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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC, SOCIOECONOMIC
AND ATTITUDINAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
URBAN IN-HOME SHOPPER
By

Peter Lee Gillett

Despite the expansion of suburban shopping centers,
discount stores and self-service retailing, recent in-home
buying gains have been most impressive in urban and sub-
urban areas. Between 1955 and 1965, for example, general
merchandise mail order sales approximately doubled, while
total sales of general merchandise grew at an estimated
rate of less than U4 per cent annually. The current retail-
ing literature sees several trends encouraging urban in-
home shopping:

1. Shoppers are more convenience-oriented than ever

before.

2., With suburban growth, heavy traffic, inadequate
parking and crowded stores are reducing the
convenience of suburban shopping.

3. In-home merchandisers are upgrading their

facilities, merchandise and shopping services.
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The research analyzed the relationships among

selected demographic, socioeconomic and attitudinal

characteristics of urban female shoppers and their tele-

phone and mail shopping for general merchandise. In-home

buying was defined as: (1) telephone shopping from retail

stores;

(2) shopping from general merchandise catalogs by

maill, phone or in person from catalog offices; and (3)

buylng by mail from speclalty mail order firms.

The research encompossed the following problem areas:

1.

What 1s the nature and extent of in-home shopping,
from various in-home shopping sources?

Is the urban in-home shopper "locked 1in" away

from retall stores?

What socloeconomic and demographic characteristics
discriminate in-home shoppers from women who do
not buy at home?

Are 1n-home shoppers especially convenilence
minded? Do in-home shoppers express unique
attitudes toward shopping convenience and the
shopping process that differentiate them from

non-shoppers?

Personal interviews with 210 female shoppers in

Grand Rapids, Michigan provided the research data. Data

were analyzed using several nonparametric bilvarlate tests

of significance. Research findings indicated that:
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Most urban women had shopped at home during the
preceding ll-month period, spending less than
$60.

Few shoppers are locked in because of their job,
age, preschool children at home, residential
location or lack of transportation. Perhaps
because of the easy access to shopping areas in
Grand Rapids, locked-in shopping is only a

minor contributor to in-home buying.

In-home buying intensity 1s related to above
average family income and education, but not to
shopper age, family life cycle or family size.
Telephone and direct mail shoppers are above
average in socloeconomic status, while catalog
shoppers do not differ from women who seldom or
never buy at home.

Negro shoppers did not differ significantly

from white shoppers on in-home spending, although
data suggested that Negro shoppers may spend 1less
by direct mail.

In-home shoppers do not view the shoppling process
as less important or enjoyable than do other
women, But experienced in-home shoppers, who

are also frequent store shoppers, rate in-home
shopping more favorably over a wide range of
convenlence, service, merchandise and price

factors than do other shoppers.
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6. In-home buying is motivated by a wide range of
factors: catalog shoppers buy most often be-
cause of merchandise assortment and price, while
phone shoppers stress shopping convenience and
impulse motives. Perceived risk of buying mer-
chandise without personal inspection 1s a major
deterrent to in-home buying. Many other shoppers
avold the experience of buylng at home, particu-
larly by phone, because 1t 1s unfamiliar.

The research found differences between urban in-home
shoppers and other buyers which have important implications
for market segmentation and merchandising strategy. It 1s
also suggested that the urban in-home market for general
merchandise will continue its significant growth in the
future. A projected rise in family incomes will be accom-
panied by increased demands for shopping convenlences, and
technological innovations such as electronic ordering will

make the in-home shopping task even more convenient.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problem

The limited ability of any one firm to satisfy
consumer demands requires that firms 1identify market
segments and tailor their market offerings to the potenti-
ally most profitable segments., In a market of rapidly-
increasing discretionary lncome and ever-changing consumer
wants, however, identifying homogeneous groups of buyers
is one of marketing management's most difficult tasks.

The objective of the present research is to identify an
important and growlng market segment, the buyer who shops
at home for a significant portion of her purchases, the
in-home shopper.

Marketing research and the marketing literature
have until recently paid relatively little attention to
the in-home shopper. There 1is probably some Justification
for this apparent lack of interest: the in-home market as
a percentage of total retail sales is quite small., For
example, mail order retail sales, a substantial portion of
the total in-home market, have never accounted for more

than 1.3 per cent of total retail sales in any given year



since 1929.1 Further, the in-home market in the United
States has traditionally been the rural family, geographi-
cally isolated from retail stores and dependent upon the
general merchandise catalog for many shopping needs. With
the population movement from a rural to an urban-suburban
environment, the rural mall-order market has diminlshed 1in
importance. But the national in-home market has not
declined. In fact, examination of recent retail sales
data shows that the in-home market has been growing faster
than total retail sales. The major growth has been in the
urban-suburban market, where telephone purchasing from
retall stores and catalog firms has been steadily replacing
mail ordering. Since the growth trend apparently reflects
an increasing desire of urban and suburban families to
shop at home, retailing efforts tailored to the 1n-home
market would seem to hold considerable promise for future
sales and profits.

Several problems occur in trying to measure the size
and growth of the in-home market: First, there 1s little
common agreement on what constitutes the "in-home market";
the term 1s not defined 1n the retailing literature nor in
United States government or trade association publications.
Second, lack of comprehensive data allows only rough esti-
mates of the size and growth of the in-home market, and

avallable data are generally understated. But an examination

1E. Jerome McCarthy, Basic Marketing (revised ed.;
Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1964), p. 599.




of several sources of in-home shopping data reveals an
increasingly important consumer market.

One measure of the size and growth of in-home buying
is presented in Table 1 below. The in-home market for
general merchandise, the product category representing the
bulk of total dollar sales to in-home shoppers, 1s esti-
mated by combining United States Department of Commerce
data on retaill maill-order sales by mall-order companies
and mall order divisions with estimates of department store

1

sales out-of-house, The data show that, after rather

lThe magnitude of the mall and telephone order market
for general merchandise 1s understated 1in Table 1. Sales
data for maill order retailing do not include mail orders
recelved by retailers, principally some specialty and narrow
line mall order houses not classified by the Census as mail
order houses.

The U. S. Bureau of the Census has defined mail order
houses narrowly, excludlng many retaillers selling part of
their volume by mail by classifying them with other types
of retaill establishments. In addition, many mail order
establishments are too small or transitory in nature to be
included 1n any statistical compllation. To 1illustrate
the differences in estimates of direct mail sales, Griffin
states that there are reliable listings of organlzations
engaged in mail order selling triple or quadruple the
numbers in the 1958 Census reports. (The 1958 Census of
Business lists 2550 mail order establishments.) He cites
a 1959 report by B. Klein and Company, New York City,
claiming that the gross sales of mail order firms in 1958
totaled approximately $3.5 billion, an increase of about
500 per cent in a little more than ten years; see Harold
E. Griffin, Jr., Mall Order Retalling--Economic Consider-
ations for Small Operators (University of Connectilcut,
1963), pp. 13-15. The 1958 Census of Business, in con-
trast, reported mall-order house sales of less than $2
billion. The 1963 Census lists 4,206 mail order houses
with total annual sales of $2,378 million; see U. S.,
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of
Business: 1963, Vol. I, Retail Trade-Summary Statistics,
Table 1: U. S.--1963 and 1958 (Washington, D. C.: U. S.
Government Printing Office), pp. 1-6.




TABLE 1.--The growth of the general merchandise mail order
market: 1951-1967 (in millions of dollars).

Department Storeb :

Year giéira Telephone Mall Order foral
(D.S.M)  ""gales Sales Total

1951  $1,308 $349 $249 $598 $1,906
1955 1,332 381 272 653 1,985
1960 1,860 509 364 873 2,733
1961 1,932 552 395 947 2,879
1962 2,028 554 396 950 2,978
1963 2,124 584 417 1,001 3,125
1965 2,340 652 466 1,118 3,458
1965 2,581 689#* hgg# 1,107% 3,778%
1966 2,691 TUT* 534% 1,281% 3,972%
1967 2,767 800% 571% 1,371% 4,138%

a
"Mail Order Sales of Department Store Merchandise
by Maill Order Companies or Mail Order Divisions," Survey
of Current Business, U. S. Department of Commerce.

bMail order sales and telephone order sales based
on estimates by National Retail Merchants Associlation,
and Stuart U. Rich, Shopping Behavior of Department Store
Customers (Cambridge: Harvard University, 1963).

*
Estimated by trend extension from Source b, 1960-
1964 data above.



insignificant gains from the early and middle 1950's,
general merchandise mall order sales approximately doubled
in the ten years between 1955 and 1965. Mail order sales
have continued to increase, and it 1s certailn that depart-
ment store sales out-of-house, notably telephone sales,
have also gained. Thils in-home market for general mer-
chandise, probably exceeding four billion dollars in 1967,
has grown faster than total retall sales during the last
decade.

Using similar data plus annual estimates of direct
(door-to-door) sales, the Stanford Research Institute
reports $7 billion annual in-home sales in 1963, or 9 per
cent of total natlonal general merchandise sales., Of the
total, catalog sales show a 6 per cent annual 1ncrease, an
impressive trend when it 1s estimated that general merchan-
dise sales have 1increased 3.5 per cent annually in the last
decade. Stanford Research Institute predicts that in-home
purchases of general merchandise will reach 10 to 11 per
cent of general merchandise sales by 1975. Moreover, this
is an increasingly urban market; an estimated 70 to 80 per
cent of catalog sales are now in the metropolitan market
as compared with 50 per cent or less some fifteen years

ago.l

lStanford’Research Institute, Industrial Economics
Division, "In-Home Selling Report No. 225," (Menlo Park,
California: Stanford Research Institute, October, 1964),
pp. 2-3, 5.



Gains 1n advertising revenue also give some indication
of growth 1n sales volume. Direct mail advertising volume
is expanding; the $2.5 billion spent on direct mail adver-
tising exceeds the amount spent on elther TV or magazine
advertising.l Total expenditures for direct mail adver-

tising increased 550 per cent from 1946 to 19611.2

Scope of the Problem

The proposed study is a cross-section analysis of
certain socioeconomic and attitudinal characteristics of
urban shoppers that are belleved to be related to in-home
buying behavior. For purposes of the study, urban in-home
buying will be confined to catalog and direct mall shopping,
and buying by telephone from retail stores. The study will
also be limited to general merchandise purchases, as de-
fined below, and to speclalty merchandise typically sold
by direct mail houses.

General merchandise, broadly descriptive of the
majority of items sold through large mail-order catalogs,3
is chosen for analysis for two related reasons: first,

the category represents the bulk of merchandlse bought at

home; second, beling so inclusive, 1t 1s a category large

l"Telepurchasing--Ma,jor Trend in Retailling?"
Forbes, October 15, 1967, p. 62.

2Charles F. Higgins, "The Booming In-Home Market,"
The Reporter of Direct Mail Advertising, Summer, 1967,
p. 47.

3see Chapter III, Definitions, p. 91.




enough to be measurable within the research design limi-
tations. Personal services and food items are major
consumer expenditure categories specifically excluded from
the study.

In-home shopping is defined for purposes of the
study as buying from samples, advertisements or catalogs.
Merchandise 1s bought by description or from sample dis-
plays, not from retaill store shelves. With the exception
of catalog store or catalog counter ordering, described
below, the complete shopping transaction can take place
in the home.

The study defines three methods of in-home shopping:
(1) mailing orders to any retailer accepting mail orders,
(2) ordering by telephone, (3) ordering in person at a
catalog store or at the catalog counter of a retall store.1
Whille the latter method involves leaving the home to place
the order, 1t nonetheless involves catalog ordering from
sources other than retall store shelves.

Specifically excluded from the study as methods of
in-home shopping otherwlise meeting the above definition
are: (1) buying from direct (door-to-door) salespersons;
(2) group in-home buying such as houseware "home parties";
and (3) ordering merchandise as premiums from trading
stamp gift catalogs. Since the first two methods are

seldom buyer-initiated and are not "long-distance" methods

lSee Chapter III, Definitions, p. 90.




of in-home buying, they are considered of minimal importance
to the hypotheses in the research. Exchangling trading
stamps for merchandise 1s not considered an alternative

to in-store buying, for purposes of the study.

The study classifies three major in-home shopping
sources: (1) large general merchandise catalog firms,
such as Sears, Montgomery Ward, and Spiegel, who regu-
larly publish catalogs featuring wide varieties of general
merchandise items; (2) direct-mail retallers, the smaller
or more speclalized firms, the bulk of whose business 1is
by long-distance mail; and (3) retail stores offering
shopplng service via any of the in-home shopping methods
discussed above--usually telephone or mail order service.

The large general-merchandise catalog firms offer
the widest choice of in-home ordering methods. Thelr
customers may order from catalogs via telephone or mail
order or they may place orders in person at catalog stores
or at catalog counters in retaill stores. Merchandise
information 1s obtalned primarily through catalogs,
usually two large catalogs per year supplemented by
numerous sale catalogs, and through mail stuffers in
bllling statements.

Direct maill firms rely on long-distance mailings
for advertising, receiving and filling customer orders.
Carefully screened and compiled customer lists are often

used. Newspaper and magazine advertising are also heavily



used, while radio and television advertising are limited
and usually confined to the larger direct mail firms.

Some retail stores, particularly the larger depart-
ment stores, actively promote mail and telephone orders
from theilr regular merchandise stocks. Newspapers are
the advertising medium used most heavily in reaching in-
home customers. Radilo and television, special catalogs
(particularly Christmas gift catalogs), and telephone calls
to regular customers are other frequently-used methods of
informing in-home shoppers and obtaining telephone and
mail orders.

In summary, types of in-home shopping to be measured
are mall and telephone ordering from catalog firms, retail
stores and direct mail firms, and in-person ordering from
catalog counters and catalog stores. Specifically ex-
cluded from the study are direct (door-to-door) sources
of in-home buying, and group in-home buylng such as house-

ware "home parties."

Statement of the Problem

Among the many interrelated decisions a shopper
makes are choosing how and where to search for merchandise.
The urban shopper has several broad alternatives. She
can travel to stores and buy merchandise from retail
shelves, Or if she cannot or does not wish to travel to
retail stores to shop in person, she may be able to

delegate the shopping task to others, or cancel the
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trip, or postpone 1t until more favorable circumstances
for store shopping are present. She may also choose to
avold shopping in retail stores and buy merchandise from
her home. The research investigates whether people who
shop by mall and telephone differ from other shoppers
on a number of socioeconomic, demographic and attitudinal
characteristics. A conceptual framework of in-home
shopping behavior will relate the intensity of use of
mail and telephone ordering to the key behavioral vari-
ables assumed to influence the shoppling cholce. The
research thus has two related objectives. First, it
attempts to describe an "in-home shopper" market seg-
ment, those women who frequently choose in-home shopping
sources and respond to newspaper and magazine advertise-
ments and other persuasive messages from in-home shopping
sources., ‘Second, through testing a number of related
hypotheses within the research framework, the study
attempts to explain the reasons why certain shoppers tend
to buy intensively at home.

The following questions outline the scope of the
research:

1. What is the pattern of in-home buying intensity

among different types of urban shoppers, and
among the various methods and sources of in-

home buying?
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2. To what extent is the in-home shopper a "locked

in" shopper?1

3. Are there distinctive socioeconomic character-
istics which are related to preferences for
different methods and sources of in-home
shopping?

4, Do in-home shoppers express unique attitudes
toward the shopping process that differentiate
them from persons doing little or no in-home

shopping? Are in-home shoppers particularly

convenience-minded?

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses to be tested in the study
are grouped for convenience under five broad guiding
assumptions. Thelr order of presentation does not neces-
sarily represent a ranking of possible validity or
importance.

1. Hypotheses concerning locked in shoppers

A. Availablility of private (family) automobiles
during major shopping hours 1s inversely
related to in-home buying intensity.

B. In-home buying intensity 1s positively
related to perceived travel time from the
home to the shopper's favorate general

merchandise stores.

1See Chapter III, Definitions, p. 93.
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C. In-home buying intensity 1is positively
related to distance of shopper's home
from public bus transportation.

D. Shoppers in the "young married with pre-
school children" stage of family 1life
cycle buy more at home than other shoppers.

E. In-home buying intensity is higher 1n the
"elderly, empty nest" stage of family 1life
cycle than 1in earlier stages of family life
cycle.

F. Working women buy more at home than women
not employed outside the home.

Socioeconomic and demographic characteristics

related to in-home buying intensity

A. In-home buying intensity 1s positively
related to amount of annual family income,

B. In-home buyiling intensity 1s positively
related to education level.

C. In-home buying intensity 1s positively
related to family size.,

D. Negro shoppers buy less at home than white
shoppers.

Convenience orientation of shopper types

Heavy in-home buyers are more convenience-

oriented than other shoppers, according to the

following measures of convenience orientation:
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A. In-home buying intensity 1s positively
related to number of telephones per
household.

B. In-home buying intensity is positively
related to number of shelter magazines in

the home.l

C. In-home buying intensity is positively
related to the number of newspaper sub-
scriptions received.

D. In-home buying intensity is positively
related to the number of credit cards.

E. In-home buying intensity 1s positively
related to number of charge accounts
reported by shoppers.

. In-home shoppers in lower income classes tend

to order from general merchandise catalogs,

while higher-income shoppers tend to order by

telephone from department and specialty stores.

. Hypotheses concerning shopping attitudes

A. Heavy in-home buyers percelve their shopping
situations as less convenlent than do other
shoppers.

B. Heavy 1n-home buyers perceive selected ele-
ments of the shopping process as less con-

venlent than do other shoppers.

1

See Chapter III, Definitions, p. 93.
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C. Heavy 1n-home buyers compare in-home shopping
more favorably with retail store shopping,
on selected convenience factors, than do

other shoppers.

Research Design and Methodology

Personal interviews were used to collect data on
shopplng habits, socioeconomic and demographic character-
istics and shopping attitudes of 210 adult female shoppers
in Grand Rapids, Michigan. Using 1960 census data and
personal observation to stratify the population on esti-
mated average annual family income, house value and racial
composition by clty block, four subsample areas were chosen
to represent upper, middle, and lower 1lncome white, and
lower income Negro urban populations.

Households were sequentlally sampled from a random
starting point in each subsample area until a predetermined
quota of approximately fifty interviews per area were com-
pleted.

Interviews were taken during a four-week period in
November and the first week of December, 1967. Average
length of 1interviews varied from thirty minutes for house-
wives who had not shopped at home during the past year to
forty-five minutes for in-home shoppers.

After editing and coding all completed questionnaires,
survey data were transferred to punched cards for tabu-

lation and statistical testing of the research hypotheses.
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The research hypotheses were tested for statistical
significance using several nonparametric tests depending
upon the measurement level of the data and the data
classifications by the research variables. The X2 test,
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test and the Kruskal-
Wallis one-way analysis of variance tests were all used

where appropriate. In addition, other data related to

the research hypotheses were collected.

Limitations of the Study

The results of the study should be interpreted keep-
ing the following research deslgn and procedures limi-
tations in mind:

l. The research design was confined to one metro-
politan area, Grand Rapids, Michigan, during
a single four-week time period, November and
the first week of December, 1967. To the ex-
tent that Grand Rapids is an atypical area or
that the 1nterview period does not represent
typical shopping conditions, the research
findings and conclusions cannot be generalized
beyond the sample.

2. The study utilized a quota sampling method 1in
which households were selected from four pre-
determined sample areas. In addition, the
skip interval used 1n the Negro subsample

differed from that followed in the other three
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areas. Hence, statistical estimation from
sample values to the shopper population of
Grand Raplids or any other metropolitan area
is precluded.

3. The sample is not a complete cross-section of
the general merchandise shoppers in the metro-
politan area: only ellgible housewlves or adult
female heads were chosen for interviews, other
single females, all males, and members of insti-
tutions such as college dormitories or sorori-
ties beling specifically excluded from the sample.

Potentlal Contributions of
the Research

In-home shoppers are assumed to be nonrandomly distri-
buted among the urban shopper population; that 1s, in-home
shopping decisions result from unique combinations of
environmental and attitudinal characteristics common to
in-home shoppers. The potential contribution of the pre-
sent study, like previous research in this area of consumer
behavior, is the identification of the in-home shopper in
terms of these relevant characteristics. A twofold purpose
is served by this research:

1. Information and insights about the in-home

shopping segment may benefit firms offering
mail and telephone shopplng services. For

example, the effectiveness of promotional
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efforts can be increased by tailoring messages
to more precisely identified market segments.
The efficilency of catalog distribution likewilse
depends heavily upon the sender's knowledge of
those buyer characteristics closely linked with
in-home shopping intensity.

2. New hypotheses and data contribute to the further
development of a specific body of knowledge of
the in-home market that in turn aids further
research in a relatively neglected area of con-
sumer behavior research.

The in-home shopper as a market segment has received
relatively little attention in the marketing and retailing
literature. Several empirical studles of the department
store telephone shopper have contributed findings relevant
to the present research.l Of these studies, Rich's 1963
findings offer the most comprehensive profile of the tele-
phone shopper's socioceconomic characteristics, what she
buys, how much she spends, and why she shops that way.
Less 1s known about the catalog shopper who orders by

phone or maill. At least, non-proprietary data is scarce;

lStuart U. Rich, Shopping Behavior of Department

Store Customers (Cambridge: Harvard Unlversity, 1963);
Bell Telephone System, Executive Summary from A Study of
Telephone Shopping in the Baltimore Area (Philadelphila,
Pennsylvanla: National Analysts, Inc., 1956); Bell
Telephone System, Executive Summary, The Locked-In
Shopper, 1963; Bell Telephone System, Executive Summary,

1l San Francisco Women Tell About Shopping in Department
Stores, (no date given).
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Rich found too little maill ordering among his urban samples
to reach meaningful conclusions about mail order shoppers.
There 1s some evidence that multlple catalog ownership is
increasing in urban areas. It would be useful to explore
this evidence further,

In summary, the present research will 1investigate
the urban in-home shopper who utilizes multiple sources of
merchandlise information to shop by mail or telephone for
a relatively important share of her general merchandise
purchases. In addition, the choice of a medium-sized cilty
offers potentially useful contrast to previous research;
urban in-home shopping studlies usually have been conducted
in the nation's largest cities, where shopping conditions
and shopper demands may differ from those in smaller urban
areas 1n ways significant for in-home shopping. Finally,
the present study re-examines some previous research
questions in order to update their findings in a more

current market environment,

Organization

The remainder of the study consists of four chapters:
Chapter II reviews the literature relevant to the research
problem., Chapter III explains the research design and
methodology used to collect and analyze the data. Re-
search findings are discussed in Chapter IV, while
Chapter V summarizes the findings, describes the in-

home shopper as a market segment, and suggests potential
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marketing applications of the findings and their impli-
cations for further research. Following Chapter V, the
data collection instrument and telephone interview

results are presented in the Appendix section.



CHAPTER 1II

THE CONVENIENCE-ORIENTED IN-HOME SHOPPER

Introduction

The consumer behavior literature provided several
propositions which guided the research in the selection of
the variables reviewed in Chapter II. The propositions
are stated as follows:

1. The shopper is a rational goal-seeker whose
decision processes can be usefully conceptu-
alized as 1nvolving three basic sets of inter-
related factors: (a) shopping environment
conditions and shopper income and credit cir-
cumstances which 1limit the shopping decision in
terms of cholce of outlet and type and amount
of products, services and conveniences; (b)
environmental situations and personal attri-
butes which 1lntervene to narrow the affordable
choice of product, place, and services. Such
variables might 1nclude family 1life style
characteristics, distance from residence or
place of work to retall stores, cost and

availability of transportation and parking,

20



21

shopping hours available, amount and type of
merchandise sought, shoppling information
possessed by or available to the shopper, and
so onj (c) the particular set of shopping
experiences, values, attitudes and opinions
through which the shopper perceilves the
elements of (a) and (b) above.t

2. The shopping decision results from an attempt

to minimize both the commodity costs and con-
venience (shopping) costs as perceived by the
decision-maker.2

3. In-home shopping 1s basically convenience

shopping; in-home shoppers perceive convenience
costs as an especially important element in the
shopping decision.

Since the research is concerned with investigating
specific hypotheses based largely on the third proposition,
Chapter II revliews the literature on convenience shopping,
paying particular attention to varlables assumed to be
important 1in describing or explaining in-home shopping
behavior,

The first section explores the evidence concerning

the influence of shopping convenlence on shopplng decislons.

1see Chapter III, pp. 70-73 for a further discussion
of the conceptual framework used in the research.

2See p. 31 of this chapter.
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The second section briefly traces the interrelated
influences of environment and the consumer's shopping
demands on the development of modern in-home retailling
from its rural origins. Section three examines in

detail the literature pertaining fo the research vari-
ables and attitude factors. The final section summarizes
research findings on the in-home shopper and her decision
environment.

Convenience-=Orientation in
" In-Home Shopping

The consumer, without knowing it, is the agent of

change in marketing processes and techniques.

That consumer, often acting in the grip of social

and economic changes, has caused retailers, whole-

salers, and manufacturers to drastically change

their products, their methods of_selling as well

as the sales environment itself.l

The present study likewise sees the development of
modern retailing, and the growth of in-home retailing in
particular, as basically a response to the consumer's
changing life style. In-home retailing is viewed as
offering shopping services and conveniences increasingly
demanded by urban consumers as their desire and ability
to pay for them has risen. Understanding and predicting

present and future change 1n retailing and market insti-

tutions, then, requires a thorough knowledge of the

lRobert D. Entenberg, "Socioeconomic Change and
Retall Management: Present and Future," in Managerial
Marketing: Perspectives and Viewpoints, ed. by Eugene
J. Kelley and Willlam Lazer (Homewood, Illinois: Richard
D. Irwin, Inc., 1967), p. 507.
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consumer and the changing social and economic environment
Influencing his life style.

But as with any ex post facto investigation of
phenomena, difficulties arise in establishing causal
relationships. One serious limitation is the inability
to control or account for all intervening variables that
may be involved in any given relationship. For example,
the current patterns of retailing structures and functions
result from many influencing factors; the particular state
of retail competitlion and the actions of competitors, the
cost of land and capital, zoning laws, historical patterns
of retail distribution and commercial dominance all play
a part in businessmen's decisions regarding the location
and design of shopping centers. One recent empirical study
concludes, for example, that heavy reliance on existing
theorlies of consumer convenience demands to predict the
location of a shopping center is presently less satis-
factory than relying on a wide range of institutional

considerations.1

With these limitations in mind, the
following section reviews the historical development of
modern in-home retailing, taking the point of view that
the provision of shopping convenlience has been the factor

central to the growth and change in in-home retailing

institutions and methods.

1Donald L. Thompson, "Consumer Convenience and Retail
Area Structure," Journal of Marketing Research, (February,
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Historical Development of
" In-Home Retailing

Rural Origins of the
Mall-Order Market

The historical development of modern in-home retail-
ing in the United States can be explained as a continual
response to technological innovation, industrialization
and urbanization and thelr effects on consumer 1life styles
and market demands in a competitive retail environment.

To understand the place of in-home selling in retailing
history, 1t 1s useful to begin with the consumer market
in the 1870'5, a period during which Montgomery Ward
opened the first full-line mail-order house in 1872.%
First, it should be pointed out that from the post-Civil
War period on, the nation has witnessed the steady trans-
formation from a rural, agrarian society into a predomi-
nantly industrial and urban environment. In terms of
population and buying power, the urban market has grown
significantly, while proportionately the rural market has
been steadily declining. Nonetheless, until about 1910
more than half the national population was still rural
and farm income was rising steadily. Thus the rural market

was large and growing during this periocd of significant

1Boris Emmet and John Jeuck, Catalogues and Counters
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1950), p. 19.
The "full-line" mail-order house, like department stores,
offers relatively complete lines of general merchandise.
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industrial expansion, particularly in the western
regions.

Small-town retaillers and country stores served
most of the needs of the rural market. Although urban
areas offered wider assortments of merchandise than
rural or small town retailers could carry, farm families
isolated by distance, slow transportation and long work-
ing hours generally found urban shopping quite incon-
venient. Maill order provided farm familles convenient
buying from wider assortments of general merchandise than
many small town retailers could offer.

There 1s general consensus in the retailing liter-
ature as to the major factors contributing to the early
growth of mall-order retailing: the spread of a national
rallroad network, the adoption of an inexpensive, rela-
tively efficient postal system, the high literacy rate,
the Increased use of advertising, the inefficiencies of
the local merchant, and rapid industrialization leading to
a buyer's market were together all contributing to a
favorable environment for mail-order retailing. The mail-
order business flourished in the late nineteenth century,
and quickly became dominated by several giants in the field,
notably Sears, Roebuck and Company, and Montgomery Ward.
Sears' sales, for example, rose from $137,743 in 1891 to

1

over $60 million by 1910. By 1918 there were 2,500

11b1d., pp. 172-173.
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mail-order houses in the United States; 850 of them had

annual sales of over $100,000.l

In-Home Selling to
the Urban Market

But after the turn of the century urban migratlon
and immigration were rapidly creating a predominantly
urban market, and department stores came into direct
competition with the mail-order houses as suppliers of
shopping convenience. The rapid growth in urban shopping
and the consequent revolution in retailing was enhanced
by two major advances 1in transportation and communications:
the birth of the private automobille and the consequent
growth in the public highway system, and the telephone.
Both had a majJor impact on in-home retailing. The private
transportation system made downtown stores accessible to
urban and rural shoppers allke, while the telephone was a
technological innovation that simply replaced mail-order
as the most convenlient way to shop at home.

In order to compete in the urban market, some of the
catalog firms responded by changing their merchandise lines
to appeal to both the rural and urban shopper, installing
telephone ordering facilitles, and opening retall stores.

Sears, beginning the trend away from complete reliance on

lPaul H. Nystrom, Economics of Retailing (New York:
The Ronald Press, 1930), p. 185.
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in-home sales, opened 1ts first store on the outskirts of

Dallas, Texas in 1910.1

In-Home Retalling Response to
the Suburban Movement

Population pressures on clties and the advent of
the private automobille as the major source of transpor-
tation led to a rapid growth of suburban areas, and
retalling responded to the changes in market demands.

The "explosion" of cities into their suburbs brought

with it a multitude of related retalling changes, the

most striking response being the still-continuing develop-
ment of the planned shopping center. But the trend to
decentralized retailing was neither smooth nor lmmediate.
As McNair states,

Stores have, 1n some instances belatedly, followed

their customers, and decentralization of retalling

facilities has been the order of the day; mail-
order stores, speclalty stores, and chains began

i1t; and department stores, slow to Join the pro-

cession because of tradition and preconceived 1deas,
have in the postwar period swung heavily to sub-
urban branch operations. At the same time 1t has
been necessary to meet changed buying habits, since
shopping is no longer a major dlversion, but rather

a task or chore to be performed as expeditiously

as possible.?

Catalog selllng continued to hold 1ts small share

of the urban market, with telephone ordering steadilly

11bid., p. 184,

2Malcolm McNailr, "Significant Trends and Developments
in Postwar Period," in Managerial Marketing: Perspectives
and Viewpoints, ed., by William Lazer and Eugene J. Kelley
(Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1962), p. 489.
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replacing mail-order. Beginning in the 1930's, and particu-
larly during the post-World War II period, the mail-order
firms, now mis-named as their suburban stores grew in number,
adjusted their marketing strategles to capture the attention
of the affluent middle-class urban and suburban markets,
while retailning the still-important rural customer. Style
and fashion merchandise were stressed in both capalogs and
stores; merchandise lines were upgraded and tailored to
urban tastes.

In-Home Retailing in
Recent Years

The last several years have witnessed a renewed
growth in catalog sales to urban-orlented customers.
Montgomery Ward, for example, has increased the number of
1ts catalog stores, particularly in smaller towns and
suburban areas where the firms have no retail stores, and
catalog sales have become the fastest-growlng part of Ward's
business.1 The success of catalog sales might be linked
to several market trends. First, the suburban shopping
center, which responded to shoppers' convenience needs more
fully than could the congested, increasingly-distant down-
town areas, 1s today often faced with the same crowded

conditions and inadequate service that have plagued much

downtown shopping for decades. Thus in-home shopping may

lHiggins, "The Booming In-Home Market," p. U47.
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offer relatively more convenience today than in several
decades. Second, much catalog sales effort has been
directed toward non-urban areas, the smaller towns and
fringe areas beyond the suburbs that for some time have
been experiencing retail sales growth rates exceedlng that
of suburban areas.1

Direct mail sales have also thrived in recent years.
The rising affluence of the consumer has created new
markets for unique, speclallized products and services in
which marketing specialists like direct mail firms can
profitably compete. In response, direct mail marketing
has acquired new technology and methods of efficlently
locating market segments, advertising to them, and filling

mail orders.

Shopping Convenience--Some Theoretical

Neoclassical economic theory holds that economlc
declsions are largely a function of utility and disutility
considerations. Utlility theory has been applied 1n examin-

ing the role of convenience in shopping decisions.2 For

lEli P. Cox and Leo G. Erickson, Retail Decentrali-

zation (East Lansing, Mich.: Bureau of Buslness and
Economic Research, 1967), pp. 5-20.

2Leo Aspinwall, "The Characteristics of Goods and
Parallel Systems Theories," in Managerial Marketing:
Perspectives and Viewpoints," ed. by Eugene J. Kelley
and William Lazer (Homewood, Illinois: Richard D.
Irwin, Inc., 1967); Wesley Bender, "Consumer Purchase
Costs--Do Retailers Recognize Them," Journal of Retalling,
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example, on a highly conceptual level, Aspinwall's red-
orange-yellow characteristics of retail goods were related
both to their channels of supply and the amount of con-
sumer research involved. Thompson suggests that one of
the first applications of utility theory to marketing
began with Parlin's convenlence goods--shopping goods
classification scheme for retail merchandising.l From
Parlin's original classification, Copeland2 added

3

speclalty goods, and Holton~ and Bucklinu have appraised

XL (Spring, 1964), 1-8, 52; Richard N. Cardozo, "An
Experimental Study of Consumer Effort, Expectation and
Satisfaction," Journal of Marketing Research, II (August,
1965), 2““-259; Enthony Downs, "A Theory of Consumer
Efficiency," Journal of Retailing, (Spring, 1961), 6-12;
Eugene J. Kelley, "The Importance of Convenience in Con-
sumer Purchasing," in Managerial Marketing: Perspectives
and Viewpoints, ed. by Eugene J. Kelley and William

Lazer (Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1967),
pp. 155-162; William J. Reilly, The Law of Retail Gravi-
tation (New York: William J. Reilly Company, 1931);
ThompSOﬁ "Consumer Convenience and Retail Area Structure,”
pp. 37-44.

1Charles Coolidge Parlin, "The Merchandising of
Textiles," (1915), reprinted in Marketing in Progress:
Patterns and Potentials, ed. by Hiram C. Barksdale (New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1964), pp. 297-
312,

2Melvin T. Copeland, Principles of Merchandising
(Chicago: A. W. Shaw Co., 1925).

3Richard H. Holton, "The Distinction Between Con-
venlence Goods, Shopping Goods, and Specialty Goods,"
Journal of Marketing, XXIII (July, 1948), pp. 53-56.

uLouis P. Bucklin, "Retaill Strategy and the Classi-
fication of Consumer Goods," Journal of Marketing, XXVII
(January, 1963), pp. 51-56.
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and refined the classification further, Bucklin adding the
concepts of convenlence, shopping and specialty stores.

Kelley believes that the consumer attempts to mini-
mize both product costs and convenlence costs 1n making
shopping decisions, and suggests that convenience costs
are becoming more important as patronage determinants.l

Rellly's law of retall gravitation resulted from
some early attempts at quantifying convenience cost
importance in retaill trade area drawing power. It 1s
interesting to note the importance attached to downtown
shopplng inconvenience early in the days of the private
automoblile. Reilly stated in 1921:

But in connection with the centralization of
markets for style goods, a noticeable reaction has
already begun. The use of the automoblle has
resulted in such congestlion in the downtown section
of our larger cities that the inconveniences in-
volved have tended to repel rather than to attract
retail trade.?

A similar conclusion was reached by Frederick, who
explalned the rise in telephone shopping and predicted a
suburban shift 1in retailing from his observations of

urban shopping congestion.3

lKelley, "The Importance of Convenience in Consumer
Purchasing," p. 155.

2William J. Rellly, Methods for the Study of Retall

Relationships (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1929,
reprinted 1959), p. 35.

3J. George Frederick, Selling By Telephone (New
York: The Buslness Bourse, 1928).
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Utility theory notions of convenience costs have
not always been upheld in empirical research on shopping
behavior. Cardozo found, for example, that increased
shoppling effort led to increased satisfaction with the
product, a finding that suggests the relevance of

dissonance theory to the shopping decision problem.1

Shopping Convenience and In-Home Shopping--
Some Empirical Evidence

There 1s a general consensus in the busilness litera-
ture that shopping convenlence is the key factor behind
the recent growth of in-home shopplng. Recent articles
have plctured the urban shopper as Ilmpatlent with the
deteriorating level of convenlence and service she en-
counters even in suburban shopping.2 The modern shopper
is depicted as being concerned with saving time, as a
result of her increasing tendency to work or to be "locked
in" at home. The business literature draws most of 1its
conclusions about the convenlence-minded urban shopper
from research studies 1in two prominent areas of retailing,
planned shopping centers and telephone selling.

Jonassen's 1955 study of shopper attitudes and be-

havior with respect to downtown versus suburban shopping

1Cardozo, "An Experimental Study," p. 248.

2"Telepurchasing——Ma,jor Trend in Retailing?" Forbes,
(October 15, 1967), pp. 56, 61-63; Higgins, "The Booming
In-Home Market," pp. 47-50; Grey Matter, Vol., 38, No. 9,
September, 1967.
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found that downtown shoppling was conslidered inconvenient
in terms of parking, traffic and crowds; the popularity
of suburban shopping was attributed largely to the rela-
tive absence of shopping inconveniences.l Downtown
stores, because of their wider assortment of high quality
merchandise, drew shoppers in spite of shopping incon-
veniences. Similar studies in other cities have agreed
substantially with Jonassen's conclusions.2

Telephone shopping studies also affirm the importance
of added convenlence 1n the declsion to shop by telephone.
In Rich's survey of department store shopping, over 90
per cent of a sample of New York and Cleveland telephone
shoppers claimed convenience as the major attraction of
telephone shopping.3 They lilsted crowds, boredom and
fatigue, maklng arrangements and getting to the store,
and difficulty in finding merchandise and getting waited
on as major inconveniences of store shopping.

Several telephone shopping studlies sponsored by

Bell Telephone agreed substantially with Rich's findings.u

lc. T. Jonassen, The Shopping Center Versus Downtown
(Columbus, Ohio: Bureau of Business Research, The Ohlo
State University, 1955).

2For example, George Sternlieb, The Future of the
Downtown Department Store (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
Unlversity Press, 1962).

3Donald F. Cox and Stuart U. Rich, "Perceived Risk
and Consumer Decision Making--The Case of Telephone
Sho%%ing," Journal of Marketing Research, (November, 1964),
P 7.

uBell Telephone System executive summaries from:

A Study of Telephone Shopping in the Baltimore Area;
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In the Baltimore study, one-third of the shoppers reported
experiencing barriers to shopping in person; almost half
of the shoppers claimed they postponed shopping trips be-
cause of crowds or public transportation problems.l
Another Bell study found 36 per cent of a nationwide
sample of department store and discount store shoppers
"locked in" on any average day, usually by transportation
problems, illness in the family, bad weather, no baby-
sitter, or outside employment demands on theilr shopping

time.2

Environmental Factors in In-Home Shopping

The product plays a significant role in the in-home
shopping decision. Some general merchandise items are
almost never purchased by mail or phone. There is a
definite hierarchy of "perceived risk"3 in buying certain
products 1n lieu of personal inspection which appears to

hold for the majJority of shopper's.Ll Most furniture,

The Locked-In Shopper; 1101 San Francisco Women Tell About
Shopping in Department Stores.

lA Study of Telephone Shopping in the Baltimore Area.

2The Locked-In Shopper.

3See p. 58 for a definitlon of perceived risk.

uCox and Rich, "Perceived Risk and Consumer Decision
Making-~The Case of Telephone Shopping," p. 504.
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women's wearing apparel, almost any items which are
usually tried on or matched for style, color, size and
fit are seldom bought by phone. Linens, children's
clothing, and small appliances are examples of products
that shoppers consider much less risky to buy without
personal inspection.

There 1s some speculatlion in the literature that
many products today involve less purchase risk as con-
sumers are becoming more familiar with product attributes,
Several marketing scholars have hypothesized that the
continuous buyer's market and increasling consumer incomes
are lessening the distinction between shopping goods and
convenience goods. The result has been less comparison
shopping on product attributes and an 1lncreasing emphasis

1,2 In-home

on buying at the most convenient place.
shopping, a low convenlence cost alternative, should
consequently gain in popularity. Cox and Erickson cite
several reasons why consumers are willing to forego pro-
duct comparison. Mass production and marketing in a
buyer's market result in greater standardiéation of
higher-quality products that are nationally distributed

and widely servlced; products thus differ from each other

primarily in non-functional respects. Also, increased

lCox and Erickson, Retail Decentralization, pp. 47-49.

2Ke11ey, "The Importance of Convenience in Consumer
Purchasing," p. 156.
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national branding and intensive advertising are making it
easlier for the shopper to comparison shop for price and
brand without going from store to store. Protected from
making bad product choices by the pressures of a buyer's
market and by the tremendous amount of market information
he obtalns through advertising and other sources, the
better-informed consumer is instead using his increasing
purchasing power to save himself inconvenience 1in shopping.1

The importance of place, or location of retailing
facilities and services 1in space and time in relation to
the shopper, has been assumed in much of the previous
discussion on in-home shopping as convenlence shopping.
The trend to convenience shopping for former shopping
goods may evidence an increasing shift in the importance
of "place" in the shopper's decision function. In-home
shopping 1s an extreme example of the minimization of
place costs; the shopping search and transaction may take
place entirely within the home.

It appears that the more conveniently placed the
retailing facilities, the less importance in-home shopping

will have. Rich found that phone ordering was most

lCox and Erickson, Retail Decentralization.

2For example, see Bernard J. LalLonde, "Differentials
in Supermarket Drawing Power and Per Capita Sales by Store
Complex and Store Size," (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Michigan State University, 1961).
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popular in cities with the least suburban branch expansion.
A problem in measuring retail location as a factor 1n con-
venlence shopping is that geographic distance measured in
highway miles is but one element that the consumer must
consider; parking and shopping time, both within and be-
tween stores, are also important. It is suggested that a
measure of portal-to-portal travel time, as a minimum,
would provide a more meaningful estimate.

Socioeconomic and Demographic Characteristics
of In-Home Shoppers

The retailing literature has advanced a number of
hypotheses and some empirical data relating shopping
behavior to socloeconomic and demographic characteristics
of shoppers and their families. The following section
explores the research literature concerning the inter-
relationships of in-home buying behavior to a number of
key soclioeconomic and demographic variables. From the
research evidence, a number of hypotheses have been de-

rived for testing in the present study.

Age of Shopper

Age of shopper appears to be related to in-home
shoppling behavior. Both the young adult shopper and the

elderly shopper would seem to have speclal demands for

lRich, Shopping Behavior of Department Store
Customers, p. bb.

1
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shopping convenience. Younger shoppers are new shoppers,
less closely tied to old ways of shopping and more willing
to accept new products and shopping methods. The younger
wife tends to have small children at home, restricting
her shopping mobility. Young families, particularly
those 1living in suburbila, may also be restricted in
shoppling mobllity by a lack of private or public trans-
portation. For the elderly shopper, advancing age pro-
duces somewhat different shopping problems, but ones with
similar results in restricted shopping mobility or de-
creased desire to spend much time in shopping. The
elderly may have particularly strong demands for shopping
convenience, since they often lack transportation for
shopping or are unable to shop 1n person because of
illness or other physical limitations. Further, shopping
in stores, particularly self-service stores, often re-
quires considerable walking, waiting in line, package
carrying, as well as driving and parking, all of which
may make the shopping trip a tiring, unpleasant task for
older shoppers.

Changes 1in the age distribution patterns of the
American population may be a contributing factor in the
rise of in-home shopping. Both the young and the elderly
have been growing disproportionately faster than the
general populatlon increase. Reversing an immedlate

postwar decline, the population of spending units in
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which the head is under 25 is now increasing. The average
age of the population 1s declining. At the same time,
however, the proportion of spending units whose head is

65 years of age or older has been steadily increasing.

Both trends accentuate the demand for in-home shopping.

Famlly Life Cycle

Family 1life cycle refers to the series of changes
in the famlily status of the indivlidual as he grows older.
Marriage, birth of the filrst child, and the time when
children grow up and leave the home all mark life cycle
changes. The relationship of these famlly status levels
to important differences in purchasing behavior reflects
changing life styles and consequent demands in consumption.
Family 1life cycle, despite 1ts relative newness in market-
ing research, has proved to be a valuable concept in
frequent use today. In an important article, Lansing and
Kish 1llustrated the superiority of family life cycle over
age 1n explaining changes in six economic characteristics.l

Research involving life cycle suggests that certailn
changes in the American famlly life cycle 1n the last
several decades may favor in-home shopping:

(1) Recent population trends in the United States

have indicated a lowering of the age of flrst marriage

ljohn B. Lansing and Leslie Kish, "Family Life
Cycle as an Independent Variable," in Marketing and the
Behavioral Sciences, ed. by Perry J. Bliss (Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 1963), pp. 138-151.
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and an acceleration of family formation; the proportion of
young families 1s increasing. Young famillies, heavy con-
sumers of general merchandise, particularly household
durables, would seem to be particularly receptive to
shopplng at home. Younger people tend to be early
adopters of new shopping ideas. And if both husband
and wife work, or if small children keep the wife at
home, the restricted shopping time and mobility may
increase the shopper's demands for convenience.1

(2) Data from surveys of American families through-
out the 1950's and early 1960's shows a decline in the
proportion of married units with no children at home.
Katona, for example, reports a decline in the proportions
of single, widowed, divorced or separated persons under
45 years of age.2 Childless wives are often working
wives, a segment assumed to have shopping time restric-
tions.

(3) Spending units with three or more children have

also increased significantly. Two- and three-person

lThese assumptions are found in a number of recent
articles and research studies on in-home buying. See,
for example, Higgins, "The Booming In-Home Market"; Grey
Matter, September, 1967; Stanford Research Institute)
"In-Home Selling Report No. 225"; Bell Telephone Systems
Executive Summary, The Locked-In Shopper. There is
currently little emplrlical support for the assumptions,
however.

2George Katona, Charles A. Lininger and Eva Mueller,
1963 Survey of Consumer Finances (Ann Arbor: University
of Michigan, 19604), p. 5.
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spending units have declined, while larger units, primarily
spending units with three or more children, have gained in
proportion.l And younger wives with several children at
home, an 1ncreasing proportion of total households, may
be particularly receptive to maill and telephone shopping.
Shopping studies have revealed some differences in
shopping attitudes and behavior by both age and family
life cycle. Age and 1life cycle differences have been
reported for downtown versus shopping center patronage;
Rich, for example, found that younger people patronized
shopplng centers more than older people.2 Rich found also
that New York women under 40 with children living at home
were three times as likely to be high phone users as were
women under 40 without children (15 per cent versus 5
per cent).3 Similarly the Bell Telephone "Baltimore"
study reported that younger women postpone shopping trips
more frequently than older women, usually because of
crowds, public transportation problems, and small children

to care for,

lIbid., p. 4.

2Stuart U. Rich and Subhash C. Jain, "Social Class
and Life Cycle as Predictors of Shopping Behavior,"
Journal of Marketing Research, V (February, 1968), p. 45.

3Cox and Rich, "Percelved Risk and Consumer Decision
Making--The Case of Telephone Shopping," p. 495.

M

Study of Telephone Shopping in the Baltimore Area,
P. 5.

Bell Telephone System Executive Summary from A




b2

Rich and Jain, exploring the usefulness of socilal
class and life cycle variables as predictors of shopping
behavior in today's environment, summarize some of their
life cycle findings as follows:

(1) Younger women shopped more often than older
women, but presence of children did not make any signifi-
cant difference within the two age groups. Stone and
Form found shopping frequency mainly dependent on pre-

sence of children in the family.l

Rich and Jain attempt
to reconcile the differences by suggesting that tradi-
tional distinctions among stages in the family 1life cycle
may be blurring because of "recent changes in income,
education, leisure time, movement to suburbia, and other
factors."?

(2) Women under and over 40 with children put more
stﬁess on qulck shopping than women without children. In
contrast, Stone and Form found that women in their forties
felt most hurried, and women in their twentles less
hurried. Thus, age determined the attitude toward the
Importance of shopping quickly in one study, but not in
another.3

(3) Life cycle did not differentiate shoppers on
attitude toward shopplng as a pleasant activity, types of

stores favored for each of eight types of merchandise, on

1Rich and Jain, "Social Class and Life Cycle as
Predictors of Shopping Behavior," p. 45.

°Ibid., p. 48. 3Ib1d., p. 5.
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interest in fashion, or on perceived helpfulness of news-
paper advertising in shopping decisions.l
In summary, while family 1ife cycle seems a potenti-
ally useful independent variable for discriminating in-home
buyling behavior, some difficulties have been experienced
in applying the classification to explain shopping be-
havior, Rich and Jain suggest that recent changes in
factors such as income, education and lelsure time have
obscured traditional l1life cycle distinctions. The d4diffi-
culty with life cycle, however, does not lie entirely in
the dynamics of consumer change outmoding 1life cycle
classifications. As Wells and Gubar point out, there are
some measurement problems involved with 1life cycle as a
research tool.2 Researchers do not agree in thelr cate-
gorization of the life cycle, making verification of study
results difficult. And the categories have often been
inappropriately selected, merging different groups and

hindering discriminant ability.

Family Income

There 1is some evidence that higher-income shoppers
are more likely to buy at home than lower-income shoppers.

Telephone shoppling studies universally report that

l1bid., p. ub.

2William D. Wells and George Gubar, "Life Cycle
Concept in Marketing Research," Journal of Marketing
Research, III (November, 1966), p. 360.
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higher-income shoppers order by phone more frequently than
lower-income shoppers. Among catalog shoppers, family
income differences are apparently less important. Rich
found that income had little effect on mail orders. On
the other hand, the most frequent mail shoppers were also
high phone users,l suggesting that users of multiple in-
home shopping methods are higher-income shoppers.

There are further indications that high-income
shoppers are convenience—oriented. Higher-income women
shoppers own more credit cards and have more charge
accounts and charge purchases twice as frequently as
lower-income shoppers.2 Higher-income women expect more
salesclerk assistance, home delivery and other services
when shopping in department stores, while lower income
women are more concerned with bargains and lower prices.3
The complexity of defining "shopper convenience" 1is evi-
dent in Rich's study; higher- and lower-income women
dlisagreed on whether department stores or discount stores
were easler places in which to shop, higher-income women

choosing department stores and lower-income women selectilng

lRich, Shopping Behavior of Department Store Cus-
tomers, p. 79.

2Bell Telephone System Executive Summary, 1011 San
Francisco Women Tell About Shopping in Department Stores.

3Rich, Shopping Behavior of Department Store Cus-
tomers, pp. 88-89.
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discount stores. The reasons for the differences are evi-
dent in the factors selected as "conveniences." The
lower-income women stressed self-service, bargains and
sales, accessibility and parking facilities, while upper-
income shoppers mentioned salesclerk services, quality
and variety of merchandise, and other services such as
delivery, phone orders and charge accounts most fre-
quently.l
Assuming in-home shoppers are likely to be above-
average in family income, 1t is apparent that growth in
mail and telephone sales could be attributed partly to
rapid changes in income distribution. United States
Bureau of the Census data indicate, for example, that
whlle United States families with annual money incomes
of $10,000 or more represented only 10 per cent of total
spending units in 1955, in 1960 this percentage had Jumped
to 17 per cent, and to 25 per cent in 1965. Median income
has risen over the same decade from $5,223 to $6,882.2
For families with the wife in the paid labor force, median
money income rose from $5,622 in 1955 to $8,597 by 1965.3

The rapidly-rising family income levels suggests that an

l1b1d4., p. 118.

2U. S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,

Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 51, reprinted
in Statistical Abstracts, 1967, Table 477, p. 336.

31b1d., Table 478, p. 336.
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increasing percentage of shoppers can afford shopping con-

venlence and services.

Working Wives

Many marketers are convinced that the recent growth
in catalog shopping is partly the result of rapid increases
in the number of women in the labor force over the past
two decades. Working women, particularly working mothers,
they argue, have fewer hours of discretionary time for
shopping plus more discretionary income than non-working
women.1 And higher-income, shopping convenience-oriented
women appear most likely to shop in-home.

The working wife 1s an important source of famlly
income. Households with two or more working members are
more affluent than households with one wage-earner, for
all but the very highest levels of household income. And
households with two or more working members are found with
increasing frequency at progressively higher incomes up to
$15,000 per year.®

United States Department of Labor statistics confirm
the increases in working wives. Today nearly 40 per cent
of all females 14 or over are in the labor force, compared

with 27 per cent in 1940.3 The most striking rate of

1For example, see Higgins, "The Booming In-Home
Market," p. 49.

2Katona, et al., 1963 Survey of Consumer Finances,

p. 5.

3U. S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Statistical Abstracts of the United States, 1967,
Table 324,
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increase in employment has been among working mothers.
More than one out of three mothers were in the labor force
in March, 1966 as compared with less than one out of ten
in 1940. Almost two of every five working mothers have
chilldren under six years of age, while more than three

out of five have children from six to seventeen years

1 Other notable trends are the increases in

old only.
younger working women, particularly the number of child-
less wives, probably reflecting the declining birth rate
during the younger childbearing years. Nonwhite mothers
are more likely than white mothers to be working: 40 per
cent of nonwhite mothers who had children under six years
of age worked in 1966 compared with 24 per cent for white
mothers.2

Empirical research on the in-home shopping behavior
of working wives 1s neither comprehensive nor conclusive.
Among shoppers reporting in a Bell Telephone Study that
they were "locked-in yesterday" and unable to shop in
stores, only 15 per cent listed employment outside the
home as the reason, although 31 per cent of the declared

"ready-to-buy" proportion of the "locked-in" shoppers were

employed.3 Since over 36 per cent of married women work,

lU. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, Leaflet 37, "Who Are the Working Mothers?", 1967.

°Ibid.

3Bell Telephone System, The Locked-In Shopper.
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the results cannot be interpreted as suggesting that work-
ing wives feel especially restricted in theilr shopping
activities.1

Rich reported that working women did not display
a greater-than-average propensity to shop quickly,2 and
that working women, as expected, shopped less frequently
during weekdays and more frequently during evenlings and
Saturday than women who did not work.3 Also, working
women near stores spent more of theilr lunch hours and
to-and-from work time shopping than did other working
women. One-=fifth of women working near stores shopped
during their lunch hours; to-and-from work shopping was

infrequent.u Rich did not indicate whether working women

were frequent or infrequent telephone shoppers.

Lelsure Time

There 1s some consensus in the retailing literature
on two points with regard to leisure time and its uses:
First, discretionary time 1is assumed to be increasing

among persons who work and shop. Second, increases 1in

lAlthough no information was given on the charac-
teristics of non-respondents or the proportion of working
wives in the total sample, the large (10,000) mail sample
yielded an 89 per cent return rate, indicating that a
reasonably representative socioeconomic cross-section
would be expected.

2Rich, Shopping Behavior of Department Store Cus-
tomers, p. T4,

31p1d., p. 72. 41p14.
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discretionary time parallel increased discretionary pur-
chasing power and discretionary mobility, and the
simultaneous galns 1in all three have wldened the choices
of alternate uses of discretionary time that are more
attractive than shopping.1 One possible outcome 1s that
consumers more able and willling to seek convenience and
save time in shopping will look to in-home shopping.

Both assumptions need to be examined more carefully.
On the first point, the shorter work week, it should be
noted that large segments of the working population are
experiencing less leisure time, as measured by the in-
creasing length of the work week. The number of nonfarm
wage and salary employees working more than forty-eight
hours per week almost doubled from 1948 to 1965, increas-
ing from 12.9 per cent to 19.7 per cent during this time
period.2 At the same time, other occupational groups
were shifting to shorter workweeks. On the balance,
average weekly hours for full-time nonfarm work force
were about the same in 1965 as in 1948.3 Part of the

increase in lelsure time may be attributed to more days

lJohn M. Rathmell, "Discretionary Time and Dis-
cretionary Mobllity," in Managerial Marketing: Per-
spectlves and Viewpolnts, ed. by Eugene J. Kelley and
William Lazer (Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin,
Inc., 1967), p. 149,

2Peter Henle, "Lelsure and the Long Workweek,"
Monthly Labor Review, (July, 1966), p. 721.

31p14.
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off with pay as opposed to shorter work weeks. Women
shoppers are of course not as likely to be either part
of the labor force, nor as likely to work more than forty
hours per week, so the leisure time trends are less likely
to directly affect their personal shopping habits.
Second, the use of leisure time for shopplng has
not been empirically established one way or the other.
Thompson suggests that two conflicting hypotheses are
possible: the rising value of time and the increasing
array of attractive uses or opportunity costs of time may
decrease the amount of tlime people are willing to spend
in shopping. On the other hand, increasing discretionary
time, income and mobility will make store shopping easier
and faster, allowing consumers to spend even more time
shopping, if shopplng 1s an increasingly enjoyable alter-
native use of their time.l The researcher 1is of course
faced with the problem of determining to what extent and
under what conditions shopping intrudes on leisure time

or is consldered a leisure time activity in itself.

Race

Marketling research has until recent years paid
relatively little attention to racial differences in
buying behavior. But today the Negro market in particular

1s belng studied intensively by market research firms

1Thompson, "Consumer Convenlence and Retail Area
Structure," p. 39.
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specializing in Negro buying behavior, by Negro media, by
academicians, soclal workers, and so on. Yet Bauer finds
that generalizations about Negro consumers are quite
difficult since it is not yet clear just how the Negro
buyer perceives his rolej that is, whether or not Negroes
actually take whites as their reference group. Early
studies of the Negro market showed that Negroes saved
more of theilr incomes than whites at comparable income
levels.l It has also been found that Negroes take
shopping more seriously, are more interested in shopping
values, and are less concerned with "shopping pleasure"
and more opposed to "spending the money" than whites with
comparable incomes.2 The latter findings may suggest
that Negroes use other Negroes as reference groups.

On the other hand, the marketing literature has
frequently reported the tendency for many Negroes to be
heavy consumers of conspicuous status items, and heavily
brand conscious. Bauer, Cunningham, and Wortzel, notlng
the extremely high rate of the Negro male's consumption
of ltems such as prestige-brand Scotch whisky, termed as

"strivers" those middle class Negroes who are anxious to

1Raymond A. Bauer, "Negro Consumer Behavior," in
On Knowing the Consumer, ed. by Joseph W. Newman (New
York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1968), p. 161.

°Tpid., p. 162.
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buy the "right" things.l

Bullock describes how the "self-
rejection side of the Negro split self-image" leads rela-
tively well-off Negroes to overconform to what they see

as "white community norms."2 Bauer found that Negroes
rated themselves lower than d4id comparable whites on the

3

National Opinion Research Center scale. In conclusion,
Bauer thinks that the Negro market is self-segmenting on
the baslis of whether or not the individual 1is striving
for the white standard, and whether the Negro is brand
conscious and especially responsive to new brands, or
brand loyal.

Research on Negro in-home buying is limited, and
data on the Negro consumer are not complete or specific
enough to warrant strong hypotheses. Rich's study found
little difference between Negroes and low-income whites
in department store and telephone spending or shopping
frequency. Especially where symbolic or fashion products
are 1involved, the brand-conscious Negro would be unlikely

to buy from catalogs, since mail-order houses have working

class images and typically sell private label merchandise.

1Raymond A. Bauer, M. Cunningham and L. H. Wortzel,
"The Marketing Dilemma of Negroes," Journal of Marketing,
XXIX (1965), p. 1-6.

2H. A. Bullock, "Consumer Motivations in Black and
Whitg," Harvard Business Review, XXXIX (May-June, 1961),
p. 96.

3Bauer, "Negro Consumer Behavior," p. 161.
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On the other hand, telephone ordering from department
stores might be acceptable.

It must be remembered that as predominantly lower-
income shoppers, Negroes face certaln lncome, credit,
shopping information and shopping mobility constraints.
Like low income whites, Negroes often shop relatively
close to their homes, patronlizing neighborhood stores.
Negroes are particularly aware of subtle discrimination
and punishments from shopping in higher-class stores,
and may avold shopping in stores where they encounter

hostility.?l

For Negroes, in-home buying may be a less-
threatening method of shopping than buying in stores.
Evidence is inconclusive; Rich found no differences
between Negro women and lower-income white women on
enjoyment of shopping 1n stores. Negro women shoppers
were found to be more highly fashionr-conscious than
whites. But no significant differences by race were
reported for any other aspect of department store and

telephone shopping behavior that could not be accounted

for by income differences.

Place of Resldence

Families living in urban fringe or suburban areas
are assumed to experience more transportation diffi-

culties than city dwellers, and generally are farther

lBullock, "Consumer Motivations in Black and
White," p. 113.
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from shopping stores 1in travel time as well as distance.
To the extent that these assumptions are correct, sub-
urban families would appear to have heavier shopping
convenlence demands and thus greater in-home buying
potential than city dwellers. Empirical data offer
some support for the notion that suburban residents are
heavier-than-average in-home buyers, but the findings
are by no means conclusive. Rich, for example, found
that New York suburbanites used mall-order more often
than city dwellers. No urban-suburban differences in
maill ordering were reported, however, for Cleveland
mail shoppers.l Frequent telephone users tended to live
in suburbs.2
Yet another study reports that "relatively few"
suburban and rural women shop by phone, although nearly
40 per cent of shoppers living outside the city limits
were "locked-1in yesterday" and unable to shop in stores.3
It is increasingly difficult to make meaningful statements
about the in-home shopping habits of suburbanites versus

city dwellers, since the type of transportation system

and the extent of decentralization in retail shopping

lRich, Shopping Behavior of Department Store Cus-
tomers, p. 79.

°Ip1d., pp. 81-82.

3Bell Telephone System, Executive Summary, The
Locked-In Shopper.
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facilities vary widely within any metropolitan area. For
example, suburban telephone buying 1is thought to be in-
versely related to the extent of retail decentralization,
particularly toward suburban shopping centers.l

Geographic distance 1s today thought to be a less
valld delineator of retall trading areas than is driving
time. Most shopping center trading area studies, for
example, are using drilving time as a measure of trading
area potential. The changing nature of urban and sub-
urban transportation systems and traffic patterns,
particularly the growth of expressway systems, have made
spatial distance a less meaningful factor. A recent study
in the Toledo, Ohio metropolitan area found that the most
significant driving time dimension for shopping center
trade area analysis 1s fifteen minutes. Approximately
75 per cent of each of the five shopping centers' patrons
were found to reside within fifteen minute driving dis-
tance of the center. The effect of expressways on shoppilng
patterns was not measured.2

In addition to the spatial dimension, the place of

residence as an independent measure of shopping behavior

lRich, Shopping Behavlior of Department Store Cus-
tomers, p. 57.

2James A. Brunner and John L. Mason, "The Influ-
ence of Driving Time Upon Shopping Center Preference,"
Journal of Marketing, XXXII (April, 1968), pp. 57-61.

) ]
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reflects important differences in l1life style, income, and

convenient access to store shopping, among other factors.

Attitudes

"Attitudes" as used in the present research are
regarded as predispositions to act in certain ways in
certain situations. Attitudes toward in-home buying
directly affect purchase decisions and these, in turn,
directly affect attitudes through experience with the
products bought at home and with the in-home process
i1tself. To the extent that shopper attitudes can pre-
dict shoppling behavior, researchers find it useful to
measure attltudes toward particular shopping referents.
Jonassen's 1955 study of downtown and suburban shoppers,
for example, produced several attlitude scales, success-
fully tested for reliability and validity, which pre-
dicted shopper type and shopping behavior. In particular,
attitude scores indicated that, on the balance, downtown
shoppers thought the quality and selection of merchandise
advantages outweighed the inconveniences of the downtown
area. Suburban shoppers were less concerned with the
downtown's service and assortment attributes. The
shoppling attitudes of different socloeconomic types
correlated significantly with their actual shopping

choices.l

1Jonassen, The Shopping Center Versus Downtown,
p. 25.
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Several of the telephone shopping studies previously
cited measured attitudes of different shopper types toward
various shopping processes and elements in the shopping
environment. The store preferences noted in Rich's study
agree 1n essence with previous findings concerning atti-
tude differences among soclal classes; lower-middle income
groups preferred to shop 1n discount and mail-order
stores, while upper-middle and upper-income classes pre-
ferred department,stores.l Nearly all shoppers, both
frequent and infrequent phone shoppers, and regardless
of social class, see shopping as an enjoyable activity,
although the reasons for enjoying shopping differed some-
what by social class. Attitudes concerning which shopping
features were most convenient or inconvenient differed by
income level. Higher-income shoppers attached more im-
portance to store services and varlety and quality of
merchandise, while lower-lncome shoppers saw self-service
and "bargains" as more important than sales clerk assist-
ance. Higher-income whites and Negro women express more
interest in fashion than low-income whites., Rich found
that higher soclal status women consider it most important
to shop quickly, even though higher status women spend

more on an average shopping trip than other women.

1Rich, Shopping Behavior of Department Store Cus-
tomers, pp. 106-107.
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An attitude dimension of increasing interest to
market researchers 1s the consumer's view of the
risk of the shopping situation. The concept,
generally known as "perceived risk," is described as
follows:

'Percelved risk' refers to the nature and
amount of risk percelved by a consumer in contem-
plating a particular purchase decision. . . . The
amount of risk perceived by the consumer 1is a
function of two general factors: the amount at
stake in the purchase decision, and the indi-
vidual's feellng of subjective certainty that
she will 'win' or 'lose' all or some of the
amount at stake. The amount at stake in a buy-
ing situation 1s determined by the importance of
the buying goals . . . and by the costs (economic,
temporal, physical, and psychological) involved
in attempting to achieve a particular set of buy-
ing goals.l

The high perceived risk of telephone shopping may
explain why the majority or urban shoppers in Rich's study
did not shop by telephone, despite the value American
women seem to place on convenience and the recognized
convenlence advantages of telephone shopping. Cox and
Rich hypothesize that "the additional elements of
potentlial uncertainty which are present 1n telephone
shopping create perceived risk which acts as a deterrent

to phone shopping."2

Compared with store shoppers,
telephone shoppers have far fewer opportunlitlies to re-

duce uncertainty, being limited to past experience with

lCox and Rich, "Perceived Risk and Consumer
Decision Marking--The Case of Telephone Shopping," p. 489.

2Ibid., p. 487.
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the firm, product or brand, or to newspaper advertising
which may not picture the merchandise. Cox and Rich
showed that shoppers closely agree on the degree of per-
celved risk associated with various types of merchandise
ordered by phone. By knowing these attitude measures,
the authors claim, it is possible to predict with a high
degree of confldence the frequency with which various
items will be bought by phone.l

Percelved risk attitude measures would appear to
have potential use 1n isolating in-home shopping of all
types. There 1is little reason to assume that catalog
ordering, for example, differs significantly from tele-

phone shopping in perceived risk.

Summary

Changes 1n the retailing environment are basically
reactions to changing consumer needs brought about by a
complex set of interrelated economic and soclal forces.
Any prediction of in-home retailing behavior, however,
must also recognize and take into account the broad
institutional factors influencing the particular develop-
ment of retail facilities and methods.

A broad overview of the historical development of
in-home retailing suggests that the underlying theme has

been the response of 1in-home sellers to consumer demands

l1p1d., p. 499.
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for shopping convenience. Increasing demand for in-home
shopplng seems to be the result of several related
factors:

(1) Although retail stores have responded to
changing consumer demands through new forms of shopping,
such as planned shopping centers, discount stores and
self-service, retail stores are limited in their ability
to provide maximum shoppling convenlence and services to
all types of customers. In-home retailing, in its various
forms, specializes in offering a low-convenience-cost
alternative that appeals to many shoppers. On the other
hand, the high perceilved risk of buying by description
necessarily limits the in-home market.

(2) Intensive use of retail store facilities,
especlally in downtown areas but increasingly in suburban
shopping areas, produces major shopping inconveniences.
Crowded stores, traffic and parking problems become major
deterrants to shoppers. In-home shopplng 1s one way to
avoid these shopplng inconveniences.

(3) It has been hypothesized that in our high-1level,
market-oriented economy, mass distribution of increasingly
standardized, branded and advertised products have shifted
the shopper's attention away from in-store comparison
shopping among product attributes and toward purchasing
convenience consliderations. If the hypothesis 1is correct,

In-home shopping along with other low-convenlence cost
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methods of obtailning products should become increasingly
attractive.

(4) Most importantly, not all shopper types respond
equally to in-home shoppling alternatives. The consumer
behavior literature suggests that certaln measurable socio-
economic and attitudinal characteristics may differentiate
the in-home shopper from her store-shopping counterpart.

From a preliminary examination of the literature,
i1t may be useful to postulate two types of in-home shoppers:
the "locked-in shopper" who buys at home of necessity, and
the "convenience-oriented shopper" for whom in-home
shoppling 1s only one alternative method of buying. Both
types may share many sociloeconomic and attitudinal charac-
teristics, but the circumstances under which they shop at
home may differ. The "locked-in shopper" 1s assumed to be
prevented from shopping in stores, usually for one or more
of the followlng reasons: she works outside the home, and
has 1little spare time for shopping; she has small children
at home who demand much of her time; or she lacks trans-
portation'for shopping, or 1is otherwise unable to travel
to the stores, even if she has spare time. The locked-in
shopper, then, demands shopping convenlence because of
her unusually restricted time or mobility. Evidence that
she actually shops at home 1s not substantial, however.

The "convenience-oriented in-home shopper," is not

necessarily locked in at home, and in fact is ordilnarily
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a frequent store shopper. Evidence from telephone shopping
studles suggests that, in contrast to the woman who does
not shop by telephone, the frequent telephone shopper 1s
younger, more affluent, and a heavier user of charge
accounts. She 1s a suburban dweller, and probably has
several children. She finds shoppling enjJoyable, but 1is
more concerned with shopping quickly. She 1s probably

less tolerant of the majJor inconveniences of shopping

in stores.

The two classiflcations of in-home shoppers may be
inaccurate. The evidence for each socioeconomic and
attitudinal difference among shopper types 1s not equally
convincing. On some vafiables the research data is in-
conclusive; on others, relationships are still hypothetical.
Most empirical data on the varilables that seem relevant to
in-home shoppling differences are limited to department
store customers who shop by phone. Data on mall-order
shoppers and on buyers who use more than one in-home
shopping source are limited. The present research
attempts to answer some of the questlons concerning the
behavioral characteristics of today's urban in-home

shoppers.






CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN

Research Design Framework

Chapter III presents the research design and method-
ology followed in collecting data and analyzing the research
hypotheses. In the first section, the variables presented
in the research hypotheses 1n Chapter I and reviewed in
detail 1n Chapter II are listed and incorporated within a
descriptive dilagram or model of the shopping decision en-
vironment. The second section explains the sampling design
and methodology and the third section explains the inter-
viewling procedures followed in obtaining the data. The
method of data analysis 1s described in the fourth section,

followed by a final sectlon defining basic concepts used

in the research.

Dependent Variables

Previous research data had suggested that different
shopper types vary rather widely in thelr in-home shopping
behavior, both in terms of how much they shopped at home
from various sources, and 1n the methods used to complete

the shopping transactions.l And evidence discussed in the

lsee Chapter II, pp. U43-46.

63






6l

first two chapters suggested further that shopping
decisions correlated with measurable socloeconomic differ-
ences among shoppers that could be usefully employed in
market segmentation. Consequently in-home shopping in-
tensity was chosen as the general dependent variable in
the study. Sub-classification of in-home shopping
behavior by varlous sources and methods of in-home
shopping, as outlined in Chapter I and summarized below

in Figure 1, allowed shopping intensity to be measured

more precisely.

Sources of Supply Method of Ordering

telephone

large general merchandise mail

mail-order (catalog) firms

in person (at catalog
stores and catalog
counters)

/ tEIGphone
T mail

local retail stores

direct mail firms mail

Figure l.--In-home shopping sources of supply and
methods of in-home ordering.



65

Obtaining data on in-home shopping intensity among
the shopper sample required that respondents recall their
in-home shopping actlions. Two operational measures of
in-home shopping intensity were suggested as potentially
meaningful and accurate dependent variables: (1) number
of dollars spent on in-home purchases, and (2) number of
in-home orders. Both variables were used in the research
to collect data on in-home shopping behavior.

Because of difficulties in obtalning accurate recall
data on number of direct mall orders for the variety of
product categories included in the study, frequency of
direct mail ordering could not be measured. Thus the total
number of in-home orders from all three sources could not
be reliably computed and used as a dependent variable
for hypothesls testing. All hypotheses thus were tested
by aggregating dollars spent by each ln-home method into
the dependent variable, total dollars spent in-home.

Since the number of catalog and telephone orders
were also measured, the relationship between frequency of
in-home buying and dollars spent at home were examined.
As expected, correlation analysis revealed that the re-

lationships were positive and fairly strong.l

Independent Varlables

The shopper deciding whether to shop at home or from

a retall store acts within a particular environment as

1Pearson Y (number of phone orders x dollars spent
by phone) = .497; Pearson y (number of catalog orders x
dollars spent by catalog) = .662,
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perceived through her system of attitudes and values.

The environment, attitudes and value system all interact
to constrain and motivate her shopping behavior. The
present research 1s concerned with identifying key in-
dependent factors which influence decisions to buy from
telephone, catalog and direct mail sources. In selecting
potentially useful independent variables for hypothesis
testing, several criteria were followed:

l. A strong relationship between the 1independent
variables and in-home buying behavior was
assumed, as suggested by previous research
findings in shopping behavior.

2. Independent variables were operationally
definabley; that is, they met the measurement
requirements of the research and agreed in
general with other accepted definitions in
consumer behavior research.

Independent variables measured in the research are
grouped into three categories, socioeconomic and demo-
graphic, convenience orientation, and attitude variables.
All are outlined below. Socioeconomic and demographic
attributes and convenlence orientation data were gathered
from structured survey questions. Three attitude scales
measured shopper attitude responses. Previous attitude
research findings formed a basls for choosing the attitude

measures., Several of the litems used in the scales had
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been tested for reliability and validity in Jonassen's
study of downtown versus suburban shopping, while others
were chosen for the present study with the objective of
efficiently covering a wide range of relevant shopping
phenomena on which shopper attlitudes could conceivably
differ.

Shopping Attitude Scale I, a six-item scale measur-
ing shopper attitudes concerning the difficulty of their
situation for store shopping, was designed to complement
several demographic measures of "locked-in" shopping
conditions.l The "locked-in" factors are listed below.

Shopping Attitude Scale II, a l6-item Likert scale,
measured attitudes toward the shopping process.2 On
several items respondents evaluated importance of the
search process in shopping. Other items measured shopper
attitudes toward shopping convenience and enjoyment,
particularly shoppers' opinions of the inconveniences
involved 1n store shopping.

The third shoppling attitude scale attempted to
measure the extent of perceived differences among retail
stores and in-home shopping sources in providing shopping

enjoyment, services and conveniences.3 To isolate

lsee Chapter IV, Fig. 3, p. 133.

2See Chapter IV, Fig. 4, p. 137.

3See Chapter IV, Fig. 5, p. 141.
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discriminating scale items, attitude scores on all three
scales were tested for significance of difference among
shoppers on the dependent varlable, dollars spent at home.
The following 1list of independent variables used in
the research include brief descriptions where necessary:
I. Sociceconomic and Demographic Variables
A. Life style variables
1. family life cycle, as measured by
a) marital status
b) age of household head
¢) number of children at home
d) ages of children

age of shopper

education of shopper

occupation of household head

employment status of shopper--part- or full-time

head of household--shopper, or her spouse

race of shopper--white or Negro

family size

W © N o0 ! &= W N

mobllity of family--how many times familly has
moved 1ntercounty in the last five years
B. Other "locked-in shopper" variables
1. travel time (portal-to-portal) to favorite
stores
2. shopplng mobility, as measured by
a) availability of automobile transportation

for shopping
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b) shopper ability to drive automobile
¢) distance from home to nearest public

(bus) transportation

IJI. Convenience Orilentation Varilables

lo
2-
3.

number of mail-order catalogs 1n home

number of speclalty catalogs in home

number of charge accounts in general merchan-
dise stores

number of credit cards owned by shopper and
spouse

number of shelter magazines 1n home

number of automobiles in family

number of telephones in home

number of newspaper subscriptilons

ITI. Attitude Variables

A.

Perceived shopping difficulties presented by:

1.

5.

hours availlable for shopping
transportation situation
distance to stores
employment status

chlildren at home

Shopplng convenience attitudes concerning the

following factors:

1.

traffic problems when shopping
parking difficulty when shopping
parking costs

crowds
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store shopping enjoyment

Importance of spending time in shopping

need to compare items in person before buying
walting for salesclerk assistance

waiting in line to pay for merchandise

carrying packages

C. Attitudes toward in-store versus in-home shopping

sources on providing certain shopping convenlences

and services and other factors, including:

1.
2,
3.
b,
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
0

11,
12.

delivery service

return and exchange service
selection of styles, sizes

quality of merchandise

low prices; value received for money
sales

merchandise guarantees

merchandise information

time convenlence

shopping enjoyment

frequency of need to return merchandise

overall shopping convenience

The In-home Shoppling

Decision F¥ramework

The followling conceptual framework of the shopping

declsion environment, dlagrammed in Figure 2, incorporates

the variables 1nto a research structure tentatively
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explaining the shopping decision process as the inter-
actlion of environment and 1its perception by the shopper.
Similar conceptual models of consumer behavior have been
expressed throughout the marketing literature. The 1935
artlcle by Kornhauser and Lazarsfeld, for example,
", . . views the action of product choice as an inter-
play between the "predlspositions" of the consumer and
the situation." The "situation" may consist of product
attributes, store location, level of services offered
and other market influences.1 Jonassen summarized his
model simillarly: ". . . the consumer's market behavior
1s essentlally a compromise adaption to attracting and
repelling forces evaluated within the framework of his
attitudes and values."2

The dilagram utilized in the present study agreed
substantlally with the Katona view of the consumer
decision process which proposes that it 1s meaningful
to consider consumers as rational goal-seekers whose
market decislons are constrained by enabling conditions
and modified by precipitating circumstances and attitudes.

Of the "enabling" factors, in-home shopping sources and

lArthur Kornhauser and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, "The
Analysis of Consumer Actions," in Marketing Models, ed.
by Ralph L. Day (Scranton, Pennsylvania: International
Textbook Company, 1964), p. 11.

2Jonassen, The Shopping Center Versus Downtown.
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methods were conslidered as constant for the Grand Rapilds
environment, since all were avallable, although perhaps

not equally accessible, to the entire shopper population.

Field Work Procedures

The Data Collection
Instrument

A structured nondisguised questionnaire was con-
structed to gulde the personal interviews. To minimize
interview time and reduce errors in recording answers,
closed-end questionnalre ltems and attltude scales were
stressed. Extensive open-end responses were limited to
several questlons on in-home shopping behavior. For
respondents who had not shopped at home, interviews took
approximately a half-hour to complete; ln-home shoppers
answered several additional questions, lncreasing theilr
interview time to about forty-five minutes. The question-
nalire 1s reproduced in Appendix A.

The questionnaire and interviewing techniques were
pretested 1in several homes prior to the initial interview
period. As a result of the pretest findings, a number
of questlonnalre ltems were reorganiéed and simplified.
Revision of the questions and changes in interviewing
procedures, particularly the modificatlon of answer cards
to save interviewing time, resulted in a more concise,

efficient and easlly administered questionnaire,
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Sample Design

The Population

The population from which the sample was drawn
included all eligible adult female shoppers residing in
selected 1960 Census tract areas of Grand Rapids, Michigan.
Because of thelr relative ease of identification, however,
housing units were defined for sampling purposes and then
one eligible adult female shopper in each housing unit
in the sample was interviewed.

Grand Rapids was consldered a representative urban
shopping area for the following reasons: (1) As a United
States Bureau of the Census "urbanized area" Grand Rapids
was 1ncluded within a Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area providing population characteristics for census
tracts and city blocks. (2) It is a medium-sized city
(206,000 people in the city, 387,000 in Kent County,

1965) offering a diversified shopping environment: down-
town stores, suburban shopplng centers, string street and
nelghborhood shoppling areas were all available. The major
malil-order firms were represented, and a varlety of retaill
stores offered telephone and mail-ordering services.

A modern expressway system allowed easy access to nearly
all shopping areas, including the downtown. (3) With
stable and diversified industry and employment, steady
year-round retall sales and major population character-

istics such as income, age and occupation closely
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approximating Michigan and national averages, Grand
Rapids ranks consistently among the nation's ten most
popular test market areas, a good indication of repre-
sentativeness.l (4) Grand Rapids, more than 100 miles
from a larger metropolitan area, was quite free from

the potentially biasing effects of retail influence from

other large cities.

The Sampling Frame

Several opposing obJectlives had to be satisfied in
choosling a sample design. Given the exploratory nature
of much of the research, the primary obJectlive was to
sample a wlde range of shopper types intensively enough
to be able to test the hypotheses at an acceptable level
of precision. Obtalning proportionate representativeness
of the Grand Rapids metropolltan area was considered a
desirable but less important objective. Given the usual
time and financilal constraints of the study, it was de-
clded to stratify the sample on key demographic and
socioeconomic variables to obtain minimum quotas of
important shopper types within limited, relatively
contiguous geographic areas of the city.

Three stratification criteria were established as
guldes for selecting the independent variables for

stratifying the Grand Raplds population: (1) the

l'I‘he Grand Raplds Press, Grand Rapids Market,
Current Data, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1967, p. 1.
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independent variables should be strongly related to the

dependent variable, in-home buying intensity; (2) popu-

lation parameters of the independent variables should be
known; and (3) the geographic concentration of the vari-
ables in the population should be known.

Annual family income, race, and residential
location were chosen initially as meeting the strati-
fication criteria and the sampling objectives. Family
income was assumed to affect the intensity of in-home
shopping as well as the cholce of methods and sources
of in-home shopping. Further, annual family income was

1 and average value

avallable from 1960 Census tract data,
of housing, a good estimate of family lncome, was avail-
able for city blocks within the census trac‘cs.2 The
choice of race as a stratification criterion was con-
sldered necessary, even though no strong relationship
between race and in-home shopping behavior was known
prior to the study, 1in order to efficiently sample and
Interview enough Negro shoppers to meet sample size

requirements. Negro famllies in Grand Rapids, as in

most northern cilties, usually concentrate geographically

1U. S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, U. S. Census of Population and Housing: 1960,
Final Report PHC (1)-55. Census Tracts. Grand Rapilds,
Michigan (Washlington, D.C.: U. S. Government Printing
ce L]

2U. S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, U. S. Census of Housing: 1960, Series HC (3)-
206, City Blocks, Grand Rapilds, Michigan (Washington,
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office)
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near the downtown or central city area, and random sampling
even 1n low lncome areas might have failed to cover enough
Negro familles to meet sampling requirements. Racilal
composlitlion was also avallable from United States Census
data.

Both urban and suburban areas were originally con-
sidered as 1ndependent variables for stratification pur-
poses. Urban-suburban differences were considered important
influences on ln-home buying intensity, and population
parameters and geographic concentration could be estimated
from Census tract data. However, research limitations
prevented sufficient sampling of both suburban areas and
Negro shoppers to meet subsample minimums, so a decision
was made to not select a suburban area subsample.

Given the sampling objectives and the stratification
criteria, a multistage quota sample design was chosen to
stratify the Grand Raplids urban area on family income or
house value and race., While the subsample areas were
chosen on a Judgment basis, precluding inferences on a
probablility basls to the population, probability sampling
was done within each subsample area.

Selection of Census Tracts
and City Blocks

Four geographic areas were chosen to represent the
urban population, one each for upper, middle and lower

incomes, and one predominantly Negro area. From each
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area, approximately fifty interviews were to be completed,
for a total sample size of 200.

In the first stage of the sampling process, all
1960 census tract areas in Grand Rapids were analyzed and
ranked by average annual family lncomes, and white-nonwhite
proportions were noted. Using annual family income levels
of $9,000 and above, $6,000 to $8,000, and below $5,000
as first estimates of higher, middle and lower incomes
respectively, approximately three census tracts were
selected for each income level. The three tracts with
the highest proportion of Negro residents were also chosen,
excluding the downtown tract area because its high pro-
portion of commercial and industrlal areas would have made
interviewling especlally difficult. Census tract popu-
lations often differ widely in their socloeconomic charac-
teristics, so to assure further sample homogeneity within
subsamples the researcher consulted clity block census
data for each selected tract. Since family income by
city block was unavaillable, average value of housing
statistics were substituted as measures of economic status.
Census tracts showing wide variation in family income per
block were either eliminated in favor of more homogeneous
tracts, or city block areas deviating markedly from tract
averages were eliminated or 1f approximating the house
values of adjoining tracts the blocks were included in

the latter's sample area. Average house values of $20,000
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and over, $10,000 to $16,000, and under $8,000 served as
rough estimates of upper, middle and lower famlly incomes,
respectively. Thus the four geographic areas filnally
chosen did not parallel exactly the 1960 census tract
boundaries.

Since the census data used to stratify the sample
were seven years old, two further procedures helped
update and verify the sample characteristics, spot checks
of socloeconomlc characteristics of several city streets
in each area, using cross-classified telephone directory
data on income, occupation, and house value, and personal
observation in each of the areas. Filnally, an interviewer
wlth wide and current experience in the Grand Rapids area
confirmed most of the observations.

After final sample areas had been Judged relatively
homogeneous within their boundaries, representative of
the famlily income averages and racial proportlons requlred,
and large enough to meet sample size requirements, de-
talled maps of several blocks each were constructed to
ald the interviewers in selecting households for inter-
viewing.

Selection of Households
and Respondents

The sample quota was fifty completed interviews in
each subsample, for a total sample size of 200, A 10

per cent oversample allowed for incomplete or lneligible
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interviews. The final total of 210 useable interviews

was distributed by subsample area as follows:

higher income white = 50
middle income white = 50
lower income white = 51
lower income Negro = 59

Interviewers selected households systematically
within each of the four sample areas by choosing a random
starting point, avoiding corner house starts, and then
following a skip interval of every fourth street address
sequentially by city block until each area quota was
filled. Substitutions of street addresses were allowed
for refusals, non-existent or otherwise ineligible
addresses (such as business addresses), for not-at-homes
after callback attempt minimums had been met, and for
ineligible respondents.

The following criteria determined which households
and respondents should be included in the sample:

1. In all selected households an eligible re-
spondent must have shopped for general
merchandlse, by any shopplng method, between
January 1, 1967 and the time of the interview,
in late November or early December, 1967; this
requirement helped insure the validity of
answers involving recall of shopping experi-

ence and attltudes toward shopping.
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2. Only housewives or female heads of households
were eligible to be interviewed. While jolnt
husband-wife shopping decisions are common
where larger general merchandise items are
involved, the high rate of general merchan-
dise shopping by women and the difficulty in
finding husbands at home during normal inter-
viewing hours resulted 1n selecting only women
in the sample. In households of several adult
females 1t 1s difficult to determine major
purchase responsibility, so these households
also were not interviewed.

3. Persons living in institutional residences
such as college dormitories, sororities or
nursing homes were not considered separate
households and were not interviewed.

4, To avoid possible overrepresentation of apart-
ment dwellers in large multiple-residence
bulldings, no more than four household addresses
in a single apartment bullding were 1lnterviewed.
The usual skip interval of every fourth address
or apartment number was followed.

Because information on the shopping behavior of

working wives was especially important to the research,
i1t was considered necessary to make vigorous attempts to

interview initial not-at-homes. Interviewers were
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instructed to attempt on the first call to secure neigh-
bor information on the not-at-homes. Then a minimum of
two callback attempts were to be made on different hours
and days to increase the chances of finding workiling wives
at home, before submitting the addresses to a 1list for
telephone appointments. Finally, telephone numbers of
the remaining not-at-homes were to be obtained from a
cross-classified telephone directory, and three telephone
appointment attempts made, also at random times. Substi-
tutions could be made for the final 1list of not-at-homes
by adding addresses to the sequential sample following
the regular skip interval. The entire sampling procedure

is summarized in Table 2.

Interviewer Selection and

Training

A staff of three female interviewers was hired and

trained to conduct the personal interviews. All were
residents of Grand Raplds, with extensive interview
experience 1in the Grand Rapids area. One member of the
staff, well-trained in interviewing supervision, was
chosen to supervise the field interviewing. The author
worked closely with the supervisor in pretesting the
questionnaire. The supervisor was then given primary
responsibility for instructing the other two interviewers
in respondent selection techniques, interviewing and

callback procedures. Since a highly structured
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questlonnaire was used with standardized interviewing
procedures, training the professional interviewers was
completed in a one-day pericd.

The interview supervisor, given weekly field
assignments, was responsible for workling with the author
in determining dally assignments untll sample quotas
were filled.

Completed questionnaires were returned periodically
to the supervisor for edliting interview accuracy and
completeness of answers. A telephone audlt was made of

a 15 per cent sample of completed respondent interviews,

Interview Procedures

Interviews were conducted during the last three
weeks of November and the first week of December, 1967.
Generally all four sample areas were interviewed each
week by assligning interviewers among the four areas
throughout the intervliewing period to balance the weekly
quotas flilled per area.

Interviewers followed the interview instructions
discussed 1n the previous section. All interviewers were
assigned §ample areas each day and given city block maps
outlining the area boundariles.

After the first several days of interviewing it
became apparent that the proportion of not-at-homes was
quite high, about 60 per cent of all interview attempts.

Interviewers had been instructed to devote part of each
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day on callbacks which could be made efficiently because
of neighbor information, nearness to the present interview
area, or when the callback was a rescheduled interview
appointment with an eligible respondent who did not com-
plete the initial interview. But even with the 1nitial
callback attempts, the number of eligible not-at-homes
grew so large after the first two weeks of interviewing
that it became inefficlent to make the two callbacks and
three telephone calls required under the original 1in-
structions before substltuting new addresses in the four
sequential subsamples. Also, because of the high not-at-
home rate, the quotas were not being filled rapidly enough
during the interview time period.

The time and budget constraints imposed on the
interviewing process required a modified callback pro-
cedure. First, one-third of the eligible not-at-homes
remaining in each of the three white subsamples at the
end of the third week of interviewing were randomly
selected for further callback attempts.l Telephone
numbers were then obtalned for the list of not-at-home
addresses, and the numbers were phoned up to three times
on random hours over the next two days to secure personal
interview appolintments or, 1f refused, a short telephone

interview. Personal interviewing was terminated in all

lAfter changlng to a two-address skip interval
after the second week, the Negro subsample was completed
after the third week. See pp. 86-87.
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areas as soon as the quotas of fifty or more completed
interviews were attained. The results of the modified
callback procedures are included in Table 2.

The special telephone interview schedule gathered
pertinent data on basic socioeconomic and demographic
characteristics and in-home shopping habits, providing
an additional check on potential differences among not-
at-homes and the rest of the sample. Twenty telephone
interviews were completed; the results are included 1in
Appendix A.

The Negro subsample posed several problems which
eventually resulted in using a sample skip interval of
every second house in this area as opposed to every fourth
house in the other areas. Neilghborhood disturbances in
some predominantly Negro blocks in Grand Rapids, following
closely in the wake of the Detroit riots in the summer of
1967, had resulted in the decision to not send white female
interviewers into the lowest-income Negro blocks, and to
attempt evening appointments only in selected Negro neigh-
borhoods otherwise sampled during the day. Trailned Negro
interviewers, a possible answer to these interview pro-
blems, could not be obtained in Grand Rapids during the
interview period. After the first two weeks of inter-
viewing 1t became apparent that the resultant reduction
of an already limited sample area, together with the high

substitution rate from not-at-homes, required a smaller
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skip interval to fill the quota in the Negro subsample
area. The skip interval was thus reduced to every
second house.

Interviewers subsequently reported no unusual
difficulties, and interview completion rates compared
favorably with other subsample areas. It is felt that
under the circumstances mentioned, data from all sample
areas were reasonably complete and accurate.

Since interviewers were compensated on an hourly
wage basis, the unexpectedly high rate of non-response
nearly doubled the original estimates of interview costs.
Wages pald to personnel for interviewing and interview
supervision, representing most of the variable costs of
interviewing, were approximately $800. On the basis of

210 completed questionnaires, the average cost per com-

pleted interview was $3.80.

Analysis of Data

In order to isolate the potential 1in-home shopping
segment in terms of key socioeconomic and attitudinal
characteristics, specific hypotheses about the in-home
shopper were tested. As a first step in the data analysis
procedure, all responses to questionnaire items were
coded and transferred to computer data decks for statis-
tical analysis. Using the ACT II (Analysis of Contingency
Tables) program written for the CDC 3600 computer at

Michigan State Unlversity, categories of frequency
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distributions for relevant dependent and independent
variables were established. From these categories, data
on the variables were calculated in terms of observed
frequencles and percentages per cell.

The empirical verification or rejection of the
hypotheses of assoclation between variables required
Inductive inference from the characteristics of the
sample observations to the population characteristics.
Bivariate analysls was the basic method used to test
the research hypotheses. Since the assumptions necessary
for using parametric statistics, namely, populations
normally distributed on the variables being measured,
equal variance, and at least interval scale of measure-
ment, were generally not met in the data, nonparametric
statistical tests were used to test the hypotheses. The
choice of nonparametric tests varled according to the
level of measurement attained in the data, the number of
categories used, and sample cell size restrictions. For
bivariate distributions with more than two sample cate-
gories with at least ordinal data, the Kruskal-Wallis
One-Way Analysis of Variance was used. The Kolmogorov-
Smirnow "D" test was used to test two independent sample
assoclations. The X2 test was used to test bivariate

distributions at the nominal level of measurement.l All

lAll of these tests and the conditions under which
they can be used are discussed in Sidney Siegel, Non-
parametric Statistics (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, Inc., 1956).
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of the nonparametric tests of significance were available

on exlsting computer programs.

Summarz

Chapter III introduced a conceptual framework of
the variables involved 1n the in-home shopping decision
environment, and outlined the dependent and independent
variables examined in the research. A structured per-
sonal interview schedule was then designed to collect
the research data for hypothesis testing. A multistage
quota sample of Grand Raplds households, stratified on
family income and race, was chosen to represent the urban
shopper population. On the basls of census tract and
city block information on income, house value and racial
composition, updated and verified by personal obser-
vation of characteristics, four subsamples were chosen.
The areas were labeled as higher, middle, and lower-
income white, and lower-income Negro, respectively.

Next, an interview team was selected and trailned,
and the survey questionnalre was pretested and revised.
Interviewers then selected shoppers on a probability
sampling basis until a quota of at least 50 completed
interviews was filled in each area. The 210 completed
interviews were then edited and coded for computer analysis.

Nonparametric statistical techniques were used to
test each hypothesis at the .05 level of significance.

Results of hypotheses tests and other related findings
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are presented in tabular form and discussed in Chapter
IV. Chapter V evaluates the research findings and dis-
cusses the implications of the results for marketing

management and research.

Definitions

The followlng terms are defined as used in the
present study:

Catalog counters.--Similar to catalog stores, these
are catalog sales divisions located within the large
retail stores operated by the major mail-order firms.
Catalog counters fill mail, telephone, and in-person
orders from catalogs; they do not sell merchandise from
retall shelves within the store, but fill all their orders,
at catalog prices, from maill-order warehouses.

Catalog shopper.--A shopper who has spent at least
one dollar at the catalog division of a general merchan-
dise mail-order firm between January 1, 1967 to the day
of the interview. Sears, Wards, J. C. Penny, Spilegel,
Alden's or Rogers Distributing Company are coded as
general merchandise mail-order (catalog) firms. Other
nonstore catalog retallers are coded as direct mail
firms for purposes of the study.

Catalog stores.--Retall establishments of major
mail-order firms whose primary business 1s receilving mail
and telephone orders from thelr catalogs and filling the

orders from mail-order warehouses. Many of the newer
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catalog stores also sell a limited assortment of mer-
chandise, mostly "big-ticket" items, from floor displays,
or from catalog stocks via salesmen working from the
catalog store.

Direct mail shopper.--A shopper who has spent at
least one dollar by mall from a direct mall retailer
(see "in-home shopping sources--direct mail retailers)
between January 1, 1967 to the date of the interview.

Family.--See "household."

General merchandise.--Department store merchandise;
clothing and accessories, home furnishings and home oper-
ation and lmprovement items, outdoor and recreation equip-
ment are product categories typically bought from depart-
ment stores, limited line stores, and large mall-order
houses. Food and beverages, with the exception of certain
gift items often bought by mail or phone, are excluded.
(The United States Department of Commerce publishes census
data only on types of retailers of general merchandise.

A complete classification of types of "general merchan-
dise" is not available from these sources.)

General merchandise catalog.--Catalog distributed
by a general merchandise mail-order firm. In the present
study, Sears, Montgomery Ward, Splegel, Alden, J. C.
Penney and Rogers Distributing Company were defined as

general merchandise mail-order firms.
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General merchandise shopper.--An urban housewife
or female head of household who has shopped for general
merchandise from January 1, 1967 to the time of the
iInterview.

Household.--

« « « number of independent buying units, family

or individual. 'Family' 1s no longer a term used

by the Census, but familles defined as a group of
two or more persons related by blood, marriage or
adoption and living together are . . . included
under 'households.' Any occupled dwelling unit

is considered a household.

A single person living alone in an apartment
or other dwelling unit 1s a household. . . . If
that single person lives in a hotel, rooming house,
college dormitory, military barracks or an insti-
tution, he or she 1s considered a private indi-
vidual, but not a household.l
Housling unit.--The census defines a housing unit

as a house, apartment, or other group of rooms, or a
single room with private access or separate cooking
facilities.

In-home shopper.--A general merchandise shopper who
has bought from an in-home shopping source using an in-
home shopping method, between January 1, 1967 to the day
of the interview.

In-home shopping.--Ordering general merchandise
from an in-home shopping source, using an in-home shopping

method, as defined below.

1Sales Management, Survey of Buying Power, June
10, 1966, p. A 2.
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In-home shopping methods.--Mail ordering, telephone
ordering, or placing an order in person at catalog stores
or catalog counters. Buylng from door-to-door sales-
persons, ordering from "home party" sales demonstrations,
ordering merchandise from trading stamp gift catalogs,
and in-person ordering of out-of-stock or special-order
items from retall stores ordinarily selling these 1tems
from their store shelves are not considered in-home
shopping for purposes of the research.

In-home shopping sources.--These include (a) the
large general merchandise mail-order firms (examples:
Sears, Montgomery Ward, J. C. Penney, Spiegel); (b)
department stores, discount stores, and any limited line
retall stores including as part of their business mail
or telephone shopping for general merchandise items;

(c) direct mail retailers (generally firms smaller or

more specialized than the large mail-order firms), with

or without retail store outlets, whose general merchandise
sales are predominantly by mail order (examples: Sunset
House, book and record clubs selling by mail).

Locked-in shopper.--The shopper who cannot get out
to stores to buy general merchandise ltems on a given
shopplng day 1s considered locked-in on that day.

Shelter magazlnes.--Magazines whose editorial con-
tents feature the furnishing, decorating and maintaining

of the home from the layman's point of view. In the
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research, women's magazines such as Woman's Day and Good

Housekeeplng are considered shelter magazines.

Speclalty catalog.--Merchandise catalog distributed
by direct mail firms other than large general merchan-
dise mail-order firms. Specialty catalogs contain a
much more llimited variety of merchandise than general
merchandlise catalogs.

Telephone shopper.--A general merchandise shopper
who has spent at least one dollar by telephone order from
a retall store other than a catalog store or catalog
counter between January 1, 1967 and the day of the
interview.

Working wife.--Wives employed outside the home for
less than forty hours per week are part-time working wives.
Those working forty or more hours, forty-eight or more
weeks per year, are full-time working wives; if less than
forty-eight weeks per year, part-time. Other female
shoppers, single, divorced, or separated who work out-

slde the home are similarly defined.



CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH FINDINGS

Introduction

Chapter IV presents the results of the tests of
hypotheses and other data describing the in-home shopper
and the nature and extent of the respondents!' in-home
shopping. The first section describes the 1ln-home buy-
ing behavior of the shopper sample. Then the research
findings, grouped into the five separate subject areas
outlined in Chapter I, are presented in the following
order of appearance: (1) the extent to which certain
environmental factors restrict store shopping and 1influence
inOhome buying; (2) key demographic proxy variablesl which
identify the intensive or heavy in-home buyer; (3) the
relationship between shopping convenience orientation

measures and in-home buying intensity; (4) the influence

lDemographic proxy variables are variables presumed
to be assoclated with certain behavioral tendencies,
rather than a direct measure of that behavior. For
example, the number of charge accounts held by the
shopper 1s assumed to indlcate an attitude preference
for charging purchases; a more direct or behavioral
measure would be stated attitude preferences or a count
of retall sales charges.

95



96

of family income class on the choice of in-home shopping
sources; and (5) the influence of shopper attitudes con-
cerning shopping convenlience and in-home versus store
shopping advantages on 1ln-home buying.

The final section of Chapter IV presents addi-
tional data on the sample, including socioeconomic pro-
files of the three in-home shopper types--catalog,
telephone and direct mail shoppers; multiple in-home
buying--buying from more than one in-home shopping
source; and multiple catalog ownership and its influence

on 1ln-home buying.

In-Home Spendling Profile

In-home spending data were gathered for direct
mail, telephone and catalog buying from January 1, 1967
to the time of the interviliew, or approximately an
eleven-month period. Catalog and telephone shopping
were measured 1n both dollar totals and frequency of
orders placed. It was assumed that respondents would
have considerable difficulty 1n estimating accurately
the total amount spent on direct mail, or the number of
direct mall purchases they had made during the eleven-
month period. Thus shoppers were asked to estimate
thelr direct mail purchases by product category.
Frequency of direct maill orders was not measured.

In-home buying was widespread among the urban

sample; 70 per cent of all respondents bought general
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merchandise items from direct mail, telephone or catalog
sources, or some combination of these sources, at least
once during the eleven-month period. Mean shopplng ex-
penditures are shown 1in Table 3. As expected, the average
expenditure was not large, about $58 for the entire sample
and $82 among all in-home buyers. The median expenditure

for the total sample was in the $15-$29 range.

TABLE 3.--Total dollars spent 1ln-home.

Dollars Spent In-Home Number Per Cent
$0 63 30.4%
$1-14 30 14.5
$15-29 23 11.1
$30-59 30 14,5
$60-119 31 15.0
$120 or over _30 14,5

Total 2072 100.0%

Mean for Total Sample: $57.61
Mean for in-home buyers: $82.42

a’I‘hree of the sample of 210 omitted because of
incomplete data.

bExcludes shoppers spending $0 in-home.

As Table 4 shows, more shoppers bought by direct
mail than by other 1n-home shopping methods; nearly
43 per cent of the sample bought by direct mail compared
with about 38 per cent who ordered by phone and 29 per
cent who ordered through catalogs. But 1in terms of

dollars spent, telephone buyers ranked first with an
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average of $74.50 each followed by $54 for the average
catalog buyer and $34 for direct mail buyers. The range
of total in-home spending was fairly wide over the
sample; 30 per cent of the sample spent nothlng at home
while approximately 15 per cent spent $120 or more.

TABLE 4.--Total dollars spent in telephone, catalog and
direct mall shopping.

Dollars Telephone Catalog Direct Mail
Spent n % n % n %
$0 127 61.7 149 71.0 117 56.5
$1-14 12 5.8 14 6.7 36 17.
$15-29 15 7.3 14 6.7 27 13.0
$30-59 27 13.1 12 5.7 16 7.7
$60-119 51 7.3 14 6.7 8 3.9

$120 or
over 10 4.9 7 3.3 3 1.5

Total 206 100.1% 210 100.1% 207 100.0%

Mean for
total
sample: $28.57 $15.77 $14.74

Mean for

telephone,

catalog or

direct mail

buyers: $74.50 $54.31 $33.73

The average telephone buyer ordered almost nine
times during the time period, suggesting that telephone
shopping is a rather well-established practice among
many shoppers. Catalog buyers ordered nearly as often

as phone buyers, 6.7 times during the same period.
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Frequency of ordering by phone or catalog correlated
falrly closely with the dollar amount spent,l suggesting
that both are equivalent measures of in-home buyilng
intensity.

The shopping profile data indicate that while in-
home buying represents a minor proportion of total ex-
penditures on general merchandise for most families, it
is widespread among the urban sample. Most urban women
bought at home from one or more sources several times
during the time period measured.

The "Locked-in" Shopper and In-Home
Purchasing Patterns

The growth in the in-home market has been attri-
buted in part to the increasing numbers of "locked-in"
shoppers, women who are restricted to their home and
unable to shop in stores as easily or frequently as other
shoppers. The "locked-in" state may be either temporary
or relatively permanent. Illness, bad weather, or lack
of transportation, for example, might cause shoppers to
temporarily postpone or cancel shopping trips. On the
other hand, some shoppers with small children to care
for at home, or living long distances from stores, or
who work during most shopping hours, or who are elderly
or disabled and unable to shop 1in stores may be confined

to thelr homes on a rather permanent basis.

1Number' of telephone orders correlated with dollars
spent on telephone orders at 0.497. Number of catalog

or%grs correlated with dollars spent on catalog orders at
0.662,
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The present research focuses on the more permanent
environmental barriers to store shopping and attempts to
determine their influence on shopping behavior, and on
in-home buying intensity in particular. Six different
environmental factors were selected as measured of
"locked-in" shopping situations, including avallability
of private and public transportation, distance from home
to stores, stage in family 1life cycle, shopper age, and
the shopper's employment status.

Hypothesis 1(A).--Availability of private (family)

automobiles during major shopping hours is in-

versely related to in-home buyilng intensity.

Hypothesis 1(A) stated that women without private
auto transportation for shopping would buy more heavily
from in-home sources. To test the hypothesls respondents
were grouped according to whether or not they had the
use of a family automoblle for shopping between 9:00 a.m.
and 9:00 p.m.l and compared on in-home buying intensity.
Of the 207 eligible respondents, 153 answered "yes," 17
replied "no," and the remaining 37, indicating that trans-
portation avallability was infrequent, sporadic or simply
unknown, were grouped as "don't know." A Kruskal-Wallis

one-way analysls of varlance revealed that the three

1Since many stores offer evening shopping, 1t was

decided to measure transportation avallability through
9:00 p.m. It 1s expected that many more shoppers would
find transportation unavailable untill 5:00 p.m., but
avallable most evenings.
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groups differed in buying intensity at a significance
level of about .10, in the opposite direction from the
predicted direction, and the hypothesis was rejected.

It is suggested that the 8 per cent of shoppers without
transportation may be lower-income shoppers who tend to
spend very little by mail or phone. Nearly 75 per cent
of the respondents saild that transportation was available
during major shopping hours.

TABLE 5.--In-home buying intensity by availability of
private transportation during major shopping hours.2

Private Transportation

Dollars Spent Availability
In-Home
Yes No Don't Knowb

$0 29.4 41,2 29.7%
$1 -14 13.1 11.8 21.6
$15-29 10.5 23.5 8.1
$30-59 14,4 11.8 16.2
$60-119 15.7 5.9 16.2
$120 and over 17.0 5.9 8.1

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(153) (17) (37)

8kruskal-Wallis H (3.06 at 2df) significant at .10
(dollar totals ungrouped).

bIncludes "don't know," "uncertain" answers.

Hypothesis 1(B).--In-home buying intensity is
positively related to perceived travel time from
the home to the shopper's favorite general mer-

chandise stores.
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Shoppers isolated from stores by time and distance
were assumed likely to be effectively "locked-in" away
from stores and thus more likely to purchase from in-
home shopping sources. Shoppers estimated the average
length of time they spent traveling from home to theilr
favorite general merchandise stores1 by choosing among
five time categories. Since no respondent checked "one
hour or more," only four time categories were compared
on in-home buying intensity. Shoppers' responses were
compared against thelr in-home buying totals and tested
for significant differences using a one-way analysis of
variance. The observed relationship was significant at
about .14, above the necessary .05 level of signifi-
cance, and the research hypothesis was rejected (see
Table 6).

Like Hypothesis 1(A), the lack of significant
relationship between shopping travel time and in-home
buying intensity seems attributable in part to small
shopper variance over the independent variable, Over
three-fourths of the women estimated thelr one-way travel
time to be somewhere between ten and twenty minutes; only
17 per cent thought their travel time exceeded twenty

minutes, and only one respondent claimed to travel more

1Since "favorite general merchandise store" was
not defined for respondents, it is not known to what
extent the response denotes the best-liked store as
opposed to the most frequently shopped store.
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TABLE 6.--In-home buying intensity by travel time from
home to shopper's favorite general merchandise stores.a

Travel Time

Dollars
spent Less Than 10 to 20 20 to 30 More Than
10 Minutes Minutes Minutes 30 Minutes
$0 16.7% 30.4% 38.2% 0.00%
$1 -14 8.3 12.0 26.5 0.00
$15-29 16.7 10.1 17.4 0.00
$30-59 25.0 15.2 5.9 100.00
$60-119 8.3 17.1 5.9 0.00
$120 and over 25.0 15.2 8.8 0.00
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.00%
(12) (158) (34) (1)

8kruskal-Wallis H (6.399 at 3 df) significant at
.1441 (dollar totals ungrouped).
than one-half hour one way. The limited variability in
travel time may reflect both the short geographic dis-
tances from subsample residential areas to major shopping
areas, and the urban freeway system which allows quick
access to most shopping areas from nearly anywhere in
the Grand Raplds area.

Hypothesis 1(C).--In-home buying intensity is

positively related to distance of shopper's home

from public bus transportation.

It was assumed that walking distance to the nearest
bus stop would be a useful measure of the convenlence of
public shopping transportation; other factors equivalent,

a long walking distance would present a shopping barrier.
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Subjects were asked how many blocks they resided from
the nearest public bus stop, and thelir answers were
compared on in-home buying. Reported distances ranged
from 0 to about 5 blocks, with 87 per cent of all
shoppers indicating they lived three blocks or less
from a bus stop. The average reported distance was

two blocks. An Analysis of Variance found no signifi-
cant relationship between distance from the nearest

bus stop and in-home buying intensity, and the research
hypotheslis was rejected.

The lack of relationship might indicate that
shoppers seldom used bus transportation. Further analysis
revealed that only 9 per cent of the sample used the bus
for more than 10 per cent of thelr shopping trips. This
9 per cent also lived an average dlistance of two blocks
from the nearest bus stop, the average distance for the
total sample. It appears that in terms of walking dis-
tance, accessibility of bus transportation was not an
important shopping factor for the sample (see Table 7).

Hypothesis 1(D).--Shoppers in the "young married

with preschool children" stage of family 1life

cycle buy more at home than other shoppers.

Shoppers with preschool children at home were
assumed more likely to be "locked-in" than other shoppers,
and thus more llkely to shop at home. Data on shopper

age, marital status, and ages of children were combined
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into a family 1life cycle variable and categorized into
four separate groups similar to the classification used
in Stuart Rich's study of department store shoppers.1
The four groups were women (a) under forty with pre-
school children; (b) under forty without preschool chil-
dren; (c) over forty without preschool children; (4d)
forty or over with preschool children.

A one-way analysls of variance found family life
cycle groups did not differ significantly on in-home
buying intensity, and the research hypothesis was re-

jected. Table 8 data indicate that women under forty

TABLE 8.--In-home buying intensity by family life cycle.a

Stage 1n Family Life Cycle

Dollars
?gf;gme Under 40; No Under U40; Over 40; No Over 40;
Preschool Preschool Preschool Preschool
Children Children Children Children
$0 25.9% 32.8% 30.3% 33.3%
$1 -14 14,8 12.5 16.5 00.0
$15-29 3.7 17.2 7.3 33.3
$30-59 14,8 10.9 17.4 00.0
$60-119 14.8 17.2 14,7 00.0
$120 & over 25.9 9.4 13.8 33.3
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(27) (64) (109) (6)

8Kruskal-Wallis H (5.068 at 3 df) significant at
167 (dollar totals ungrouped).

lRich, Shopping Behavior of Department Store Cus-

tomers, p. 62.
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without preschool children may be most likely to spend
above-average amounts at home, while younger women with-
out preschool children do not differ from women over
forty in shopping at home.

Hypothesis 1(E).--In-home buying intensity is

greater in the "elderly, empty nest" stage of

family 1ife cycle than 1in earlier stages of

family life cycle.

It was hypothesized that elderly shoppers, because
of their higher incidence of poor health or their un-
willingness or inability to drive to shopping areas,
carry packages or perform other shopping tasks, would be
particularly receptive to in-home shopping alternatives.
Shoppers sixty years old or older with no children at
home were compared against all other shoppers on in-home
buying intensity. A Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test
on the two groups yielded a significant difference on
ungrouped buying data of approximately .40. Since the
observed significance exceeded the .05 level, the hy-
pothesis was not accepted. A closer examination of the
data 1n Table 9 shows that about 30 per cent in eilther
group bought nothing from in-home sources durilng the

previous year,
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TABLE 9.--In-home buying intensity--elderly versus other
shoppers.a

Dollars Spent Stage in Family Life Cycle

In-Home All Other
Elderly Shoppers
$0 31.4% 30.2%
$1 =14 22.9 12.8
$15-29 11.4 11.1
$30-59 14.3 14.5
$60-119 17.1 14.5
$120 and over 2.9 16.9
Total 100.0% 100.0%
(35) (172)

aKolmogorov—Smirnov D significant at less than .40.

Hypothesis 1(F).--Working women buy more at home

than women not employed outside the home.

On the assumptlion that working women have fewer
hours available for shopping than women who do not work,
it was hypothesized that working women would shop at home
more than nonworkling women. Respondents grouped into two
categorlies, employed outside the home, and not employed,
were compared on total dollars spent at home. The two-
sample test indicated a probability of .247 that in-home
spendling was higher for employed shoppers. Since the
observed difference was not significant at the .05 level,

the research hypothesis was rejected.
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TABLE 10.--In-home buying intensity by shopper employment
status.2a

Dollars Spent Employment Status of Shopper

In-Home Employed Not Employed

$0 30.4¢% 30.5%
$1 -14 16.1 13.9
$15-29 1.8 14.6
$30-59 19.6 12.6
$60-119 14.3 15.2
$120 and over 17.9 13.3
Total 100.0% 100.0%

(56) (151)

aKolmogorov—Smirnov D significant at .247 (dollar
totals ungrouped).

Employed shoppers were separated into part-time and
full-time workers and compared on in-home buying. The
two groups were found to differ significantly in buying
intensity, but in the opposite direction from that sug-
gested by the fewer number of hours the full-time worker
should have available for shopping. Part-time working
women spent significantly more dollars at home than full-
time workers. The observed difference, shown in Table
1l below, was significant at .05.

Family income level was found to be equivalent
whether or not the shopper was employed. Since families
in which the shopper works usually have two lncomes,

however, the finding suggests that the household head



110

TABLE 11.--In-home buying intensity: part-time versus
full-time employment.a

Dollars Spent Employment Status of Shopper

In-Home

Part-time Full-time
$0 19.4% 4y,09%
$1 -14 12.9 24,0
$15-29 3.2 0.0
$30-59 25.8 12.0
$60-119 19.4 8.0
$120 and over 19.4 12.0

Total 100.0% 100.0%
(31) (25)

aKolmogorov—Smirnov D (7.05 at 2 df) significant
at .05,
in the "shopper employed" group earns less income than
household heads in the single income group. Thus income
of the household head 1s less strongly associated with
in-home buying intensity than is total family income
level, Total family incomes of shoppers employed part-
time also did not differ significantly at the .05 level
from family incomes of women employed full-time.

The Influence of Selected Demographic and

Socloeconomic Variables on
In-Home Shopping

Hypothesis 2(A).--In-home buying intensity is
positively related to amount of annual family

income.
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Based on earlier research studies which found strong
relationships between family income level and the desire
for shopping conveniences such as telephone shopping, it
was hypotheslized that higher-income shoppers would buy
more at home than lower-lincome shoppers. Total dollars
spent on in-home shopping were compared against family
Income class using the one-way analysis of variance.

Table 12 shows 1in-home buying differences among the
income classes were highly significant in the predicted

TABLE 12.--In-home buying intensity by annual family
income.2

Annual Family Income

Dollars

Spent $0- $4,000- $7,000- $10,000- $15,000
In-Home $3,999 $6,999  $9,999  $14,999 & Over
$0 35.7% 4o.u4g 29.3% 23.3% 14.3%
$1 -14 32.1 24,6 8.6 2.3 3.3
$15-29 7.1 12.3 12.1 14.0 4,8
$30-59 3.6 7.0 22.4 27.9 0.0
$60-119 14.3 8.8 12.1 20.9 28.6
$120 & over 7.1 7.0 15.5 11.6 7.6

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(28) (57) (58) (43) (21)

8Kruskal-Wallls H (30.89 at 4 df) significant at
less than 0.0001 (dollar totals ungrouped).
direction, and the research hypothesis was not rejected.
In-home shoppers apparently have larger annual family

incomes than shoppers buyling little or no general
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merchandise at home. Shoppers in the $15,000 and over
income level, for example, represented only 10 per cent
of the total sample but accounted for one-third of the
shoppers spending $120 or more at home. Twenty-two per
cent of the shoppers in the three income categories
below $10,000 spent $60 or more at home, while 47 per
cent of shoppers in the two income categories above
$10,000 spent $60 or more. The results of Hypothesis
2(A) apparently confirm earlier findings of similar
studies.

Hypothesis 2(B).--In-home buying intensity is

positively related to shopper education level.

It was hypothesized that in-home buying increases
with the shopper's education level. To test the hy-
pothesis, shoppers were first classified into seven
categories according to the number of years of formal
education completed. These seven categories were later
regrouped into five to increase the sample cell size
necessary for hypothesis testing. A one-way analysis
of variance tested differences in 1n-home buying inten-
sity among the five education levels. Buying differences
were significant at .0018, and the hypothesis was not

rejected.
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TABLE 13.--In-home buying intensity by shopper education
level.a

Years of Formal Educationb

Dollars
Spent Grade Some High Some College
In-Home School High School College Grad.
(to School Grad. (13- (16 or
6 Yrs) (7-11) (12 Yrs) 15 Yrs) More Yrs)
$0 60.0% 34.7% 28.4% 25.0% 0.0%
$1 -14 10.0 22,2 13.6 3.6 0.0
$15-29 10.0 12.5 9.1 10.7 22,2
$30-59 20.0 29.7 18.2 14.3 11.1
$60-119 0.0 12.5 15.9 28.6 0.0
$120 & more 0.0 8.3 14.8 17.7 66.7

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(10) (72) (88) (28) (9)

8Kruskal-Wallis H (20.99 at 6 df) significant at
.0018 (dollar totals ungrouped).

bH originally computed on seven education level
categorlies.

Hypothesis 2(C).--In-home buying intensity is

positively related to family size.

The research explored the assumption that shoppers
with large families would tend to be particularly inter-
ested in shopping convenience, and would therefore buy
more heavily from in-home sources than shoppers with
smaller famllies. Shoppers were grouped into seven

family size categories,l and the groups were compared

1Categories include the husband and wife. Thus the
single-unit category consists of adult female heads of
household.
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on in-home shopping intensity. As shown in Table 14 below,
buying differences were significant at .1l43 in the pre-
dicted direction, but above the .05 level of significance,

and the hypothesis was rejected.

TABLE 14.,--In-home buying intensity by family size.2

Dollars Family Size®

Spent

In-Home 1 2 3 by 5 6 T+

$0 Lb6.7% 31.1% 23.1% 36.1% 23.8% 36.8% 25.0%
$1 -14 20.0 20.0 11.5 11.1 14.3 21.1 4,2

$15-29 20.0 8.9 7.7 11.1 11.9 5.3 16.6

$30-59 6.7 15.6 23.1 8.3 14.3 10.5 20.8

$60-119 6.7 20.0 11.5 13.9 21.4 5.3 12.5

$120 or

more 0.0 4.y 23.8 19.4 14,3 21.1 20.8

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(15)  (45)  (26)  (36)  (h42) (19) (2W)

@Kkruskal-Wallis H (12.19 at 8 df) significant at
.143 (dollar totals ungrouped).
b

gories.

H originally computed on nine family size cate-

Hypothesis 2(D).--Negro shoppers buy less at home

than white shoppers.

It was hypothesized that Negro women shoppers buy
less at home than white shoppers. Since family income
level was assumed strongly related to in-home shopping
Intensity, the substantial Negro-white family income

differences were controlled by selecting a subsample of
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white shoppers equivalent to the Negro sample on average
annual family income. The "low income white" subsample
proved to be almost 1dentical to the Negro subsample on
average income.1

In-home buying data for the two subsamples were
grouped into, six ordered categorles, as shown in Table
15, and Negro-white buying differences were tested for
significance with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test.
The test, which looks for areas of extreme difference
between the two independent sample distributions, found
observed differences significant in the predicted
direction at less than .20, but above the necessary .05
level. Since the spending distribution data suggested
that the sample means might differ, a t test was run on
the ungrouped spending data. The observed t value of
1.33 was below the 1.645 level necessary for signifi-
cance at .05, and the hypothesis was rejected.

The magnitude of differences observed in Table 15

does suggest, however, that significant buying differences

lIn evaluating the data several other polnts should
be kept in mind. The two sample areas were geographically
contiguous, suggesting that accessibility to stores, at
least in terms of distance, was quite similar. Second,
although upper-income Negro shoppers were not availlable
for comparison with upper-income whites, both of the sub-
Samples included middle as well as lower-income families,
1n approximately equal proportions. For example, 41
per cent of the Negro shoppers reported family 1lncomes
of $7,000 and over, as did 43 per cent of the white sub-
Sample. Thus the two subsamples were comparable over
Several family income classes.
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TABLE 15.--In-home buying intensity by race.2

b
Dollars Spent Race
In-Home White Negro
$0 32.0% 50.9%
$1 -14 28.0 14,0
$15-29 6.0 7.0
$30-59 10.0 12.3
$60-119 10.0 10.5
$120 and over 14,0 5.3
Total 100.0% 100,0%
(50) (57)

aKolmogorov—Smirnov D (3.80 at 2 df) significant
at .20 (dollar totals grouped).

bMean annual family income: whites, $4,105;
Negroes, $4,020.
by race might be found 1n the extreme ranges. For example,
32 per cent of low-income whites failed to buy at home
during the preceding year, compared with 51 per cent of
Negro shoppers in the sample.

Negro-white differences in catalog, telephone and
direct mail buying were also measured. As i1llustrated in
Tables 16, 17 and 18 below, Negroes and whites did not
differ significantly at the .05 level on any of the three

in-home buyilng alternatives.l Apparently low income

lSince respondents who bought from more than one
shopping source are included 1in several tables, the sum
of percentages in Tables 16, 17, and 18 exceeds the per-
centage totals in Table 13.
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TABLE 16.--Telephone buying intensity by race.2
Dollars Spent Race
In-Home White Negro
$0 82.0% 86.2%
$15-29 2.0 0.0
$30-59 2.0 8.6
$120 and over 2.0 1.7
Total 100.0% 100.0%
(50) (58)

8Kolmogorov-Smirnov D (4.27 at 2 df) significant
at < .20 (dollars grouped).

TABLE 17.--Catalog buying intensity by race.?

Dollars Spent Race
In-Home White Negro
$0 T4.5% T4.6%
$1 -14 5.9 5.1
$15-29 5.9 6.8
$30-59 5.9 3.4
$60-119 2.0 8.5
$120 and over 5.9 1.7
Total 100.0% 100.0%
(51) (59)

aKolmogorov-Smirnov D (1.92 at 2 df) significant
at .40 (dollars grouped).
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TABLE 18,.--Direct mail buying intensity by race.?

Dollars Spent Race

In-Home White Negro
$0 56.0% 77 .2%
$1 -14 16.0 8.8
$15-29 10.0 7.0
$30-59 6.0 7.0
$60-119 8.0 0.0
$120 and over 4,0 0.0
Total 100.0% 100.0%

(50) (57)

aKolmogorov-Smirnov D (4.79 at 2 df) significant
at .10 (dollars grouped).
shoppers, white or Negro, seldom buy by catalog or tele-
phone. Less than 20 per cent of either group bought by
telephone during the preceding year while slightly more,
25 per cent in elther race group, bought from a general
merchandlse catalog. But percentage differences between
the two groups on direct mail spending suggest that
direct mail shopping may be more popular among low lncome
whites than Negroes. More than 40 per cent of the low
income whites had ordered by direct mail, compared to 23
per cent of the Negro sample, a difference significant

below .10.1

lThe difference 1is significant at the .05 or .10
level depending upon whether or not a directional hy-
pothesis 1s being tested. Since no directional hypothesis
had been stated prior to testing the data, the more con-
servative test was chosen, resulting in an observed X2
value significant at .10. But the observed differences
seem large enough to warrant further examination.
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The Relationship Between Selected Convenience
Orientation Measures and In-Home
Buylng Intensity

Previous research in retaill shopping has suggested
that convenience orientation is an 1important factor in
explaining shopping behavior. Telephone shopping, for
example, appeals partlcularly to consumers who wish to
avold a shopping trip for only one or two items, or who
cannot get out of the house to shop, or who often feel
that shopping in stores 1s an unpleasant and time-consuming
chore. Shopping studlies have suggested further that the
American consumer, particularly the more affluent shopper
and her family, demand and can afford greater convenience
in many aspects of everyday living. If the desire for
convenlence 1s an important motivator in decisions to buy
at home, valid measures of famlly convenience orientation
should effectively 1solate the 1ln-home buyer market seg-
ment. Several hypotheses related different proxy measures
of convenience orientation with in-home spending, and the
results are presented in the following section.

Hypothesis 3(A).--In-home buying intensity is

positively related to number of telephones per

household.

Number of telephones per household was selected as
one proxy measure of family convenlence orlientation. It
was hypothesized that number of telephones 1in the home

would be positively related to in-home buying intensity.
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To test the hypothesis, shopper households grouped by
number of telephones were tested for significant differ-
ences in total dollars spent in-home. As shown in

Table 19 below, the observed H value was significant at
.0514, Since the relationship was very close to the .05
significance level, a product-moment correlation co-
efficient was computed on the relationship, using un-
grouped data. The coefficient of .276, tested against

a Z distribution, was highly significant at less than
.0005. Based on the Z test of significance, the research
hypothesis was not rejected.

TABLE 19.--In-home buying intensity by number of
telephones per household.2

Dollars Spent Number of Telephonesb
In-Home 0 1 5 3
$0 28.6% 26.6% 36.9% 18.8%
$1 -14 42,9 21.9 10.7 3.1
$15-29 14,3 10.9 9.7 15.6
$30-59 0.0 14.1 16.5 12.5
$60-119 14,3 20.3 9.7 21.9
$120 and over 0.0 6.3 16.5 28.1
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(7) (64) (103) (32)

8kruskal-Wallis H (9.42 at U 4f) significant at
.0514 (dollar totals ungrouped).

bH originally computed on five categorles of the

independent variable.
r = ,276, significant at .0005,
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The 15 per cent of families with three or more tele-
phones were about twice as likely to spend $60 or more
in-home than were households with two telephones or fewer.
Famillies with two telephones are no more likely to buy at
home than are one telephone households.

Hypothesis 3(B).--In-home buying intensity is

positively related to number of shelter magazines

in the home.

Women who read shelter magazines oriented toward
home improvement, home furnishing and food preparation,
and the "do-it-yourself" reader were assumed to be
especlally concerned with shopping convenience because
of their probable interest and involvement in tlime-consuming
activities around the home. Accordingly, 1t was hypothe-
sized that the more shelter magazines the shopper received
the more likely she would shop at home. To test the
hypothesls, respondents grouped by number of shelter
magazines regularly purchased or received by subscription
were compared on in-home buying intensity. A Kruskal-
Wallis test confirmed the research hypothesis at a signi-
ficance level of .0003. Women who reported having one or
more shelter magazines were nearly three times as likely
to shop at home than women who did not regularly recelve
shelter magazines. Table 20 suggests, however, that
while shelter magazine ownership 1s significantly re-

lated to whether or not a shopper buys at home, within
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the in-home buyer group the number of shelter magazines

owned does not vary appreclably with in-home buying

intensity.

TABLE 20.--In-home buying intensity by number of shelter
magazines in the home,2

Dollars Spent Number of Shelter Magazinesb
In-Home 3 or
0 1 2 More
$0 b6.3% 21.1% 14.8% 14.9%
$1 -14 12.6 18.4 11.1 8.5
$15-29 11.6 13.1 11.2 17.0
$30-59 9.5 7.9 33.3 19.2
$60-119 12.6 21.1 14.8 14.9
$120 and over 7.4 18.4 14.8 25.5
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(95) (38) (27) (47)

8kruskal-Wallls H (29.09 at 8 df) significant at
.0003 (dollar totals ungrouped).

bH originally computed on nine categories of the
independent varilable.

Hypothesls 3(C).--In-home buying intensity is

positively related to the number of newspaper

subscriptions received.

It was hypothesized that heavy in-home buyers would
subscribe to more newspapers than other shoppers. To
test the hypothesils, shoppers grouped according to the
number of local and out-of-town newspaper subscriptions

recelved were tested for buying differences. As shown

in Table 21 below, nearly 90 per cent of all shoppers 1in
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the subsample subscribed to a newspaper. About 70 per cent
of the shoppers subscribed to the one local newspaper, the

Grand Rapids Press. The 17 per cent of the sample in the

"two or more newspapers" category were all receiving at
least one out-of-town newspaper.

Significant buying differences were found among the
shopper groups in the predicted direction at the .01
probability level, and the hypothesis was not rejected.
Women subscribing to out-of-town newspapers as well as
the local paper were especially likely to shop at home;
two-thirds of this shopper group spent at least $30 at
home, compared to only 23 per cent of the shoppers who
did not subscribe to a newspaper.

TABLE 21.--In-home buying intensity by number of newspaper
subscriptions received.2

Dollars Spent Number of Newspapers

In-Home
0 1l 2 or More
$0 50.0% 31.0% 20.6%
$1-14 11.5 17.0 6.0
$15-29 15.4 11.6 8.8
$30-59 3.9 15.7 17.6
$60-119 11.5 11.6 23.5
$120 and over 7.7 13.1 23.5
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(26) (147) (35)

aKruskal-Wallis H significant at .01 (dollar
totals ungrouped).
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Hypothesis 3(D).--In-home buying intensity is

positively related to number of credit cards

owned by the family.

It was hypothesized that the more credit cards a
shopper and her family owned the more dollars the shopper
would spend at home. To test the hypothesis, shoppers
were grouped into four categories according to the number
of credit cards owned and compared on in-home buying in-
tensity. An analysls of varlance yielded an observed H
value significant at .006, and the research hypothesis
was not rejected.

TABLE 22.--In-home buying intensity by number of credit
cards.2

b
Dollars Spent Number of Credit Cards

In-Home 0 1 2-3 4 or more
$0 36.4% 26.8% 24.3% 15.8%
$1 -14 18.2 14.6 10.8 0.0
$15-29 12.7 9.8 10.8 5.3
$30-59 13.7 12.2 21.6 10.5
$60-119 10.0 26.8 13.5 21.0
$120 or more 9.1 9.8 18.9 47.3

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(110) (41) (37) (19)

8Kruskal-Wallis H (21.5087 at 8 df) significant at
.0059 (dollar totals ungrouped).

Py originally computed on nine categories, 0-8
credlt cards.
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Table 22 data suggest that significant increases
in buying intensity appear at the one credit card level.
Shoppers owning two or more cards were nearly twice as
likely to spend $30 or more at home than shoppers owning
no credit cards. More than half of the total sample
claimed to own no credit cards.

Hypothesis 3(E).--In-home buying intensity is

positively related to number of charge accounts

reported by shoppers.

Charge accounts, like credit cards, offer definite
shoppling conveniences and enjoy widespread use among
today's shoppers. Accordingly, it was hypothesized that
shoppers owning several charge accounts would also buy
more at home than shoppers who had few or no charge
accounts. Shoppers grouped according to the reported
number of charge accounts they held were compared on in-
home buying intensity. Buying differences were found
highly significant in the predicted direction, and the
hypothesis was not rejected. Apparently shoppers with
multiple charge accounts are much more likely to buy at
home than other shoppers.

Table 23 data suggest that four charge accounts
or more 1s the critical number in determining 1ln-home
buying differences. For example, only 10 per cent of
shoppers with four or more charge accounts failed to

buy at home, compared with 38 per cent of shoppers with
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fewer than four charge accounts. And less than 20 per
cent of shoppers with fewer than four accounts spent $60
or more at home, compared with 60 per cent of shoppers
wlth four or more accounts.

All five hypotheses relating proxy measures of
shopper convenience orientation to in-home buying inten-
sity were supported at the .05 level of significance,
suggesting that 1n-home shoppers have more telephones,
newspapers, shelter magazines and credit and charge
accounts than other shoppers. It 1s assumed that in-
home shoppers also are heavier users of these sources
of information and buylng conveniences than other
shoppers.

An examination of the relationships among the five
criterion variables and family income level suggested
that income differences explain some of the positive
assocliation among the proxy measures of convenlence
orientation and in-home buying intensity. The 1inter-
relationship 1s not surprising. It has already been
shown that higher-income women buy more at home than
other shoppers, and it is also known that higher-income
families are the largest market for multiple phones,
magazines and newspapers, and own more credit cards

and charge accounts than lower-income families.
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The Influence of Income Class on
In-Home Shopping

Hypothesis 4.--In-home shoppers in lower-income
classes tend to order from general merchandise
catalog firms, while higher-income shoppers tend

to order by telephone from department and specialty

stores.

The retailing literature suggests that telephone and
catalog shopping appeal to different income classes. For
example, the large general merchandise catalog firms such
as Sears or Montgomery Ward have traditionally catered to
the lower- and middle-income families, while department
store telephone shopplng generally attracts shoppers with
above-average incomes. Rich's study, for example, found
that Telephone shoppers had significantly higher family
incomes than non-telephone shoppers, while the few mail-
order buyers sampled were not found to differ from non-
telephone shoppers on major socloeconomic characteristics.

To update previous research findings, the three
in-home shopper types were compared on annual family income.
It was hypothesized that telephone shoppers have higher
annual family incomes than catalog shoppers. To test the
hypothesis, shoppers who had purchased by catalog at
least once durlng the preceding year were first grouped
as "catalog shoppers" and compared on family income

agalnst shoppers making at least one telephone purchase.
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A Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of income differences yielded

a X2

of 2.67, which was significant at .28, not enough
to accept the hypothesis.

Next, women who had used both catalog and telephone
shopping were dropped from the two groups and the test
was rerun.1 By eliminating the effects of double counting
the multiple in-home shoppers, income differences between
the two groups increased appreciably. As 1indicated in
Table 24 below, women who had shopped by telephone only
had significantly higher family incomes than women who
had shopped by catalog only.

TABLE 24,.,--Choice of telephone versus catalog buying by
annual family income level.2

Shopper Type
Annual Family

Income Level Catalog Telephone
Shoppers Shoppers
Below $4,000 24 ,3% 6.8%
$4,000-$6,999 29.7 23.7
$7,000-$9,999 29.7 27.1
$10,000-$14,999 16.3 27.1
$15,000 and over 0.0 15.3
Total 100.0% 100.0%
(37) (59)

8Kolmogorov-Smirnov D (6.16 at 2 df) significant
at .05.

lFindings concerning "multiple in-home shoppers,"
women buylng from more than one in-home shopplng source
during the same time period, are presented 1in a separate
section of Chapter IV. See pp. 156-157.
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Income distributlions of direct mall shoppers were
also compared with all other shoppers in the sample usilng
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The observed D value of
.264 exceeded the .254 value corresponding to the .05
level of significance, and it was concluded that direct
mail shoppers differ significantly from other shoppers
on family income level. Table 25 indicates that the
distribution of direct mail shopper's incomes over the
income scale appears quite similar to the telephone
shoppers' income distribution.

TABLE 25.--Direct mail shoppers versus other shoppers,
by annual family income level.2

Shopper Type

Annual Family

Income Level Direct Mail Other
Shoppers Shoppers

Below $4,000 8.6% 17.1%
$7,000-$9,999 29.0 28.2
$10,000-$14,999 28.0 14,5
$15,000 and over 17.2 5.1
Total 100.0% : 100.0%
(93) (117)

aKolmogorov-Smirnov D significant at less than .05.



131

The Relationship Between Shopper Attitudes

Three broad hypotheses guided the investigation of
possible relationships among shopper attitudes and in-
home shopping behavior. The first hypothesils assumed
that shoppers who perceived their home or work situation
as severely restricting thelr store shopping actilvities
would spend more at home than shoppers who did not feel
"locked-in" away from store shopping. A second hypothesis
predicted a significant assoclation between how lmportant
certaln shopping features and disadvantages seemed to the
shopper, and the extent of her in-home buying. The third
hypotheslis postulated a somewhat different shopping atti-
tude--shopping behavior relationship; shoppers' opinions
on the superiority of store shoppling versus in-home
shopping in providing certain shopping conveniences were
assumed to correlate strongly with thelr in-home buying
behavior. To test the hypotheses, three shopplng attitude
scales were constructed and administered to the shopper
sample. Response patterns for each attitude item were
correlated with in-home buying differences. The results
of each attitude scale are discussed 1n order.

Hypothesis 5(A).--High-intensive in-home buyers

percelive thelr shopping situatlons as more 1in-

convenient than do low-intensive buyers.

In-home shopping would appear to be a reasonable

alternative for shoppers who face circumstances which



132

make store shopping unusually difficult. The "locked-in"
shopper may lack transportation, or may be employed, or
have small children to care for, or face other constraints
which raise her shopping costs. An earlier set of hy-
potheses attempted to measure the effect of store shopping
barriers on in-home shopping using proxy demographic and
socloeconomic variables such as availability of trans-
portation or presence of small children at home as pre-
dictors. None of these measures of locked-in shopping
dlscriminated the in-home shopper group at the .05 level
of significance.

Hypothesis 5(A) examined the relationship between
store shopping difficulty and in-home buylng by measuring
the shoppers' feelings about the importance of shopping
barriers she faced. It was assumed that the more 4diffi-
cult or inconvenlent the shopper believed her situation
was for store shopping, the more likely she would buy at
home., Attitude Scale I obtained shopper responses to
potential "locked-in" shopping situations in terms of the
degree of perceived difficulty each situation held for
the respondent. Attitude responses ranged on a five-
point Likert scale from "very difficult" to "no trouble
at all."1 Shopping Attitude Scale I is reproduced in

Figure 3 below.

1The response scale and several of the attitude
items were adopted, with modifications, from Jonassen's
validated shopper attitude scale used to differentiate
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Shopper attitude scores were related to shopping
behavior by two different methods. First, shoppers were
split into two groups, at a $15 median, on dollar in-
home spending totals and compared on each item for
significant differences in attitudes.l The attitude
responses, reproduced in Table 26, were then tested
against X2 for significance at the .05 level.

None of the six attitude 1tems significantly
differentiated shoppers by in-home buying intensity, and
the hypothesis was rejected. Item 5, the influence of
the respondent's job on store shopping difficulty, shows
an attitude response in the opposite direction from that
predicted. Although the group attitudes do not differ
at the .05 level of significance, the data suggest that
many working women may experience less store shopping
difficulty than women not employed outside the home.

Only on Item 6, "presence of children at home," did more
than 20 per cent of either shopper group declare that the
situation made store shopping "difficult." Most responses
were clustered around the "slightly difficult" or "no

trouble" end of the attitude continuum, suggesting that

downtown and suburban shoppers on various shopping con-
venience factors. See Jonassen, The Shopping Center
Versus Downtown, pp. 19-21.

lIt was decided to split the shopper group as
closely equivalent in sample size as possible, using
the nearest $5 spending total. The $15 median divided
the shoppers into groups of 96 below and 111 shoppers
at or above the $15 total.
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most shoppers experienced relatively little difficulty
in getting out to stores when they wanted to shop.

Hypothesis 5(B).--High-intensive in-home shoppers

percelve selected elements of the shopping process

as less convenient than do low-intensive 1n-home
shoppers.

Hypothesis 5(B) assumed that in-home shoppers would
attach more importance to shopplng convenience and less
importance to shopping enjoyment than women who shopped
very little at home. Shopping Attitude Scale II, a 16-
item Likert scale, was constructed to explore the hy-
pothesis. None of the 16 attitude items had previously
been tested for their discriminatory power in the in-home
shopping situation, but several quite similar i1tems had
been validated 1in Jonassen's survey of shopping con-
venience-orientation among downtown and suburban shoppers.
Shopping Scale II is reproduced from the questionnaire in
Figure 4 below.

Shoppers were divided at the $15 level into two
in-home spending groups and tested using X2, While many
shopping factors were rated as "difficult" by more than
50 per cent of all shoppers, on most items shoppers'
responses did not differ by in-home buying intensity.
Only Items 11 and 15 were significant at .05 1n the
predicted direction; the higher-spending group attached

less importance to the necessity of seeing and comparing
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merchandise before ordering by phone or catalog, and
liked shopping crowds less. One item revealed buying
differences significant in the opposite direction from
that predicted., Higher-spending buyers perceived less
difficulty in parking downtown (Item 2). Item 6,
amount of walking, was significant in the opposite
direction below .10.

None of the other 12 items, including shopping
traffic problems, waiting in line to pay for merchandise,
or getting salesclerk assistance discriminated shoppers
on in-home buying below the .10 level of significance.
Several items produced very little attitude difference.
Almost all women felt that store shopplng was a pleasant
change from everyday routine, and few thought that they
would buy furniture or home furnishings without prior
inspection or would purchase clothing without first
trying it on.

In summary, the attitude scale did not yield
results which clearly indicate the nature of the relation-
ship between in-home buying intensity and shoppers' atti-
tudes concerning the lmportance or inconvenience of
certaln shopping factors.

Hypothesis 5(C).--High-intensive in-home buyers

compare in-home shopping more favorably with

retall store shopplng, on selected convenience

factors, than do low-intensive in-home buyers.
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Hypothesis 5(C) explored the nature of the relation-
ship between shoppers' opinions about store shopping versus
in-home shopping advantages, and shoppers' actual in-home
buying. More specifically, two related questions about
shopper attitudes and buying behavior were explored by
the hypothesis:

1. How do shoppers rate store shopping versus
in-home shopping in providing certain shopping
advantages? For example, which shopping method
offers the lower prices, or 1s the least tiring?

2. To what extent are perceived differences in
relative shopping advantages related to in-home
buying differences?

Shopping Attitude Scale III, constructed to test

the research hypothesis, contained 14 statements on
shopping convenlence and enjoyment factors such as price,
quality and selection of merchandise, guarantees and
delivery service. From an answer card containing five
response choices, subjJects chose, for each different
statement, eilther in-home shopping or store shopping as
having the advantage. A shopper unwilling to choose be-
tween store shopping and in-home shopping could also
select either "no difference," "undecided" or "doesn't
matter" to more accurately reflect her opinion.l Shopping

Attitude Scale III 1s reproduced below in Figure 5.

1Respondents were neither encouraged nor dis-
couraged from choosing among the latter three answers.
The "no difference" and "undecided" answers were assumed
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Respondents were again divided into two groups,
above and below $15 spent in-home. Then attitude re-
sponses of the two groups were compared for each atti-
tude item and tested for significant differences with
X2. Results of the X2 analysis are presented 1in Table
28.

Based on the results of the X2 analysis, nine of
the fourteen attitude items discriminated the two shopper
groups in the predicted direction at the .05 level of
significance. Three other attitude items discriminated
the two groups below the .10 level of significance. On
every significant item, the buyer group spending $15 or
more tended to view in-home shopping relatively more
favorably in comparison to retail store shopping than
did the group spending less than $15 in home. Attitude
Scale III discriminated the two shopper groups in the
predicted direction, at the .05 level, on the following

shopping situation factors:

to represent distinct responses which would vary with
the respondents' confidence and experilence in comparing
the alternate shopplng methods; since a large segment

of the sample had not bought at home during the previous
year, the "undecided" answer cholce was included as an
alternative to "no difference." But initial analysis

of the data showed that very few women, about 6 or 7 per
cent over the whole scale, chose "undecided," a per-
centage that did not appear to vary significantly with
in-home buying differences. The fifth answer choice,
"doesn't matter," attempted to measure the percelved
Importance of the shopping factors in comparing stores
with in-home shopping. Less than 2 per cent of the
total sample chose the "doesn't matter" response.
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Item Shopping Factor

1 better delivery service

6 lower prices

7 general shopping convenilence

8 dependability of guarantees

9 less shopping time involved
10 better shopping information
11 ease 1n returning merchandise
12 value received for money spent
13 shopplng enjoyment

The following items discriminated shopper types at

the .10 significance level, based on X2 results:

Item Shopping Factor
2 easler to return and exchange goods
3 wider variety of styles and sizes
5 better quality of merchandilse

Of the remaining items, shoppers apparently differed
only slightly in belleving that stores offered better bar-
gain sales (4). Both shopper groups agreed that store
shopping was more tiring than shopping at home (14),

Most shoppers saw clear advantages of store shopping
over shopping at home, over a wide range of shoppling
considerations. In-home shopping had the advantage in
only two of the factors; women thought ln-home shopping
was less time-consuming (Item 9) and also less tiring

(Item 14), as already mentioned. The predominance of
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retall store preferences 1is to be expected, considering
that retall stores account for the great majority of
general merchandise sales, and since in-home buyers also
shop often in stores at least as frequently as the average
shopper. But the higher-spending group, while generally
stating that stores offered relative shoppling advantages,
were much more llkely than other shoppers to perceive no
difference between the two shopping sources or to state

a preference for in-home shopping.

Other Research Findings

The survey questionnaire gathered additional data on
in-home shopping behavior and shopper characteristics re-
lated to the original research hypotheses. The following
section summarizes findings on the nature and extent of
multiple in-home shopping and compares catalog, telephone
and direct mail shoppersl on several key socioeconomic

characteristics.

lCatalog, telephone and direct maill shoppers are

defined as stated earlier in Chapter III, Definitions,
pp. 90-94.
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Comparison of Telephone, Catalog
and Direct Mail Shoppers on
Selected Socloeconomic
Characteristicsl

Family Income Level

Family income differences among catalog and tele-
phone shoppers were examined in Hypothesis 4; it was
found that average famlly income levels differ signifi-
cantly after elliminating the influence of shoppers who
bought by both methods and thus were counted more than
once. When multiple shoppers were eliminated, telephone
shoppers were found to have significantly higher average
annual family incomes than catalog shoppers. Direct mail
shoppers!' incomes were quite similar to those of telephone
shoppers. Table 29 below compares income distributions
for the three in-home shopper types; shoppers buying
from more than one in-home source are included in the
distributions. The percentage of catalog shoppers 1in
the $0-$3,999 annual family income category is about
twice that of direct mall and telephone shoppers, sug-
gesting that the lowest lncome shoppers are more likely
to shop by catalog than by phone or direct mail. The

percentage distribution of catalog shoppers among the

lThe categories 1nclude shoppers who made pur-
chases in several categories during the same time
period. Totals of the three in-home shopplng categories
thus exceed the total sample size. The percentage of
shoppers purchasing in multiple categorles are discussed

on pp. 156-157.
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TABLE 29.--In-home shopper type by annual family income.

Type of In-Home Shopping

Income
Category Direct gg;a%e
Telephone Catalog Mail P
$0-$3,999 6.3% 16.4% 8.6% 13.3%
$4,000-$6,999 17.7 23.0 17.2 27.1
$7,000-$9,999 26.6 26.2 29.0 28.6
$10,000-
$14,999 26.6 18.0 28.0 20.5
$15,000 and
Over 22.8 16.4 17.2 10.5
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(79) (61) (63) (210)

other income levels 1s closer to that of telephone and

direct mail shoppers,

Shopper Age

Cross-classifying the three in-home shopper types
by shopper age shows that telephone shoppers are highest
in average age, followed by direct mail and then catalog
shoppers. Introducing family income level into the
cross-classification reveals some lnteresting trends.
Catalog and direct maill shoppers below $7,000 in family
income are rather evenly distributed over the three age
categories. But among the lower-income telephone

shoppers, 70 per cent are sixty years o0ld or over while
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only 30 per cent are less than sixty years old. Elderly
women on retirement pensions or other low, relatively
fixed incomes apparently prefer to shop by phone from
local stores, while younger women with low family incomes
are most likely to buy from general merchandise catalogs.
Lookling at the data another way, telephone buyers in the
twenty-thirty-nine and forty-fifty-nine age categories
have somewhat higher average lncomes than catalog buyers.
In summary, catalog shoppers are younger, lower-
income women; telephone shoppers are older, higher-income
women, and also elderly women on lower retirement incomes.
Direct mail shoppers are similar to telephone shoppers
except that the lower-income direct mail buyers are

younger.

Family Size

The three in-home shopper types are similar in
average family size, as shown in Table 31. The trends
in the data suggest a slight tendency for households
without children to shop by phone, while the trend is
to catalog and direct mail buying as family size

increases.

Shopper Education Level

Distributions of educational attainment level are
very similar among the three in-home shopper types.
Table 32 indicates the median level of education in

each shopper category was high school graduate.
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Occupation of Household Head

In-home shopper types were cross-classified and
compared by occupation of the household head. The
twelve United States Department of Labor classifications
used to gather the origlinal data were regrouped into
seven categories to increase minimum cell sizes.
Differences among shopper types on the final seven
occupational categories were slight. "Managers, pro-
prietors and officlals" represented the largest single
category for telephone and direct mail buyers, followed
by "craftsmen, foremen and operati&es," and then "pro-
fessional and technical" occupations. Catalog shoppers
were less predominant in the "managers, proprietors and
officials" group, but otherwise quite similar to telephone
and direct mall shoppers on occupation. Telephone shoppers
were particularly likely to be 1in the "retired" category, a
characteristic also suggested by the "shopper age" and

"family size" findings (see Table 33).

Shopper Employment Status

Hypothesis 1(F) indicated that in-home shoppers
and store-only shoppers were equally likely to be employed
outslide the home. The percentage of employed versus non-
employed shoppers was also similar among all three cate-

gories of in-home shopper, as shown in Table 34.
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TABLE 34,--In-home shopper type by shopper employment
status.

Employment In-Home Shopper Type Total
Sratus Telephone Catalog ﬁi§§Ct Sample
Employed 26.6% 23.0% - 25.6% 27.0%
Not Employed 73.4 _17.0 74.4 _73.0
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(79) (61) (90) (207)

Catalog Ownership and In-Home
Shopping Behavior

General Merchandise
Catalog Ownership

Table 35 summarizes findings on the relationship
between catalog ownership and in-home buying.

TABLE 35.--In-home buying intensity by multiple catalog
ownership.a

Number of General Merchandise Catalogsb

Dollars
Spent
In-Home 0 1 C 3 4-6
$0 37.8% 30.9% 15.4% 0.0% 20.0%
$1 -14 18.4 14,7 3.9 0.0 20.0
$15-29 14,3 11.8 3.9 0.0 0.0
$30-59 12,2 14,7 19.2 20.0 20.0
$60-119 11.2 16.2 23.1 30.0 0.0
$120 or more 6.1 11.8 34,6 50.0 40.0
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(98) (68) (26) (10) (5)

8Kkruskal-Wallis H (33.72 at 5 df) significant at .001.

bH originally computed on slx categories of the

independent variable.
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Forty-seven per cent of the sample reported having no
general merchandlse catalogs in the home. Nearly one-
third of the respondents had one catalog, and the
remaining 20 per cent owned two or more catalogs.
Shoppers owning two or more catalogs were more than

four times as likely to have spent $120 or more at

. Ay

home than shoppers with one or no catalogs.

Correlation analysis revealed that the number of

- TR

general merchandise catalogs 1n the home may be a fairly

good predictor of catalog buying intensity (r = .U46), but

is a much less effective predictor of telephone sales

(r = ,19) or direct mail sales (r = ,16). The much
stronger relationship between catalog ownership and
catalog buyling probably reflects most general merchan-
dise catalog firms' policles of establiéhing order size
and/or order frequency minimums for catalog distribution.

Catalog owners are usually established catalog customers.

Specialty Catalog Ownership

The relationship between specialty catalog ownership
and in-home buying intensity was also investigated.
Thirty-eight per cent of the total sample reported having
at least one speclalty catalog in the homej; 15 per cent
of the women reported owning two or more specialty cata-
logs. Among women owning no speclalty catalogs, about
4o per cent did not shop at home, and less than 20 per

cent spent $60 or more at home. In contrast, only 3
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per cent of the women with two or more specialty cata-
logs failed to shop at home, while 63 per cent spent $60
or more at home during the ten-month period. The differ-
ences in buying intensity by speclalty catalog ownership
were significant below the .00l probability level.

TABLE 36.--In-home buying intensity by number of specialty
catalogs.2

= 1Y

b
Dollars Spent Number of Specialty Catalogs

In-Home :
0 1 2 3 or More i
$0 4o.5% 23.9% 5.3% 0.0%
$1 -14 15,1 17.4 10.5 8.3
$15-29 12.7 13.0 0.0 0.0
$30-59 1109 1300 26-3 2500
$60-119 11.1 17.4 31.6 16.7
$120 and over 8.7 15.2 26.3 50.0
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(126) (46) (19) (12)

@Kruskal-Wallis H (31.49 at 5 df) significant at
.001.

bH originally computed on six categories of the
independent variable.

Use of Multiple Sources
of In-Home Shoppling

The research lnvestigated the extent and nature of
multiple in-home shopping in the sample durlng the same
time period. Nearly one-third of the total shopper sample
had purchased through a combination of in-home shopping

sources during the previous year. About two-thirds of
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the telephone shoppers, for example, had also purchased
through direct mail, or through general merchandise
catalogs, or both during the year. As Table 37 suggests,
telephone shopping plus direct mail was the most 1likely
comblination. Less than 9 per cent of the sample had
purchased from all three in-home shopping sources.

Cross-classifying multiple in-home shopping by
family income level showed that higher-income families,
particularly in the "$15,000 and above" subsample, are
particularly likely to have bought from more than one
in-home source., Shoppers above $10,000 in family income
were nearly four times as llkely to be multiple shoppers
than respondents with incomes below $7,000.

Reasons for Last Telephone
and Catalog Orders

Telephone and catalog shoppers were asked what
factor motivated their last telephone or catalog order.
The responses, combined 1into several summary categories,
are presented in Table 38.

The answers suggest that shoppers bought by phone
and catalog for a variety of reasons, and that the reasons
differed rather wldely between telephone and catalog
shoppers. Shopping convenlence was the most frequently
mentioned reason for telephone ordering, followed by
impulse buying, or responding to newspaper ads or tele-

phone promotions. In comparison, catalog buyers stressed

k1Y)
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TABLE 38.--Comparison of reasons for last telephone order
and last catalog order.

Shopper Response Reasons for Last Reasons for Last

Phone Order Catalog Order

Couldn't get to
store (locked-in) 12.3% 11.1%
More convenient
than shopping
from store 36.2 19.7
Impulse: response
to ad or telephone
suggestion selling 20.5 9.9
Merchandise avail-
ability; quality;
assortment 0.0 36.0
Low price; sale
price 7.2 13.1
Experlence with
merchandise;
confidence in
buying this way 14.5 0.0
All other reasons;
no particular
reason; don't know 9.3 10.2

100.0% 100.0%

(83) (61)

merchandise availability, assortment and quality reasons
first and shopping convenience second. Merchandise
availability, quality and assortment were never mentioned
as reasons for telephone shopping. Low price was a more
important consideration for catalog shoppers than for

telephone shoppers. Both groups included about the same



160

proportion of locked-ln purchase motivations. Interest-
ingly, about 15 per cent of the telephone buyers mentioned
previous experience with merchandise or confidence in
telephone shopping as primary reasons for thelr last
order. None of the catalog buyers mentioned confidence

or experience factors.

Summarx

None of the six hypotheses concerning the relation-
ship between demographic measures of the extent of locked-
in shopping conditions and in-home buylng intensity were
supported. The few shoppers whose environmental situatlons
were rated as difficult for shopping were no more likely
to buy at home than other shoppers. Llkewlse, shopper
ratings of their own situations as store shopping barriers
were not significantly associated with in-home buying inten-
sity. Varilance among respondents in perceived shopping
difficulty was minimal, according to Shopping Attitude
Scale I3 none of the attitude items discriminated in-home
buyers.

Among the several hypotheses relating demographic
characteristics to in-home buying, family income level
and shopper educational level were both found signifi-
cantly assoclated with in-home spending, suggesting that
the in-home buyer tends to be the higher income, better
educated woman. Larger familles were not found to spend

more at home than smaller familles. White shoppers were
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not found to buy significantly more at home than Negro
women with equivalent family incomes, although the ob-
served sample spending differences appeared to be large
enough to warrant further investigation using larger
samples. Within the several in-home shopping sources,
catalog and telephone buyling differences by race were
slight; few low lncome whites or Negro shoppers ordered
by telephone from local stores. But white shoppers may
spend more than Negroes by direct mail. Again, the
sample differences, while not significant, seemed large
enough to suggest that significant differences might be
found in larger samples.

All of the hypotheses stating a positive associ-

ation between certain proxy measures of convenience

orientation and in-home buylng were supported at the .05

significance level. Apparently in-home buyers have more

telephones, newspapers, shelter magazines, credit cards
and charge accounts than other shoppers. The higher
family incomes of 1n-home buyers accounts for some of
the positive association.

It was found that telephone shoppers tend to have
higher famlly Iincomes than catalog shoppers. The large
proportion of multiple shoppers among the ln-home buyer
segment also has particularly high family income.

Shoppers spending $15 or more at home did not

consider shopping convenience more important or rate

3 )
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certain store shopping situations as less convenient than
other respondents. According to Shopping Attitude Scale

IT data, the heavier spending in-home buyers did express

a greater dislike for crowds and claimed to be more willing
to buy merchandise at home without first inspecting it.

But in-home buyers were also less concerned with finding

or paylng for parking, with walking, and carrylng packages.
On all other items in-home buyers' attitudes did not

differ from other shoppers.

In-home buyers rated in-home shopping sources much
closer to retall stores on a number of shopplng advantages
than did other respondents. While stores were preferred
by most respondents on twelve of the fourteen shopping
factors, the heavier spending in-home buyers were signifi-
cantly more likely to rate the two sources as equivalent
or to prefer in-home shopplng sources.

Demographic and socloeconomic profiles of the three
in-home shopper types, telephone, catalog and mail-order,
were generally quite similar, reflecting the considerable
influence of multiple buyers who were included in the
several subsamples. As a shopper type, the multiple
buyers represent higher socioeconomic levels than ln-home
buyers ordering from one source only. As already noted,
telephone and direct mall buyers have higher average
family incomes than catalog buyers, but the differences

were significant only when multiple buyers were excluded.
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Telephone shoppers also tend to be older women without
families, while catalog and direct mall shoppers are
closer to the sample average on family 1life cycle
characteristics.

The heavier spending in-home buyers are much more
likely than other shoppers to own more than one general
merchandise catalog and specialty catalog, suggesting
that many ln-home buyers shop by catalog from more than
one source. As expected, telephone and direct mail
buyers are much less likely than catalog buyers to own
multiple catalogs.

Telephone and catalog shoppers apparently differ
somewhat 1n thelir stated reasons for buying at home,.
Telephone shoppers are more often motivated by shopping
convenlence considerations than by merchandise factors,
while merchandise availability, selection, price and
quality were more important for catalog shoppers. Locked-
in conditlions accounted for just over 10 per cent of the

last orders for both groups.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

Chapter V evaluates the Chapter IV research findings
in terms of their implications for marketing research and
decision making. The chapter first summarizes the research
study and then evaluates the findings in terms of their
ability to explain and predict in-home shopping behavior.
Next, the chapter draws general conclusions concerning the
nature and scope of the urban in-home market, according to
the present findings. Marketing implications of the re-
search findlngs are then examined, focusing on two inter-
related questions: (1) to what extent can in-home shoppers
be precisely identified as distinct market segments; and
(2) what information does the study yield that may
aid marketing managers interested in serving this type
of buyer? Finally, the chapter suggests areas for further

research.

General Summary of the Study

The present study was a cross-section analysis of

certain demographic, socioeconomic and attitudinal

164
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characteristics of urban female shoppers and their relation-
ships to in-home shopping behavior. For purposes of the
study, in-home shopping was defined as buying general mer-
chandise from samples, advertlisements or catalogs, either
by placing a mail or telephone order from the home, or by
ordering in person from a catalog store or catalog counter
of a retail store. Three sources of in-home shopping were
measured: telephone shopping, catalog ordering and direct
mail buylng. The research hypotheses focused on total in-
home spending--purchasing from all three in-home shopping
sources.

The research was primarily exploratory in nature,
with the objective of establishing benchmark data concerning
the 1n-home shopping behavior of urban females and examin-
ing possible relationships between in-home buying and
certain economlic and demographic varilables and attitude
differences. Some previous research findings on telephone
shopping behavior in large metropolitan areas were also
re-examined in a smaller urban environment.

Chapter II reviewed the literature on retail shopping
and urban in-home shopping in particular and stated a number
of assumptions concerning the trend toward in-home shopping by
urban households. In summary, the review suggested that
shoppling convenience, particularly in terms of reducing
shopplng time and effort, was a central theme of the re-

search and writing on the urban in-home shopping trends.
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Retailing has responded to increased consumer demands for
shopping conveniences in various ways, including self-
service, planned shopping centers, longer store hours,
and in-home shopplng services and facilities. Telephone
shopping studies and research of the locked-in shopper
suggested that the modern urban in-home shopper has
particular shopping convenlence demands and 1s often
unwilling to spend time and effort shopping 1n stores.
The literature also assumed that the telephone shopper's
attitudes toward shopping, reflecting her affluence,
youth, and family status, differed significantly from
non-telephone shoppers' attitudes.

The present research encompassed the following pro-

blem areas:

l. What 1s the nature and extent of in-home buying
among different types of urban in-home shoppers
from various in-home shopping sources?

2. To what extent 1is the urban in-home shopper
"locked-in" at home or on the job and away from
retall stores, restricting her shopplng activi-
ties?

3. Are there measurable socioceconomic and demo-
graphic characteristics which discriminate
intenslive 1n-home buying?

4, Are intensive in-home shoppers particularly

convenience-minded? How and to what extent do

Dt ,—lv_ﬂi‘.‘mn-‘,’
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their attitudes toward the shopping process
and their attitude preferences for stores
over ln-home shopping sources relate to their
in-home buying behavior?

5. Does income class discriminate shoppers in
terms of the type of in-home shopping they
prefer?

Several research hypotheses were formulated in each
problem area and tested using data gathered from a survey
sample of urban female shoppers.

Research design and methodology were discussed in
detail 1n Chapter III. Data on in-home shopping behavior
and shopper characteristics used to test the research
hypotheses were obtalined from personal interviews of
selected female shoppers in Grand Rapids, Michigan. A
quota sample of shoppers, stratified by average family
income and racial characteristics into four subsample
areas, ylelded 210 eligible respondents. The subsamples,
each of approximately 50 respondents, represented higher,
average and lower income white families, and Negro famililes.
Within each subsample area households were sequentially
sampled from a random starting point until the quotas
were fillled.

The research hypotheses were tested for statistical
significance using a variety of nonparametric statistical

tests according to the measurement level of the data and
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the data classifications by the research variables. The
X2, Kolmogorov-Smirnov, and Kruskal-Wallis one-way

analysis of variance tests were all used where approprilate.
The .05 probability level was utilized as the critical
level of significance. The strength of associations
between attitude scores and in-home buying intensity

were also measured using product-moment correlation
analysis, and tested for significance.

Results of the hypothesls tests and additional
data related to the major problem areas, described 1n
detail in Chapter IV, are evaluated in the following
section of Chapter V. General conclusions from the re-
search are then discussed, and implications of the
findings for marketing management and further research

are suggested.

Evaluation of the Hypotheses

Nature and Extent of
"Locked-In" Shopping

Although the literature on in-home retailing sug-
gesté that women are especially likely to order by tele-
phone or mail when they are unable to get to stores, there
is little empirical evidence confirming what factors
serlously restrict shopping or to just what extent
"locked-in" shoppers substitute catalog or telephone
buying. In exploring these questlons, the research

attempted to delineate several proxy measures of the
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potential "locked-in" shopping situation which would
effectively predict heavy in-home buying. The predictor
variables were limited to more or less chronic or per-
manent environment factors; shopper 1llness, bad
weather, and similar relatively transitory and unpre-
dictable shopping barriers were not included even though
they are known to be important barrliers to store shopping.
The six factors chosen were distance to stores, trans-
portation avallability, both private auto and public
bus, children at home, shopper age, and shopper employ-
ment status.

The demographic and life style factors selected
to represent potential shopping barriers did not differ-
entiate the shopper sample on in-home buying intensity:
the few shoppers whose sltuations were rated as difficult
for shopping were no more likely to buy at home than other
shoppers.

Similarly, shopper ratings of certain environmental
and 1life style situations as barriers to theilr store
shopping were not significantly assoclated with in-home
buying intensity. In response to attitude items on
Shopping Attitude Scale I, most shoppers felt that the
environmental factors had little effect on thelr ability
to get to stores. The minimal variance 1n percelved
shopping difficulty apparently 1is a major reason for the

lack of discriminatory power of the attitude scale.

1
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The overall conclusions are confirmed in the more detailed

evaluation of the factors below.

Transportation Availability

Lack of transportation was not assoclated with
heavy in-home buying; in fact, the few shoppers without
access to family automobiles tended to buy less at home
than shoppers with transportation. The latter trend may
reflect an income effect on in-home buying. Higher in-
come families, the income group most likely to buy at
home, are also most llkely to own more than one auto-
mobile.
Public Transportation
Accessibility

So few shoppers used the bus regularly for shopping
that access to public transportation, measured in walking
distance to the nearest bus stop, did not differentiate
shoppers by in-home buying intensity. Almost 90 per cent
of the shopplng sample lived within three blocks of a bus
stop, suggesting that the distance factor would have

negligible effects on shopping patterns.

Travel Time to Stores

Apparently few women in the sample are inconven-
lenced by the time and distance involved in getting to
stores. Over 80 per cent of the shoppers estimated

their travel time as less than twenty minutes each way.
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On the other hand, Rich's findings that suburban women in
Cleveland and New York order by telephone more frequently
than urban residents suggest that 1ln-home buying is one
means of surmounting the distance barrier. The different
results may reflect the fact that many Cleveland and New
York women traveled greater distances from stores than
did Grand Rapids, Michigan shoppers. The Grand Rapids
four subsample areas are all within three miles of sub-
urban shopping centers and less than two miles from down-
town shopping. The close proximity to stores plus Grand
Rapids' expressway and interstate freeway system serving
the downtown shopping district and almost all suburban
shopping areas undoubtedly are reflected in the short

travel times reported by most Grand Rapids shoppers.

Family Life Cycle

As Chapter II reported, findings concerning family
life cycle influence on shopping behavior have not been
conclusive. There 1s some evidence that compared to other
women, women with younger children will shop by phone more
frequently, postpone more shopping trips and stress the
importance of shopping quickly. But the present research
found no in-home buylng differences among women with or
without preschool children. The 20 per cent of shoppers
with children at home who thought that children made
their shopping difficult apparently did not differ from

the other 80 per cent on in-home buying intensity.
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Shopper Age

Shoppers sixty years of age and over were found no
more likely to buy at home than younger women. The data
did suggest that the elderly group was less likely to
spend over $120 at home, perhaps reflecting elderly and
retired families' lower incomes and reduced demands for
general merchandise.l Elderly in-home shoppers, despite
thelr relatively low incomes, are particularly likely to
be telephone buyers, which suggests they are avoiding

store shopping for small or infrequent orders.

Shopper Employment Status

Working women were not found to spend more at home
than other shoppers. Further, none of the working women
believed their employment made store shopping "almost
impossible" or even "very difficult," and just 10 per cent
felt thelr Job made shopping "difficult." Since few Grand
Rapids working women consider themselves locked-in by
thelr Jjobs, 1t seems doubtful that they buy at home be-
cause their jobs prevent them from getting to stores when
they want to shop. Apparently most working women are
relatively flexible 1n their shopping schedules. Chapter

IT reported that working women shop less frequently during

lThe hypothesis apparently confirms Rich's finding

that telephone shopping frequency varies only slightly
with shopper age. See Rich, Shoppling Behavior of Depart-
ment Store Customers, p. 78.
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evenings and weekends than housewives. Some women who
work in or near stores also shop during lunch hours and
to and from work.1

In summary, neither the demographic nor attitude
measures of "locked-in" shoppers and shopping conditions
were significantly related to in-home buying intensity,
suggesting that Grand Rapids shoppers are seldom pre-
vented from getting to stores and that in-home buying is
not an important shopping alternative. Several specu-
latlons have been advanced in an attempt to help explain
the findings. First, suburban and non-urban shoppers,
who have been found to have more transportation problems
and buy more at home than urban shoppers, were not included
in the study. Second, temporary shopping barriers and
their effects on buying at home were not included in the
sample, for several reasons: first, the probable random
effects of temporary barriers on lndividual shoppers would
limit their predictive usefulness. In addition, it 1is
likely that many shoppers who are locked-in for only a
few shopping days will postpone or cancel shopping trips
rather than substitute in-home shopping. But temporary
shopping barriers, particularly illness and bad weather,
do affect large numbers of shoppers at any given time,
and may account for a majority of "locked-in" shopping

situations.

lsee Chapter II, p. 48.
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Finally, shoppers' answers to several other ques-
tions in the present study suggest that some women buy
at home when they cannot get to stores:

(1) In response to a question asking shoppers what
they would do if they wanted to buy but could not get to
a store, approximately one-third of the respondents said
they would buy by telephone, while about the same per-
centage said they would either postpone the purchase,
pick it up at a neighborhood store, or do without the
merchandise. Mall-order was the least frequently men-
tioned alternative.l The answers, of course, reflected
only what shoppers said they would do in a locked-in
shopping situation, and in no way confirm shopper re-
sponses to actual locked-in conditions. But the answers
do suggest that a large proportion of shoppers consider
telephone ordering a desirable alternative under locked-
in conditions.

(2) Telephone and catalog shoppers were also asked
what factor motivated their last orders. Twelve per cent
of the telephone shoppers and 11 per cent of the catalog
shoppers sald thelr last catalog order resulted from

thelr inability to get to a store.2 The answers suggest

1Rich's identical question asked of Cleveland and
New York shoppers in an earlier study ylelded similar
results. See Rich, Shopping Behavior of Department Store
Customers, p. 166.

°See Chapter IV, Table 38, p. 159.
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that either temporary or permanent environmental con-
straints did trigger some in-home purchases.
Influence of Selected Demographic

and Socioeconomic Variables
on In-Home Buying

Annual family income level, shopper education,
family size and race were all compared with in-home
buying intensity. Of all the criterion variables
examined in the study, family income level was probably
the strongest predictor of in-home buying differences.
Both family income level and shopper education level
were significantly related to in-home buyling in the pre-
dicted direction. Shoppers in higher income categories,
especially above $15,000, and shoppers with at least some
college education were much more likely to have bought at
home, and to have spent $60 or more, than shoppers at
lower income and education levels. The findings support
several earlier studles showing that frequent telephone
shoppers are relatively more affluent and better educated
than non-telephone shoppers.

The research findings did not support a hypothesis
that famlly size was positively related to in-home buying
intensity. Apparently shoppers with several children
are no more likely to shop at home than women in smaller
families. But single-unit households appear much less
likely to buy at home or to spend heavily than families

of four or more members. The significantly lower incomes
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of single-unit households may account in part for their

lower level of in-home spending.

Negro-White Buying Differences

Negro and white shoppers of equivalent family
incomes were compared on in-home buying differences.
While both groups spent significantly less than the
middle and upper income white subsamples, the hypotheses
that white shoppers would buy more at home than Negro
shoppers with equivalent family incomes was not accepted
at the .05 level.l Catalog, telephone and direct mail
buying differences also were not significant at the .05
level, although the magnitude of the direct mail buying
differences suggests that whites may very likely buy more
by direct maill than Negroes.2

The numbers of Negro and white shoppers in the two
subsamples were quite small, makling interpretation of the
findings difficult. But the findings fail to support the
assumption that Negro women substitute in-home buylng
for store shopping to a greater extent than white shoppers
in order to avoid shopping in stores. In fact, the evi-
dence suggests that Negro women may be less likely than

whites to buy at home, particularly from direct mail sources.

lSee Chapter IV, Table 16 and the accompanying dis-
cussion. Maxlimum spending differences between the two
samples were close to the ,05 significance level. It 1is
suggested that larger sample slze might reveal significant
differences at the extremes of the spending continuum,

2See Chapter IV, Table 19, and comments.
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Relationship Between Selected
Convenlence Orientatilon
Measures and In-Home

Buying
The retailing literature generally agrees that the

modern urban family 1s increasingly demanding and willing
to pay for convenlence in many areas of daily living.
Shopping studles have also suggested that in-home buyers
are especially convenience-motivated; for example, tele-
phone shoppers have been found to own more charge accounts
than non-telephone shoppers. To test the relationship be-
tween convenlence-orientation and in-home buying intensity,
five variables--number of telephones, newspapers, shelter
magazines, credit cards and charge accounts in the family--
were selected as proxy measures of convenlence-mindedness.
Each factor was found positively related to level of in-
home buying at the .05 significance level. In summary,

the in-home shopper household can be described as notice-
ably more likely to own and presumably use multiple units
of the flve selected items noted above,

Yet none of the convenience factors appears to ex-
plain much of the variance among shoppers on in-home buying
intensity, for several reasons. First, none of the relation-
ships were particularly strong, and second, as noted 1n
Chapter IV, all of the five variables are positively
related to level of family income, a variable also posi-
tively associated with in-home buying intensity. The

Interrelationships among the five predictor varilables,
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family income level and in-home buying 1is not surprising,
of course, since higher income families can better afford
to own and use multiple telephones, credit cards, etc.
But the interrelationships do suggest that caution be
exerclsed in attributing high convenience-orientation to
shoppers owning multiple units of the five factors, since
the relationship between shopper affluence and shopping
convenlience-mindedness must also necessarily be assumed.

Influence of Income Class
on In-Home Buying

The influence of multiple in-home buyers, heavily
represented in the two hlighest income categories, tended
to reduce income differences among the three subsamples.1
Thus approximately 40 per cent of all catalog buyers
also ordered by phone, and nearly 30 per cent of tele-
phone shoppers had also ordered from general merchandise
catalogs. When multiple in-home buyers were excluded
from the other telephone and catalog buyer groups, tele-
phone and direct mall buyers were found to have signifi-
cantly higher annual family incomes than other buyers,

while catalog buyers did not differ from the total sample

on family income.

lFifty-three per cent of multiple in-home buyers
had family incomes over $10,000; 81 per cent earned at
least $7,000 annually.
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Although income averages differ among the three
shopper types, each type includes significant numbers of
shoppers from almost every income class. For example,

30 per cent of "telephone only" buyers had annual family
incomes below $7,000, while 46 per cent of "catalog only"
buyers earned $7,000 or more, even though the "catalog
only" shoppers reported average famlly incomes lower than
the total sample average and even slightly below the in-
comes of shoppers who did not buy at home.

Income class difference§ among the three in-home
shopper types undoubtedly reflect the merchandising efforts
of the retallers involved. Grand Rapids retail stores
promoting telephone ordering as part of their full-service
merchandising policles typically are department stores
catering to middle and upper income shoppers. On the other
hand, the large general merchandise catalog firms, Sears
and Montgomery Ward in particular, have aimed their mer-
chandising efforts at the upper-lower and middle class
markets.

Attitudes Toward Shopping

Convenlence and In-Home
Buying Differences

It was hypothesized that women who bought heavily
at home would consider shopping convenience more important
and rate certain store shopping situations as less con-
venlent than would shoppers who spent little or nothing

at home. But Shopping Attitude Scale II found 1little
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relationship between attitudes toward store shopping con-
venience and importance, and in-home buying intensity.
Surprisingly, four of the six items differentiated
shoppers 1in the opposite direction from that predicted
by the general hypothesis, suggesting that in-home
buyers actually are the least concerned with finding or
paying for downtown parking, walking or carrying packages
while shopping. In-home buyers did express a greater
dislike for crowds when shopping and claimed to be more
willing to buy merchandise at home without first inspect-
ing it.

The shopping attitude scale yielded a wide range
of opinions concerning the difficulty or inconvenience of
the shopping process. Many shopping activities such as
waiting for salesclerk assistance were rated as difficult
or unpleasant by more than half of the shoppers. But the
perceived difficulty or unpleasantness of certaln elements
of store shopping 1s generally the same among all buyers.
The fact that in-home buyers also tend to be frequent
store shoppers suggests that in-home buyers are not
abandoning regular store shopping.
Attitude Preferences for Store

Versus In-Home Shopping and
In-Home Buyling Differences

Shopping Attitude Scale III measured relationships
between attitude preferences for store versus in-home

shopping sources and in-home buying intensity. The
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shopping factors included in the attitude preference
scale varied from delivery service, return and exchange
features and merchandise information to comparisons on
assortment, quality and price of the merchandise. It
was ﬁypothesized that in-home buyers would rate in-home
shoppling sources higher than other shoppers over the
entire range of shopping factors.

Nine of the fourteen items yielded attitude differ-
ences which discrimlinated shoppers at below the .05
significance level, and three of the other five items
were significant at less than .10, all in the predicted
direction. Table 29 in Chapter IV shows that stores
were preferred, generally by wide margins, over direct
mail, catalog and telephone shopping on all factors
except twoj; women felt that shopping at home was less
tiring and less time-consuming than goling to stores. On
all other factors in-home shoppers tended to perceive
less difference between the two shopping sources or pre-
ferred in-home shopping, compared with other respondents.
The results are not surprising, since it 1s to be expected
that shoppers would not contlinue buying at home 1if they
did not rate it highly. But the fact that in-home buyers
also tend to be frequent store shoppers suggests that
women with more shopplng information and experlence per-
celve less difference 1n the shopping advantages of the

two sources. Thus women who seldom shop by mail or
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telephone may rate these alternatives higher as they gain
information about the competitive shopping advantages of

in-home shopping sources.

Summary of Hypotheses

The research hypotheses and the results of the
significance tests are listed by number below. A complete
description of the hypotheses can be found in Chapter 1IV.
With the exception of Hypothesis 4, comparing catalog and
telephone shoppers on family 1lncome level, the dependent
variable in each hypothesis 1s amount spent on total in-
home purchases. All were compared against the .05 level

of significance.

Observed

Hypothesis Results Significance Level
1(A) availability of

private trans-

portation invalid .10
1(B) travel time to

stores invalid .14
1(C) distance to bus

transportation invalid .95
1(D) effect of pre-

school children

at home invalid <17
1(E) shopper age

(elderly) invalid 4o

1(F) shopper employ-
ment status invalid .25



2(A)

2(B)

2(C)
2(D)

3(A)

3(B)

3(C)

3(D)

3(E)

5(A)

5(B)

5(C)

Hypothesis

family income
class

shopper edu-
cation level

family size

race (Negro vs.
white shoppers)

number of tele-
phones

number of shelter
magazines

number of news-
paper subscriptions

number of credit
cards

number of charge
accounts

telephone vs.
catalog shopping
by family income
class

perceived incon-
venience (locked-in
circumstances) of
own shopping situ-
ation (6 items in
Attitude Scale I)

attitudes toward
convenience of cer-
tain elements of the
shopping process (16
items 1n Attitude
Scale II)

attitudes toward re-
taill stores vs. in-

home shopping sources
(14 items in Attitude

Scale III)
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Results

valid

valid

invalid

invalid

valid

valid

valid

valid

valid

valid

invalid

invalid

valid

Observed

Significance Level

.0001

.002

.14

.20

.05

.0003

.01

.006

.0001

.05

all 6 items
above .60

2 1tems
significant
below .05

9 items signifi-
cant below .05;
3 items below
.103 other 2
items at .20

and .30
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General Conclusions

Some Considerations in

Segmenting the In-Home
Market

Before attempting to synthesize the research find-
ings, it should again be pointed out that even the
heaviest spending in-home shopper encountered in the data
did not buy a major proportion of her family's general
merchandise by malil or phone. The average total purchase
from all three in-home sources came to less than $60 in
an eleven-month perlod. The largest total expendliture
encountered was $700; very few exceeded $300. It seems
safe to assume that the Christmas buyling season would not
drastically revise this figure upward. In Table 39, the
in-home spending data are compared against estimates of
total annual general merchandise expenditures for Ameri-
can families and single consumers.l In-home spending
represents only a small fraction of total annual pur-
chases, suggesting that for many famillies in-home buying
is relatively incidental purchasing.

In addition, mail and phone shopping 1s quite wilde-
spread among urban shoppers. Only 30 per cent of the

Grand Rapids sample reported buying nothing at all by

lEstimates from Fabian Linden, ed., Expenditure
Patterns of the American Family (New York: National
Industrial Conference Board, Inc., 1965). Since
"general merchandise" is not defined in thils source,
general merchandlise expenditures are estimated from
selected categories. The estimates, based on 1960-61
data, would understate considerably 1967 spending levels.
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TABLE 39.--Comparison of total in-home purchases against
estimated annual general merchandise expendilitures.

Average Annual Average

General Merchandise Expenditure In-Home
Category2 for General Shopping
Merchandise Expenditure
Household operations $88.55
House furnishings and
equipment 268.79
Clothing, materials 471.85
Personal care supplies 80.99
Recreation 118.08
Total $1,028.26 $57.61

aServices, food and other selected categories are
not included.
mail or phone, and these non-shoppers were heavily repre-
sented among the lower income and elderly households which
typically have 1little discretionary income, or in the case
of the elderly, often less-than-average demand for general
merchandise. Given the widespread in-home buying among
the urban sample and the low average annual in-home ex-
penditures among urban shoppers, it would be surprising
indeed to find that the typical in-home shopper was
markedly different from other shoppers on readily measur-
able demographic, socioeconomic and attitudinal charac-

teristics.
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Most of the research hypotheses compared the in-
home buyer with her store shopping counterpart. As
in-home buying totals are summations of telephone,
catalog and direct mail purchases during the eleven-
month period, describing the in-home buyer segment ob-
scures to some extent the particular differences among
the three in-home shopper types. For the researcher or
marketer interested only in telephone, catalog or direct
mail shoppling the composite in-home buyer segment may be
too broadly defined.

The nature of the dependent variable, dollars spent
at home, undoubtedly accounts for some of the predominance
of Income-related characteristics of heavlier spending in-
home buyers. That is, aside from differences 1in buying
methods, higher income families spend more dollars and
often higher proportions of thelr income on general mer-
chandise than do lower 1income families. The dependent
variable thus measures shopper purchasing ability as well
as some proclivity to spend at home versus in stores.
Further confounding the issue 1s the possibility that
proportionate measures of store versus in-home expendi-
tures, while controlling for absolute differences in
dollars spent, does not necessarily measure relative
intensity of in-home buying in terms of the number of
purchases or orders placed.

While the research did not measure in-home expendi-

tures relative to total general merchandise purchases,
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there is good reason to assume that the in-home buyer
characteristics measure more than income effects. First,
dichotomizing the respondents on an "in-home" versus
"store only" shopper dimension using $1 spend at home as
the classificatlon rule would generally show significant
differences between "in-home" and "store only" groups.
For example, only 20 per cent of shoppers with family
incomes of $10,000 and above and only 14 per cent of
families above $15,000 did not buy at home, compared
with 35 per cent of shoppers with family incomes below
$10,000. While socioeconomic and demographic differences
among respondents often widen with increases in dollars
spent at home, the same factors would typically discrimi-
nate shoppers on an "in-home/store only" dimension.

The number of dollars spent on catalog and telephone
orders also correlates at a high level of significance with
number of orders placed by catalog and phone.l In addi-
tion, the telephone shopper group asked to estimate the
proportion of their total general merchandise shopping
expendltures made by phone indicated a significant
relationship between dollars spent and percentage of
general merchandise purchases made by phone. This type
of recall data 1s undoubtedly subject to error from
respondents who cannot accurately recall their total
purchases, or express them meaningfully 1in percentages,

or whose definitions of general merchandise differ.

lsee Chapter III, p. 65.
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But the correlation appeared high enough (r = .55) to
suggest that compared with other shoppers, intensive
phone buyers spend significantly greater proportions

of their general merchandlse dollars at home.

Segmenting the In-Home Buyer

Although the in-home buyer does not stand out as
a market segment of unique, precisely defined demo-
graphic and attitudinal characteristics, 1t 1s possible,
based on the present research findings, to offer some
broad guidelines for segmentation. The data show that
of the 70 per cent of the sample who bought at home, the
heaviest spenders tend to differ most markedly from the
sample averages on behavioral characteristics. And
since the marketer would most likely be interested in
determining the potentially heavliest in-home spenders, it
would seem useful to identify the shopper characteristics
most representative of the heavy buying segment.
Demographic and Socioeconomic

Attributes of the Intensive
In-Home Buyer

The following outline of buyer characteristics
assumes that shoppers spending above the 1in-home buying
median of $58 are "intensive" in-home buyers. Combining
the top two spending categories, $60-$119, and $120 and
over, followed in the table data in Chapter IV allows

the measurement of "intensive buyers" in terms of each
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independent variable measured in the research. The 1list

below identifies socioeconomic and demographic charac-

teristics of approximately half or more of the 30 per

cent of the total sample who qualify as intensive in-

home buyers,

Shopper Characteristics

Per Cent of Shoppers
Spending $60 or More

In-Home

1. Women under 40 with no

preschool children 417
2. Shoppers employed part-

time 39
3. Family income over

$10,000 47

Family income over

$15,000 76
4, 13 or more years of formal

education ("some college") 50
5. Three or more phones in

home 50
6. Subscribes to out-of-

town newspaper 67
7. Four or more credit cards

in family 68
8. Four or more charge accounts

in family 60
9. Two or more general merchan-

dise catalogs in home 61

10. Two or more speclalty catalogs
in home

63
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The common factors underlying all of the shopper
characteristics are shopper affluence and greater-than-
average flexibility in shopping patterns, shopping
innovativeness and a greater demand for convenience.
These conclusions support simllar assumptions concern-
ing the nature of the ln-home buyer held in the market-
ing literature. The intensive in-home buyer, then,
enjoys shopping alternatives, and takes advantage of
them. To a large extent in-home buying 1s discretionary
shopping which 1s done not because the shopper has no
other alternative, but because she sees advantages in
buyling by phone or mail for some of her general mer-
chandise,

In-Home Buyer Attitudes
and Motivations

In-home buyers are basically store shoppers; in
fact, they buy in stores more frequently than shoppers
who seldom or never buy at home. But the more affluent,
innovative, convenience-oriented shopper also buys by
mall or phone when she finds 1t more convenient than
going to stores, or when duplicating the merchandise or
prices available through in-home sources by shopping in
stores 1s not worth the effort involved, or 1s not even
thought possible. As will be explained below, in-home
shopping in the Grand Rapids sample 1s seldom motivated

out of necessity, but rather 1s a choice which seems
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most satisfactory at the time when a purchase decilsion
is desired or has been made.

According to the research data, shoppers buy at
home for a variety of reasons, and the reasons differ
among the several in-home shopper types. Telephone
buying is motivated most frequently by the desire to
avold store shopping; shoppers in the sample placed
phone orders when they needed only one l1tem and did not
want to make a special shopping trip to buy 1t. Tele-
phone ordering also allows an lmmediacy of response to
an impulse purchase decision that can seldom be matched
by store shopping; newspaper ads and telephone sollici-
tatlons from department store salesclerks, for example,
also prompted a number of telephone orders. Some re-
spondents place phone orders after first inspecting the
merchandise in the store; thus telephone buying simply

replaces the in-store purchase transaction function,

which many shoppers find inefficient, while the important

information seeking or search activities are conducted in

person. Finally, some phone orders are placed by locked-

in shoppers who cannot conveniently get out to shop in
stores; locked-in shopping was equally important motil-

vator in catalog and telephone buying.

By contrast, catalog buying is motivated more often

by merchandise avallability, assortment and low price

conslderations than by the desire to avoid the time and
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effort of shopping trips. The difference is not particu-
larly surprising, since the large general merchandise
mall-order firms stress low price and full-line merchan-
dise policies; the same retail policies also explain in
large part why catalog buylng attracts lower income
shoppers.

Several basic assumptlions concerning why shoppers
buy at home were not supported by the data. Locked-in
shopplng, for example, which was assumed to be a major
contributor to catalog and telephone sales, was a minor
factor 1n the Grand Raplds sample. Few shoppers were
rated as having high potential need for in-home buying
in terms of environmental constraints on their store
shopping flexibility, and equally few expressed any
serious concern with store shopping flexibility because
of theilr job, distance from stores, children to care for,
advanced age, and similar potential store shopping barriers.
Even where store shoppling circumstances were rated as diffi-
cult, the shoppers involved were no more likely to buy at
home than other shoppers.

Caution must be exerclised in concluding that urban
shoppers rarely experience difficulties in getting to
stores that in-home sellers could explolt. Temporary
shoppling barriers such as 1lllness 1n the family or bad
weather may initlate more telephone and mail purchases

than the permanent factors consldered in the research:
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unexpected cancellations of planned shopping trips, for
example, certalnly account for some telephone sales.
But aside from the ummeasured effects of temporary
shopplng barriers, there are other reasons to assume
that the sample design and Grand Rapids environmental
characteristics favor the low incidence of locked-in
shopping. Suburban familles, suggested in previous
research to be heavy phone users, were not treated in
the Grand Rapilds study. Actually it is unlikely that
suburbs 1n the Grand Raplds area pose much more shoppiling
difficulty than urban areas, given the efficlent freeway
system serving downtown as well as suburban shopping
areas. A typical comment of respondents in the study
was the quick accessibility of shopping from the most
distant parts of the city. It may be that in smaller
and medium-sized metropolitan areas like Grand Raplds,
urban/suburban distinctions with respect to shopping
ease are much less meaningful than in the larger citiles
in which in-home shopping studies have been conducted,
such as Baltimore, New York, San Francisco and Cleveland.
The findings concerning working women and mothers
with preschool children were especially surprising. Both
groups were assumed to have especlally great needs for
in-home shopping, since both would appear to have less
discretionary time for shopping than other women, or in

the case of mothers with small children, more difficult
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shopping. Yet both working women and young mothers are
less inclined to buy at home than the average shopper.
Again, nelther group claimed any great difficulty in
getting to stores because of their employment status or
children. Women working in shopping areas or traveling
near shoppling areas to and from work have some oppor-
tunity to shop at noon or before or after work. Tracing
the unexpected findings to any single conclusion 1is
difficult; at the least, doubts must be cast on the
uncomplicated notion that substantlal numbers of urban
American women, at least those in environments similar
to Grand Raplds, today face chronic store shopping
difficulties that cannot be resolved through evening
and weekend shopping, babysitters, the second car, or
simply postponing shopping trips.

In-home buyer attitudes toward store shopping were

not found to vary from those of other shoppers to the

extent that had been predicted. Intensive in-home buyers

think no less of store shopping for its inconveniences of

heavy traffic, crowds, waiting in lines, etc. than other
shoppers; in fact, intensive in-home buyers are among

the most frequent store shoppers, agailn suggesting that

in-home buyers are quite flexible shoppers. But intensive

in-home buyers are less inclined to belleve that retail
stores are superilor to catalog and phone ordering in

merchandise, price, services and shopping convenience.

weap
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For instance, among the heavier 1n-home spending shopper

half, 62 per cent thought that buying at home was less

time-consuming, versus 30 per cent of the lighter spending
half. And while 79 per cent of the lighter spending half
thought stores gave more value for the money, among the
heavier spenders only 47 per cent agreed and 50 per cent
saw no difference or were undeclided. The differences in

response patterns clearly 1ndicate different attitudes

a T WTI TR e ana sy P

toward phone and mail shopping. The fact that the heavy

spending group also are the more frequent store shoppers

i

suggests strongly that shopping experience narrows the
perceived comparative advantages of store shopping.1 One
can conclude that in-home buyers have more complete and
reallistic notions of what telephone and maill ordering
have to offer the urban shopper. Undoubtedly the inten-
sive in-home buyer views phone and maill shopping with
less trepidation than other women. Attitude toward
shoppling risk is also influenced by the higher income

and education level of the typical in-home shopper, and

reflects younger shoppers' greater willingness to experi-

ment or 1lnnovate in shopplng methods as well as products.

1In view of the high proportion of catalog shoppers
claiming their last catalog purchase was motivated by
merchandlse availability, assortment, or quality, sur-
prisingly few of either group, in response to Item 3,
Shopping Attitude Scale III, thought in-home shopping
offered a greater varlety of styles and sizes of mer-
chandise., In-home buyers did rate in-home buying signi-
ficantly higher on this factor than did other buyers,
however,
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Why Shoppers Do Not
Buy at Home

While the research has focused on the in-home
shopper with the aim of segmenting and explaining the
motivations of the in-home shopper, an equally
important question 1is why some shoppers do not buy at
home. Overall impressions galned from the study are
not based on convincing evidence; shoppers' open-end
answers to direct questions on why they had not pur-
chased by catalog or phone undoubtedly contain the
usual share of rationalizations, hasty and incomplete
responses that weaken validity. Nonetheless, certain
conclusions seem warranted from the direct questions as
well as from patterns of responses throughout the inter-
views,

As expected, the major deterrent to catalog and
telephone buying was the inability to 1lnspect merchandise
style, size, fit, etc. before buying. The high perceived
risk of buying merchandise in the absence of personal
inspection was much more important among store-only
shoppers than intensive in-home buyers. Interestingly,
the risk of buying by sample or description prevented
much more telephone buying than catalog buying. Many
respondents also claimed they rejected catalog shopping
because they did not like catalog merchandise or thought
stores had more of what they wanted; telephone buying

was not rejected because of merchandlse considerations,

?
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probably because the merchandise 1s ordered from retail

store shelves. Catalog merchandise apparently has a

lower quality, low-status image among many shoppers,
reflecting the lower-class image of the major catalog
firms.

Other reasons for not buying at home reflect the

-t

~7

attitude on the part of some lower-income shoppers that
non-store buying 1s discretionary or "extra" buying,

which 1s not easily affordable. A number of shoppers

- T T

said that they "couldn't afford to shop that way," or
claimed that they always paid cash, again suggesting
that some shoppers on low budgets buy only when cash is
available. About 10 per cent of the respondents who had
not bought at home declared that in-home buying was less
convenient for them than buylng from stores. It 1s not
known Just why the shoppers thought in-home buying was
less convenlient, or whether 1n fact other reasons were
more basic.,

But the most significant impression gained from

the non-shoppers was that many had no well-thought-out
reason for not buylng at home; they expressed indifference
to buying at home, stated that they never shopped that way,
or salid that they did not know why they never bought by
mall or phone. These shoppers seem best described as
traditional store shoppers, non-innovative, with 1little

deslire to experience in-home buying. It 1s of course
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not known to what extent the responses of indifference
or apathy conceal vague uncertainties or lack of confi-
dence 1in gettling the right merchandise, or lack of
knowledge of how to order by phone or mail, dislike of
catalog merchandise, lack of money to order merchandise,
and so on. But the answers do suggest that in-home
buylng 1s not even considered by a slzeable portion

of urban shoppers who may lack accurate, up-to-date

information about 1n-home buying.

Socioeconomic and Demographic
Differences Among Telephone,
Catalog and Direct Maill

Shoppers
Since the ln-home buyer as defined identified in

the research 1s a composite of catalog, telephone and
direct mall buyers, an important question is posed: 1is
the "in-home buyer" an artificilal classification that
unnecessarlily submerges catalog, telephone and direct
mall shopper types having distinctly unique and different
motivations and environmental circumstances, or is the
in-home buyer a behavioral type homogeneous enough to be
useful for marketing purposes? It 1s suggested that
both in-home buyers and catalog, telephone and direct
mail buyers are useful classifications. Nearly half

of all in-home shoppers buy from some combination of

telephone, catalog and direct mail sources, while the
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other half order from a single source, although they may
buy from more than one firm. Most upper-income shoppers
buy from more than one sourcej; these multiple in-home
buyers strongly influence the behavioral characteristics
of the "intensive buyer" segment described earlier. The
in-home buyer, then, is probably a relevant classifi-
cation that accurately describes the multiple in-home
buyer. But even wlth the dominating influence of multiple
buyers on the behavioral characteristics of each in-home
shopper type, the catalog, telephone and direct mail
segments differ in some important respects, as discussed

below.

Catalog Buyers

The average catalog buyer resembles the average
store-only shopper more closely than other in-home buyers.
Whereas telephone and direct mall buyers are above average
in socioeconomic status, catalog buyers are no different
from non-catalog buyers on average family income, shopper
age, and family 1life cycle profile. The average education
level of catalog buyers, however, is equally as high as
for phone and direct mall segments. Catalog buyers and
other in-home buyers are no more likely than other in-home
buyers to be employed than women who do not buy at home.
Catalog buyers are younger and more llkely to have pre-
school children than dlrect mall and especlally telephone

buyers. Compared with telephone buying, catalog buying
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also has a greater tendency to increase with family size,
although the trend is not statistically significant.

Catalog buyers vary more widely on socioeconomic
characteristics than do either phone or direct mail
buyers. In fact, catalog buyers can usefully be divided
into two distinct categories. One group, the more than
60 per cent of catalog buyers who also shop by phone or
direct mail, display the higher socioeconomic status
characteristics of the total sample of ln-home shoppers.
In contrast, the other catalog shopper group, women who
shop at home by catalog only, are substantially lower
than the in-home shopper average on family income, shopper
education level and related characteristics. The wide
variance in shopper types who buy by catalog helps explain
the equally wide range of purchase motivations among cata-
log buyers. The lower-income catalog shoppers with larger
familles are buying by catalog from firms such as Sears
and Montgomery Ward to take advantage of the traditionally
moderate prices and wilde assortments of merchandise found
in their catalogs. Hiligher-income shoppers use catalogs
for the wide variety and assortments of merchandise that
are difficult to duplicate without extensive shopping in
stores.

The wide variety of shopper types encountered in
the catalog buyer sample would seem to evidence the

success that the major mail-order retaillers, particularly

T
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Wards and Sears, are experiencing in their attempts to
upgrade their merchandise lines, catalogs, catalog
shoppling services, retail stores and overall firm images
to appeal to the tastes of the more affluent and dis-
criminating urban shopper. Aggressive pricing, full-
line merchandising, and continued catalog promotion
policies seem to have kept many of the traditional
lower-income customers, while upgrading the firms'
market offers has undoubtedly made inroads into the

department store's middle and upper-middle income market.

Telephone Buyers

Telephone shoppers are qulte similar to multiple
in-home buyers on family income and education level and
on proxy measures of convenlience-orientation. Telephone
buyers do not differ significantly from other shoppers
on family life cycle, with several exceptions. First,
women below thirty years of age are less likely than
older women to shop by phone, and younger phone shoppers
typically do not have preschool children. Second, in-
home shoppers slixty years old and over are especially
llkely to buy by phone. Not only do these findings
differentiate phone shoppers from catalog shoppers, who
tend to be somewhat younger and have larger famlillies than
the average in-home buyer, but the trends are opposite
from those found 1n other telephone shopping studies.

The typical telephone shopper has been described in

[w‘&m
"
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earlier studlies as younger and particularly likely to
have children. Part of the difference in findings may
be attributed to the demographic characteristics of the
Grand Raplds sample. Newer suburban areas were not
sampled, and apartments only infrequently sampled since
the four urban subsample areas were confined to older
neighborhoods contalning few apartments. To the extent
that the more affluent younger women live in newer
suburban neighborhoods or apartments and thus are
undersampled in the present study, the soclioeconomic
characteristics of younger women may not be represent-
ative of urban areas in general. Beyond sample differ-
ences, the reason for differences in the findings may
lie 1n the relatively easy accessibility of Grand Rapids
store shopping compared with the larger metropolitan
areas that have been studied.

Despite the number of catalog buyers also ordering
from retall stores by phone, catalog shopping does not
efficiently predict telephone buying, and vice versa.
Thirty per cent of telephone buyers shopped through cata-
logs, but so did 30 per cent of non-telephone shoppers.
Likewlse, catalog shoppers spent no more by phone than

did other shoppers.

Direct Mail Buyers
Since about 60 per cent of all telephone buyers

in the sample also shopped by direct mail and 50 per cent
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of direct maill buyers were also phone shoppers, the two
groups were necessarily similar on most socioeconomic and
demographic characteristics. Some differences were noted,
however. Direct mail buyers were less llkely to be lower-
income shoppers over sixty years old, reinforcing the
conclusion that elderly shoppers, particularly those with
lower incomes such as retirees, will shop from local stores
by phone to avoid shopping trips. Direct mail buying is
otherwise a failrly good predictor of telephone buying
intensity.

Direct mail buyers are motivated more by merchandise
features than convenience considerations. Direct mail
firms typically sell specialized merchandise often not
found in retall stores. Speclalty clothing items, books,
records, magazines, film and film processing services,
household speclalty items, gift and novelty items are
frequently sold by mail. Direct mail buying is largely
discretionary buying, which helps explain the relatively
high socloeconomic status of the average direct mail buyer
in the sample. The motivations behind much direct mail
selling and buying may help explain why so few Negro
women bought by direct mall. Lower-income Negro women
are apparently more serious shoppers than whites of
equivalent incomes, and are somewhat more likely to
mention lack of money as a major deterrent to buying;
the discretionary nature of many direct mail purchases

thus would be less attractive to Negroes than whites.
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The apparent lack of Negro direct mail buying
suggests several other hypotheses that may warrant further
investigation. (1) Negroes may be more loyal neighborhood
shoppers than whites, thus less likely to buy from direct
mail firms than to order by phone from local stores or to
shop from local catalog offices or catalog counters of
local retail stores. (2) Negro shoppers are less likely
to be exposed to direct mail information, either because
they are less likely to seek such information from the
mass media, or because they are less actively sought out

by direct mall firms.

Summary
The in-home shopper identifles a set of attiltudes

as much as 1t does any particular socioeconomic type. As
can be seen by subdividing in-home shoppers into their
three components, women from all socloeconomic levels buy
at home. It 1s true that the heavier-spending in-home
buyers, particularly multiple in-home buyers, tend to be
higher-income shoppers, somewhat younger than average;
they are innovative shoppers who seek shopping convenience,
as evidenced by thelr heavy use and multiple ownership of
charge plates and other credit cards, for example. But
some women are not seeking convenience when they buy at
home, but low prices or merchandise which they cannot
find 1n local stores. Some in-home shoppers are moti-

vated by loyalty to the retaill firm; a few respondents



205

in the study, for example, bought from J. C. Penney
catalogs because there was no J. C. Penney retail store
in Grand Rapids.

It should be noted that in-home shopper charac-
teristics reflect not only a particular set of attitudes
and shopping needs, but also the merchandising policies
of retail institutions currently emphasizing in-home
selling. For example, telephone shopping from local
retall stores 1s promoted most heavily by department
stores and other full-service retaillers whose store
customers are middle and above-average in socioeconomic
status because they are attracted to particular merchan-
dise, pricing, and service policies of the department
store shoppers.

Similarly, the catalog shopper described in the
research is most likely to be a customer of Sears,
Montgomery Ward, Spiegel, or Alden's, who account for
the bulk of catalog sales in Grand Rapids and nationally.
Since the large general merchandise firms have for decades
appealed to middle and lower-income groups, catalog shopper
characteristics in the sample reflect the merchandising
policies of these few firms. Indeed, the "lowbrow" image
of the catalog glants is still inhibiting their acceptance
among the higher socloeconomic classes, as evidenced
especlally by the non-catalog buyers in the sample who

mentioned catalog merchandise as a primary deterrent to
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buying from general merchandise catalogs. There is no
strong reason why catalog buyers are necessarily lower-
income shoppers because of the inherent nature of cata-
log buying, nor 1is catalog merchandise necessarily
limited to lower-priced, "lowbrow" lines. Catalogs
today are an accepted merchandising tool for many
higher-status stores; the Nieman-Marcus Christmas
catalog, for example, would appear to be an extremely.
effective promotional weapon for circulating the high-
status image thls department store enjoys. In the pre-
sent sample, the substantial proportion of multiple
in-home buyers in the "catalog buyer" group 1is above-
average 1n socloeconomic status, and undoubtedly mirrors
the department store shopper. |
Direct mail customers in the sample also were
above-average 1in socloeconomic status and generally dis-
played the same characteristics as phone shoppers; many,
of course, shopped by phone, and were frequent store
shoppers as well. Again, the socloeconomlic average covers
a fairly wide range of shopper types. Direct mall sellers
handling a limited line of merchandise are well aware
that convenlence-oriented shoppers alone are not specific
enough market segments to serve efficlently. Direct
maill sellers must ldentify potential customers in terms
of specific product needs, as well as some propensity to

buy at home.
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Implications of the Research Findings

The question as to whether or not in-home selling
is an obsolete method of distributing general merchandise
in large urban markets has long been irrelevant. In-home
selling is not an old-fashioned method of reaching iso-
lated buyers who have no store shopping alternatives, but
is the ultimate expression of self-service retailing
which retall stores cannot duplicate no matter how effi-
cilent stores may become at followling the customer or
providing pleasant, easy shopping. In-home marketers
are selling a form of convenience in which the "store"
is literally brought into the customer's home via catalogs
or through newspaper, magazine, direct mail or other ad-
vertising media providing shopping information and often
a vehlicle for ordering. With the incorporation of today's
highly efficient communications and transportation systems,
in-home selling 1is a truly modern method of retailing.
As such, in-home selling competes openly'and directly
with retall stores, with an lnherent advantage: There
are definite 1limits to which retail stores can go in
eliminating the inconvenlences of time and energy-consuming
traveling to stores to shop, or the problem of shopping
when one cannot leave the home to shop even 1f stores
are close at hand.

Certainly store shopping offers social and recre-

ational values which appeal Just as strongly to intensive
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in-home buyers as to other shoppers. There are also
limits to which many shoppers are willing to buy merchan-
dise by description or sample instead of by personal
inspection, although marketers should never underestimate
the fact that almost everything can and has been sold by
mail or phone. Vast quantities of wearing apparel are
sold every day through general merchandise catalogs.
Both the recreational values of store shopping and the
inherent risk of shoppling by sample or description suggest
that the potentlially more convenient and efficient in-home
buying methods will not entirely replace store shopping.

Assuming the legltimacy of urban in-home retailing,
several more pertinent questions arise: (1) Should an
individual retailer cultivate the in-home market? (2) If
so, what 1s known about the modern urban in-home market
that can guide merchandising strategy? (3) What is not
yet known about the urban in-home market that would warrant
further investigation? The present section dealing with
implications of the research addresses the first two
questions; question (3) forms the basis of discussion
for the last section, some suggestions for further
research.

Firms should recognize that in-home sales are not
necessarily "extra" revenues nor profitable sales. It
is difficult to generalize about either point from the

present research findings, since the study did not examine
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in-home selling costs and could measure only indirectly
whether in-home purchases substituted for or complemented
store sales. It has been argued that since department
store telephone shoppers are frequent store shoppers, in-
home sales are often "plus" sales for the firm.t Further,
several studies have found that the department stores from
which most telephone orders were placed frequently were
not the telephone shoppers' favorite shopping store, sug-
gesting that in-home selling services may attract cus-
tomers from competing stores. In particular, discount
store customers bought some items from department stores
by phone since discount stores did not offer telephone
shopping.2 It should be pointed out, however, that
frequent store shoppers may Just as likely be substi-
tuting their in-home purchases for store sales; in fact,
a store's in-home "plus" sales most logically should come
from shoppers who have little other occasion to shop in
the store.

The question as to whether in-home shopping sources
are also favorite retall stores deserves further consider-
ation; Sears or Wards retail stores, for example, include

catalog counters offering thousands of items in their

1Rich Shopping Behavior of Department Store Cus-

tomers, p. 79, Bell System, A Survey of Shopping, p. 10.

2Rich, Shopping Behavior of Department Store Cus-

tomers, p. 226,

.
—
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catalogs that are ldentical to store merchandise, and at
lower prices. Shoppers often inspect the floor merchan-
dise, then order it from the catalog. But while stores
offering in-home shopping undoubtedly lose some store
sales to thelr phone or mail customers, stores which do

not offer in-home shopping services will lose 1ln-home

sales to competing firms. P

The research findings offer a number of suggestions !
for merchandisers interested in ldentifying the in-home g
market. First, it should be remembered that in-home E

buyers, particularly those spending above-average amounts
by mail or phone, are active store shoppers who are no
less inclined to conslder the store shopplng process as
difficult or unpleasant than are any other shoppers. The
intensive in-home buyer, however, 1is particularly con-
cerned with shopping convenience, and more aware than
other women of the availability of useful in-home shopping
alternatives under those circumstances in which store

shopping 1s relatively less convenlient or more expensive

than buying at home. Further, the convenience-oriented
shopper 1s quite likely to consider all three alternatives
examlned in the study--telephone ordering from retail
stores, catalog buying from catalog counters or catalog
stores, and direct mail--when faced with a purchase
decision. And she 1s not always motivated by convenlence;
low price and particularly attractive merchandise trigger

many in-home purchases.
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Marketers who wish to identify the heaviest-spending
in-home buyers for purposes of catalog distribution, mer-
chandise selection, promotion and other merchandising
tasks should consider the summary of socioeconomic and
demographic characteristics found to be associated most
frequently with in-home buyers spending above the sample
mean (p. 189). The summary shows that the best prospects
for in-home buying have hligh family incomes, particularly
above $15,000. They are above-average in education, and
tend to be under forty years of age. Other clues for
market segmentation are the high propensity to own and
use several retall store charge accounts and bank and
gasoline credit cards. In-home buyers charge thelr pur-
chases, and are heavy users of instalment credit. Out-
of-town newspaper subscriptions are a good predictor, as
are three or more telephone installations in the home.
Multiple catalog ownership is a useful indicator of in-
home buying intensity, particularly of catalog spending,
as would be expected, but is not an especially good pre-
dictor of telephone or even direct mail buying propensity.
Many catalog buyers owned and shopped from more than one
general merchandise catalog, suggesting that present
catalog customers are not tled to one major catalog
supplier but remain excellent prospects for catalog
distribution. The retall store management seeking to

delineate intensive in-home buyers should consider their
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present charge customers for in-home promotion efforts.
In addition, charge account applications could be
screened to indicate multiple ownership of other charge
accounts, famlly income level and other pertinent infor-
mation for delineation purposes.

Although the marketing literature often suggests
that shoppers locked-in at home or at work are unusually
good prospects for in-home buying, the present findings

indicate that marketers may have difficulty ldentifying

the locked-1n segment of the in-home market. The follow-

ing demographic varlables selected to ldentify potential
locked-in shopping are not useful predictors of in-home
buyling intensity in the Grand Raplds sample: shopper
employment status, stage of family life cycle, shopper
age, driving time to stores, availability of public and
prilivate transportation. The 1n-home merchandlser thus
should not assume that the working wife automatically
will be a good prospect for in-home shopping because she
has fewer non-working hours for shopping than do many
other women. Employed women in fact claim they seldom
experlience any shopplng difficulties because of their
Job. Likewise, women with preschool children should be
logical choices for in-home buylng, as are elderly
shoppers who find the store shopping process difficult.
But again, l1life cycle 1s not useful in delineating the

in-home market segment.
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Perhaps urban shoppers who live long distances
from stores are good prospects for in-home shopping; the
Grand Raplds sample was uniformly close to major shopping
areas, and driving times were too short to pose a shopping
difficulty. It 1s suggested that these demographic mea-
sures of environmental factors might be more valid measures

of store shopping inconvenience in much larger cities or

“um- Aw».‘)‘?

in metropolitan areas less well served by urban freeway

systems. But to the extent that the Grand Rapids area

-

and its residents are typical of other urban markets, the
present study has shown that the presumed "locked-in
shopper" types find store shopping surprisingly convenient.
While store shopping barriers are not the major
reason for buying at home, the research found that many
catalog and phone orders result from locked-in shopping
circumstances. Illness in the family, bad weather, and
unexpected or temporary lack of transportation all cause
cancellation of planned shopplng trips which sometimes

lead to in-home purchases. Since these events are likely

to occur randomly among all types of shopper families,
the marketer faces the unrealistic task of delineating
in-home markets without useful predictor variables.
Although the in-home merchandiser may not be able
to effectively 1dentify locked-in shoppers, the firm
should explore the possibility of using a reminder ad-

vertising campaign to promote the convenience of the
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telephone as a locked-in shopping alternative. Timely
reminder advertising aimed at broad general merchandise
markets might reduce the high proportion of cancelled
or postponed purchases that all buyers face when they
cannot get to stores.
Firms selling specific types of products will of
course need to segment thelr markets by product line;
buyers' decisions concerning sources of supply and in-
home versus store shopping methods are generally subordi- |
nate to the product decision. But 1in the absence of :
precise information on the consumer's product needs, a |
basic guideline from the research findings is that the
seller of wide merchandise lines should avold segmenting
his in-home markets too narrowly in terms of thelr
socloeconomic and demographic characteristics. While
the 1ntensive maill or telephone shopper, especially the
multiple in-home shopper, is usually above-average 1in
socloeconomic status, the in-home market will include a
significant proportion of all types of customers.
The falrly broad appeal of in-home buylng reflects
the fact that the in-home buyer 1s basically a frequent
store shopper who buys at home under particular circum-
stances; some order by phone to avold an extra shopping
trip to pick up an item forgotten on the last shopplng
trip; others need a single gift item, or are ordering

a sale item on impulse after reading a newspaper ad or
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receiving a telephone call from a retail salesclerk.
Many in-home sales result from decisions to buy after
comparison shopping in stores. Other in-home purchase
decislons are less transitory; many catalog shoppers
believe they cannot beat catalog prices, and are willing

to forgo personal inspection of the merchandise to save

o

the extra money.
The motivations for buying at home are many, and
often reflect transitory environmental circumstances

more than basically different attitudes concerning the

importance of shopping or the pain or pleasure it entalls.
Marketers should recognize that 1in-home shopping services
offer solutlons for shoppers facing a wide varlety of
environmental and personal circumstances, by providing

a wide variety of product, price and service alternatives.
Too narrow segmentation, whether for catalog distribution
purposes, designing in-home promotions, selecting mer-
chandise for in-home selling or media for advertising

and soliciting in-home orders can lose potential sales.

Firms interested in merchandising to the in-home
market should not underestimate the high quality of pro-
ducts that can and have been sold this way, even through
general merchandise catalogs. The successful entry of
many higher-status department and specilalty stores into
the catalog market in recent years evidences the interest

among shoppers from higher socioeconomic levels in the
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type of products they also seek in retail stores. While
the perceived risk of buying expensive merchandise,
particularly style clothing and furniture, by mail or
phone 1s a definite deterrent for many women, the risk
varies widely with the shoppers' previous experiences
with the merchandise, the firm, and with in-home
shopping.

Comparative studles of telephone shopping in
various cities have concluded that retailers' in-home
selling policies are a major factor in the growth of
telephone selling; cities in which telephone selling
was actively supported and encouraged by department store
management showed much higher telephone sales than cilties
where telephone ordering was only passively accepted by
store executives. For the in-home merchandiser, the
implication for his promotion policiles 1s obvious;
achleving successful sales and profits will require
active promotion of all phases of 1n-home merchandising.
Since in-home buying is typically a discretionary decision,
the demand for in-home shopping services is in effect
quite elastic. If the shopping costs are high, 1little
in-home buying will result. In-home sellers can increase
demand for in-home services by promoting the convenilence
and ease of shopping at home, and by minimizing the risk
of ordering the wrong ltems by careful descriptions of

merchandise, complete and easily understood instructions

g
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on how to order merchandise at home, and so on. The
multiple nature of in-home buying motivations also means
that in-home sellers should not 1limit their promotional
efforts to convenience factors alone. Enhancing the
quality image of merchandise, careful attention to
prices, and promoting the overall image of the firm

are all necessary. The more "traditional" shoppers who

concentrate their purchases with retall stores frequently

generalize thelr dissatisfaction or apprehension with
some aspect of 1in-home buylng to a wide range of shopping b
features, compounding the in-home merchandiser's image
problem.
Several more specific recommendations for promoting
in-home buying are suggested by the findings:
(1) In-home shopping gains few customers by retail
store default, as implied by the fact that intensive in-
home buyers are among the better store customers, enjoy
store shopping, and are no less bothered by store shopping
inconveniences than store-only shoopers. Thus promotional
appeals aimed at avoiding the unpleasantness of store
shopping are not 1likely to be effectlve, since most buyers
would selectively reject the messages.
(2) For the many unscheduled and relatively infrequent
in-home purchases, a promotional campaign of reminder ad-
vertising would help insure awareness of the advantages
of buying at home close to the critical shopping decision
period.
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(3) There is good reason to assume that much of
in-home shopping's image weakness lies in the high per-
ceived risk of ordering merchandise at home, rather than
in strong beliefs that in-home sources offer inferior
merchandise or customer services. The customer's per-
celved risk in getting what she wants by mail or phone
must be reduced. Descriptive and truthful advertising
can play a major role in risk reduction. Also, stores
can improve the efficiency of telephone ordering and

increase the customer's confidence 1n obtaining the mer-

ey

chandise she 1s trying to order by improving the manner
in which telephone contacts are handled.

(4) Merchandise catalogs can serve multiple purposes
for retail stores. Besides vehicles for generating catalog
sales, they can be successfully used to draw store traffic.
Some department stores issue catalogs primarily for store
promotion.

(5) Finally, the significant relationship between

in-home shopping experience and the competitive ratings

M

given in-home merchandise and services suggests strongly
that a large segment of the buying population is not
aware of in-home buylng advantages. While attitude
change through promotional efforts is difficult to
accomplish, an obviously large potential market segment
remalns to be convinced of the benefits of in-home

buying.



219

In-home buying, particularly telephone ordering,
i1s generally considered as the most convenient method
of buying avallable to shoppers. But in-home buying 1is
not necessarily convenient; in fact, over 10 per cent
of all respondents who did not buy by catalog or phone
thought that these shopping methods were less convenient
than shopplng in stores. The responses may reflect to

some extent the easy access to stores in the Grand Rapids

area, but the fact remains that in-home retailing is
limited by the extent to which it satisfies the high E
convenience demands of its customers. The research
findings concerning the attitudes and shopping charac-
teristics of the intensive in-home buyer suggest several
ways 1in which in-home merchandisers can more effectively
serve their customers:
(1) Charge accounts and installment buying are a
"must." In-home buyers are especially heavy users of
these services.
(2) Catalog buyers are relatively more interested
in price and less concerned with shopping conveniences -
than are shoppers ordering by phone from local stores.
While the differences undoubtedly reflect the traditional
merchandislng strategles and comparative marketing
strengths of catalog firms versus local full-service
retailers, the burden of proof should rest on adding

costly services, in the case of catalog firms, or in
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reducing services for price advantages, in the case of
department stores selling by phone.

(3) Fast, efficient delivery of merchandise or
prompt customer pick-up service should be stressed.
Convenience advantages of buying at home are easily
lost if any one service area 1s percelved as incon-
venient.

(4) In-home buyers frequently make buying decisions
outside normal store shopping hours. Since in-home
sellers are competing directly with retaill stores for
general merchandise orders, flexible telephone shopping
via extensive phone ordering service offers impulse buy-
ing advantages which stores cannot match. The experience
of Sears with twenty-four-hour and weekend telephone
ordering in larger cities apparently confirms the assump-
tion that shoppers will take advantage of extended shopping

hours.

Summarz

While the in-home buyer proved to be rather elusive
to pin down in terms of traditional environmental or 1life
style characteristics thought to be assoclated with more
or less locked-in shopping conditlions, an intensive in-
home buyer can be falrly effectively identified in terms
of socloeconomic status and certain proxy measures of
convenlence-orientation. The intensive in-home buyer

is a frequent store shopper, but also one with the
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confidence and experience necessary to seek out and use

several other shopping alternatives to solve a wide range

of individual shoppling problems. She enjoys store shopping

and is typically not a "captive" in-home buyer by either
retall store default in providing shopping conveniences,
or by necessity because she cannot get to stores. A more
"traditional" shopper, somewhat older and lower in socio-
economic status, buys little at home and finds in-home
shopping sources generally inferior to retall stores over
a wide range of merchandise, price and shopping service
features.

Some general lmplications of the findings are that
in-home merchandisers whose market offerings match the
needs of a higher-income, convenience-oriented market
segment 1s competing directly with stores as well as
other in-home sellers for largely discretionary purchases.
Accordingly, the ln-home seller needs to develop compre-
hensive merchandising programs and actively promote in-
home selling. Among the market of experienced 1n-home
buyers, inefficlent selling services present more serious
barriers to success than the perceived risk involved in

buying certain merchandise without personal inspection.

Suggested Areas for Further Research

The following section provides guidelines in under-

taking further research on the in-home buyer and suggests
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several methods for extending the present research to
delineate and explain the motivations of the in-home
market.

(1) Since the present exploratory study utilized
a quota sample of female shoppers from a single metro-
politan area, generallizations are limited to the sample )
itself. It would appear useful in future research to ff
use larger samples so that various segments—--for example, '
heavy spending in-home buyers--could be broken out for 3

more Intensive analysis., The present findings are also

restricted to urban areas relatively close to both down-
town and suburban shopping. Since there 1s some evidence
that suburban and urban fringe area residents differ from
urban residents with respect to in-home shopping, it would
be useful to compare all residential types 1in a metro-
politan area. A more complete cross-section analysis
should also include several metropolitan areas featuring
different shopping environments. Differences 1in the retail

store mix, store hours and policies toward in-home selling,

avallability of telephone shopping, and extent of sub-
urban shopping are only a few environmental factors which
may produce variance 1n shopper attitudes and buyer habits.
Cross-sectional surveys which compared different metro-
politan shopping environments would help 1solate environ-

ment effects on in-home buying.
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(2) Longitudinal analysis would allow researchers
to investigate shopping behavior changes over time as
urban environments evolve. In the Grand Raplds metro-
politan area, for example, two large suburban shopping
centers were under constructlon during the interviewing
period. One of the shopping centers is today dominated
by a large Sears retail store, What effect would the
emergence of a major new retailing area have on telephone
and catalog shopping in Grand Rapids? Perlodic investi-
gations over time using consumer panels would help pro-
vide such answers.

(3) The nature and extent of "locked-in" shopping
conditions and thelr effect on buylng at home need to be
more thoroughly investigated. Research has not yet
established a definite 1link between locked-in shopping
circumstances and the tendency to buy at home. The
Bell Telephone study found that significant numbers of
shoppers are locked-in away from department stores on
any given shopping day, but provided no data on their
in-home buying behavior. By comparison, few Grand Rapids
shoppers were found to be locked-in more or less perman-
ently away from stores, and these women were no more
likely to buy at home than shoppers who did not face
store shopplng barriers. Yet the research also found
that some catalog and telephone buylng was triggered by

store shopping difficulties. Further attention needs to
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be directed toward the questions of just what factors
are important barriers to store shopping, to what extent
do these barriers differ among urban environments, and
under what circumstances will shoppers turn to catalog,
telephone, and direct mail ordering when faced with
store shopping barriers.

Samples of 1ln-home shoppers large enough to allow
multivariate techniques of statistical analysis could
prove useful in isolating shopper patterns more precisely
than is possible with bivariate analysis. For example,
it may be that within certaln family income levels, wives
with two or more children, who live in suburbs and work
part-time away from shopping are highly likely to spend
heavily at home. Multivariate techniques would allow
the possibility of examining the more subtle inter-
relationships among factors that may lead to better and
more specific hypotheses, and dellneate more precisé
market segments.

(4) Research on shopper attitudes suggested that
heavy spending in-home buyers hold different images of
in-home sources versus stores on a variety of shopping
convenience features, merchandise, and shopping service
factors. It would seem potentially useful for marketers
to explore shopper images more fully. For example, how
extenslvely and accurately do shopper images reflect

actual competitive differences among the two types of
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shopping? And to what extent are the different images
reflecting different attitudes toward the in-home
shopping process itself, versus shopper perceptions

of the particular firms which sell at home, or of their
products and services, or of thelr customers?

The attitude measures tested in the research were
generally not effective in delineating heavy-spending
in-home buyers. There is reason to assume, however, that
consumer attitude, image, and motivation research offer
much potential for understanding buying behavior. It is
suggested, for example, that in-home spending patterns of
Negroes compared with whites may reflect differences in
perceived risk, preferences for neighborhood shopping,
brand-consciousness, or soclal aspects of shopping. In
order to compare different shopper types on attitude
differences, larger samples will be needed. More inten-
sive attitude research will demand more complex and
subtle test instruments, pretested for reliability and
valldity.
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APPENDIX A

PERSONAL INTERVIEW SCHEDULE, RECALL CHARTS

AND TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
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Co Bee Time ____

C. B. Time
Completed
SHOPPING HABITS STUDY
Case No.
Date of Int, Time Interview Began

Good morning/afternoon/evening. My name is and I'm interviewing for a busi-
ness research study at Michigan State University. We are conducting a survey
amons housewives of their shopping habits and I would like to talk with you a few
minutes if I may.

First, a few questions about your shopping in stores that sell general merchandise,
stores like Wurzburg's, Sears, Steketee's or Yankees.

1. Do you have any charge or credit accounts at any stores in the Grand Rapids
area?

Yes D No D In which stores?

2. Do you have any charge or credit accounts at stores in other cities or towns?

Yes [} No (O In which stores? Cities?

3. How many times per month do you go to stores to shop for general merchandise,
such as clothing, home furnishings, furniture and appliances, items you would
find in department stores?

Times per month

4. The lagt time you went shopping for general merchandise, did anyone accompany
you? ,
Yes [ v
S. (IF YES) With whom did you go shopping?
(READ) Friends ( ) Mother ( )
Hugband ( ) Other relatives ( )
Children ( )

-........-.9
Cnald

L




9.

-2-

How long does it usually take you to get from your home to your favorite
general merchandise stores?

(READ) Less than 10 minutes ( ) 4 tolhour ( )
10 to 20 minutes () 1 hr. or more( I
20 min. to 4 hour () Don't know ( )

Sometimes a difficulty arises so that you can't get to the stores to get some-
thing you want. Which ope of these statements best describes what you would do
when this happens?

(CARD 1) A B c D E F

(a) (CARD 2)

Which of this year's general merchandise catalogs do you have in your home?

Sears (P) Others

Montgomery Ward

Spiegel

J. C. Penney

gooooags
Doaon ¥

Alden's

(b) How about supplementary catalog issues from these (above) companies, like
sale catalogs or Christmas catalogs?

(NAME)

(ALL RESPONDENTS)

D6 you have any current gift or specialty catalogs in you home, such as,
Spencer's, Sunset House, etc.? Yes ) Ko O

Which ones?

—— ¥ 4
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SECTION A (ASK ALL RESPONDENTS)

Now a few questions about buying from catalogs like Sears or Wards, the catalogs
listed on Card 2. We are concerned here only with purchases of general merchandise
from catalogs, not merchandise you may have purchased from stock at the retail
store, such as, Sears, Wards, Penney's. To get catalog merchandise you must place
an order through the catalog.

10. Have you purchased through ﬁ of the mail order catalogs since January lst of
this year? Yes (O No

(IF NO) Why not?

(Go to Section B)

11. Have you made any catalog purchases, since January lst, 1967, from ---

Yes No
Sears a a
Wards O 4
Spiegel g ad
Penney o O
Alden D O
Other O a

(Sears) | (Wards) | (Spiegel) | (Penney) | (Alden) { (Other
o.{Amt, | No.|Amt. | No.|Amt,. No.{Amt,.| No.]Amt.{ No.|Amt.

By mailing in an
order from home

By phoning in a
catalog order

By ordering at
the desk of re- X| X )
tail store

By ordering at b
a catalog store,
that is, a store
taking only cata-
log orders

Sa~el

~e.




12,

14,

15.

16,

17-

k-
(FOR RESPONDENTS WHO HAVE SHOPPED BY CATALOG THIS YEAR)

Now, consider the last time you shopped from a catalog this year. What did
you order?

What catalog did you order from? (NAME)

Approximately how long ago was this?

What was the total cost of your order? $

Did you charge it or pay by check or cash? (Charge) (] (Check or cash){J

How did you happen to decide to order from a catalog rether than going to a
store in person?

:

.=



SECTION B

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

2L,

25.
26.

Have you shopped by telephone from any department, clothing or other stores
selling general merchandise, since January lst, 19677

Yes. No (IF NO) Why not?

(Go to Section C)

How often have you shopped by phone for clothing, home furnishings or other
general merchandise, during the past year? How many times per --

Week [J Month [ Year (3

(a) Avout what percent of your totatl shopping for general merchandise items
is done by telephone?

(v) Approximately how much have you spent on these orders? $

Now, consider the last time you shopped from a store by phone. What did you
order?

From what store did you order by phone? (NAME)

Approximately how long a go was this?

What was the total cost of this phone order? §$

Did you charge it or pay by check or cash? (Charge)l] (Check or Cash)(]

How did you happen to decide to order from the store by phone instead of
going to the store?

N
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SECTION C

27.

28,

29.

31.

33.

34,

35.

Have you shopped by mail from any department, clothing or other stores sel-
ling general merchandise, since January lst, 1967?

Yes No (IF NO) Why not?

(Go to Section D)

How often have you shopped from stores by mail during the past year? How
many per -- Week[J Month Q) Year(O

About what percent of your total shopping for general merchandise items is
done by mail?

Now, consider the last time you shopped from a store by mail? What did you
order?

From what store did you order by mail? (NAME)

Approximately how long ago was this?

What was the total cost of this mail order? $

Did you charge it or pay by check or cash? (Charge)[_}(Check or cash) [}

How did you happen to decide to order by mail from this store rather than
going to the store in person?

———in




SECTION D

You can buy by mail from a lot of sources besides large catalogs or from local
stores. For example, you might receive by mail such things as gift or specialty
item catalogs, or special offers enclosed in bills from gasoline companies, or
other ads or circulars asking you to send for something. Or, you could answer ads

in magazines, newspapers, on T V or radio by sending in for general merchandise
items.

3. Have you or any member of your family ordered any of the following items by
mail, this year, from any of these saources?

Yes No Amt. spent
this year
membership in book or record clubs () () (
kitchen specialty items or appliances ( ) ( ) ( )
clothing or shoes () ( ) ( )
outdoor or recreation equipment
(sporting goods, etc.) () () ( )
film processing (by mail) () () ( )
gift and novelty items () () ( )
gift fruit, cheese, or special
food products () ()

other (specify) () ()

PN SN SN AN N
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37. Are you employed outside the home? YesD No O

38. Do you have children living at home? Yes (] N (3

39. Have you used an automobile for shopping in the Grand Rapids area this year?

Yes (O} . s]un]

(CARD 3)

Ade would like to get your opinions on certain shopping conditions and different
kinds of shopping. For each statement I read, please tell me the letter of the
one that best describes your feelings. There aren't any right or wrong answers,

it's just your opinion that we're looking for.

Practically Extremely Slightly
impossible difficult Difficult iepicuity

(Aa) (B) (c) (D)

4L0. My situation is such that for
me to get to an adequate shopping
center or downtown is: ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

41. My hours available to shop are
such that for me to get downtown
or to a shopping center is:( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

42, My transportation is such that
for me to get downtown or to
a shopping center is: ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

43. The distance from my home to the
stores I like to shop in around
here is such that getting to them
as often as I'd like is: ( ) ( ) (¢ ) ( )

(ASK ONLY IF RESPONDENT IS EMPLOYED OUTSIDE THE HOME)

L4, My job is such that for me to
go shopping for items other
than food is: « )y () ¢ ) ( )

(ASK ONLY IF RESPONDENT HAS CHILDREN LIVING AT HOME)

4s. My situation with children at
home is such that for me to go
shopping for clothes, furniture,

etc. is: ( > ) ( ) « )
(ASK NEXT TWO QUESTIONS QNLY IF ANSWER TO AUTOMOBILE USE IS"YES")

k6. When I drive to go shopping,
I find the traffic is: «( )y ) ( ) ( )

47. When I go shopping by car,
finding a place to park is:

(Downtown) «C )y ) ( ) ( )

(Shopping Center) ( )y ) ( ) ( )

No trouble
at all
(E)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )




51.

52.

53.

5k,

55.

57.

59.

60.
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(ASK QUESTION # 48 IF PREVIOUS TWO QUESTIONS ON "DRIVING" WERE ASKED)

(CARD 4)

Stro Strongly
.g:g:y Agree Undecided Disagree disagree

(a) (B) (c) (p) (E)

As far as I'm concerned, the cost of parking
downtown matters very much. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) « )

Shopping in shopping centers, downtown,
or in other stores is a pleasant change
from everyday routine. «C )y )y ) ( ) ( )

When I go shopping in stores downtown or in
shopping centers, I find the amount of
walking is altogether too much. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (¢ )

I go shopping in stores around here
only when I cannot avoid it, ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) «( )

When I want to go shopping for such things
as clothing and furniture, the time it takes
me matters very much. ( ) ( ) ( ) «( ) ( )

It really isn't necessary for me to
look at furniture and home furnishings
in stores before buying them. n§ ) (¢ ) ( ) ( )

It really isn't necessary for me to see and )
try on clothing before I buy it.( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

Before dbuying things at home by catalog
or phone order, I need to see and

compare them. (¢ ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

I find that waiting for assistance from a
salesclerk is very difficult and
inconvenient. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

I find that waiting in line to pay for
something is very difficult and

inconvenient. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
I find that carrying packages while shopping is

very difficult and inconvenient.( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
(CARD 5)

Hate Dislike Am in no way Like Like them
them them affected by them them very much

(A) (B) (c) (p) (E)
With regard to crowds when I
shop, I can truly say that I: ( ) ( ) ( ) « )y )

With regard to the hustle and bustle
downtown and in shopping centers, 1
can truly sey that I: « )y ) ( ) (¢ ) )

e
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(CARD 6)
For each of the next few statements I read, please tell me which you think has
the advantage, shopping at home, or, shopping in stores. There are three other
answer choices that may better describe your opinion.
(REPEAT FOR EACH QUESTION)

At In No Doesn't
(A) home (B) store (C) diff. (D) Unded. (E) matter

61. I can get better

delivery service ( ) ( ) ( ) ¢ ) ()
62, Easier for me to return

and exchange goods () () () () ()
63. I can find a greater variety

of styles and sizes () () ( ) () ()
6k, I can find better

bargain sales () () () () ()
65. I can find better quality

merchandise () () ( ) ( ) ()
66. 1 find lower prices ( ) () ( ) () ()
67. Shopping is more conven-

ient for me ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
68. I can get more dependable

guarantees () () () () ()
69. Less time-consuming for

me () () () () ()
70. GCives more information

about what I'm buying ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ()
71. I don't have to return

merchandise es often () () ( ) () ()

72. Get more value for my

money () () () () ()
73. More enjoyable shopping

~~
~
~~
[
~
N
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74. Less tiring for me () ( ) ( ) ( ) ()

L
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(DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIOECONOMIC)

How many telephones are in your home? (CIRCLE) O 1 2 3 (or more)
Do you subscribe to a Grand Rapids area newspaper? Yes (] No ]

Weekly ( ) Sunday ( ) Both ( )
Do you subscribe to any out-of-town newspapers? YesD v

Which ones?

Do you or other family members subscribe to any magazines, not including
business or professional magazines? Yes (OJ No

Which magazines? (LIST)

Do you regularly purchase any other magazines? YesIO NoUOJ

Which ones? (LIST)

Do you have a home freezer? YesD N

Do you have a sewing machine in your home? YesD NOD

Do you or anyone else in your family have any hotel, bank, restaurant,

gasoline or other credit cards? Yes No
(NAME)

How many automobiles does the family have? (CIRCLE) ©0 1 2 3 &4
(Ir "0", GO TO Q. 12)

Can you drive a car? YeBD NoD

Do you have use of a car during the day or evening? Yeso RoD

How many blocks is this residence from the nearest bus stop?
(CIRCLE) 0 1 2 3 4 5 (or more) Don't know ( )

About vwhat percent of the time do you use the bus to go shopping?

(or
more)

(%)
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We would like some general information about your family.

14, Do you own or rent your homet Own ( ) Rent ( ) Other

(Specity)
(Single dvelling_________ Multi-unit__)

15. How long have you lived at this address?

More than S yrs. ( ) 1 toS5yrs. ( ) Less thanl yr. ( ) (IF LESS)

Where did you last move from?
(city (State)

16. What is your marital status?

Merried ( ) Single ( ) Divorced ( ) Widowed ( ) Sep. ( )

17. (IF MARRIED) How long Lave you been married? ______years
18. Do you have any children living at home? Yes[J No[ (Go to Q. 19) ' )
(CIRCLE)

NS -

(IF YES) How many childrem of preschool age?
(under 5 years old?) © 1 2 3 1 5

How mnay children of grade school

age? 0 1 2 3 4 5
How meny of high school age? 0 1 2 3 L 5
How many over 187 o) 1 2 3 4 5
19. How meny children pot living at home? o] 1 2 3 L 5
20. How many people, including yourself, live at this address? (NUMBER)
21. Please tell me the last grade you completed in school. —____ (Wife)
(other than technical) e (Husbend)

22. Who is the chief wage earner in this family? (Husband) ( ) (Wife) ( )
Other (specify)

23. What is his (her) occupation at the present time?
24, Are you employed outside the home? !eaD NoD (Go to Q. 30)

25. Do you work more or less than 40 hours per week Yes(] No[
Less than b0 ( ) More than L0 )

26. Are you employed more or less than L8 weeks a year? YeaD No O
Less than ( ) More than 48 (

27. What are your usual working hours?
Morning ( ) Afternoon ( ) BEve. ( ) Night ( )
Other (specify) -




28. Who do you work for?

29. In what area of the city is your employer located?

(CARD 7)

30. Into which of the following brackets would you say your (combined) family in-
come would fall? A B c D E (est.)__(ref.) —

31. How many in the family contribute to this income? (NUMBER)

(carp 8)

32. Which of the following brackets best describes your age? ( )(Wife) (ref.)

( ) (Husvand) (ref.)

So that my office can check in case I've made any mistakes, what is your name?
(NAME)

(ADDRESS)

( PHONE)

(TIME INTERVIEW COMPLETED)

( INTERVIEWER)

non-W ;
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Interview Response Cards

CARD 1

What Respondent Would Do When Locked In At Home

(A) Ask someone else to get what you want

(B) Pick up what you want from a local neighborhood store

(C) Telephone for what you want

(D) Do without it

(E) Postpone getting it until you can get out for a

regular shopplng trip
(F) Order by mail

CARD 2

Catalogs Currently in Home

Sears
Montgomery Ward
Spilegel

J. C. Penney
Alden's

Other

CARD 3

Attitude Responses 1-9

(A) Practically impossible
(B) Extremely difficult

(C) Difficult

(D) Slightly difficult

(E) No trouble at all
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CARD 4

Attitude Responses 10-20

(A) Strongly agree (D)
(B) Agree (E)

(C) Undecided

CARD 5

Attitude Responses 21-22

(A) Hate them (D)
(B) Dislike them (E)

(C) Am in no way affected by them

CARD 6

Responses to Attitude Scale III

(A) At home (D)
(B) In store (E)

(C) No difference

CARD 7

Family Income Levels

(A) $0 to $3,999 (D)
(B) $4,000 to $6,999 (E)
(C) $7,000 to $9,999

CARD 8

Shopper Age Categories

(A) 20 to 29 (D)
(B) 30 to 39 (E)
(C) 40 to 49 (F)

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Like them

Like them very much

Undecided

Doesn't matter

$10,000 to $14,999

Over $15,000

50 to 59
60 to 69

Over 70

A |

b Rowwt TR,
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Telephone Interview Schedule

Case No. Completed

Name Date

Address

Phone

Hello. My name 1is and I'm interviewing for a

business research study at Michigan State University. We
are conducting a telephone survey of housewives' shopping
habits and I would like to talk with the housewife for a
few minutes. Throughout the lnterview we'll be discussing
only general merchandlse, such as clothing, furniture and
appliances . . . not food.

1. How many times per month do you go to stores to shop
for general merchandise, such as clothing, home
furnishings, furniture and appliances, items you
would find in department stores?

Times per month

2. Which of this year's general merchandise catalogs do
you have in your home? (READ)

Yes
Sears, Roebuck?
Montgomery Ward?
Splegel?
J. C. Penney?
Alden's?

[HIT] S
o

Any others?

How about supplementary catalog issues from these
companies, llke sale catalogs or Christmas catalogs?

3. Do you have any current gift or specialty catalogs in
your home, such as Spencer's, Sunset House, etc.?
Yes No

Which ones?

Y



10.

11.

12,

13.
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Have you purchased through any of the mail order
catalogs since January lst of this year?
Yes No

(IF YES) Approximately how much have you spent
this year on catalog orders? $

Have you shopped by telephone from any department,
clothing or other stores selling general merchan-
dise, since January 1st?

Yes No

(IF YES) Approximately how much have you spent this
year on these telephone orders? $

Can you drive a car? Yes No

Do you have use of a car durlng the day or evening?
Yes No

What 1is your marital status?
Married Single Divorced
Widowed Separated

(IF MARRIED) How long have you been married?
Years

Do you have any children living at home?
Yes No

(IF YES) How many children of preschool age? (Under
5 yrs.)

0 1 2 3 4 5

What 1s the occupation of the household head at the
present time?

Are you employed outside the home? Yes No

(IF YES) Do you work 40 hours or more, or less than 40°?
40 or more less than 140

Is it a permanent job, or one just for the
holiday season?
permanent holiday

What 1s the age of the household head? Years

Male Female (RESPONDENT)

Estimated family lncome

(letter)

AR 24




APPENDIX B

SOCIOCECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS AND IN-HOME
SPENDING BEHAVIOR OF RESPONDENTS
INTERVIEWED BY TELEPHONE
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Socioeconomic Characteristics and In-Home
~dpending Behavior of Respondents
Interviewed by Telephone

In order to obtain information on sample households

in which the eligible female respondent could not be
reached at home by personal contact, a brief telephone
interview schedule was constructed and administered to
a sample of eligible addresses. The sample represented
households in which the eligible female respondent was
not at home on the initial interview attempt and on the
two followup attempts to secure personal interviews.

The twenty telephone interviews yielded nineteen
completed questionnaires from which the socloeconomic and
in-home spending data are presented in summary tables
below. Compared with the personal interview sample,
shoppers interviewed by telephone were somewhat older,
less 1likely to have preschool children, and more likely
to be employed outside the home. Both samples were

similar in catalog and telephone buying.
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TABLE B.--Summary of socloeconomic characteristics and
in-home spending behavior of telephone sample versus

total sample.

Telephone Sample

Total Sample

n % %
Estimated Famlily Income
$0-3,999 2 10.5 13.3
4,000-6’999 5 2603 2701
7,000-9,999 5 26.3 28.6
10,000-14999 5 26.3 20.5
15,000 and over 2 10.5 10.5
Total 19 100.0 100.0
Employment Status of
Respondent
Not Employed 8 42,1 73.0
Employed Full-time 5 26.3 12.0
Employed Part-time _6 31.6 15.0
Total 19 100.0 100.0
Age of Household Head
20-29 1 5.3 21.4
30-39 2 10.5 22.8
4o-49 5 26.3 23.3
50-59 b 21,1 11.7
60-69 4 21.1 12.6
70 and over _3 15.8 8.3
Total 19 100.0 100.1
Have Preschool
Children at Home
Yes 1 5.3 34.0
No 18 94,7 66.0
Total 19 100.0 100.0

-e——a




TABLE B.--Continued.

Telephone Sample

Total Sample

n % %
Dollars Spent by
Catalog
$0 13 68.4 71,0
1-14 1 5.3 7.0
15=-29 2 10.5 7.0
30-59 1 5.3 6.0
60—119 l 503 790
120 and over 1 5.3 3.0
Total 19 100.0 101.0
Dollars Spent by
Telephone
$0 11 57.9 62.0
1-14 3 15.8 6.0
30-59 0 Ooo 1300
60-119 3 15.8 7.0
120 and over 1 5.3 2.0
Total 19 100.0 100.0
Number of General
Merchandlse Catalogs
in Home
0 11 57.9 b7.4
1 6 31.6 32.9
2 or more _2 10.5 19.7
Total 19 100.0 100.0
Number of Speclalty
Catalogs in Home
0 14 73.7 62.1
1 2 10.5 22.6
2 or more 3 15.8 15.3
Total 19 100.0 100.0
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APPENDIX C

MAP OF GRAND RAPIDS CENSUS TRACT AREA,
SHOWING RESIDENTIAL AREAS SAMPLED
AND MAJOR SHOPPING LOCATIONS
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