg;ned Beef’

Fresh Sausage

Grcund Beef

Rank for Other
Present Season

Season

® e o oo

®oes 0ce
e ecese
.'»,:50'--...
cec e



FIELD SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE: PART III

21.

22.

23.

24,

Do you consider yourself to be interested in the
consumer movement?

Y€S eeen.. NO ......

Are other members of the household interested in the
movement?

Y€S cecce. NO ......

Are any members of this household members of consumer
associations?

YeS o0 0o No—‘...-.o

Have any meabers of this household ever attended any
consumer education meetings?

Y'e‘s“...... V No * & o & o0

Have any members of this household requested information
on food products from: .

a) The University of Alberta YeS veeeee NG ween..
Were you satisfied with the information? |
Yes ...... Neutral ...... NO ceceee
Would you return fcr more information?
Yes .,...: NO cee...
b) Edmontcn Pouﬁr Yes ccceee NO o0
Were you satisfied with the information?
Yes ...... Neutral ceesan NO oeeenn
Would you return fcr more information?
Yes .;.... NO ececcee
c) Northiestern Utilities YES ceeeee NO coceae
Were you satisfied with the information?.
Yes ...... Neutral ...... NO cecnes

Would you return fcr more information?

‘YGS ®Ceceoe NC ceccwe
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d) calgary Power YeS vevvee NG evvwenn
Hete‘ycu satisfied with tke infornagion? /
YES cecaeee Reutral ...... NO e

Would ycu return fcr more information?
Yes .....f NO ......
e) Department of Agriculture Y€S ceevee NC ceenns
Were you satisfied with the infornation?k' :
YES ceeese Neutral ...... - No ...,.;
Would you return fcr more information?
Yes .cccee NO ceccee
f) Supermarkets , Yes .C.... NC .ecv.n
Were yéu satisfied i}th the information?
"Y€S eeeeee yéutral cecesce ﬁo ceecee
Would you returu/fcr more information?
Yes' ceeaow RO ......
q) Hanufactqfefs/or Producers Yes "7;7' NC ceenen
Were you/sé&isfied with the information?
Yes ..e... Neutral ...... NO eecann

Would you return fcr more information?

YGS ® 09000 NO e 0o 0 0 ¢

25. Who cooks the majority of the meals for this household?

J ©0 0000 s0p ssbssdancoace

26. Do other members of the household cook? ' |

" . Yes eom oeoe Nc IR

If YES, indicate who.

1]

.‘.octgonoo;oooooocc ® 000 bde 000 000 000 00 e e

a
&
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e
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,'f‘v'".\
i, mi
/';.f"n‘
"}‘?Ji

S S BRI S

27.

29.

30.

58

Have any members of this household ever picked uf new
recipe infcrmation frcm supermarkets?

Yes AR NO ceecwee
If YES, have you ever used these recipes?
. ' Yes sece-e NC ......
Are you satisfied with the quality of cookbook available
to you?
, Yes ....c. NO c.oe...

How many cookbooks do you have?

rIELD SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE: PART IV

Hov gany radios are used in this household? ceeeeaan
/ . :

Radio Use. For members of this household list the radio
stations listened to, their reason for listening, the
times of the day when listened to, the days of the week

pent listening to the radio.

/ghen listened to, and the number of minutes per week

a) wife/mcther

stations ® & 09 o @ e 69 O 0 o ® a0 ¢ @0
/ Music ...... News .....% Other ......
Morning ...... Afternoon ....... Evening ......

‘s

Late Evening ......
Weekdays ...... Reekends .....0 Everyday e.ac..

Minutes per week ...... ./



b)

c)

d)

husband/father

Stations ceceesa cessa s
Music .ece.e News ......
Morning ...... Afternoon
Weekdays ...... kKeekends

Minutes per week <:....

Teenagers

Stations cecess . eesees
Music ...... News ......
Morning ...... Afternoon
Weekdays ...... Weekends

Minutes per week ......
&

-Dependents 20 & over

Stations  ...... cveane
Music ...... Nevws ......
Morning ...... Afternoon
Weekdays ...... Weekends

Minutes per week .....,

Other

59

Evening ......

Late Eveﬁing ceceas

Other

Everyday ......

Evening ......

Late Evening ......

"

Other

® 6o oo

Everjday cevcas

Evening ......
. O

Late Evening ......

Everyday ......
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9
e) Female rooasmates
Stations eesos 0o oo 0 00 ® eacoeoe
HUSiC ecsceo oo Ne-s o ec e o Other cs e oo o
Horning secere Afternoon MR A Evening ceove oo

Late Evening ......
Heekdays oo;'oc Heekends R .Everyday s oe oo s
aiﬁutes per week «.cee. . r .

f) Male roommates

StatiODS e o ¢e0o @0 *® oo v oo o..;..
HuSicC .en... FewS ......  Other ...... -
Morning-e..... Afternoon ...... Evening «.....

Late Evening ...c.e.
Lol Heekdays o e o0 e Heekends @ secae EverYday e se s e

Minutes per veek a..c..

\

- g) Others ¥ &

"

S{ations 0 060 s 0 ooo‘.;. "’.’t.-c.

o

Music cecee. NEWS eeveaos Other ...... )
N . - * [

Late Evening se oo oo ,/

\
7 '

Weekdays .coec.. Weekends ...... _Everyday <c.ccea

R

Minutes per wveek ......

31. How many television sets does this household use? ......

32. Does this household snbscribe to cable television?

Yes secene NO ecevee Plan tO ¢e® s 00



/n
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33. Rank the following television channels according to the
amount of time they are vatched by meéembers of this
household. (1= most watched, 5= least watched)

a)
b)
)
d)

e)

CFRN Channel 3 (Cable 2)
CBXT Channel 5 (Cable'ﬂ)
CBXFT Channel 11 (Cable 12)
KXiV Cable 7

KSPS Cable 9

34. For individual members of this household, list
preferences for types~q£ television programs.

b)

sports

news & documentaries
children's shows
movies

outdoor adventures

a)
b)
c)
d)
€)
f)
9)
h)

¢

f) soap operas

g) general entertainment
h) dramas

i) no preference
wife/mother
husband/father

children 13 & under:

teenagers

dependents 20 & over

female roonmnmates

male roommates

others

.

------

® e e o o o

® o0 o0 o
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35. Por members of this hcusehold list; the television
channels watched, the times of day they are watched,

the days cf the week they are vatched,

minutes they are vatched per week.

a) wife/mcther

Stations coee e ceccaes ceseee

Morning . eesese
Early Afternocn ......
lLate Afterncond ......

Evening ceesee
Late Evening ceecea
Heekdays eeeee- Weekends ......

Minutes per week ......

b) husband/father

Stations cese s cess e cecc e

Morning veeesa
Early Afternocn ......
Late Afterncon ......

Evening o cocece
Late Evening ceecasse
Heekdays coesece Wweekends ......

Minutes per week ..cee.

c) Children 13 & under

Statlons ’ e o 08 o0 * o e e o0 o o8 & a0

Mcrning ceccse
Early Afternoon ......
Late Afternocon c.....

Evening ceenes
Late Evening . eoe g
Heekdays esceess Neekends .eveee-

Minutes per week ......

ani the number of

Everyday «......

Everyday ..«..-

EverYdaY ewo o0 o



d)

f)

Minutes per week ......

dependents 20 & over

Stations cecense csce e

Morning ceeees
Early Afternocn ......
Late Afternoon ......

Evening - ceceen
Late Evening csaven
Weekdays ...... Weekends

Minutes per week ......

female roommates

Stations ceceoa ceeeee

Mcrning cecens
Early Afternocn ......
Late. Afternoon ......
Evening cecans
Late Evening casece

weekd¢ys ® e o000 '

Hinufes per week ...... -
I .

* e 0 0

teenagers
.Stations cecene ceseen
AN -
Mcrning cecoan
Early Afternocn ..... .
Late Afternoon ......
Evening ceseed
Late Evening ceceen
ieekdays ceecae Weekends

*® ee o oo

Weekends .ccc-.e

® o 00 oo

Everyday .

Everyday .

Everyday .

63



g) male rcommates

h)

Stations ceve e ceceoe

Morning ceeces
Early Afternocn ......
Late Afterncon ......

Evening ceacee
Late Evening ceecss
Weekdays «..... Weekends

Minutes per week ......

others

Statidns ...... ces e
Mcrning ceocsae
Early Afternoon ......
Late Afterncon ......
Evening cecene
Late Evening ceecen

Weekdays ...... /'eekends

Minutes per veek ......

64

¢ se . e e e o se

¢ o e 0 00

~

Everyday ......

CEveryday creense
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36. Do any mesbers of this household subscribe to or
purchase the EDMONTON JOURNAL on a reqular basis?

Yes ...... NC t.can

If YES, ipndicate how cften THE JOURNAL is received.

v

~ r » everyday cec e
Monday ccecen
Tuesday ceeces

Wednesday .......
Thursday cesecs
Friday cecaca

Saturday ......

Indicate the reading habits of members of the household.
1. do not read 2. read all sections equally

3. read sgecial secticns only
\b"

a0 a) wife/mother e eee
' b) husband/father ceseee
C) teenagers .,J...

' d) dependents 20 & over ceceen

e) femalé roommates ) ceeens

f) male roommates. cecens

g) cthers ' csessee



37.

38.

*

List the cther newspagpers received by this household.
OUut=-0f-toWNn LAIlieS . ieeecreciennneeeeeenecennacnnennnes

Edmonton c¢r local Weeklies ......... ceebeceststcoccanccs

Out-of -town Weeklies R R R R R LI T I I,

List the magazines received by this household.
‘ Subscriptions Casugl

a) women's teceeraceean Ctecenanes ..
b) business ceccesccacan ceeccsccsnea
c) children's cecteascnenn Ceteeceaenes
d) teen's ceevctsccaas teccssscscea
€) men's ccsceccscscac cccecscscces
f) sports cececcnccans ctecocssnnacn
g) hobbies cessssssecne cceccecceans
h) leisure 7 cescssssne s teesscccscan
1) travel cccecsscnenn cececsccscne
j) news cessccsscons cecscsccccea

k) adventure ® e 00 ®0e 0000 LI I R I B I S O )



1)
m)
n)
0)
P)
q)

r)

scientific
automotive

trade magazines
academic journals
general interest
humorous

other

{
{

{Subscriptions

' 4

*® 060 0600 080 s

67

Casual

® 0696 000 o0 0 oo
* & 2 ® & o0 00 s o4
® o8 0 200 00 e o
® @5 e @0 e e ore

® e ® 0 o0 ve v oo
‘
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AFPENDIX B

DIMENSIONS OF SOCIOECONORIC & DEMOGRAPHIC CLASSIFICATIONS

1. Incoume

2. Education

3. Occupation
4, Social ciass
5. Race
qﬁ’ Nationality "~
7. Ethnicity

8. Age

9. Sex

10. Religion
11. Family size

12. Pcsition in life éyclé

'

SOURCE: Engel, Fidrillo, Cayley, Market Segmentation, 1972,

p. 12-13.
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APPENDIX C - TABLE 1
REPORTED OCCUPATIONS

(% of total saaple)

Occupation Major Wage Other Wage
\ Earner Earner -
Professional 26.2 5.6

or Managerial

Proprietor 6.1 0.4
Clerical 8;2 13.0
or Sales :

Skilled or 24.1 3.0
Technical

Semi-skilled . 11.7 2.0
Unskilled 7.4 . 4.1
Student ) - 2.6 2.2
Rétired 10.8 3.7
Unemployed : 2.6 ‘ \\//:.3';
Uncategorized . 0.2 6U.6%

*indicates that 64.6% of sampled households
had only one wage earner.
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APPENDIX C -‘ﬁ'ABLB 2
REPORTED INCOMES -

Total Household % of Tofal Sample .
Inconme

under $3000 6. 1 .
$3000 to 4999 8.5

$5000 to 699¢ 11.9v )
$7000 to 9999 24,5

.$10,000 to 14,999 27.1

over $15,000 - 21.9



H

Frequency
Less than
once/month
Oonce/month

Every two
weeks

Oonce/veek

More than
once/vweek

Other

12

APPENDIX C - TABLE 3

FOOD PURCHASE PREQU'?NC!‘

¢

(% of total sample)

Total Beef
Groceries Products
‘ 1.3 24,1
s
5.2 5.0
31.9 . 20. 2
54,2 39.5
7.4 8.7



Sak .

Exgenditure
in dollars

-
|

10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30 -
31-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
51-55

 56-60
61-65

66-70

rLd

73

APPENDIX C - _TABLE 4
WEEKLY GRCCERY EXPENDITURES

% of those respondents able tc
identify a vweekly grocery
exgenditure regardless of
grccery purchase habits
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~/
APPENDIX C - TABLE S

MONTHLY GRCCERY EXPENDITURES

Expenditure
in dollars

30 or 1less
31-40
41-50
51-60
€1-70"
71-80
81-90
91-100

101-110
111;120
) 121-130
131-140

141-150

151-160 ,gg”

161-170.
171-180
181-190
191-200
200-225
L 226-250

L 251+

% of those respondents able
to identify a monthly grocery
expenditure regardless of
grocery purchase habits

2.2

2.2

[



‘ ' APPENDIX C - .
USE AND SATISFACTION WITH .CONSUMER INFORMATION SOURCES

Information % of

Source Total
: Sample

University 6.5

of Alberta

Edmontcn 6.9

Power

Northwestern 43.8

Otilities

Calgary.- ‘ 3.0

Power

Dept.:of 10.4

Agriculture

Supermarkets 8.1

uanufactdrer.: 6.5

or Producer

<
TABLE 6

*Satisfaction

85.7
93.6
97.5
76.9
91.7

75.7

73.3

Satisfied \Neutral

4.3

1.5

231

16.2

10.0

*Expressed as q % of those households that had
requested information.

\

75

\

*Return for

Information
Yes No
100 04
100 0
97.5 2.5
83.3 16.6
98.0 2.0
89.2 10.8
83.3 16.6



APPENDIX

C - TABLE 7

76

RANK OF QUANTITY CF FOOD COMMODITY CONSUMED

Food $1
Commodity

Beef 84.4
Pork 7.8
Lamb 1.1
Poultry 9.5

Ffsh 2.8

L

(% of total sample)

$2

#3

32.3

26.0

1)

2.2

21.7

5 Not
Consumed
0.2 0.0
3.5 4.6
17.4 69.¢8
0.2 1.3
8
4.1 6.7
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APPENDIX C - TABLE 8
RELATIVE CONSUMPTION OF FOOD COMMODITIES

Food Commodity - Rank % of Total Sample That
Did Not Consuume FoodoCommodity
Beef ' 1 0.0
Poultry 2 1.3
Pork 3 ' 4.6
Fish 4 6.7 )
Lamb 5 69.8

Note: See Appendix D for /explanation of
ranking technigue.



Household
Component

Wife/
Mother

Husband/
Father

Children
(13yrs. &
under)
Teenagers
Dependents
(20yrs. &
over)

Female
Roommates

Male .
Roomma tes

Other

APPENDIX

Very

Sensitive

"42.9
46.9
39.0
39.6
4p.8
30.8

29.4

52.6

)
3

26.7

28.6

22.4

27.3

19.1

23.1

23.5

15.8

C - TABLE 9
SENSITIVITY TO TCUGHNESS OF BEEF PRODUCTS

Neutral

14.2

8.2

15.0

10.4

23.1

11.8

15.8

78

Very
Insensitive

12<Q\

,1172/>

14.2

13.6
17.0
23.1
23.5

10.5

Note: Figures expressed as a % of each particular

hbusehold compcnent.
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APPENDIX C - TABLE 10
RANK OF INDIVIDUAL BEEF PRODUCT PREFERENCES

Household , Beef Products
Components _ e
Oven Beef Pot Broiling Chuck Round Liver
Roasts Roasts Steaks Steak Steak
Wife/ 1 4 « 2 .8 5 7
Mother . -
Husband/ 1 c 2 6 4 8
Father .
Children 2 € 3 7 .5 -9
(13 and ~
under)
Teenagers 1 S 2 6 4 8
Dependents 1 | 2 5 3 6
(20 and e
over) .
Female 1 3 1 - 5 3
" Roommates
Male . 1 ' 3 2 - 4 -
Roommates ) <
,&
Other -1 4 2 5 s -5 "5
_ Average 1.13 4.63 2.0 6.17 . 4.38 5.75
Rank \ , ‘ :
(v . .
Overall 1 5 ‘ 2 8 4 6
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¢

APPENDIX C - TABLE 10, Contipued
Household - Beef Products #
Components:

Stevw Corned Fresh Ground Jo Only .

. Feef Beef Sausage Beef Pref, One .

,/ . , . Pref.
Wife/ 6 9 10 3 0.2 5.7
Mother ‘ L
Husband/ﬁ 7 9 | 10 3- 0 ‘5.0
Father '
Children 4y 10 8 1 7.3 18.3
(13 and )
under)
Teenagers 7 9 2 3 3.2 | 14.3
Dependents 7. - Co- ’ 3 q&;é .23.4
(20 and ° o\
over) ' ' -
Female - - ' ‘- 5 0 0
Roommates C
Male 5- - - - 5 5.9 5.9
Roommates ' '
Other 5 ;T 9 ¢ 3 0 - 7.9
Average . 5.86 9.25 9.25 3.33

Note: Ranks established by comblnatlon of relatlve
response frequenc1es.

1

-

»?

“ : L} ’ .‘%
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APPENDIX C - 1¥BLE 11 '

BEEF PRODUCTS - RELATIVE USAGE

Beef Product Rank % of Total Sample That
Did Not Consume Product

Ground Beef . 1 . 3.9

Oven Beef _ 2 5.2

Roasts

Broiling 3 14.5

Steaks

Round Steak 4 20.0

PQt Roasts 5 25.6

Stew Beef 6 23.0

Chuck Steak 7 2941

Liver ) 8 ) : 29.3 ’

Fresh Sausage 9 47.3

Corned BeefK 10 62.0

N L
. . ‘ ~ L.
Note: See Appendix D f6r explanation of

ranking technique. L~



APPENDIX C - TABLE 12
NUMBER OF RADIO AND TELEVISION SETS
USED IN HOUSEBOLDS

ﬁumher of Televisgion Radio
Appliances Used

0 . o o2.4% 2.0%
1 63.1 26.2
2 - 27.1 26.5
3 | 5.9 ©20.8
4 or more 1.5 24.5
5 or mofe | 13.2
MEAN : 1.453 2.69
MODE 1.0 2.0‘
-

Note: % of total numker of households sampled.

2
A

82



Don't
Tisten (%)

Listen to
1 or more
stations (%)

Listen to
2 or more
stations (%)
0 |
Listenm to
3 or more
stations (%)

Mean min.
per week
listened

Wife/
Mcther

8.5

31.5

42.2

16.0

208

APPENDIX C - TABLE 13
RADIO USE BY BOUSEHOLD COMPONENTS

Househcld Component

Husband/ Teens
Father

9.7 5.2
90.3 94.8
39.0 17.5
13.0 4.5
161 184

~

Depend.
(20yrs.
& over)

2.1

97.9

34.0

168

152 150

83

Roomates Other
Male FPen. ‘
17.6 0 18.4
82.4 1C0 81.6
47.1 46.2 26.3
/

\

® e

11.8 23.1 « 0

E)

e

161



APPENDIX C - TABLE 14
RADIO STATIONS LISTENED TO

Radio Household Component
Station

Wife/ Husband/ Teens Depend.

Mother Father (over

- . 20yrs.)
CFRN 29.5 C25.2 11.6 25.5
CFRN-FM 14.0 13.5 1.3 6.3
CJCA '30.7 26.4 6.4  10.7
CHED 22.4 22 .4 88.3  70.2
CHQT 19.2 18.4 3.2, 6.3
CHFA 0.5 0.5 , © 0
CBXT. 10. 1 9.1 0 4.3
CKUA 6.8 7.9 3.8 12.8
CECW 6.8  18.9 T1.9 4.2
\ ~ ’

Note: All figures exéressed as a % of

Room
Male
23.6
1).8
1.8
47.1
23.5
0

-0

the

household compcnent indicating that
'listened on a,rﬁgplar;basis to each

%

84

mates Other
Fem.
30.8 15.8
0 0
0 26.3
"84.6 34.2
46,2 18;@
0 2:6
0 0
7.7 0
0 10.6
v ':. ’
particular. 7
they L« '
ststicn.



TELEVISION USE EY HOUSEHOLD COMPONENTS

Househcold
Component
Wife/ 4.0
Mother

Husband/ 5.1
Father

Children 8.9
(13yrs. £
& under)

Teenagers 3.2

-Dependents 8.°S

(20yrs. & -
over) *

Female 15. 4
Roomma tes

Male - 23.5
Roommates

Other-  13.2

.

APPENDIX C - TABLE 15

1 .01
More

© 96.0.

94.9

91.1

96.8

91.5

€4.6°

'76.5

86.6

2 or 3 or
More More -

76.9 35.1
83.2 37.0

78.9 43.1

87.0  4u.2
78.7 4u.7
69.2  15.4 .

70.6  23.5

71.1 21.1

# cf T.v. Stations Watched

4 or
More

9.7 .

9.2

16.7 .

1.7

10.6

85

Mean Min.
Watched
Per Week
162
154
175
152
155
140

105

147



&

¥ APPENDIX C - TABLE 16 i
. RANK OF TELEVISION CHANNELS ACCORDING TO RELATIVE USE

ACCORDING TO FELATIVE USE"

Television 1 $2 $#3 #4 $5. Not
Channel . (Most) (Least) Watched
3 61.6 27.3 - 7.2 0.4 0.2 3.3
5 '36.0 39.5 20.0 0.9 0.2 3.5
R a1 1.7 18.7 11.1 6.3 61.2
E ‘*éple 7 23.4 9.3 8.5 1.1 0.0 " 57.7

Cable 9 1.3 0.0 1.7 13,7 S.4 78.5 . ;

) Note: All figures exfressed as a % of the sample
'g“' . that indicated television use.



Household
component

“wife/
Mother

Husband/
Father

‘CRildren

(13yrs.

& over)
Teenagers
Dependents
(20yrs.

Pemal €
Roommates

Male
Roommates

Other

" Note: All figures exFTessed as a % of'fhe'Barticular-

CFRN
ch.3
86.7
86.7
82.0
90.2
93.6
76.9

70.6

84.2

APPENDIX C - TABLE 17
.TELEVISION STATIONS WATCHED

CBXT .

ch.5

82.3

87.“

75.2

69.2
70.6

68.4

Television Station

CBXFT
ch.11
9.6

10.0

27.1

household compchent ihdicating that they

vatched on a redular basis to each station.

&

®

87

KXLV KSPS
cable 7 cable 9
32.8 6.4
34,1 5.6
. p‘
37.4 7.7 .
L4 e e
u2.2 9‘.7
ST . -
34.0 12.8.
¥
23.1 . 0
.@3
17.7 5.9
26.3 2.6



Wife/
Moether

Huéband/

- Father

Deenagers

Dependents
(20 and
over) -

Female
Roommates

Male
Roomma tes

Other

4

L‘

'APPENPIX C - TABLE 18
RADIO ISTENING REASONS

Music #fevws
Yes No Yesy No
70.8 28.5 55.7 ub.1
65.8- 38.2 64.5 35.5
96.9 9.1 27.3 72.7
93.6 6.4 - 44.7 55.3
100 0 7.7 92.3

_ a -
76.5 23.5 52.9 47.1
68.4 31.6 42.1 51.9

Other
Yes No
44.6 55.0
29.6 70.2
17.5 [B82.5
14.9 85.1
23.1 76.9
17.6 '82.

: [ 3
23.7 76.3

\ -

88



Wifes/ -
Mother

P 'Husbandy'
_-Father -

- Teenagers

. ' Depéendents
. (20 and
E » aver)
. Female
~* L. wBoommates.

T . . .
. ~ . Hale

Roomma tes
\ ,‘,pther
O —
P L
Ry é(/n g .
- ‘e 13

- : h . 89
g \ . y <
\ |
* APPENDIX C - TABLE 19 _ . .
‘e RADIO LISTENING TIMES , T,
. . - ' )
Time of Day o ' Days of ngﬁ
. . ’

Mcrn. Aft. - Eve. Lt.Eve. Week Week Every

t ’ N Days End  Day

B1.6 314 28.1 6.4 212 2.1 Tep5 el

747 316 41.8 7.1 W8 4.6 .70.2

50.0 35.7 65.6 . 11.7 7.1 2.6 84.4 1

59.6  25.5 72.3. 17.0 " 4.3 "0 93.6,

9‘ 4 p Y )
. .
76’9 “6‘.'2 '6902 7.7 " 7.7 ‘%:7 76.9 ‘
‘ - S . B e

b o . ’ ’ . 7 P>

52.9' 23.5 64.7 S« - 17.6 5.9 52.9

52.6% 21,1 36.8 © 1,9 ;;. 0 2.6 18.9 /

i o : ‘ ,
At



WNife/
_uother

Busband/
Father

Children
(13 and;
under}f\

Teenagers

- Dependents

(20 and
overy

Fermale
- Roommate$§

~uale
* Roommates.

Other
R

Morn

5.7

1.0

5.3

APPENDIX, C - TABLE 20
TELEVISICN VIEWING TIMES

Tile'of/bay~

. Early
Aft.

24.1

5.1

25.6

10.4

Late
Aft.

17.5
8.4
44.7

26.6
12.8

Eve.

85.6

'88.0

61.0

90.9

83.0

84.6

70.6

68.4

.Late

Eve.

14,2

16. 1

1.6

. Day of

Week

Days

15.3

11.0

“11.0

1.7

8.5

17.%

10.5

Week
Ends
Only

7.8

10.7

4.9

- 90

Week
Every
Day
72.6
72.4
74.0
75.3
66.0
69.2
58.8

68.4



AR

"Household
Component

Wife/
Mother

Husband/
Father

Children
(13 and
under)

.Teenagers
Depéndents
(20 and
over)

Famale
Roommates

Male
Roonnates

Other

Sports
5.2

)
36.2

1.2
16.2
25.5
‘7.7
" 5,9

18.4

APPENDIX'C - TABLE 21.
INDIVIDUAL TELEVISION PROGRAM PREFERENCES

News

17.2

23.5

2.6

ehildren's
. .5

s}

Progras

Hovies’ Adventure =

32.1

20.9

40.9

“‘6. 8

38.5

- 41.2

23.7

[

4.5

5.9

2.6 "

191



APPENDﬂ% € - TABLE 21, Continued-

2

-
.

92 .

qusehold‘»' ‘Prograg@y
Component :
. : Soap General Drama No Other
Operas . . Pref.
‘Wifey ’ 10.6 16.0° ., 7.3, 3.8 2.8 °
Mother - -
Husband/ ' 0 5.9 2.0 4.1 1.8
Father
" Children 0 7.3 .8 2.0 7.3’
(13 and St '
under)
Teenagers 6 v 17,5 5.2 5.2 3.9
Dependents °0 8.5 6.4 2.1 4.3
(20 and '
over)
Female .. .0 0.8 7.7 0 15.4
ROanat§S . '
/ -~ ) . .
Male 0 ‘ 0 0 5.9 17.6
Roomma tes N ' '
Other - 0 2347 10.5 10.5 7.9
pote°\hll figures expressed as a % of the nulbe;
., of each household component’ in the total salple.



Household
Component

Wife/ o\
Mother

Husband/
Father

Teenagers
Dependents
(20 and’
over)

emale
- Roommates

. Hale
' Roommates

" Other

| AR

y

APPENDIX C - TABLE 22 .
NEWS PAPER READING HABITS

.Do Not

Read

3.5
3.6

12.3

8.5

21.1

A1l

Sections

56.6

+

70.7

T

Al

31.2

46.8

15.4

58.8 -

50.0°

Spécialt

Only

34.4

20.7

52.6

34.0

53.8
23.5

21.1.

93

No.

. Response

5.4

23.1

17.6

""Note: All -figures exgressed as a.% of the number.

~

.0of each househclad component in the total sample.

1



.’ % Othet

~

N JER . o
' APPENDIX C - TABLE >3
» > WAGAZINE EURCHASING HABITS
Type of ﬁagazine | ‘Sub§c§igpion
N None ‘Aﬁéle ' Mean None
doments 64.4  35.6 1.3 58.4 -
Business - /. 96.5 3.5 . 2.3  99.¢
Children's ©  97.8 2.2 12" . 98.9
Teenagers 95.4 4.6 - 1.2 94.4
Men's 96.5 , 3.5 1.0 86.3
Sports 92.6 7.4 .1 . 90.9
Hobbies 93.9 6.1 1.2 91.3
Leisure %93{5 6.1 1gi . 88.7
Travel 96.3 3;7; 1.2 99.3
News ) 76 232 1.3 918
_Adventure  98.5 1.5 - 3.0 ' 99.1
Scienfific,; 974 2.6 1.4 .98.7
Automotive 9.8 5.2 2.5 95.2
Trade’uagazines 87.9 .'12:1 1.4 98.5
Acadesmic Journals 88.9 11.]_'L;1:8. ’gs;a‘
‘Gemeral Interest 65.3 54;1 :"1f£"‘ 89,4
Huaorous ~, 99.3 0.7 1.0 90.5
e1.9’jfﬁg;i »‘;1.5 R 94.8:"

: 94
. ‘ 2}
Casual $
S.Olé :Hean
4.6 1.7 .
0.8 2.0
1.1 1.0
a1 f
? 13,7 - 1.3
9.1 1.3
8.7 1.3
1.3 12
0.7 1.3 .
8.2 1.3 , $<}
0.9 ; 10
.3 1.2
4.8 . 2.2
1.5 2.3
o.if,, 1j§-‘

10.6 1.3

" s.2° 2o
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: : AERENDIX D : ) '
. K . ’ * ’ N /
oo ’ ! T J . "
\ ' - RANKING: TECHNIQUE , AN

: o - . g f\\\ LT .
. ) . ' ¢ : . 1 N /
, Questions 9, 20 and 33" of the field survey (sée
APPENDIX  A.) = required respondents: to rank various
7 : ' ,
categor1es. ‘For preseutation Purposes thg response

frequencies vere subjgcted todgfgihple uexgh(lng technlque

to obtaln an overall rank for eacb~category. If the guestion

at hand.vas Question 9, for example, each «gategory had 5

possible- resronses (1 te 5), the absolute frequency of

'Presponse'1 was uéiuhted by 5,‘.the absolutg frequeucy ‘of
response 2h<ﬁ;5‘ weigﬁied‘by 4 and so on. ‘Yeighting factors
were sinple tue;cateuory crder _numbers in everse. They were
assigned to each response frequency in de?endlng order. ‘The
.first ' uelghtinq’ fuctor corrpspouded /to the ulben of

categorieszzn the guestion. The absolute frequency for each

cetegory" s multiplied by the veightlng factor and the sum

~

~ of the ueighted products uere~ recorded. The process vas
i‘repeated for - each category ‘and . the sums - of the ueightedA
}products vere rankeq to ;rovide' an oOverall rank between
;categorles. The ueighting factor ‘for Questxon 20 .uas
’ 0

initialized at 10 since the question had 10 categorles ‘thus

“0 possible responses .for each category._

D)
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AEPENDIX E - o

N
PLAUSIBLE SEGMENT GROUPS.

1. High. Soc1oeconon1c. Occupation Either Professional

N

or Managerial, Proprletor, or Clerical or Sales,
and Income Over $10,000.

2. ~ Mediunm Socioecononic. Occupation either Skilled or ,

Technlcal, Seai- skilled, Student, or Retlred, .and

~Incone from $7,000 to 1315 OOQ(ﬂ or Occupation
either Froprietor, or Clerical or Sales, - and
Inccme lLess Than $10,000. - .

3. Lovk Socioeconomic. Occupation either Unskilled,
Retired or‘hUnelployed, 'end Income Lless than
$6,900. '

4. Low Incoae. Inccme Unde% $7,000.

5. Medium fncone. Income Fron $7,000 to $9¢¥B99.
\ - <

6. h;gh Inccme. Income From 10,000 to $14,999.
7. Very'Bigh'InCOIe; Income of $15,000 and Over.
8. - Top Occupation. Occupation either Professional or

(Eanager1a1, Proprietor, or Clerical or Sales, ~

9. Middle 0ccupation. Occupation either SKilled ori

Technical, Sell-skzlled, Student, or Retired. ,,’

10. . Bot tom Qccupaticn. 0ccupation either nnskilled. or

Uneiployed.



1.

12.
13.
14,
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

97

APPENDIX E - Continued

Ydung Household. Households with a wife or héther. LN

less than 24 years of age.,

Middle Aged Household. Housebolds Hlth a iife vor
mother between 24 and 35 years of age. )

0ld Households. Houéeholds with.a'wige or mother
36 yéars of age of over.. . ‘ }
Household't1.ASlali Household with only 1 v}fe or
lother,ﬁand 1 huéb;nd or father. |
Bousehold #2. HJdSehold “composed of a wife, a
huﬂband,.ané children 13 years of age and okder;
Household fB.-Hopsehold composed of a wife, a
father, and teenagers over 13. &

Household #5. Household composed of a wife, a

hushand, children, and teenagers.

Household #7. Hoqsehold conposed of a ,yifef’ a

husband, teenégers, and dependents 20 yearg Qf age

and over.
’ »

. a D S R '» /“',
dbnsehold #8. iarge nousehold with a vife, a

hnsband,.childten, “ieenagers and dependents 20

Y

years of age and over. - ST

Population. Therentiqé éalple;4



VARIABLES

~ -

AEPENDIX F

L]

POR VARIANCE ANALYSIS

]
2

1. .Beef Usage Rank

2. Grcecery Phréhase'rrequency,

3. Beef Purchase Preguency

4. Bulk vs. Retail Purchases

5. Beef times/week

_ 7. Pot Roasts.

- 6. Oven Beef Roasts

é.ABrciling Steaks

9. Chuck Steaks .

1.
.
13
') 14,
EERTS
‘g;‘ts;‘

17,

18,

19,

Rcund Steak’

Liver

Stew Beef - IR
Corned Beef -

Ptésh'SanSageﬁfg,‘ B o

.

rgr

Liste§<tg iusié'on :adio“;:g;.;i

Listen to news on r;dib

Liétehvto £a§io £qr other :gaébns

Li§t§n(€o-:adip'iﬁ-nprniﬁg

r'2¢.gLi$%enito #idio in afternoon -

Listen to radio in'éfeéing,

o

98
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22.

23 **

@ 2&.
25.
26.
27.
28.

29,

'30.
.37,

. 32,

33.

34,
'35,

APPENDIX F - Continued*

Listen to radio in Iate evening
The days radio is listened to

CFRN ?ank

¢

CEXT rank

Watch TV in marning
Watch T¥ in early afternoon
Watch TV in late afternoon®

Watch TV in evenin§

Watch TV in late eveniﬁg
) \

Phe dajs on which TV is vaiched

Journal- purchase frequency
Paper reading habits
Other paper. index

Nagazine index

99
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. . i AEPENDIX G
. , :‘ \'\‘ .
* . pLAUSIBLE SEGMENT GROUP PAIRS
. Vo |
4 ' -\\
. v\ l‘ A
RUN KO. GROUP PAIR

1. High\SocioeconOIié vs. Low Socioeconomic -

- 2. Medium Socioeconomic vs.

e
- . 3'

e 0.,

12 High Income vs. Very Bigh Incone

\
|

High 'Socioceconomic vs. Medium Socioeconomic
High Sdcioécononic vs. Population

uediu\ Socioeconomic, vs. Population

Low Income V¥Ss.

‘Low SCbloeconOIxc vs. Populatlon

uedinl Inconme.

ngh Inco-e

Very High” ingone
vs. Bigh Income

Income vs. Very aigu Income

:\' :\'13. Low Inc¢le vs. Population

'1a.

15.

16. Very High Incole v8s Population S

17.
18.
 19.

SR 20. uiddle Occupation vs. POP“1‘t1°n»{a 

Medium Incone vS. Population

Higk Incoue vs. Population

Top 0ccupation vs. Bottoi 0ccnpation
Top 0ccnpation vs. uiddle 0ccupation -

Top 0ccupation vs. Population '

s

Lovw Soc¢ioeconomic

100



‘jl

21.

22,

23.
2u,
25.
26-
217.
28,

29,

~ 30.

31.
32
33,

3“.'

35,
36.

37,”

~38.
 39.
'lqo,a
an,

"257

:Bouséholdgla vs,.Popnlafion*mx

- | 101
R
APPENDIX G - Continued
Bettom Occupation vs. Population

Young Household ¥s. 0ld Household
it Sy

Middle Household vs. 0ld Houéehold

vs. ulddle Honsehold |

v}!p

Household¢l1 s. Household #2 ’ .

Household #1 |vs. Householq\#3ﬁb

Household 1/ vs. ﬂonsehqld CS'

ﬂousehdld.f{ vs. ﬂousehald 17‘_f ,
Household'#i vs.;nquseholdhte\ o -~
Hdhsehold #1 vs. fopdlatioﬁv' | |
Hodsehold #2 vs. Housepold #3:.
a?ﬁséio%a'iz‘yg;'ﬂouSehold #5

&

Househald'02“v$. ﬂoqsehold 7

Houseﬁold ;2 v35 honéehpld ie_h
hgysehqld 42 vs.‘Pppuliflqn
H&qsehdld 43 is..PppﬁlafioﬁF S
6u$ehold't?;vs.'Pbphlgtion”
Ho&séhdih,t?lisd,Popnlation‘ N TP
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RESULTS OF VARIANCE famarysts
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APPENDIX H - TABLE 1

_ \
ﬁABIABLES,.GROQPS, AND SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES

Variable
1

./2

1

12

13

15
23
24

25

)

17

KR

9 11
7 8

26 28
3 7

22 23
38 39
2 6

26 28
7 ° 8

32 37
2 9

3 8

2 3

23 - 37
7 9

2 6

18

Run Numbers

13

Ty

2
17

16

21

11

21

24

12
35

1

28

22

30

P

28

27

16 @ 22
36 37
12 16
30 34

35 37
32 |
13 17
13
30

103
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!ﬁfia

26
27
- 28
29
31

32

33

- 34
35

APPENDIX

ble
42
27

32

.32

LN

37
|37

3

37

3
16
25

9

B - TABLE 1,

42

TT;;\\737

-

42

6

42

4
17
30

1

11

Run Numbers

41

18
35

17

16

Continued

42

19

40 -

18

36

10
20

31

104

.

~a
18 20
mn 1w

21 22

Note: Run Numbers correspond to the groups and testing

sequence listed in Appendix G.
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k!
: APPENDI! H - TABLE 2
DIFFBBEBCBS BETWEER GROUPS AXD POPULATION °

»

Tested - Variablé_lupon Which siggificant
opulaticn - _ Differences Were: Located

High S cioecBnonld U432
Low Soc oeconcnic -4 +12 *15\\\\<35 31
: N
Household #2 -2 -3 o .
Household #3 -3 T ‘
Household \#5 +32 \
" Household #7 -4 17 20 21 27
\ \go\usehold T -6 26 27 286 29 3
\ !ouNsehold -1 -3 . 20 27 : ,
\\ Middle ﬂonsehold To-2 -3»A o | “ e
\ 01d Rousehold 032
| Low Income -1 -4 -5 +12  +15
\ nedium Incose =32 j : | , A"‘ | .
‘-1 High Income +32 | . ~
L &tVery High Income RS +2 43 432 +35
‘:'Bottoi Oééupation -8 .21 A-25 5 -32 S |
"A‘uiddle Occupation -32 {3' ///
"Top Occupation 3:| 432 ~ o

_NOTE: varaibles vith signs indicate the direction of the °
. differences between groups. Por example, Housghold #2
' ranks béef lower in relative consusption than does the
pgpnlation (variable Oz\has been preflxed by a linns
sign). i ,

-

L
}
\

.

. . - . H
- v . v N e - . . e

. . -~ L .
. . . v ’ -
<
A | , ) n

:‘ 4, ! . . B . '
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Bigh-Income
s e

4

APPENDIX H - TABLE 3

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GROUPS ;

"RUN NOMBERS

High Socioeconomic .
Vs
Low Socioecononmic:

High Socioeconomic
2 Vs N

&
Medium Socioeconoaic’

€,
‘Medium Socioeconoaic
_ vs B
Lovw Socioeconomic

Low# Income
g vs
Medium Income

" Low Income

vs

~
el

Lowv Income T
vs
Very High Inccme |

#Medium Income.
- ¥8 )

"High Incoﬁei

pediui‘Inéo-e-
. ¥s

Vefxuqigh Inccae

qiéh Income
' vs -
High Inccme

Very
L

,Top'oécnpation

vs

“Bottom Occupat}Jn
. ﬁ'l\'

Top' 6ccupation

U vs ‘ 10\\;

'giddle Occupation

+3.

-14 .

+2

-1
+11 .

-1

» 1. tﬂl,. .

‘33

+14

A

+4 +5
-15 +25
+3.
+8 - -12
’\
=3 -y
-2 43
+12 ., +15
2 +3
.me12 U
235 o
-32
.
+2  +3
-3
& ¢
+8 -12
-12 31

=11

-'+/8 r__lil

31

31

-15

\n-u

31

+15

+11

23

‘T 432

VARIABLE NUMBERS

-1

432 .'

+32 -

+25

+14

+25

‘33

~

106

=12
"33

- +35

31

33

+32

(see NOTE, APPRNDIX H - TABLE 2 for explanation of signs)



APPENDIX H -

RUN RUMBERS

Young Household
B £ :
014 Household

uiddle.noasehcld
. ¥s o
0ld Household

Young‘Houséhold
Vs
uiddle‘Houfehold

Household . #1
Vs
Household. #2.

Householid #1
vs ’
Household #3

Household #1.
vs
Household #5

Household #1
£
Household‘#7

Household #1
Vs
Household #8

Household #2
S 7
Household #3

Household #2
vs
Household #5

' Household #2
. vs

Household #7.

' Household 22
vs

Tk ﬂonseholq 48

-2

+1

+2

+2

+3

107

S

TABLE 3,'Continued

VARIABLE NUMBERS

‘05/ 105 -32

-3 s =12 -3

v )
L4 L
-u ,
‘4»';
43 -4 - 425
4
L. + .
,'.
& \ .

33 : N S
#1127 28 29 31,
-3

8 -32 )/ -

-8 -2 31 | .

(see NOTE, APPENDIX H - TABLE 2 for explanation of signs) -

= . ] _‘-\h
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