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SAMPLING AND RESP(NSE DIFFERTIICES FOR THRZE MEWHODS OF RNUMERATION

OBTAINED IN 4 STUDY OF COISULER POTATO PREFERENCES

CHAPTER I
INTRCDUCTICH.

This study includes two phases of research which are of interest
to econamists. One has to do with methods of gathering research data.
This phase deals with problems such as the validity, reliability, com-
rarability, cost and returns obtained +hen each of the several methods
of enumeration are used, It is important not only to economics bub to
all the social sciences and yet, relatively speaking, not very much
wark has been done in which two or more of the methods are used simul-
taneously and conclusions drawn concerning the value of each.

A second phase of research has to do with a study of consumer
preferences. iIn the final analysis it is the consumer who, in a free
econany determines many of the econamic relationships. liore iaformas-
tion concerning the characteristies, hebits and opinions of consumers
is, therefore; invaluable ss an aid to understanding the operation of

our econamic system.

Purpose of the Siudy

This study was underteken as a means of defcriuining the compara-
bility and validity of consumer responses o gquestions of preference
and consumption obtained by the following methodss (1) personal inters
view, (2) mailed questionnaire, and (3} telephcme imterviews The three
methods were tested (1) at the same time, (&) for veporting the same

information in each case, and (3) in the sume area. 7The subjeet matter



2
around which the methodological study was built had to do with consumer
preferences for potatoes, since it is impossible to conduct a study of
methodology without reference to some subject., While much has been
written on the merits of each particular method, few studies have actu~
ally tried using all three methods simmltaneocusly as a means of drawing
c;oncluaions as to the representativeness of their resultis.

& further objective of this study was to campare the results obe-
tained with those reported on previous and current consumer studies of
potatoese Furthermore, this phase had both the advantage of being per-
tinent in Michigan and also the advantage of the availability of results

of other studies on consumer potato preferences

Utility of the Study
The utility of the study is a two=fold one. e potential value

of this study lies in evaluating the comparability of the resulis ob-
tained by the use of the various methods listed above in obtaining data
on consumer preferences. 4 statistical analysis of cauparable data ob-
tained by the three methods will show the differences in responses due
to methods. In addition, certain conclusions are to be drawn about the
cost, advantages, and shortcomings of each method.

The study will also serve as a means of obtaining some infoxmation
about the characteristics, habits and preferences of consumers of pota-
toess The findings will be tabulated, analyzed, and interpreted and

the results used in making certain recammendations.



CHAPTER IX
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Literature dealing with the results obtained by the various sampe
ling methods was examined. These findings, as reported by other work-
ers, were found useful in setting up the present study.

Brown . discusses the three methods of_ obtaining data and the
advantages and limitations of each. The personal interview has the
following advantages: (1) it allows better control of the sample, (2)
more questions can be asked, (3) field work can be done more quickly
than with a mail questionnaire, (L) information can be obtained on sube
jeats not covered in a mail questionnaire. It has the disadvantages:
(1) of personal bias introduced by the interviewer, and (2) that many
of the interviews may be given too hastily.

Using the telephone interview has the advantage of: (1) being able

to oﬁtama large number of interviews quickly and at relatively low
cost, and (2) spreesding the interviews within an individual eity in rane
dom fashion, The disadvantages are: (1) the fact that it must be lime
ited to those who have telephones, (2) that only a restricted amount
and type of information can be secured, and (3) the difficulty exper-
ienced in trying to determine the age, econamic condition and occupation
of the person giving the information. |
The mail guestionnaire has the following advantagess (1) it evoids
the bias of the personcl interview, (2) it allows for a wide distribue
tion of the sample, and (3) reayonéents may take more care in providing

information, However, it has the following disadvantages: (1) the sample

1/ Brown, L. O., Market Research and dnalysis, Ronald Press, 1937.
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obtained is not representative of the entire universe, since too great
a proportion of certain incame levels, educational levels, and respond=-
ents interested in the subject distort the representativeness of the
sample, (2) there is usually a high cost per return, (3) the question-
naire usually must be short, (4) it requires a longer time to camplete
the study, .and (5) some types of information cannot be obtained.

Hansen and Demng'z/ cite the following as aims in designing samples:
(1) operate within the available budget and limitations of time and man
power, (2) operate within other imposed administrative limitations,

(3) produce maximm amount of information possible within aims 1 and 2
above, and () give results reasonsbly sure to fall within a certain
allowable sampling errore

Cu‘ochrana'/ reports that it is possible to use analysis of variance
to determine the relative accuracy of various alternative methods of
sampling the same population. He illustrates this with an example in
which two methods of sampling are campared.

Hochstim and Smith%/ conducted a series of experiments using a
known universe. They concluded that area sampling was more accurate,
though more expensive, than quota seampling.

After pointing out the advantages and disadvantages of warious

- W e e W es W b G @ e T @ B O W@ T A W B W O G W W - W e W W o - w o= e

2/ Hansen,
. tl“ 18 .1

Me I

e and W Es Deming, "On Some Census Zids to Sampling,"
rican Statistical Association, 1943, 38:353-357.

3/ ¢ochran, We Ge "Use of Analysis of Variance in Emumeration by
. Sampling,® Journal of American Statistical Association, 1939,
3hs492+512,

L/ Hochstim, J. Re and M. X, D. Smith, "Area Sampling or Quota Con-
: trol? Three Sampling Experiments,® Public Opinion Quarterly,
1948,  12373=80.
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types of sampling technique, R'om';/ questions the value of using the
1940 census as a basis for setting up a semples He reasons that the
very rapid changes that took plaée right after 1940 reduce the applica-
bility of the data. |

Eckler and Stuart‘é/ state that census data for housing and popula-
tion are useful in two wayss (1) to describe a market with which a pare
ticular business organization is in ccntact, and (2) to provide area
and other controls needed for special ssmpling studies of markets.

Béxmett?,/ found that local interviewers, when given sound instruct-
ions, can be relied upon to obtain reliable information.

&/

Shapiro and Everhart~ tried to determine the extent of interviewer
bias by training four professional interviewers and letting them work on
the same areas®each having a randem samples There was a significant
difference in answers obtained to 10 of the 34 questions asked by the

" four interviewers. Most of the difference was ascribed to one of the
interviewers, This occurred in spite of the faet that he had been
trained with the others., The authors list these different types of in-

terview biass (1) on attitude questions, (2) difference in success in

eliciting factual information, and (3) difference in method of classify-

G A AR A W B e W & e W W W P W K W W W W WP S B P R B R S W W W O ®» @& w

5/ Brown, G, H,, "A Comparison of Sampling Methods, Journal of Mare
- lLﬂE& 1947, 113331=337.

6/ Eckler, A. Re and E, P. Stuart, “Marketing and Sampling Uses of
. Population and Housing Data,® Journal of dmerican Statistical
Association, 1943, 38:87«92.

7/ Bennet zélA' Ses "How Good are Local Interviewers,® ZPrinter's Ink,
- 1947, §70=72.

Shapiro, Se and J. Ce Eberhardt, "Interviewer Difference in an In-
tensive Interview Survey,® Internaticnal Journal of Opinion and -

Attitude Research, 1947, 131-17.

&




ing respondents' answers.

It was also reported'gj that interviewer bias varies in degree with
the type of question asked. Marked blias was found in the following types
of questionss (1) those presenting two alternatives, (2) those where al-
ternatives only were partly stated, (3) those containing three alterna-
tives, and (l) those where lists of alternate choices were shown to the

respondent. The least bias was found in "Yes®, *No" type of questions.
10
Jacob ""/

reparts that people are more reluctant to talk about fi-
nances than about social or political questions in answering personal
interviews. She reports that better results are gotten when the inter-
viewer thoroughly identifies himself and the purpose of the studye

Franzen and Iazarsfeldwcanpared answers gotten on mail question-
naire with the reéults of perscnal interview and found that the results
of mail questionnaire showed several consistent and significant biases.
Some of these were too small, others were irrelevant and others like
education, and size of c¢ity, could be overcome by weightinge They fure
ther found an advantage of mail over personal interview in that the fore
mer contained more detailed answers on cultural questions and greater
willingness to admit unusual interests or activities.

Edgerton, Britt and No 12/ reported using a continuing mailed

9/ Calahan, D., V. Temouris and H. We Verner, "Interviewer Bias Involved
in Certain Types of Opinion Survey Questions," International Journal

of Opinjon and Attitude Research, 1947, 1:210-230.

10/ Jacoby, Eleanor, "Interviewing Problems in Financial Survey," Inter-
national Journal of Opinion and Attitude Research, 1947, 1ls54=58.

11/ Franzen, R. and P. F. lazarsfeld, "Mail Questionnaire as a Rescarch
Problem,® Journal of Psychology, 1945, 20:239-320.

12/ Edgerton, He Ae, Se He Britt and R, D. Norman, ®"Objective Differences
Among Various Types of Regpondeunts to a bailed Questiomnzire,” .meri-
can Sociological Review, 1947, 12:435«4li.
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survey in which the same group of male high school iraduates were polled
each yeare They found that the group who had the most interest showed
the greatest response.
Robi m}ﬁ/ i

cbinsan™ reports getting returns of 60 « 70 percent on mail ques-
tionnaire survey but he used such devices as a carefully prepared and
tested letter, an enclcsed 25 cent plece, and follow up postcards five

to six dmyr the origianal mailinge :
Coll .
Coll concludes, on the basis of 50 surveys made by General

Electric, that the mail questionnaire can give satisfactory results when
used properly. He further shows that returns fram mail questionnaire
can be as represeﬁtative as results from personal interview. While he
agrees that interested people return the questiomnaire, he believes that
in consumer preference studies, interest is a virtue and not a handicap.
He also points out that a mail questionnaire can be answered at leisure
and costs less than the personal interview.

Clausen and Ford‘lfs/state that bias can be minimized in a mail
questionnaire by securing as large a response as possible and by making
corrections for any bias caused by incomplete returns. He suggests the
following as a means of obtaining better returns: (1) a letter with full
explanation of the survey, (2) air mail special delivery, (3)» several
followeup letters, and () maximize interest by asking questions that
cover several different subjects in the survey.

W e Gl R W W G W GE U P G W R W Gr G W G e W W B D W W @ @ o G D W e W W W

13/ Robinson, Ray, "Five Features Helped This Questionnaire Pull fram
- 60 to 70 Percent,® Brinter's Ink, February 22, 1946, 21l:25=26.

1/ Colley, Re Ho, "Don*t Look Down Your Nose at Mail Questionnaires,*®
- Printer's Ink, 1945, 210:2l1.

&

Clausen, J. 4. and Re Ny Ford, "Controlling Bias in lail Question-
naires,® Journal of American Statistical Association, 1947, L42:L7=
511.
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Eastznanw conducted a personal interview with those who didn't
return the mail questionnaire and concluded that it wasn't safe to assume
that answers to mail questionnaire can be accepted as indicative of the
experience and opinions of those who did not answer,

Brooksu/made an analysis of a study conducted by New York World
Telegram in which the oariginal sampie was picked from a list of regis-
tered voters. He found that the respondents were not representative of
the sample. There was too high a propartion of certain age groups, cere
tain income groups and certain educational groups. He concludes that
mail questionnaires are not reliable to cover a heterogenous universe.

Baxterl'g/ recommends the similtaneous use of mail and personal inter-
views in readership research stating that the personal interview by ite
self is inadequate.

1/

Hansen and Hurwitz suggest that a remedy for the bias introduced
in a sample survey might be a combination of call-backs and an increased
number of original interviews. They suggest that a follow-up personal
interview on non-respondents to mail interview has greater reliability
and lower costs than either one used separatelye.

In a Nation-wide survey conducted by the Bureau of igricultural

16/ Eastman, Re Oe, "Dont's About Mail Questionnaires,® Printer's Ink,
1943, 202:24«29.

Brooks, V., °Can You Trust Mail Questionnaires,” Printer's Ink,
1947, 2203436,

Baxter, Re E., "Use Doth Mail-Type and Personal Interview in Read-
ership Research,® FErinter's Ink, 1947, 219:19«=22,

& &

k&

Hansen, M. H. and W, N. Hurwitz, YProblem of Non-Response in Same

ple Surveys,® Journal of American Statistical Associatiom, 1946,
41:517=529.
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Econcmics&o'/ among 3300 urban homemakers, the following characteristies
were mentioned most frequently by the respondents as being desirable in
the outward appearance of potatoess (1) amooth skin, (2) cleanness,
(3) few eyes, (4) no spots or blemishes, (5) firmness, (6) no cuts or
bruises, (7) no bumpé. and (8) desirable skin color. The question is
raised as to whether those characteristics mentioned most often need be
those which the respondents consider most importants

The most ccammon reasons for preferring a particular type of potato
weres (1) good taste, (2) cooking quality, (3) suitableness for several
methods of cookinge

A majority of the homemakers said that they considered quality more
important than size or price and size more important than price. There
was same evidence that incoame lhad an effect on the answers. As income
increases, homemakers were less concerngd with prices and more concerned
with quality and size. The reverse is true for lower incame groups.

The average per capita consumption for all the respondents was 2.7
pounds per weekes lLow incame families used about 2.8 pounds per person
a week while those with a high incame consumed about 2.5 pounds.

dbout 60 percent of the homemakers said they bought their potatoes
from bulk displays.

The methods of preparing potatoes most frequently mentioned by the
respohdents weres (1) mashing, (2) boiling, (3) frying, (4) baking, and
(5) ereaming.

20/ U, Se Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Econcmics,

Potato Preferences Among Consumers, Us Se Dept. of Agriculture
Miscellaneous Publication 667, 119 p., 1948.
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CHAPTER II1I
PROCEDURE AND TECHNIQUES

Place and Time of Study

The area chosen for the study was an area encampassing 50,000
famil‘ies in the northwestern part of Detroit. It included the area
bounded on the north by the city line (8 Mile Rqad), on the west by the
city line, on the south by Joy Road and the east by Liverncis; north
fram Joy Road to Davison, Greenlawn north fram Davison to Outer Drive
and Schaeffer Highway north from Outer Drive to 8 Mile Road.

This area was chosen for two principal reasonss (1) its relative
hamogeneity in respect to racial makew~up, and (2) its size was such
that it could be sampled adequately by each of the three methods with
the funds available.

The three parts of the studies were carried on simultaneously over
a 12-day period fram the 6th to the 18th of December, 1948. The tele-
phone survey was completed in four days. A4ll the mail questionmaires
were placed in the stores for distribution during the period December &
to 10 The personal interview, handled by nine different local inter-

viewers, took 10 days to completes

Preparation of Questionnaire
Ccnsiderable time and effort were spent in drawing up the three

questionnaires to be used for the study and in pre-testing them. Since
each type of questionnaire causes a different reaction, ceriain types
of questions would be expected to be answered much more readily when
asked by one method as compared to another. Xor this and other reasons

it is difficult to make qQuestions camparable.
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Sixteen questions were asked, in some form, on all three question-
naires. A comparison of the replies to these questions served as the
basis for the response part of the study in methodology. The differ-
ences between the means of the answers to camparable questions by the
three methods was testéd by the analysis of variance. Various group=-

ing were used.

Selection of Sawples

Personal Interview. The sample used for the personal interview was
drawn up with the help of Dr. Roe Goodman of the Survey Research Center
at the University of Michigan. The 1940 census on housing for Detroit
was the source of sampling information used.

In this sampling the census tracts within the area tested were
listed as were their average rentals and total dwelling units in 1940.
The tracts were then grouped into strata according to average rental
and geographic location. <Some allowance was made in order to have ade
joining tracts within each group (stratum). Each stratum contained a
varying number of tracts, a minimum of 800 dwelling units. The strata
were arranged according to average rental value fram the highest to the
lowest. Within each stratum the tracts were then listed in consecutive
nugerical order. The cumilative dwelling units were then determined and
it was found that according to 1940 figures there were 49,494 within our
area., For the main sample, each tract's total dwelling units were re-
corded. Using this figure and the one for cumlative dwelling units,
every 4OOth unit was determined, The block within each area containing
every 400th unit was determined. The number of dwelling units within
the blocks selected were then recorded. In order to cut down on the

expense, it was decided to sample half as meny blocks but tc take two
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interviews within a blocke Thus, it was possible to cuf down interview=
er traveling time.

Within each block the interval for interviews was one-helf the
total dwelling units in that block, making it possible to obtain at
least two interviews per block. A randam number table was used to pick
the actual unit to be interviewed. The interviewer began at the north-
west corner of the block and counted all the dwelling units until he
came to the ome iisted. This number plus the interval gave the number
of the second dwelling to be sampled and so on. No substitution of
addresses other than those selected in this way was permitted.

For the census tracts that had three or less dwellings in 1940, it
was thought likely that same building had taken place since the census,
In these tracts it was decided Vo sample twice as many blocks as for
the rest of the sample., The sample here was to be the block containing
every 200th unit in the 1940 census and to sample every tenth housing
unit found in this blocke The first dwelling was again picked using a
random number table with the number of units sampled depending on the
total number of dwelling units. Thus an attempt was made to correct
for changes that might have taken place since the census,

Telephone Interview. The telephone interviewees were also selected
at randan. The names of the exchanges serving the area were obtained
from the Michigan Bell Telephone Campanye. Then every fiftieth page of
the Detroit telephone directory was scanned and addresses and telephone
" numbers.for each one of the ten exchanges found in the area were under=
lined. At the same time all addresses falling outside the area were
eliminated. ZEFach exchange was then sampled separately, using every 7th

listing. The sample was drawn in three parts. The first part contained



13
200 listings and each of the subsequent ones only 100. It was, there=
fare, really three random samples. In this way it was possible to
terminate the study at epproximately 200, 300 or 40O calls. TFurthermore,
the first grouping was to be exhausted befare starting on the next
groupe Thus, it wes assured that there would be adequate call-backs
before an additional sample was introduced.

The telephone numbers and addresses were rechecked and placed on
the qﬁestionnaires which were to be filled out at the time of the tele-
phone interview.

Vail Questionnaire., The questionnaires for this partion of the
study were distributed to consumers through randomly selected retail
food stores in the sample area. 4n individual return-addressed post-
age-paid envelcpe was furnished with each questionnaire. A& group of
chain and independent stores were selected and bundles fram 50 to 1000
questionnaires were left at the cash register. Instructions were given
in each store for the cashier to place an envelope inside of each cone-
sumer shopping bag until all envelopes were distributed., Therefore,
it was not necessary for a shopper to buy potatoes in order to be given
a questionnaire,

The stores to which guestionnaires were distributed were selected

from Route Lists of Retail Stores published by the Detroit News and

from chain érocery lists. In the Detroit News list the stores are
classified into 4, B and C, depending on sizé, retail sales, location
and similar factors. It was estimated that A stores and chain super
stores did 80 percent of the business, and that the class B and C stores
did 20 percent of the business, The questionnaires were then distribu-

ted to stores selected in these proportions at randcm fram these groups.
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In all, 58 percent of the 11,500 questionnaires were distribmied tarough

national and local chains and 42 percent through independent stores.

Obtaining Interviews

Personal Interview. The personal interviews were taken by a group
of nine Wayne University students. These interviewers were carefully
briefed. They reported to a central office each day to turn in come
pleted questionnaires and to discuss problems. Some of the interviews
had to be taken at night since the method of selection forbade the
teking of an alternate house when the respondent was not at home during
the day. Since the interviewers were well instructed and were paid by
the hour, it was believed that departure from this rule was at a mini-
mme

Telephone Interview. The telephone interviews were taken by the
author and fulle-time employees of the Department of Agricultural Econom-
ics at Michigan State College. For the actual interviewing, two private
roams with tables were rented in the Michigan Bell Telephone Building
in Detroit. Calls were placed from 9:30 a.m. until 5:00 p.m., with no
calls fram 11:45 to 1:00 pum. In order to camplete scme calls, it was
necessary to make them from public telephone booths after 7:00 p.m. at
nights The date and time of €all were noted on the questionnaire as
were the number of times the call was tried and the iﬁterviewer making
the call, All the calls were completed within the four<day periecd fram
December 6 to 9. The average length of time to complete a call was
about four minutes. This time varied considerably depending cn amount

of conments that the interviewee added in answering gquestions.
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- Tabulation and Statistical Treatment of Data

After all the various interviews were campleted, the information
was coded so as to make it suitable for card punching. All answers
were listed numerically or given numerical values. Thus, answers to
certain questions like *What kind of potatoes do you have on hand?® were
coded as followss 1 for Michigan, 2 for Maine, and 3 for Idaho, 'Vihere
gradations were indicated, the designations were made fram low to high.
These numerical designations were used throughout the statistical pore
tion of the astudye.

In order to be able to campare the results obtained by using vare
iocus methods, it was thought desirable to test the answers to the caom~
pared questions by subgroups based on cammonly known and used consumer
classification characteristics and to answers to other questions. Those
congidered were related tos (1) incame level, as indicated by median
rental data for census tirzscts in the 1940 census and by the Detroit News
classes, (2) kind of potatoes, (3) reported family rate of potato comn-
sumption, (4) number of people in the family, (5) kind of store, (6)
type of shopping area, and (7) number of blocks to store.

In the comparisons of the three methods two major sources of vari-
ation were tested. These weres (1) differences in the samples obtained
by the three methods, and (2) differences in the responses to similar
questions obtained by the different methods of interviewing, that is =-
telephone, personal or mails To test for the first difference aubove, tlic
chi~gquare test was used first for comparisons of the three methods si-
miltaneously and then used to campare each method with the personal ine
terview sample. This latter test was considered desirable because the

personal interview sample was thought to be more nearly representative
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of the area than either of the other two, In testing the three methods
simul taneously, very few cases were found where the samples taken by the
three methods yielded & chi=square test that was significant at the .05
level and these differences were not considered largze enough to invali-
date the results obtained by the use of the analysis of variances
In testing the resulis where no significant differences in sampling

2/

occurred, a form of analysis of variance suggested by Snedecor for
use where the numbers in the sub-classes are not equal was used.

Vhen significant differences were shown by the chiesquare test or
analysis of variance, the "t® test was applied to determine which group
averages were significantly different.

Two other types of 1% tests were also used. One type of "t" test
was used for analyzing differences in weighted everages and another
type for testing the differences in percentages. They were used for
comparisons where the three methods were not directly involved. For

instance, comparisons were mede between calls completed during the day

and those campleted at nighte

Presentation of Date

For measurable quantities like the number of days, number in family,
and the like, the averages used in the analysis of variance were derived
directly fram the original data. The tables used in discussing these
types of data contain these same averages.

For the variables that could not be measured directly such as "kind
of potatoes bought% "nome of stare,” and “size preference,® arbitrary
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21/ Snedecor, G. W., Statistical Methods, Applied to Experiments in
Agriculture and Biology gg th ed, ), Iowa State Qollege. 1948,
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numbers were assigned when coding these data. The averages used in
analysis of variance were derived from this arbitrary designaticn.

In presenting these data, however, the simplest way was to express the
actual data in terms of percentage of respondents. Thus, for this par-
ticular type of data, the analysis of variance (shown in the appendix)
waé run on the averages, wsing arbitrary pumbers to designate non-
numerical data while the tabular comparisons are presented in terms of

percentages,

Definition of Terms and Explanation of Technigues
A few terms and practices used in the study need explaining and

clarifyinge

Income Areas. The Detroit News classified the City of Detroit into
five incame areas by ’bringing 1940 census figures up to date (1948).
Only a very small érea was classed as very high and none in the very low
area. JIn the analysis, the two highest Detroit News inccme areas were
combined, All the analysis based on incame was made on this basis. The
three groups then were named "low” (really mediumelow): ®medium® (same
as Detroit News); and *high® (mediumehigh and high combined). None of
the area was clagsed as low.

Mothod. The term "method® refers usually to comparisons among the
three methéds used in obtaining the interview: personal interview, tele-
phone interview and mail qQuestionnaire. Thus, any statement to the
effect that "there is no difference due to method® means simply that
substantially the sawe results were obtained usiné each method,

Chain Store and Independent Store. Stores were classified in two
ways. In one designation, all stores were classified as chain stares

when they had a central bwying organization and two or more of them were
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owned and operated by th® same ccmpany.

The second designation further subdivided chain stores into super
markets and others.

Independent store was used when the same concern owned and opera-
ted only one store. Since it wes impossible to visit every store in
the area, the independent stares were not classified.

Number of Blocks. The distance that respondents traveled to shop
for their potatoes was calculated using a fixed scale of eight blocks
to the mile. On all three questionnaires, the respondients were asked
the name and address (to the nearest cross-street) of the store where
they made their last purchase. This location was plotted on the map and
the distance between it and the i'espondenta' residence was determined
from the scale. ﬁ

Shopping Areas. The Detroit News classification map of major and
minor shopping areas wes used to designate stare location., It was arbi-
trarily decided to consider major shopping areas as extending five stande
ard aized blocks each wey fram the intersection along the main street
and two blocks each way along the cross-street. Minor shopping areas
were considered as extending three standard sized blocks each way fram
the intersection along the main street and one block each way along the
cross-street. Stores falling outside these limits were not considered
to be in a shopping district.

Kind or Type of Potatoeg. This designation refers to whether or
not the potatoes in question were froam Michigan, lMaine or Idaho. While
the respondents' knowledge was probably not infallible, the faet that

most potatoes were either in consumer bags or marked on the displey is

believed to have eliminated most error,.
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Non=respondentg. In Chapter IV, figures are presented to indiecate
the number of interviews obtained by each of the three sampling methods,
4All the subsequent discussion deals exclusively with the campleted inter-
views. "Nonerespondents® refers to the number of these interviews for
which no answer was given or determinable for a particular question.
The reason for this void information may have been due to failure to
recall, incamplete answers, or refusal to give an answer., For instance,
where a: respondent failed to give his street address (on the mail ques-
tionnaire), it was impossible to determine the number of blocks from his
house to the store where shopping was done. He was classified as & non-
respondent. Thus, the category of non=respondents was a heterogeneocus
classification denoting a lack of classifiable informmtion, whatever the

IreasOn.
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CHAPTER IV
SURVEY FINDINGS - METHODOLOGY

The results of the study will be discussed in two distinct parts.
Chapter IV concerns the results froam the standpoint of methodologye.
This includes first of all a discussion of the representativeness of
the samples obtained by the three methods, Secondly, it includes
instances where the results, using an analysis of variance in which all
three methods were considered simltaneously, varied significantly ac-
cording to the method of obtaining the data, Thirdly, it includes relae
tionships such as the comparison of day and night calls, the effect of

possesaing a telephone on certain consumer characteristics, etc.

A Comparison of the Costs, Returns and Representativeness
of Samples Obtained by the Three Methods

One of the weys in which each of the different methods, telephone,
personal interview, and mail questionnaire, differ is in thie degree to
which information was obtained from all the sampled interviewees, Thus,
if a number of families supposedly representative cf the area are chosen
as a sample and the number of those actually giving information were to
vary acoarding to the method, it would seem to indicate the possibility
of one not being as representative as the other,

There were 286 families selected and interviewed by the persopal
interview, Of this number, 277 or 97 percent were ccmpleted.

For the telephone interview a 393 family sanple was selected for

interview. A total of 308 or 78 percent of these interviews wers come
pleted. Refusals were 9 percent and disconnections were 3 perceat of
the total, Those who did not answer their phones made up 10 percent of

the total.
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Of the 11,500 mail questionnaires distributed through retall stwres,
only 480 were returned in the following six week period but mostly withe
in the two week period. This represents about 4.2 percent of the total
selected interviewees and is in marked contrast to the preceding twoe
Part of this low return can no doubt be ascribed to the usual causes of
non-personal appeal and lack of interest. Another element to be consid-
ered here is the fact that questionnaires distributed through same stares
had very good returns while in others in similar neighborhoods where the
same number of questionnaires were left originally, no questionnaires
were returned. There is reason to suspect, therefore, that certain stores
did not bother to diatributé their allotment after agreeing to do so.

Table l¢ A Comparison of the Retwrns Obtained for the Three
Sampling Methods and the Cost per Completed Qumestiomnaire

: Number of Percent Cost per
Type of Survey Comple ted of Camleted
Questionnaires Semple Questionnaire
Personal Interview 277 97 $2.72
Telephone Interview 308 78 il
Mail Questionnaire 480 L o5l

Camparison of Costs. 4An Impartant consideration in eamparing ree
search methods is that of the cost involved.

The figures presented above include only expenses incurred fram the
time that the decision as to the number and method of selection of
samples were made until the completed interviews were ready for analrsis.
Since all the questionnaires were prepared simultaneously and aubjeet t5

constant revisions, the costis of preparing them were considered equal for
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the three methods and are not included in the following figures.

The telephone interview was the least expensive, costing only L4
cents per campleted questidﬂnaire. The mail gquestionmaire cost 54
cents and the personal interview cost $2.72 per completed guestionnaire.
The higher cost for the mail quéstionnaire than the telephone interview
was due in part to the very low retwrns obtained.

Representativeness of Samples Used in Study. In selecting a strat-
ified randum sample for the personal interview; 'census tract rental
information and block statistics fram the 1940 census were used. In
analyzing the results for camparability, one of the first steps under-
taken was a comparison of the distribution of the respondents by rental
groups to see whether or not the three ‘mthoas gave substantially the
same result. A chi-square test was made and a value of 14,60 was the
result. This was well within the chi-square value of 21,026 needed for
significance at the .05 level.

Table 2, Comparison of the Numerical Distribution of the
Respondents by Rental Groups

Rental Personal Telephone Mail Total
(Number of respondents)

Under $29 34 20 33 87
$30 = $39 55 Uy 67 166
$40 - $49 96 79 116 261
$50 « $59 b2 39 61 U3
$60 - $69 9 18 28 &5
$70 - $79 7 1 Ik 32
$80 and over ___2 10 _10 23

Total 2l 221 329 787

An interpretation of the results of this chi-square test leads to

the conclusion that, insofar as the numerical distribution of respondents
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among the rentel groups was concerned, there was no significant differ-
ence among the three samples. It was this fact that suggested the
analysis of variance as a means of camparing the results,

There remained the possibility that though the chiesquare test,
considering all three methods simultaneously, indicated no significant
difference, a similar test comparing any two of the methods might yield
different resultse These comparisons were made using the figures in
Table 2. Results of‘the chie=square test indicated that there were no
significant difference between the numerical distribution of the re-
spondents by rental areas when camparing the personal with mail quest-
ionnaire or telephone with the mail questionnaire. However, a campari-
son of the samples used for personal interview and the telephone inter-
view gave a chieaquare figure which was significant at the .05 level.
This can be interpreted to mean that the two samples are not equally
fepresentative of the same population, Since this difference appeared
when only two methods were conpafed. it did not invalidate the use of
the analysis of veriance which was based on the simultanecus use of all
three samples. The information was used as a check on same of the ree-
gults gotten fram the analysis of variances

In conclusion it can be stated that, when considering all three
sumples simultanecusly, there is no significant difference anon; the
samples obtained by the three methods. The pext problem is one of con-
sidering the camparability of the results obteined by the three methods,
This presents ancother opportunity far camparing the reliability of the

three methods.
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Relationships Indicating Statistically Significent Differences
When Tested by Analysis of Veriance

There were a few relationships for which the anslysis of variance
indicated a significent difference. This section deals with these re-
sults and their interpretation.

Number of Blocks to Stars as Related to Rental Area end Method of

Obtaining Data. The average distance between the residence and the re-
tail store varied.significantly according to the method of gathering
the date, the income lewel, and the rentel areas In other words, when
the analysis of variance was used, each of thé preceding factors yielded
"F® values that were very significante.

As far as method is concerned, when considered in conjunction with
rental area, the average number of blocks (7.2) for those interviewed
by telephone was significantly higher than that for those interviewed
by mail questionnaire (L.8), or by personal interview (L3)

The difference between the averages pertaining to those inter-
viewed by mail and personal interview was significant at the .05 level
(Table 3).

As will be poted in camparing Table 2 with Table 3, there is a
difference in the numbers of nonerespondents. The larger number in
. Table 2 is due to the fact that nonerespondents were made up of those
for wham there was no rental information plus those for wham it was
impossible to determine the nmumber of blocks to stare., This latter
eventuality came about when either the address of the respondent or the
store address were not given.

There was no evident trend in the average of the number of blocks

traveled when progressing fram the lowest rental group to the highest.
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Table 3, Number of Blocks to Store as Related to Method of
Obtaining Datea and Rental Groups.

et
=

Rental Group Pergonal Telephone Mail Aiverage
. (Average)
Under $30 5l 10.2 566 648
$30 - $39 6.6 745 52 643
$40 - $49 3.1 6.1 348 L3
$50 -« $59 303 600 508 5.1
$60 - $69 249 648 640 563
$70 and over 697 1006 Le5 70
Average 403 Te2 h.8 50){-
Total respondents 206 204 269
Nonrespondents lo2 73 211

The average munber of blocks traveled was not significantly different
when the two lowest groups (average 6.8 and 6,3) below $30 and the
highest group (average 7.0 rental over $70) are considered. However,
the averages pertaining to these three are each significantly higher
than the average for each of the other rental groups ($0 - 349, $50 -
$59. and $60 - $69). 41l differences are highly significant.

4 chi-aquare test failed to show any significant difference due
to sampling method, when all three methods were considered simultane-
ously. Other chissquare tests camparing two methods at a time yielded
a chiesquare figure that was significant at the 05 level when the pere
sonal and telephone or the persocnal and mail samples were considered.
Differences in sampling, therefore, cannot account for the very signifi-
cant "F® figures that were obtained.

The significantly higher number of blocks found in the case of the

telephone interviewers may have been due to the fact that this method

gave the respondent less time to answer the question than did the other
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two, With little time for thought, it may be that the address (to
the nearest cross-streets) of the stare where shopping for potatoes was
done may have been given too rapidly and thus erronecusly. Then, too,
the difference may bYe ascribed to not understanding the question as
well when posed in this manner as when asked by the other two methods.
Thus, the best explanation seems to be that the very mature of the

interview, as ccmpared to the other two, may have led to the significant

difference.
Effect of Incame and Method. When considering method in the followe

ing té.ble. it is found that there was a significant difference among
the averages for the three methods, For the personal interview, the
average number of blocks was .9,for telephone it was 7.3, and for mail
it was 547+ The average for each method was ai@ificantly different at
the .01 level than either of the other two averages (Table 4),

Table 4. Number of Blocks to Store as Related to Method of
. Obtaining Infamtion and Income level

-

Income Personal Telepho: Mail Average
. (average)

Low 568 - 1lel 105 93
Yedium 5 o2 7@5 5 o6 600
High 4.0 bol Le2 340
Average 149 T3 567 569
Total respondents 237 234 327
None~respondents 40 74 - 153

The number of blocks traveled to shop varied significantly by the

- inccme level, as measured by the Detroit News. This was indicated by

the very high *F" value obtained im the analysis of variance. In this
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case, as one goes fran low incame to high incame groups, the average
number of blocks decreases significantly. For low income it is 9.3,
for the medium it is 6.0, and for the high it is 5.0. In each case
the difference between any two of these is significant at the .01 level
as indicated by the corresponding *"t% tests.

The chiw-square figure far the above table was significant at claose
to tb.é 01 level, Thus, it may be possible that some of the differ-
ence fround may be-due to difference in sampling., However, the "F*
value was much too high to be explained entirely by this differeﬁcé.

Attempts to explain the difference between the averages for the
methods of sampling led to the same procedure and the same resulis as
in the case of rental area and method discussed previously,

There is, however, a discernible trend in regard to income levels
As one progresses from low to high incame the average number of blocks
traveled to shop decreases significantly. One explanamtion far this may
well be that people in medium low income areas, being more conscicmz of
prices, travel farther in order to shop for bargains. The reasom for
the noticeable trend in this case, whereas none was found when rental
areas were considered, may be explained in this manner. More respond-
ents were classifiable by incame level than by rental groupings. That
is, those who lived on blocks containing three or less houses ‘u 1940
were considered nonerespondents for rental but were inciuded in the
table for incame groups. Including the greater number that were classi=-
fiable into high incame group decreased the average number of blocks.

Thus a trend was disceranible.
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mg ons Related to Method of Obtaining Informmtion
@ glxglg of Variance was not Used

There were certain relationships thought to have methodological

significance, Analysis of variance was not used in testing the differ-
ences. JInstead, two types of *%® test were used. One type of *t* test
was used to analyze differenceé in weighted averages and another *t*
test was used to test differences in percentages (See Appendix A).

The relationships tested and discussed include: (a) camparisomn of
telepﬁone interviews completed during the day with those completed at
night, (b) comparisons of personal interviews completed on first calls
and those for which call backs were necessary, (¢) the effect of pose
sessing a telephone: on answers given to the personal interview, and
(d) camparison of answers given to the telephone interview with the
anéwers given by respondents to the personal interview who had telee
phones.

Fach of thé above is discussed in relation tos (1) consumption,
(2) number in the family, (3) type of potato, (4) type of store where
shopping was done, and (5) distence traveled to shop.

Camperison of the Answers Obtained in Telephone Interviews Completed
During the Day wit oge Campleted at Night.

When the télephone was not answered during the day, interviewing
in the evening was necessary to camplete the prescribed sample. This
section campares those respondents who were not available during the
day to those who were at hame during the daytinme.

Potgto Consumption. Consuwmption, as measured by pounds per per-
son per day, was ‘li‘atle different for persons interviewed during the
day and those campleted at nighte. In the first case the average daily

consumption per person was 0.33 pounds while for those ecampleted at
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night the average consumption was 0638 pounds. A ®*t" test indicated

that this difference was not significant (Table 5).

Table 5. Consumption of Potatoes as Related to Time the
Telephone Interview was Completed

e L ]

Consumntion Comleted day Campleted night

(Pounds per day) (Percent of respondents)

Up 1o «29 55 35

0430 to 0.49 25 40

0.50 $o 0.69 11 19

0070 and over -9 _6
Total . 100 100

A‘verage per person per day 033 0.38

Total respondents 24, 43

Non=respondents 17 4

Table 6, Mumber in Family as Related to Time the Telephone
Interview was Campleted

e = 3 edeers e
Number in Family G%__.%_gxlete d Completed ni
Percent of respondents

2 and under 23 51
3-5 68 47
6 and over S 2

Total - 100 100
Average 36 2,8
Total respondents 256 45
Nonerespondents 5 2

Number in Fgmily. The size of family of those respondents who were

interviewed during the evening was significantly smaller than fcr those
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interviewed during the day. TFor those interviewed during the day,
the average was 3.6 persons, while for those interviewed at night it
was 28 persons, The difference is statistically significant at the
+01 level (Table 6).

Type of Potatoes Used. Both groups, those campleted during the
day and those during the évening. had about the same percentage of
users of each type of potato. In both cases, Michigzan users made up
about 40 parcent of the responses with Maine and Idaho about 30 per=-
cent each (Table 7). The differences were not statistically signifi-
cant, | ‘

Table 7« Type of Pobtatoes Respondents Use as Related to Time
Telephone Interview was Cumpleted

onaragas e
—

oo 50
-

Type potatoes used Completed day Carpleted night
{Percent of respondents)
Michigan 38 39
Meine 28 .33
Idaho 33 26
Other i 2
Total 100 100
Total respondents 231 43
Non~respondents 30 4

Type of Store. There was no sign,ifiéant difference between the
answers fram daytime and evening interviews regerding the type of stare
in which potatoes were bought. In both cases, about 4 percent of the
respondents shopped in super chain stores, 31 percent shopped in
neighborhood stores, 10 percent in the *other” chain stores, and 9

percent from sources such as roadside market farms and peddlers (Table 8).
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The differences were not statistically significante.

Table 8, Type of Store Shopped as Felated to Time Telephone
Interview Completed

= =

Kind of Store G%l%_ted_gy Campleted night
Percent of respondents)
Super chain stores 45 41
Other chain stores 12 9
Independent stores 34 41
Roadside, Peddler, Farm <92 -9
Total 100 100
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Total respondents 227 i
Non-respondents 34 3

Table 9. Distance Traveled t¢ Shop as Related to Time Telephone
Interview was Completed

Number blocks Campleted day Campleted night
(Percent of respondents)
2 and under Lo 43
3«5 . 23 1
6-8 1, 6
9=~-122 5 11
13 - 16 L 3
Over 16 A 26
Total 100 100
Average 7.0 9elt
Total respondents 197 35
Nonerespondents 6l 12

Number of Blocks to Store., The average distance traveled by the
respondents to the telephone interview was greater for those inter-

viewed in the evening compared with those interviewed during the day.
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For those interviewed during the day, the average mumber of blocks to
the store was 7.0 while for the night interviews the figure was 9.4
blocks., This difference is due principally to those respondents who
traveled over 16 blocks and is statistically significant at the .01
level (Table 9)e

Location of Store Where Potatoes Bought. There was almost no
difference reported in the location of stores whether the telephone
interview was campleted during the day or in the evening. In either
case, about 56 percent of the respondents shopped in stores considered
outside of a shopping area. There were about 35 percent who shopped
in stores located in minor shopping areas and about 9 percent who did
their shopping in stores located in major shopping arease Results of
the “t¥ test indicate no significant difference between dey and night
calls (Table 10),

Table 10, Store Where Shopping was Done as Related to Time the
Telephcne Interview was Completed.

e Sh Area Completed day Comleted night
. (Pereent of responients

Ma jor shopping area 10 6
Minor shopping area 35 35 -
Outside of either 1 )

Total 100 100
Total respondents 195 34
Non-respondents 66 13

Sumary of Comparisons Between Day and Night Telephone Interviews.

The respondents interviewed during the day and those interviewed at

night gave almost identical results insofar as type of store they shop,
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location of store, type of potatoes they use, and consumption. There
were significant differences in the number in the family and number of
blocks traveled to shope Those interviewed during the day traveled
about 7.0 blocks to the retail store and had an average of 3¢6 persons
in the family. Those interviewed at nipght traveled on the average 9.4
blocks to the store and had an average of 2.8 persons in the family.
Both differences were significant at the .01 level.

Camparigson of Personal Interviews Campleted on the First Call with Call-
Backs.

A camparison was made between those personal interviews campleted
on the first call and those for which the absence of the respondent from
the home necessitated one or more call-backs.

The cobjeetive here was to try to determine whether or not the re=-
spondents interviewed on call-backs were different than other respond-
ents.s If the answer was in the negative, one might wonder how important
it was to undertake the extra time and cost of several call-backs to
complete a selected interviewee.

Table 1l. Consumpticn as Related to the Number of Calls mmde to
Camplete Personal Interview

e O e A At T —
e o

Consumption First call Call-backs
(Pounds per person per day) (Percent of respondents)
Up to 0.29 50 37
0430 = 0a449 29 35
0650 = 0469 11 1
0470 and up _1o )
Total 100 100
Average 0.36 037
Total respondents 191 80

Non-respondents i/} 2
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Consumption of Potatoes. Taere was no significant difference be-
tween the two groups in consumption per person, both groups consuming
about 0.J pounds of potatoes daily. There was a slight difference in
the distribution of the respondents relative to conswsption (Table 11),

Number in Family. The number of people in the family was the
same for the personal interviews campleted on the first call as for
those on which call-backs had to be made., The average for both was
3.7 persons per family (Table 12), |

Table 12, Number in Family as Related to Number of Calls Iaic
to Camplete Personal Interview

Number in family First calls Call-backs
(Percent of respondents)
2 and under 22 30
3-5 . 70 62
6 and over ' 8 8
Toial 100 1lo0c
Average 3.7 3.7
Total respondents 195 ‘ 76
Non=respondents 10 (3

Type of Potatoes. The interviews campleted on the first call gave
almost identical results to those requiring additiomal callse In both
;'.ases almost half the interviewees used Michigan potatoes, None of the
differences weré statistically significant (Table 13).

Type of Store. There were no differences in the type of store where
potatoes were purchased between those personal interviews campleted on
the first call and those completed in more than one call, In both cases

about 60 percent of the respondents shopped in super chain stares, 10
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percont in ®other® chain stores, and 30 percent in independent stares

(T&ble JJ{.) .

Table 13. Type of Potato Used as Related to Number of Calls Mede
to Camplete Personal Interview

wosemsemsoen
e ——
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Type of potatoes First call Call-backs
(Percent of respondents)
Michigan 47 46
Maine 27 32
Idaho 25 18
Other 1 L
Total 100 100
Total respondents 187 77
Nonrespondents 18 5

Table 1. Type of Store Shopped as Related to Number of Calls lade
to Complete Personal Interview

Kind of gtore First call Cell-backs
(Percent of respondents)

Super chain store 59 65

®QOther* chain store 10

Independent store 31 _29
Total 100 100

Total respondents 177 68

Non~respondents 28 1

‘Number of Blocks to Stare. The a*éerage number of blocks between
the residence and the store was }e8 for those personal interviews come
pleted on the first call and 5.5 for those for which mare than one czll

had to be made. The difference is not statistically significant(Table 15).
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Table 15. Number of Blocks Traveled to Shop as Related to Number
of Calls lMade to Complete Fersonal Interview

Number of blecks First call Call-backs
{Percent of respondents)
2 and under 47 42
3-5 26 26
6 -8 12 1
9 - 12 7 13
13 - 16 L
Over 16 ') —2
Total 100 100
Average Le8 55
Total respondents 171 66
Nonerespondents 34 16

Surmery of Camparigons Between Interviews Completed on First

Call and Call-backs. There were no significant differences in the
responses gotten by the two groups. Both groups consumed an average
of about 0.36 pounds of potatoes and had an average of 3.7 persons in
the femily. They shopped in the same kind of stare, used the same
types of potatoes, and traveled about five blocks to shop.

The Effect of the Possession of a Telephone on the Answers Given to
Personal Interview.

The respondents to the personal interview were divided into those
with and those without telephones in arder to compare their responses
to selected questioms.

Consumption of Potatoes. The respondents to the personal interview
who had telephcnes consumed on the average 0.36 pound per person daily.

Those who had no telephones had an average daily consumption of 0.39
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pounds. The average consumpiion per person was not significantly dif-
ferent between the two groups (zble 16).

Table 16, Consumption of Potatoes as Related to Whether or not
Family has Telephcne

it s e
——— e e

m—————

Consumption. With telephone Without telephone
(Pounds per person per day) (Percent of respondents)

Up to 0,29 48 31

0.30 to 0.49 30 28

0650 to 0669 11 23 -

0070 and over _]_-_;_ ____§_

Total 100 1c0
Average 0.36 0.32
Total respondents 252 13
Non-respondents L _ 0

Table 17. Number in Family as Related to Whether or Not
, Respondent has Telephone

e —— e
Number in Family With telephone Without telephone
(Percent of resp ondents)
2 and under 23 38
3-5 68 54
6 and over -9 _8
Total 100 100
Average 3.6 el
Total respondents 256 13
Non=respondents 0 0

Number in Family. The average number of persons in the family was

3¢b6 for those respondents to the personal interview who had telephones
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campared to 3.2 for those respondents who had nc telephones (Table 17).

Type of Potato. Michigan potatoes were used by 77 percent of the
respondents withouﬁ a telephone and by 4 percent of those having tele-
phones, Equally great differences can be seen for Maine potatoes.
There were 30 percent of those with telephones who used Maine potatoes
while there were only 8 percent of those without telephones who were
Maine potato users. Both these differences are statistically signifi-
cant at the .01 level.

There was no significant difference in the percentage of those who
reported the use of Idaho potatoes (Table 18).

Table 18. Type of Potatoes Used as Related to Whether or not
Family has Telephone

o eeees v
e

I

Type of potatoes With telephone Without telephone
(Percent of respondents)
Michigan Ly 77
Maine 30 8
Idaho 23 15
Other -3 —
Total 100 100
Total respondents 2,48 13
None-respondents 8 0

Type of Store. There was no significant difference between the
respondents possessing a telephone and those not possessing a telephone
in regard to the type of store where they bought their potatoes (Table 19},

Number of Blocks to Store. The average number of blocks from resi-

dence to retail store was 5.0 for those respondents who possessed a tele-

phone and 5.8 for those not having telephonese This difference was not
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statistically significent.(Table 20),

Table 19, Type of Stare in Which Respondents Shop as Related
to Whether or not Family has Telephone

|

e—
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Zype of Store With telephone Without telephone
(Percent of respondents§

Super chain stare 55 67
Other chain store 8 8
Independent stare 30 25
Peddler, Roadside, etc. —1 -0

Total 100 100
Total respondents 247 12
Non-respondents 9 1

Table 20, Number of Blocks to Store as Related to Whether or
not Family has Telephone

v
O

Number of blocks With telephone Without telephone
(Percent of respondents)
2 and under 46 30
3«5 26 20
6 -8 11 20
9 = 12 8 20
13 - 16 4 0
Over 17 : —. -l
Total 200 100
Average 560 568
Total respondents 222 10
Nonerespondents 34 3

Type of Area Where Store located. Abcut one-half of the respond-

ents having telephones and only 18 percent of those not heving telepihones

shopped in neighborhood stares. Shopping was done in stores 1a :ted in
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minor shopping areas by 37 percent of the respondeants who had iele-
phones and 73 percent of those who had no telephones. In both cases,
the ®t® test indicated the difference to be significant at the .01
level,
Approximately 10 percent of both types of respondents shopped
in stores located in me jor shopping areas (Table 21).

Table 21. Type of Area Where Store was Located as Related to
Whether or not Family has Telephone

Type of area With telephone Without telephone
(Percent of respondents)
Ma jor shopping area 11 9
Minor shopping area 37 73
Qutside of either 52 18
Total 100 100
Total respondents 218 1]
Non~respondents 38 2

Sumary - Comparisons of the Answers Given by Those Respondents

to Personal Interview Who bad ond Thoge Who did not have Telephones.,

Both groups traveled about five blocks to shop, shopped in the same
type of stares, consumed an average of .35 pounds of potatoes per per-
son daily and averaged about 3.5 persons to the family, None of the
differences found in the above cases were significant.

Taere were significant differences in regard to location of re-
tail store and type of potato used. INMore than half of those with tele-
phones shopped in neighborhood stores while over 70 percent of those
without telephones shopped in stores located in minor shopping area.

Both of these differences are significant at the .01 level.
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Those without telephones contained a significantly hisher per-

centage of Michigan users and a significantly lower percentage of
Maine or Idaho users than did those who had telephones. It may be
that the people who did not feel like, ar could not afford, to spend
money for a telephone also felt that it was not worth while to pay a
higher price for Maine or Idaho potatees. This may explain why a
significantly higher percentage of them purchased Michigan potatoes.

Camparison of the Answers Obtained in the Telephone Interview with Those
Given by Respondents to Personal Interview Who had Telephones.

The answers obtained on the telephone interview were campared with
those given by the respondents to the personal interview who had tele
phones. This section deals with the results of this camparisomn for
various factors.

Table 22, Consumption of Potatces by Respondents to Telephone

Interviews Compared with Respondents to FPersonal In-
terview that had Telephones

Pounds per Person With telephone - “Telephone
per _day Pergonal interview interview
Percent of respondents)
Up to .29 43 51
030 = 0a49 30 28
0050 = 0469 1 12
0.70 and over 1 _9
Total 100 100
Average 0.37 0.37
Total respondents 252 290
Non-respondents 4 18

Consumption of Fotatoes. Those interviewsd by “elephone consumed an

average of 0,35 pound of potatoes per person per day while the respondents
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to the personal interview who had telephones consumed 0437 pounds
dailye The slight difference in averages was not statistically sig-
nificant (Table 22),

Number in Family. The respondeats to the personal interview
questionnaire who had telephones had about the same number of persons
in the family as did the respondents interviewed by telephone., The
average for the farmer was 3.5 persons while the latter was 3.6 per-
sons (Table 23). The difference in averages was not statisticslly
significant.

Table 23. Number in Family for the Respondents to the Telephone

Interview as Compared to the Respondents to the Per-
sonal Interview who Had Telephones

- With tel;phone Telephone
Number in family ' Personal interview interview _
(Percent of respondents)
2 and under 23 27
3«5 68 65
Over 6 -9 _8
Total 100 100
Average 346 3¢5
Total respondents 256 305
Non-respondents 0 3

Type of Potato. The respondents to the telephone interview and

those respondents to the personal interview who had telephones com-
pared very favarably in type of potato they used. 4about 4O percent
of both groups were Michigan potato users while 30 percent used lhine
potatoess Idaho users iade up about 27 percent of the responlents,

There were no significant differences in the type of potatoes reported
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used by those with telephones who were questioned by rerscn:l inter-
view end those included in the telephone interviews (Table 24).
Table 2, Type of Potato Used by Respondents to Telcphonc In=

terviews as Compared with those Respondents to the
Personal Interview that had Telephones

. With telephcne Telephone

Type of potato Personal interview interview
(Percent of respondents)
Michigan 4 39
Maine 30 29
Idaho 23 30
Others -3 2
Total 100 100
Total respondents L7 287
Non-respondents 9 21

Table 25. Type of Store Where Shopping Was Dome by Respondents
to Telephone Interviews as Campared to Those Res.onde
ents to the Personal Interview That Had Telephones

With telephone Telephone

Type of Store Pergopal interview interview

' (Percent of respondents)
Super chain store 55 43
Other chain store 8 11
Independent store 30 36
Peddler, roadside, ete. 1 _lo
Total 100 100
Total respondents 27 291
Non=respondents. 9 17

Type of Stare. When comparing those respondeats to the person:i

interview who had telephcnes, it was found that 43 nercent of them
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shopped in super chain stores while 55 percent of the respondents to
the telephone interview did likewise. This difference was signifi-
cant at the ,05 level.

In both cases about 9 percent of respondents shopped in "other®
chain stores, about 30 percent in neighborhood stores and about 9
percent from miscellaneous sources such as farmers, peddlers and road-
side markets (Table 25).

Table 26. Number of Blocks Traveled in Order to Buy Potatoes

by the Respondents to the Telephone Interview Com-

pared with Those Respondents to Personal Interview
That Had Telephones

|

i

With telephone Telephone
Number of blocks Personal interview interview
(Percent of respondents)

2 and under 46 4o
3.5 26 22
6 -8 11 i2
9 - 12 8 &
13 - 16 4 4
Over 16 -5 6

Total 100 100
Average 5.0 Te3
Total respondents 222 232
Nonerespondents - 34 76

Ihmber of Bloeks to Store. Those respondents to the personal i~
terview who had telephones traveled on the average 5.0 blocks tc sii..
The corresponding i‘igure for those interviewed by telephone was 7.3
blocks. Results of the *t" test indicate that the difference in the
averages is statistically significant at the .01 level. Much of the

difference can be ascribed to the high percentage of those interviewed
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by telephone who reparted that they shopped in stores 16 or more

blocks away from their residence (Table 26).

S = Comparisons between Telephone Interview and those

Respondents to the Personal Interviews who had Telephones. The ane

swers given by the two groups campared very favorably. ZEach group
averaged about 3.5 persons per family and consumed, on the average,
about 0.4 of a pound of potato per person daily. Their habits in
regards to type of store they shop and kind of potatoes they use are
almost identical,as judged by the percentage distribution of the re-
spondents. None of the differences were significant for any of the
above.

Insofar as number of blocks between the store and the residence,
the ones interviewed by telephone averaged 7.3 blocks while the ree
spondents to the personal interview averaged 5.0. This difference
was significant at the 01 level, The findings here concur with those
reported on page 25 where a significant difference was found between
results of the personal and the telephone interview. Leaving out the
respondents to the personal interview that had no telephones did not

alter this relationship.
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This Chapter discusses findings that are impartant primarily from
the standpoint of potate marketing. It is divided into two parts.
Yart I deals with relationships that, when tested Ly analysis of vari-
ance, failed to show any significant differences. These relationships
are presented in summary tables in the texi while the actual tatles zund
analysis are to be found in the Appendix.

CGonsumpticn Habits and Consumer Preferences for Potatoes

Consumption. The average consumption of potatoes by the respond-
ents to the study was about 0,36 pounds per perscn per doy. The nethod
of gathering the data, income level (Avpendix tables 2l and 25} and
kind of potatoes (Appendix table 26) had no significant effect on; this

average.

Table 27. Incame level as Related to Number of Pounds per FPerscn

per Bay.
Incame level Number of respondents Averase pounds
Low 53 037
Medium 636 0635
High 243 0.37
Total 32 Qe36
Nonerespondents Uy

Is the Kind of Potatoes on Hand the Same as That Usually Bousht?

For eightyethree percent of the respondents the kind of rotato they had
on hand (Michi-an, Maine, Idaho, ete.) were the kind they rercried ti.:

they usuelly bought (Table 29).
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Table 28, Answers to Question, Is the Kind of Potatoes on Hand
the Same as That Usually Bought?

ll

Number of Percent of
Respondents Respondents
Yes 843 83
No 174 a7
Total 1017 100
Nonerespondents 48

A gimilar ratio was found by each method obtaining data, and for
respondents in all income areas (Appendix tables 1 and 7). ’

Type of Potatoes on Hand., When asked what kind of potatoes they had
on hand, the answers were distributed in the following manners Michigan,
}}2 percent; Maine, 27 percent; Idaho, 29 percent; and other, 2 percent
(Table 29),

Table 29. Type of Potatoes on Hand

a— p—ren et
v e

Number of Percent of
Type of Potatoes Respondents Respondents
Michigan 425 42
Maine 269 27
Idaho 292 29
Other 25 _2
Total 1011 100
Nonerespondents 54

No significant difference existed in this proportion when deter-
mined by the three methods where they were tested at different area

levels of incame (4ppendix table 3 and 21), type of potato usually
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bought (Appendix table 1), type of store (Appendix table 27), location
of store (Appendix table 12), iype of conbtainer (Appendix table 2,
and size of family (Appendix table 10).
Doeg Grocer Usually Have the Type of Potatoes Desired? About niue
out of every ten respondents said that their grocers usually had the

type of potatoes they desired (Table 30).

Table 30. Answers to Question, Does Grocer Usually Have Kind

Desgired?
— T Number of = Pe;::nt of
Respondents Respondents
Yes 846 89
No 100 Py
Total -9&3 100
Non-respondents 119

This was true regardless of method of obtaining information, in-

cone area level of respondents (Appendix table 6).

Table 31. Kind of Container for last Purchase

i —
———— s

Kind of Container Percent of Respondents
Bulk 39
Packaged 61

Total 100
Total respondents 1,028
Nonerespondents 37

Kind of Container Potatoes Purchased in. Sixty perceat of e

respondents purchased packaged potatoes the last times TForty percent
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of the respondents had purchased their potatoes fram bulk lots (Table
31).

When tested statistically it was found that none of the following
had any significant effect on the percentages expressed above: (1)
method of gathering data, and area incame level (Appendix table L and
9)» (2) kind of potatoes used (4ppendix table 2), (3) location of store

(Appendix table 11), and (4) number in femily (4ppendix table 19).

Reported Average Cost per Pound -~ Effect of Type of Potatoes. The
average reported clost per pound paid for Michigan potatoes was L0
cents, for Maine it was 48 cents and for Idaho 5.6 cents. Results of
the "t* tests indicated that the differences between the averages for
any two of the above are significant at the 01 level,

The average cost did not vary significantly between the three
methods (Table 32). ”

A chiesquare test on the numerical distribution of the respond-
ents yielded a figure close to significance at the 05 level, However,
this was not great enough to invalidate the analysis of variancees

Table 32. Comparison of Methods of Obtaining Data and Type of
Potato to Cost per Pound

e a——— -
—_— —

e rechgpnncs

Type of Potato Personal Telephone Mail Average
(Average cents)
Michigan Lol L2 369 L.o
la ine L7 Le5 L9 L8
Idaho LTLY 57 526 5e6
Average L7 L7 Leb Leb
Total respondents 191 131 334

Nonerespondents 86 177 16
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The results obtained are in line with the actual situation usuzlly
found in Detroit stores. Michigan farmers, since they have the advan=-
tage of location, can sell their potatoes for less and still receive
the same or greater net farm price. Maine and Idaho farmers have to
transport their potatoes great distances and can only afford to send
their very best potatoes. In order to be able to ship their product
a long distance, they must get a higher price far their producte. The
table and analysis bear this out.

The average cost per pound of potatoes for all the respondents
%o the study was 4.6 cents. This figure wes not significantly
affected by method or income area (Appendix table 22 and 23), kind of

store (28), cor number in family (Appendix table 29).

Table 33. Type of Store Where Potatoes Were Purchased

D Number of Percent of
Type of Store Respondents Respondents
Chain 654 67
Independent 250 25
Roadside, farm, peddler 80 _8
Total 98} 100
Nonerespondent 81

Type of Store Where Potatoes Purchased. It was found that 67 per-

cent of respondents made their last purchase of potatoes fram lccal or
national chain stores while 25 percent of them purchased fram independ-
ent retail stores and 8 percent from other sources such as roadside '

markets (Table 33).

This relationship held regardless of rental area (Appendix table

21), location of store (Appendix table 12), type of conbainer {Appendix
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table 9), number in family (Appendix table 16), or type of store
(dppendix table 28). That is to say, none of the above variables had
any significant effect on the relative percentages stated abeve.

Location of Store Where last Purchase of Potatoes Was Mede. Cf

the respondents to the study, 45 percent of them shopped for potatoes
in stares considered to be in a minor shopping area. Approximately
the seme percentage shopped in a neighborhoed store located outside a
shopping area, as defined by the Detroit News classification of 1948.
Only 11 percent of the respondents hed made their last purchase of

potatoes fram a store located in a major area (Table 34).

Table 34, Ilocation of Stare Where Potatoes Furchased

e ]

Number of Porcent of
Shopping Area Respondents Respondents
la jor shopping area 92 1l
Minor shopping area 386 L5
Outside shopping area 372 bk
Total 850 100
Nonerespondents 215

The relationship was not significantly different regardless of the
method of collecting data when compared by the following classifications:
area income level (Appendix table 20), number of people in family
(Appendix table 19), and type of potatoes on hand (Appendix table 12),

Number in Family. The average number of p-ersons in the family was
Jebs

The following variables did not cause any significant difference

from this averages area income level or method (Appendix table 5 and 8),
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kind of store (Appendix table 16), cost per pound (Appendix table 29),
kind of potatoes on hand (Appendix table 10), and location of store
(Appendix table 19).

Table 35. Income level as Related to Number in Family

=iz _

Number of
Income level Respondents Average
Low 54 3.8
Medium 613 3e6
High 235
Total 922 %"Z"
lNone-respondents 43

Sumery - Those Relationships Showing No Sigmificance. There were

no significant differences between methods of obtaining the data for any
of the following:s

l, DNumber in Family. The average mumber of persons in the fam-
ily was 3.6.

2. Consumption. Average consumption of potatoes by the respond-
ents to the study was 0,36 pounds per person per day.

Je Type of Potatoes on Hand. 4mong the respondents to the study
there were 42 percent Michigan users, 27 percent Maine users, and 29
percent Idaho users.

4o Purchasing Habits., When asked whether the potatoes they had
on hand were the kind they usually bought, 83 percent of the respon.ents
answered "yes" and 17 perceat "no%.

5. Satisfaction with Choice of Potatoes in Store. Nine out of ten

respondents stated that their grocers usually had the kind of potato tngy

desired,
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6. Type of Store urciased fram. There were 6y percent of tie
respondents to the study who shdpped in cheain stores, 25 percent wao
shopped in independenﬁ stores,

7+ OStore Locatione 4s far as location of the stecre where shop-
ping was done, 1l percent of the respondents shopped in stores loca=-
ted in major areas, 45 percent in stores located in minor areas and
4y percent in stores located outside a shopping area.

8. Kind of Container. Sixty percent of the respondents purchased
packaged potatoes the last time they had shopped and 4O percent pur=

chased their potatoes from bulk lots.

Respondents' Quality Ratings of the Potatoes They Had on land

The respondents were asked to rate the potatoes they had on hand
in regard to certain factors. They were to rate them as ®"good®, “aver-
age", or ®poor?., No attempt was made to define or have them define the
three ratingse

The percentage of the users of a particular type of potato who
rated it ®good," ‘average“.or poor® was calculated, 4 *t* test was
used to compare differences in the percentage of respondents who rated
their potatoes as "good¥. Any of the three percentage figures could
have been ¢ompareds. Comparing all three in turn seemed unnecessary and
confusing since each percentage was dependent on the other two. The
actual tables, fram which the summary table presented in the text is
drawn, are included in the Appendix.

Cooking Quality. Only 66 percent of the Michizan users rated their
potatoes as ®good" for cooking quality while there were 84 percent of
the Maine users and 83 percent of the Idaho users who gave their pota-

toes this highest ratinge The percentage figure for Michisun users was
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significantly lower at the 01 level than that for the other two.

Color after Cooking. The percentage of users of Michizan pota-
toes who rated their potatoes "good® was significantly lower at the
«01 level than that for either the Maine or the Idaho potatoes, Lichi-
gan potatoes were rated ®good® for color after cooking by 59 percent
of their users compared to 83 percent of the Maine users and 95 pere-
cent of the Idaho users.

The percentage for Idaho potatoes was significantly higher at
the o01 level than that for the other two.

Table 36. Percentage of the Respondents Who Gave Their Potatoes
a Rating of "Good" for Various Quality Factors*

Type of s+ sColor : :Blem- : “sGenerals
Potato &:Cooking:After sishes &: sClean-:Desir- :

Rating 3QualitysCooking: TastesDefects: Sizeslineas:abilitys Average
(Percent of respondents who rated)

Michigan :

Good 66 59 71 47 sk 59 55 59
laine

Good 8l 83 82 72 63 ol 81 Y
Idaho

Good 88 95 91 78 77 88 87 86

Taste. The percentage of the Michigan users who rated their pota-
toes as "good® for taste was significantly lower at the .01 level than
the corresponding percentage for Meine and Idaho users. There were 71
percent of the Michigan users, 82 percent of the leine users and 91
percent of the Idaho users who rated their potatoes as "good®. The
average percentage for Idaho potatoes was also signific.;ntly ‘higxer at
the o01 level than that of the IMaine users.
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® For actual data see Appendix tables 30 = 36
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Blemishes and Defects. Michigan users again save their potatoes
the lowest rating. Only 47 percent of the respondents rated liichigan
"good" while 72 percent of the Maine users and 71 percent of the Idaho
users gave their potatoes this highest rating. The percentage for the
Michigan potatoes was significantly lower than that for Maine =nd Idaho
potatoes,

Size. When asked how they rated their potatoes for size, 54 per-
cent of the Michigan users, 63 percent of the Maine users and 77 per-
cent of the Idaho users rated their potatoes as "good".

The percentage for the Michigan users was significantly lower at
the o0l level than that for both the Meine and Idaho users.

Cleanliness. Michig.n potato users were least satisfied with their
potatoes in regard to cleanliness. Only 59 percent of them rated them
%good® while the camparable figures were 74 percent for Maine and 88
percent for Idaho. The percentage figure for Michigan potatoes was
significantly lower at the 01 level than that for either Maine or
ddaho potatoes.

The difference in percentages between the Idaho and Maine was also
gsignificant at the .01 level.

General Desirability. The respondents were also asked to rate
their potatoes in regard to ®general desirability®. The objective, in
this case, was to attempt to have the consumers rate their potatoes but
not on any one characteristic alone. Instead, they were to give their
own evaluation of their potatoes, No attempt was made to define for
them or to have them define what characteristics, or to what extent
certain characteristics, influenced their ratinge.

The result here verified the previous individual findingse bBichie
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€20 users again gave their potatoes the lowest ratinge Omly 55 per-
cent of them rated Michig.n potatoes "good® compared to 81 percent of
the Maine users and 87 percent of the Idaho users. Here again, the
percentage for Michipan was significantly lower at the 01 level than

that for either the linine or Ydsho potatoes,

Results of a Simultaneous Comparison of the Seven Faciors Dis-

cussed. The average percentage for each type of potato was derived
from the table 36. There percentages were 59 for Michigen, 77 for
Maine and 86 for Idaho. An analysis of variance was run on the table
to see if these differences, in average percentages, were significant.
Results of the analysis of variance indicate that the average percente
age of the users of Michigan potatoes who rated them %good® was sige
nificantly lower at the .01 level than the corresponding percentage

of Maine and of Idaho users. The percentzge of Idsho users who rated
the potato *gocd® was significantly higher at the .05 level than that of
Maine users (Appendix 4).

It can be concluded that the users of Michigan potatoes were
least pleased while those who used Idaho were most pleased, All
this based on what percentage of the users rated them "good".

Factor Copsidered Most Irportant. The mail and the personal inter-
view respondents were asked which factor they considered most impor-
tant. Cocking quality, taste, and golor after cooking were given most
frequently by the respondents to the personal interview. In the case of
the mail questionnaire over 50 percent of the respondents gave more than
one factor as being important. Of these ccmbinations cooking=-guality
and taste; cooking-quality and color after cooking; and taste and color

after cooking were given most often.
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Teble 37. ZFactors Considered llost Important

Quality Personal Mail
(Percent)

Cooking quality 34 27
Taste 34 9
Color after cooking 12 5
Blemishes and defects 4 5
Cleanliness 4 1
General desirability 3 1
Size 2 b
Cembination of above 4 22

Total 100 100
Total correspondents 249 333
Non=respondents 38

% Less than oneshalf cf one percent.

Reting Given by Respondents to the Potatoes They Had on Hand VWhen Fre-
pared in Various Ways.

The respondents to all three guestionnaires were also asked (o rais
their-pctatoes as "Good%, "Average®, or *Poor" when prepared in differ-
ent ways. This section reports the results.

Boiled. For this method of preparation, 83 percent of the Maine
users and 68 percent of the Michigan and the ldaho users rated their
potatoes as goods The percentage far Maine wﬁs significantly higher
at the .01 level than for the other two.

Mashed. The percentage of the users who rated Michigan potatoes
'good‘l‘ ﬁéé significantly lower at the .01 level than either of the
other two. For Michigen 71 percent of their users rated them %good™
while the comparable percentages were 86 percent for the I*ameuser*s
and 83 percent for the Idaho users.

ﬁ‘ied. For this method of preperatioa all three types of potatces
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were given about the same rating by their users. 4bout 70 percent of
the users of =11 three types of potatocs rated them "good*, There was

no significant difference in the ratings between any~two types of

potatoes,

Table 38. Percentage of Respondents Who Rated their Potatces
°Good® when Prepared in Various Weys®

-~ -

Type of Potato Manner in which prepared
and Rating Boiled, Mashed Fried Baked Average
(Percent of respondents who rated)

Michigan

Good 68 7L 71 51 65
lMaine : :

Good 83 86 73 61 76
Idaho

Good 68 83 76 98 81

Baked. JTdaho had highest rating for this method of preparation
since@ééemeut of the Idaho users rated their potatces as “gocd®
while the camparsble figures were 5l percent for Meime and ji ;«er;ent
for Michigen. The percentage for Idsho was significantly higher at the
o0l level than that of the other twoe

The percentage of Maine users (61 percent) who rated them sood for
baking was significantly higher at the .0l level than that of the
Michizan potatoes (51 percentje

Results of a Simultaneous Ccmparison of the Fowr lethods of Ire -

aration. Maine potatoes were rated highest of the three for boilliur,
and got about the same rating as did the Idoho when the resrondentsy
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served them mashed. Idaho potatoes were rated tops for baking. All
three types received about the same rating when it came to serving
them fried,

The average percentage for each type of potato was again derived
from Table 38. These percentages were 65 for Michigan, 76 for laine
and 81 for Idaho. An anslysis of variance was run on the table to
see if these differences, in average percentages, were significant,
Results of the analysis of variance indicate that the difference be-
tween the three averages was not significant. Thus, when considering
the average rating given the three types of potatoes for the various
rethods of preparation, Michigzn potatoes compared a little more
favorably with the other two types.

This result was at variance with that obtained when "cooking
quality® alone was considered (Table 36). Actually,the variation in
the res;lts is due to the difference in the Wwo questions and also
the difference in the treatment of the data. ®Cooking quality® was
not defined in any way and thus becane a subje;tive valuation gased
on each respondent's ideas and experiences. Anelyzing the results of
this subjective vaiuation, by using a "t® test on the percentages of
the users of each type of potato who rét;d them ®good*, it was found
that Michigan potutoes were given a significantl§ lowér rating then
that far the other two types of potatoces.

The result of an analysis of variance, when the ratings for the
four methods of preparation were considered simultaneocusly, indicated
no significant difference between the three types of potatoes. What
the analysis of variance campared were the averages derived fram come

bining four separate valuaiions, Actually, when each method of preja-
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ration was considered separately, there were significant differcnces
and these were indicated in the preceding discussion. Considering all
four ratings simultaneously allowed far the averaging out of these

differences and explains the recurringly contradictory results.
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CHAPTER VI
DPLICATICNS (F THE STUDY

The econamist is continually searching for better and less expen-
sive ways of obtaining data, particularly as it relates to the action
of consumers or consuming units, It is costly and difficult to obtain
representative and reliable data about consumers and their consumption
habits, beliefs and opinions. More research in this area should be
done. It would increase the value and reduce the cost of a major
research need.

The present study was undertaken with the twofold objective of
comparing the methods and of determining some consumer preferences and
actions as they relate to potatoese The results will be discussed

under these two headings.

Methodology

In the present study, a secticn of‘Detroit canprising about 12
percent of the dwelling units listed in the 1940 census was sampled.
The area, containing 50,000 dwelling units, was racially hcmogenecus,
It was of above average income, as compared to the rest of the city
and had a certain degree of econamic homogeneity. This is evidenced
by the fact that though the range in listed 1940 reatals was fram $1
to over $110, 75 percent of the respondents had rentals varying from
$30 to $59.

A éhi-square test was used to test for differences between the
samples obtained by the three methods., The samples were broken dovm
accoardin: to rental groups based on the 1940 census. When all three

methods were considered simultaneously there were no significant

differences between the sampling methods. It was this fact that
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Suggested the analysis of variance as a way to test for differences
between similar information obtained by the three methods,

By testing only two of the three methods at a time, it was found
that the differences between telephone and perscnal were significan?
at the +05 level. There were no statistically significant differences
between any of the other combinations of two methodse

The data obtained by the three methods was also camparable. In
only one case, that of number of blocks traveled to shop, did the
analysis of variance indicate any significant differences between the
results obtained by the three methodss For such variables as consumpe
tion, number in the family, type of store, and type of potatoes bought,
there were no significant differences.,

Thus, it is possible to assume that when sampling a relatively
homogeneous area or population, certain types of information can be
obtained with about the same degree of accuracy, by any of the taree
methodse.

Qther factars need Yo be considered along with the camparability
of the results, The most important of these factars is the coste The
average cost per completed questionnaire was $2,72 for the personal
interview, 54 cents for the mail interview and Ll cents for the tele-
phone interviews The cost for the mail interview was relatively high
because of the very small return obtained by this methode

In terms of the percenbage of the original sample, 97 percent of
the p.rsonal interview, 78 percent of the telephone inverview and
4 percent of the mail interview was obtéined.

The high return for the first two can be partly ascribed to meking

call-backs including some interviewing at nizht. The very low return
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for the majl questionnaire was due principally to the absence of any
special appeal or rewards for answering the questionmaire. Faulty
distribution of the questionnaires by some store mnagers was also a
contributing factors. Hren though some stares distributed all the
questionnaires, the highest return fram any one stare was about 8
percent,

The telephone interview was campleted in four days and required
the full-time services of two persons. The personal interview required
12 days to camplete using nine local partetime interviewers. The bulk
of the mail questionnaires were returned within two weeks of the date
they were placed in the stores. However, same of them were not sent
in until three or four weeks after this date. It would seem that the
greater speed with which the telephone interview was camleted, made
it possible to describe a given situation more accurately by using this
methc;d. For exmample, people interviewed on the first day may have been
speaking about a situation quite different fram the one existing when
those interviewed eight days later were contacted. Thus, though they
may both be answering the same questions, the answers may be different
because each is speaking about a different situation. This difficulty
is partially eliminated when the interviewing is confined to a short
period,

On the basis of the evidence presented above, the writer feels
that under certain conditions, telephone interview is preferable to
either the personal interview or the mail questiommaire. It is less
expensive, faster, and more convenient than the personal interview.

The percentage of the sample is much greater and the costs less than

when using a mail questionnaire.
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The telephone interview wmethod is most efficient in a situstion
such as that found in this study where almost all the respondents owned
telephones. Assuming the stratified randam sample of the area used
for the personal interview to be representative of the area, it was
found that 95 percent of the respondents to the personal interview
had telephones. Furthermore, for certain variables such as conswmp=-
tion, type of potato and number in the family, the sume results were
obtained when the telephone interview and those respondents to the
personal interview who had telephones were ccnsidered. In other wards,
the amission fram the sample of those without telephones did not sig-
nificantly change the results.

The telephone interview when used: (1) in an area where almost
all the families have telephones, (2) for asking certain types of
questions, and (3) in connection with a questionnaire that is not too
long or too invdlved, offers a very satisfactary tool for consumer
research.

However, due to the restrictions listed above, the telephone
interview is limited in its application and the other two methods cane
not be sumarily dismissed. Both the mail questionnaire and the par=
sonal interview can be used for studies in areas where, using the
telephone directory listings would not give a truly representative
sample. The limit as to the type of question that can be asked and the
necessity for brevity are drawbaclks to the telephone interview that
are not encountered when the other two methods are used. The hicher
couts, the longer period required to camplete a given number of iInter-
views and the bias introduced by using numerous interviewers should

not be overlooked in using the personal interviews The mail interview
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can be used to gather certain types of marketing informmtion foar which
neith& the telephone or personal interview are adequate.

Thus, the problems encountered when any one method is considered
are many. More research needs to be done using all three methods
separately and in combination, More needs to be done in determining
the comparability, reliability, and validity of the results obtzined
when the three methods are used. Until then any conclusion regarding
the relative merits of each can only be tentative and quite limited in

scope,

Marketing of Michigan Potatoces

In conjunction with a natioﬁ-wide study conducted by the Bureau
of Agricultural Economics,z—zj results were presented for three cities,
Chicago, _Boston and Los Angeles. Qf these three, Boston has a warket
situation in regard fo potatoes that most nearly approximates the con-
ditions found in Detroit. A camparison of the results reported for
respondents living in Boston with results obtained in the present study
will be made.

The results reported for Boston included the following: (1) aver-
age pergonal consumption was 2.8 pounds a week, (2) 45 percent of the
homemakers bought their potatoes from bulk displays and 51 percent
purchased packaged potatoes, (3) 72 percent stated that they were
usually able to obtain the type of poteto they wanted, (4) the most
comon reasons for selecting a potato were good taste, cooking quality

and suitableness for several methods of cooking, and (5) 92 percent of

22/ U. 3. Department of Agriculture, gp. gite
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the respondents considered quality more important than price in purchas-
ing potatoes,

In the present study, the average personal consumption was 245
pounds a weeke There were 60 percent of the respondents who purchased
packaged potatoes the last time they bought potatoese Eightyethree
percent of the respondents stated that their grocers usually had the
type of potato they wanteds The factors considered most important in
buying potatoes were cooking guality and good taste. 411 of these
resulis compare closely with those reported above.

Other findings of the present study included the fact that about
90 percent of the respondents stated that their grocers usually had
the type of potato they wanted on hand. Almost as many stated that
the type of potato on hand was the type usually boughte 4bout 66 per-
cent of the respondents shopped in chain stares and 25 percent in inde-~
pendent retail stores. Shopping was done in stores located in minor
shopping areas by 45 percent, in stores located in a major shopping
area by 1l percent, and in stores located ocutside a shopping area by Li
percent of the respondents to the study. Michigan potatoes were used
by 42 percent, Meine by 27 percent and Idaho by 29 percent of the re=-
spondents,

Average weekly consumption for the respondents to the study was
2,5 pounds a week and there was an average of 3.6 persons in the family,
Thus, approximately 9 pounds of potatoes were consumed weekly per family.
The average reported price by the consumers for potatoes during the
period the survey was taken was 4.0 cents for Michigan, 4.8 cents for
Maine and 546 cents for Idaho. Translated to a per family basis, this

meant that, on the average, Michigan users speat 36 cents, laine users
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43 cents and Idaho users 50 cents weekly for potatoes during the pericd
of the studye |

In spite of the differences in these reported prices paid for
potatoes, less than half of the respondents reported that they pur-
chased Michigan potatoes., This would seem to indicate that the price
of potatoes is not the most impartant factar in determining which type
of potato is purchased. It agrees with the findings of the U, S.
Department of Agriculture study previously presented in which the ree
épondents considered quality much more important than price in purchas-
ing potatoes.

The average ratings for various characteristics given by the users
of each type of potato bears out this relationship. When the respond-
ents were asked to rate the potatoes they used for such characteristics
as cooking gquality, color after cooking, taste, size, blemishes and
defects, and cleanliness, the users of the Michizan potato gave them
the lowest rating in every case with the Idaho usually having the hich-
est rating. The average rating for Michigan potatoes, based on fhe
average of all the above characteristics was significantly lower at
the o01 level than that for the other two., Michigan potatces compared
a litile mare favorably with the other two types when prepared in vari-
cus weys.

These findings point out two ways in which the Michizan potatocs
might be improved. There is a need for better grading and handling of
potatces. This is based on the fact that the users of Michigan pota-
toes, as reported in Chapter V, gave their potatoes a significantly
lower rating far such characteristics as blemishes and defects, cleanli-

ness and size, than did the users of leine or Idaho potatces.
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Secondly, there is roum for improverent in the quality of the
Michigan potato. Again, this is based on thc respondent's ratings for
the potatoes they had on hand. Michigan potatoes were given a signif-
icantly lower rating by their users than were the Maine and Idaho po-
tatoes for such characteristics as cooking quality, color after cook-
ing and taste.

A program such as that prcposed in the Michigan Seal of Quality
Act of 191.;9,‘2‘3/!13& it been adopted, would have been helpful in improve
ing the marketing of Michigan potatoes. This act provided for volun-
tary participation by the growers and for establishment of grades at
least as high as the Federal grades. It was to be supervised by the
director of Michigun Department of Agriculture. Certain requirements
made of members were stated as were penalties for infractions. The
grades themselves were to be set by members of the camodity coarmittee
appointed by the directors There was to be a camittee far each com-
moditye

As can be seen, the act had its shortcomings. These included the
voluntary nature of the program, the rather light penalties far infract-
ions and the rather indefinite provisions for the establishment of
grades, and fees to be charged. However, as a first effort in the
field it had much to recormend it. The writer feels that effarts to
initiate sueh a program should be continuede

The second ares in which Michigan potatoes might be improved has
to do with bettering their quality. As was seen in the preceding dis-

@ w e W e 43 WD W 2 G e e @ W B W@ W W @ @ P W W W™ W 0w N o W @ W om @ = o oW

23/ Michigan Seal of @uality Act, House Bill No. 192, Michigan 65th
legislature, 1949.
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cussion, consumers usuolly consider quality more important tazn -rice
when purchasing potatoes.

There is genmerally believed to be a direct relationship between
yield and quality of potatoes. Accepting this premise, the Department
of Field Crops at Michiren State College initiated and sponsored the
®300 Bushel Club®. This venture has been carried on for the past 25
years. Its aims are to encourage the production of high yields and
together with this, better quality potatoes. Memberskip is gained by

-having an average yield of 300 bushels on five tested acres, Judging
by the ever-increasing number of members, the progran is s successful
one,

Another phase, dealing with improving the quality of lMichigan
potatoes, has to do with the greater use of certified seced. Here
again, the Department of Field Crops has taken a leading role, both in
certifying seed and in encouraging its use by the growers.

The actual and proposed programs presented above are by no
means panaceas nor does their adoption mean a camplete solution to the
problems, 4ctually, the problems involved in the marketing of potua-
toes are marmyand complex. No one study on any one phase can hope to
do more than offer limited informntion end susgestions for future re=
search. Before any very definite answers c¢an be interpreted in terus
of a positive policy, research far beyond the scope of this study rust

be undertakens
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CIAPTER VII
SUILARY AND CONCLUSICNS

The objectives of the study were:

ls To compare date obtained by the three methods, personal inter-
view, mnil questionnaire and telephone interviews

2. In conjunction with the above, to obtain information regarding
consumer preferences aqd opinions about the potatoes they use.

The study was carried out in the northwest portion of Detroit from
6th to 18th of December, 1948. For the personal interview a stratified
random sample based on rental areas according to the 1940 census was
used. The sample for the telephone interview was drawn from the Detroit
telephone directory taking every 7th listing on every 50th page for the
exchanges found in the area, The mail questionnaires were distributed
through retail stores in the area, selected on the basis of size, sales
and locatian.

The percent return for each method was 97 percent for the personal
interview, 738 percent for the telephone interview and L.2 percent far
the mail questiomnaire,

In the matter of cost per completed questionnaire it was $2.72 for
the personal interview, 4l cents for the telephone and 54 cents for the
mail gquestionnaire.

Analysis of variance was used for the simultanecus comparison of
data obtained by the three methods. For other types of ccmparisons,
two variations of the Yt*® test were employed, one to campare differences
in percentages and another to compare differences in weighted averages.
These included relationships which also had methodological impartance

such as time the interview was campleted and number of call required
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to obtain an interview.

The following are the most pertinent results obtained in the
study.

l. Methodology. & chiesquare test on the distribution of re-
spondents among the various rental groups failed to show any signifi-
cant difference when the three methods were considered simultanecously.
However, there was a significant difference between the samples used
for persanal and telephone interviews when these two alone were cone-
sidered. This did ncot invalidate the use of analysis of variance which
was based on the simultaneous analysis of results obtained by the three
methods,

2. The analysis of variance indicated a significant difference,
both between methods of obtaining the data and rental groups insofar
as number of blocks traveled to shop. When considered in conjunction
with rental area the respondents to the personal interview averaged
L4+3 blocks, those to the telephone interview averaged 7.2 blocks and
those to the mail questionnaire averaged 4.8 blocks. The average far
each method was significantly different from the other twoe Similar
differences were found in regard to rental area although there was no
vigsible trend. Those with rentals over $70 both averaged about 7 blocks.
Those with rentals between $40-369 all traveled a significantly lower
number of blocks. The average number of blocks varied significantly

according to which of the Detroit News income areas (classified 1943)

the respondents lived. Those living in low inccume area averaged 9.3
blocks, taose in medium income area averaged 0.0 blocks and those in
high inccame area averaged 5.0 blocis.

3. The cost per pound of potatoes varied significantly with tie
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type of potatos Idaho potatoes cost the respondents an average of 5.0
cents per pound, for Maine it was /.8 cents amd for Michimn it was
440 cents. The difference in average cost between any two of these
was significant at the .01 level,

Lo Analysis of variance run on combinaticns of the following
failed %o reveal any significant difference between the methods of
obtaining the date and: (a) type of ﬁotatoes, (b) tyve of container,
(¢) whether the type of potato on hand is type usually bought, (d)
whether grocer usually has type of potato desired, (e) cost per pound,
(f) number in family, (g) consumption, (h) type of store, (i) type
shopping area store located, (j) number of blocks traveled to shop,

(k) rentzl area, and (1) income levels,

5. Comparisons were made of the percentage of the users of each
type of potato who rated them "good* for characteristics such as color
after cooking, size, taste, blemishes and defects, and cooking quality.
Almost invariably Idaho ranked first, Maine second and Michigan third.
For many of these characteristics the differences in thé percentaces
between the three types of potatoes were significant. Considering all
the above factors simultaneously, the average percentage for lMichian
was signifiCaﬁtly lower, at the .01 level, than that of leine or Idaho,
At the scme time,the percentage for Idaho was significantly hisher st
the .05 level fhan that for lMaine.

Conclusion. The results of the study indicate that it is possible
to obtain comparable information by the three sampling methods. Some of
this comparability can no doubt be expleined on the basis of the rather
hcamogeneous group and limited area to wiich the study was confined.

One shortcoming of this study was the limited number of similer
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qQuestions asked on all three questionnaires. Part of this was cue to
the fact that it was felt that some questions micht be answereé on one
type of questionnaire but not the other. The varying lengths of the
questionnaires in conformity with the manner of obtaining the interview
was also a bhandcep. The necessity for expressing each question in vari-
ous ways according %o the type of interview ray also be considered a
shortcominge

Another shortcoming of the study was the fact that the 1940 census
information used as basis for sampling and analysis was not representa-
tive of the actual situstion in 1948 and adjustments had to be made.

A third shortcoming was the fact that the limitation of funds
made interviewing of non-respondents impossible,

The writer recommends the use of the telephone interview for samy-
ling an area where most of the families bave telephones and where cer-
tain types of information are sought., This method was found to give
_results comparable with those derived from using a personal interview
or 2 mail questionnaire. The return from the telephone interview was
quivte satisfactary and it had the lowest cost per completed gquestion-
nairee, The telephone interview was also completed faster than the
other two. However, the teleshone interview has its drawbacls and tie
other methods cannot be discarded.

Resulis of the subject matter portion of the study indiccted that
Michigrn potatoes were ranked lowest by their users wien compared to
Yaine and Idsho for certzin characteristics such as blemizhies and de=-
fects, size, cooking quality, color after cooking and taste, among
others. The conclusion reached from a discussion of the ebove and

other facts is that Michigan needs to improve the marketing of its



potato erep if it is to campete successfully wn its own rerlrts with
potatoes grown in Meine and Idaho, Two sugrestions arc rrs osed 88
means of improving the marketing of llichigen potatocse Une kas to .
with improving ftheir grading and handling., The other suggestiun calls
for a2 continuance of progrums desigmed to encourage increased yielis
and by so doing, improving ihe quality of the potato.

There is a need for further research dealing with botu phases o7
this étudx » Research dealinz with methodology or with consumer prefer-
ence supplies information that is useful in understanding scme of our
potato marketing problems., The data obtained in this study, together
with information on both phases supplied by further research, will zo

a long way toward helping to explain meny of our eccnomic relationships.
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AFPPENDIX A

Statistical Appendix

neludes explanation of stetistical techniques
used and sctual analysis of variance and "t"

where significance was indicated,
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APPINDIX A

Explanation of 3yrbols

a = Number of respondents
b - Average number of blocks traveled by those respondents
¢ - Expected number 7L _ x 206

679
d - Product of bxe

Ar - Number of respondents with rental under $30
Br - Average number of blocks traveled by respondents with given
rental - Dr
Ar
Sum of "d's® for given rental

y

&
'

Number of respondents to the personal interview

Bp - dverage number of blocks traveled by respondents to persomal
interview

Dp = Sum of "d's" for personal interview

T - Total number of respondents
Td - Total of all "d‘'s"

Correction Term = _(_Iﬁ_),z Error Term - fTrf_
T

"4 test for testing difference where F is significant = t = ? - o
(i - my__,.)
"t* test for method - Comparison of Personal and Telephone =

tm -
(my « mp)

- o [ S5 s [%3( 1 ¥ 1) cafi0650 s 25
oy - mp = B T2 "1/ e ¥ ) NP = E
tw a2 = 4e3 = 2.9 = 11.6%

.25 .25

Seme type of *t* test carried on between other method aversges and between
rental areas. The derived "t¥® values were:

Personal and mail = 2,1%
Telephone and mail = 10.0%%

Under $30 and $30 = $39 = 14

$30 - $39 and $40 - $L9 = T.79*
Lo =549 and $50 = $59 - 3.0%*
$50 - $59 and $60 = $69 - 046
$60 - $69 and $70 and over - 3.2%%
Under $30 and $70 and over = 0.42
$40 = $50 and $70 and over - 6eb%*
$50 - 360 and $70 and over = Lo.3%*
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The following indicates how the data furr =11 the relstionshizs
tested by use of analysis of varlauce were hzullsd.
dnalysis of Variance for Table 32 in text: Coampariscn of llethods of

Obtaining Date and Type of Potato Lo Cost per Pound

: Personal :  Telephone :  Mail saverage
Lype Potato : Cents No. Cases :Cents Ho. Cages:Cents ilo.Uases:
Michigan Lol 99 o2 51 349 18 Le0
Maine 4.7 57 b5 39 4e9 89 L8
Idaho Se3 35 5T Al i_g. 97 546
dverage L.7 1191 L7 131 L 334

Table of Variance

e

H ;Corrected Total:Mean 3
Source ¢ d.f, 3Sum of SquaressSqusre s F
Total . 655 28L.e5
Between method means 2 0e2 01 --
Between group nmeasns 2 27h.L 1372 41,6
MxG L 10,9 2,7 -
Exror 647 21478 343 --

Result of "t¥ tests between types of potatoess
Michigan znd laine « 2.4%*
Michigan and Idaho - Q.4**
Maine and Idaho ol O0%%

Chiesquare = 9.32

Need 9.483 for significance at «05.
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Analysis of Variance for Table } in Text: Comaricon of Methsds of

OCbtaining Date and Inccme Level Ares to Number of Blocks to Stere

Personal 5 Telephone s Mail :
Avg. o, P Avg. Noe 3AVE. No, shve, o,
Inccme Blocks Cases : Blocks Cases :Blocks Cases :Blocis Cases
Low 5.8 20 11,1 12 10.5 10 9.3 L2
ledium 5e2 170 Te5 49 5.6 227 60 Skt
Higa LeO 47 6ol 73 ) 90~ 5.0 2i¢
Average
blocks  Le9 73 567 5¢9
Total No.
cases 237 234 327 796
Table of Veriance
.3 s Corrected Total: Mean
Source i Qefe : Sum of Squares i Square s F
Total 797 1518.8
Method 2 71840 359.0 46.0
Incame level 2 66,1 332,0 L42.6
Mx I . 4 13647 3he2  kok
Error 789 618105 7¢8

®t® test valuess
low and High Incane = 9,0%*
low and Medium - Te3%*
High and Medium - 340%%
Personal and Mail =~ 3.1%**
Perscnal and Telephone = 9,6#*%*
Telephone and Mail « 6,1%*

Chiesquare velue for table « 14.88

Chi-sguare needed for significance at .01 = 13.277
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Ilustrations of the two tyres of P{" tests used to anzlyze

differences in the study:

a) "t test used to analyze difference in percentages

o)+ p0) = 1/(_@(1.00-10,) + (3a) (1.00-05)
14 no

t -3 pl - p
E [pl <= Pz)
Example - Percentage of pecple who rated their potatoes "good® for
cleanliness (See Text Table 36).

Michigon = p) = 74 n) = 240
Idsho = pp = 59 np = 378

64(.’91 Do) = [ oTh x.20 4 959 X o) = 4037
240 378

t w ol = 4.1%*
037

b) "t™ test used to analyze differences in numerical averages

te 33 =82
of (621)2 4. (2,02

ay ;-;J ;mz'g Ex)°
n

ne-1>1

Example - With or Without Telephone to Number of blocks to Stare (See
Text Table 20).

With Telechone Without Teleshons

Average no. blocks L0 5e8
Total no. of cases 222 il
£y 1107 bl
£ f;g‘?' 12,173 614

ay {/72.173 - op? o 4303 = 5.5

222
221
= [y - (612 = /102 9
32 - ﬁ? - 240 - l’!"y

10
- - 9 - - = . ,I‘R
& - - 1,17 6ayzLhed | 2 LA

bz S8 =.0 . = 0.8 W42

2 ] 2 ieY
(Le17) o= (1.43)
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~ Includes all tables referred to in the text
where anclysis of variance was used but no
significance was found. The actual analysis

is not showne.
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APPENDIX B

dppendix Table l. Method of Obtaining Data to Whether last Potato
Purchase was «f the Kind Usually Bought by Responde~

ents of Different Income levels,

:Whether Kind: Personal : Telephone Mail :

Incane 3 Usually :Pere :iio,of sPer- :No,of:Per- :No.of:
Group 3 Bought scent®*:Cases scent*:Casesscent*:Cases: dAverage
s 8 3 : ! : 3 8
Low 2 : : : s : s :
: Yes s 17 s 78 s 92 s 81
0 No s 23 322 v 84 ¢ 39
Total s 100.; 22 5 100 ; 18 ; 100 ; 12 ¢ 100
s s s 8 s s s $
Medium : 8 3 : H H : 3
s Yes s 838 ¢ 79 s s 79 3 s 82
H No : 12 s 21 s s 21 ¢ A8
Total : 100 5 190 : 100 s 192 : 100 s 260 ;5 100
: $ 3 ¢ 8 s 8 3
High : s s s 5 H ] H
s Yos s 86 s 90 : : 86 s 97
; No ¢ 4 s 30 s s 4L ¢ 43
Total $ 300 ¢ 52 5200 s 83 5200 & 111 ¢ 120
$ 5 : : H 3 B H
Tetal res:ondents 26, 293 383
Nenerespondents 13 15 97

* Percent of respondents.
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Appendix Table 2, GCompariscns of Methods of Cbtaining Dais cn Kind

of Potatoves and Kind of Container

s s, _Pergonal : Telephone :___Mail :
Xind of : Kind of tPer- :No.of :Per- :No,of:Per- :No.of:
Potatoes : Container icent*:iCases icent*:iCasesicent?:Cases: Average
: : 3 3 s : : 3
Michigan 3 : : 5. : : :
3 Bulk LI 5 R s 47 s 42 : L3
_ ¢ Packaged :_ 89 1 53 : 58 i 87
Total :100 s 123 :100 : 11 :100 ¢ 184 ¢ 100
- Maine H : : H : : : $
s Bulk : 30 i : 26 T T 3 23
s Packaged :_ 70 _Th ¢ 3. 8 ¢ s 177
Total 2100 s 76 100 : 84 :100 : 108 : 100
H 3 H : H H H
Idaho : s s : 3 : : 3
s Bulk : 38 ¢ s 49 ¢ 3 49 3 47
: Packaged : 62 : 51 ¢ : 81 : 83
Total 3 $100 : 55 100 & 90 :100 : 133 : 100
Total respondents 254 238 429
Nonerespondents 23 20 .51

% Peprcent of respondents.



Appendix Table 3.

AFPENDIX B

Camparisons of Methods of Cbteining Data for Kind

of Potatoes used by Consumers at Different Iucame

levels.

sKind of
sPotatoes

¢_-Personal s Telephone : Mail _ :

sPere« sNo,of  :Per~ iNo,of:Per- iNo.of:

NMed ium

1)

High

sUsed scent*:Cases scent¥sCases:icent®iCases: Average
3 : 3 : : : s :
H b : H 3 s . H
: Michigan : 62 : s 47 s 46 : : 53
: Maine s 2 : 35 . 31 : 29
s+ Idaho 2 1 s s 18 . .23 : 18
: Other = 3 = e 3 I
Total  : 100 : 21 100 ; 17 100 , 13 : 100
V s H H H : g H
s Michigen ¢ Ll PR ' R ;&3 s 43
t Meaine : 31 : 28 s e : 7
¢ Xdaho ;3 22 : 30 ;31 $ 28
;. Other .3 s R —l s L2
Tokal s 13000 5 189 200 ;189 100 [ 262 ;10D
s Micuicem ¢ 55 533 ko A |
s Maine s 22 : 30 . , 26, : 26
: Idsho ¢ 21 : 36 s 29, : 30
¢ Qilox o2 S S P S ¢ 3
Toinl ¢ 11000 @ 53 100, 81 100 [ 112 : 100
: : : s : 8 : 3

P

Total res;ondents

Noneregnondents

263 297 387

* Percent of resgpondents.



85

APPENDIX B.

Appendix Table 4, Comparison of Method of Obtaining Data snd Inccme
Level 1o Kind of Container.
' s s Personal : Telephone: Jail :
Incamse sKind of ;Per= :No.of :Per= iNo,ofsPer- :lo.of:
Group sContainer  :cent*:Cases :cent*:Cases:cent®:Cages: Average
H H $ H H H H :
Low 3 : t : s : : :
¢ Bulk s 36 £ 39 £33 : 36
: Packaged 3 b4 s 61 s 67 ¢ : _blL
Total 8 100 ¢ 22 5100 s 18 00 ¢ 12 : 100
H H H H § 3 H :
MedQium H H : H 5 : g :
¢ Bulk s 37 ¢ s 41 s $ 38 : 39
. Packaged :_63 $ 59 1 62 s €1
Total 3100 s 191 :100 s 196 :100 : 262 : 100
High s 5 : : : H HE :
s Bulk s b e s U8 s 4o i
: Packeged s Gh s 3. 52 3 : 060 s ¢ _56
Total : 100 : 56 100 s 83 :100 & 113 : 170
H H H H 3 & H H
3 L' H H t ¢ o ¢
Total respondents 270 297 387
Non-respondents 7 11 93

® Percent of respondents.
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dppendix Table 5., Coamparison of Method of Obtaining Data and Income

Level to Number of People in Family.

®©
»

Incaome level s Personal : Telephone lail : Average
] : (Average): (Average) :(average:
Low 3 36l H L]. . 4 H l}- 0 3 ) Je 8
Medi\lm H 3.7 H 305 é 306 $ 3;6
High s 3.2 s 3.3 : oL ¢ 3e3
Average s 3.5 : 3 3 %% $ Seb
H H H $
3 : 3 ;
Total respondents 269 258 395
Non-respondents 8 50 85
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dppendix Table 6. Comparisons of Method of Obteining Deta by Rental

Areas as to Whether Grocers Have Kind Usuzlly De-

sired.
:Do Grocers : ' :
Rental :Have Kind : _Persomal _:_ Telephones_  Mail s
Areas ¢ Usually  sPer- :lloqof :Per- :No,of iPer- :Nosof:
; Desired? :cent*:Cases :cent*:Casesg:cent?:Cases: Average
3 s : s : : $ s
Under $30 : Yes s 9 ¢ : 91 ; ;s 87 5 91
: No ¢ b t 9 + 13 ¢ s 9
Total : $ 100 5 31 100 : 22 ¢ 100 : 30 s 100
: : : H 3 s s s
$30 = $39 : Yes ¢ 92 3 s 86 3 : 86 s 83
i ¢ No : _8 s os Ao 3 A2
Total : 2100 ¢ 48 3 100 : 44 2 200 K58 s 100
: H ¢ $ : $ $ s
S50 - $49 : Yes : Ol s 92 s 85 ¢ : 90
s No i _6 s : 83 i _195 s : 10
Total : : 100 ¢ 89 :100 ¢ 32 : 100 : 108 : 100
H H 8 8 $ - H 3
$50 ~ $59  Yes i 91 : 88 : 85 : ¢ 87
, : No : 9 S V- s A5 s s _13
Toeal 5 £ 100 ¢ 92 100 5 40 £ 100 : 55 ¢ 100
$ t : $ H : ; :
360 - $69 ; Yes s 100 : : 200 : 81 s s 90
: No Poo= 8 8= % 2 19 s 30
Total $ 100 ¢ 8 3100 : 18 5100 ¢ 26 ¢ 100
s 8 3 : 2 : s :
370 - $79 & Yes s 100 ¢ : 91 s : 92 $ 93
s Ho S s .9 ¢ s _8 : t I
Total 3 : 100 ¢+ A 5100 ¢ 11 3100 3 13 ¢ 100
550 & over : Yes s B0 : 100 : s 100 z Sl
i bo i R0 s Vo= P~ 3 P _ b
Tetal . s 100 ¢ 2 100 ¢ 4L 200 10 5 M0QO
; ; : 3 : 8 3
Total ressoadents 215 221 300
Nonerespy ondeihs 61 &7 180

% Percent of respondents.
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&ppendix Table 7 Camparisons of Methods of Obtaining Lata by Rental

Areas to Whether Kind Usually Bought.

3 Whether s ; :
Rental + Kind s__Personal : Telephone :  Mail _
Areas ;s Usually  :Per~ :No,of ;Per- :No.of :Per- :No.of:
:_Bought scent*:Cases scent*sCasesicent*:Cases: Average
: s : : 3 3 s 3
Under $30 : Yes v 77 s s 83 i 78 : 5 79
¢ No s 23 3 ¢ A7 s ;22 ¢ : 21
$ Total 3100 2 35 100 : 24 $£100 3 32 : 100
: s s : 3 s s 8
$30 - $39 s Yes s 86 3 i 86 s 76 3 3 82
: s No R VI N VI s 24 ¢ _18
3 Total £100 ¢ 52 100 : 52 5100 : 63 s+ 100
: s s s : s 3 :
$40 = $49 s Yes s 87 s : 80 s : 86 s s 8l
: : No s 13 3 _20 3 s 1L s s _16
s Total $ 100 ¢ 90 100 ¢+ 9 :100 : 113 : 100
3. : H : : 3 s s
$50 - $59 & Yes s 89 : : 95 s 78 : 86
: s No s 11 s 8 9 ¢ 2 _22 3 I '}
¢ Total s 100 ¢+ 37 100 ¢ 42 :100 : 59 5 100
s : : : : s s :
$60 «~ $69  : Yes 5100 s s 7L s s 86 3 s &l
s No 3=t s _26 s N VIR s 26
s Total 3200 ¢+ 3 100 : 19 :100 : 28 ¢ 10D
70 = $79 s Yes s 75 s 83 . s 79 @ § 80
: No L ¢ A7 ¢ 3 21 s _20
: Total :100 ¢ 5 100 : 12 100 s 14 : 100
H é H ¢ E) 3 H 3
$80 & over : Yes s 100 s 86 s 90 3 90
s No ¢ _=-_ 3 P ¥ s 10 s 10
s Total ¢100 ¢ 3 100 ¢ T : 1200 ¢ 10 : 100
H H H H ) H H H
H 5 3 H H H H
Total resgpondents 230 250 319
fionerespondents L7 58 161

# Percent of respoudents.
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Appendix Table 8, Comparisons of Method of Obtaining Data by Rental

Areas to Average Number of People in Family

¢ _Persopnal : Telephone :  lail :
saver=iNo,of :Aver-:lo.of :Aver-:llo.,of:

Rental iage tCages :apge :Cases:ape :Cases: iverage
Under $30 :3.3 : 35 :3.7 z 26 : 39 : 33 3.7
$30 - $39 :3.6 52 :'3,6 : 52 x 3eb ;66 : 345
$40 - $h9 igos : 92 a;3.,4 ‘ ol :3.7 : 115 3e6
$50 = $59 :3.1: a7 :3.6: 4535 61: 3.
$60 - $69 3.6 : 9 :3.4 20 :4.0 : 28 3T
$70 - $79 :sezg 6 §3-A;13§3.5;14§ 34
b NERE S SERAE - S

S R
Total respondents 234 257 327

llon=respondents 43 51 153




4ppendix Table 9.

APPENDIX B

Campuriscns of Method of Obtaininz Data by Rental
Areas to Kind of Container.

¢ Kind :_Perscpal : Telephone : Mail

Rental ¢ .of sPer- :llosof :Pere :No.of :Pere :No.of:

Areas sContainer :cent*;Cases icent®:Cases:cent*sCases: Average
s H : H H H H H

Under $30 : Bulk s 3 s s 35 ;28 : 32
: Packaged : _66 3 s 65 s R : 68
s Total : 100 5 35 2100 ¢ 26 5100 ; 32; 100
: 3 H H H é H H

$30 - $39 & Bulk : L6 s : L6 i 33 : 41
+.Packaged : _54 : s _5h s v 67 ¢ s .99
: Total : 100 3 52 ;100 5 52 ;100 ¢ 64 s 100
$ H H H H H H H

$40 - $49 : Bulk s 32 % s 36 3 50 3 : 40
: Packaged : _68 3 Y L s _60
s Total $: 100 ¢ 92 100 5 94 : 100 : 113 : 100
H H H $ $ H - 8 3

$50 « $59 s Bulk s L9 s 5h s T : 43

. 4 : Packaged : _51 3 ¢ _46 s _69 : i 57
s Total : 100 5+ 39 3 100 : 43 5100 ¢+ 61 : 100
5. 8 : : ; : : :

$60 - $69 : Bulk s 56 : s 45 s s 38 3 43
: Packaged s+ 4l : ¢ L85 ¢ : 62 : : 82
5 Total : 100 : 9 100 : 20 :100 : 26 ; 100
H H H H H B H H

$70 - $79 : Bulk s A7 s s Bk s s 43 5 W2
: Packaged : _83: 46 Y4 s Laf
: Totel 3 100 : 6 s 100 : 12 ¢ 100 ¢ 14 : 120
H H g h 3 H H H

$80 & over : Bulk i 33 % 530 s 35
: Packaged : 67 3 LYAE 2 70 i 68
; Total s 100 ¢ 3 100 ¢ 7 s 100 : 10 100
H H a s 3 H H H

Total vespondents 236 254 320

Nonereapondents 4L Rl 160

% Percent of respondents.
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dppendix Table 10, Comparisons of Method of Obtaining Deta and

Kind of Potatoes to Number of Pecple in Family.

Lind of Potatoes Personzxl : Telephone

3 s Mail :Averace
3 s  (Average) : :
Michigan ¢ 30? H 3.6 H 309 : 308
H H H é
laine H 3.5 H 3.6 : 3.6 H 3.6
Idaho : 2 : 348 © 3.2 5 3.3
Average 3 e : 366 : 3¢6 %‘.‘6
Total respondents 254 291 436

Nenerespondents 23 17 Ly
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A°PENDIX B

Location of Store to Kind of Container

92

Camparisons of Method of Obtaining Data and

Inside and : Kind

s Personal

]
»

OQutside Shop-: of

Telephone:
iPer- ;Noesof :iPer~ ;No.,of:Per~ :Noeof:

Mail

H

ping Area :Containerscent®:Cases scent*sCases:cent*sCases: dverage
8 H H H H H 1 H
Ma jar sBulk i 36 i 32 s 24 ¢ 29
sPackaged : _6k s _68 : 76 ¢ s 7
sTotal s 100 : 25 : 100 ¢ 22 : 100 5 45 s 100
¢ 3 8 : s : $ :
3 : 5 s B : s 3
Minor sBulk i 36 s 39 s 34 s 36
:Packaged : _6lU 3 s _61 : i _66 : : 6l
sTotal  : 100 s+ 91 : 100 : 83 : 100 : 212 : 100
H H H 4 : : H H
: 8 : : s : $ s
Neighborhcod : ¢ H H H § H H
Store sBulk : 33 s 38 : 43 s 38
;Packaged ; _67 ;62 ; Y s _62
sTotal s 100 : 115 : 100 : 130 ; 100 ; 121 : 100
: : : : s 8 $ :
$ : 3 ¢ s : : 8
Tetal respondents 231 235 378
Nonerespondents L6 73 lo2

#* DPercent of respondents



4ppendix Table 12, Comparisons of Method of Obtaining Data and

Location of Store to Kind of Potatoes

Inside and s Kind 3 DPersonal

: Telephone : Mail s

Outside Shop~: of $Per- ilNo.,of

iPere iloesof :Pere :No,of:

ping Area sPotatoes icent*:Cases scent?:Casesscent®:Cases: Average
s s s : : s : :
Major Area  sMichigan s 4 : 23 3 s 37 s : 36
:Maine 3 36 i 36 : : 30 s s 33
s Idaho : 20 E s i 33 s t 1
sTotal : 100 ¢ 25 3 100 ¢ 22 : 100 ¢ 43 : 100
3 : s : 3 : s 3
H H 8 H H H H H
Minor Area  :Michigen : 52 3 : 30 i 39 : s Lo
sMaine s 26 : ;35 ¢ : 30 s 30
1 Idaho s 22 s 39 ¢ s 31 : : _30
:Total : 100 s 85 100 : 75 : 100 : 202 : 100
4 H 4 H B H H H
; : : : : : : s
Outside of  :Michigan s I s 36 s s 37 s 39
Area Maine 8 37 s 28 i 20 s 28
:Idaho s 19 ¢ s 36 ¢ : 43 s N3
sTotal : 100 3 109 : 100 : 124 : 100 : 116 : 10
: ; : 8 3 s 3 :
5 3 3 s $ 3 : s
Total respondents 219 221 361
Non=regpondents 58 87 119

¢ Dereent of respondents.
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APPENDIX B

Level to Outside Shopping Area

Relation of Method of Obtzining Data and Incame

: 3 s__Personal : Telephone :  Mail ¢

Income : sPer- :No.,of :Per- :No,of:Per- :No,of:

Level :__Area __scent*:sCases icent*;Cases:cent*:Cases: Average

. : s 3 3 s 3 s s

Low 1Ja jor ¢ 10 Po- s s 27 ¢ 12

- :Minor : 55 s i 67 s : 27 s : 51
sNeighborhood: _135 s 3 333 : 46 s 37
:Total : 100 ¢ 20 : 100 : 12 : 1000 11 : 100
: $ 3 : 3 3 : 3
H 3 H ¢ H H 3 H

Medium Major s 13 : 12 . s U os 3 13
:Minor 2 34 s s 27 i 49 3 38
:Neighborhood: _53 : i _61 s s 37 ¢ s 49
:Total : 100 £ 167 : 100 : 150 s 100 : 225 : 100
H H H H H H H 4
: : 2 : 3 : : :

High :Ma jor 3 23 : b6 2 3 5 4
Jinar : 50 : 45 : 76 5 61
dleighborhood : _48 : : s : 21 : 35
sTotal : 100 ¢ 46 : 1005 71 : 100 : 96 : 10D
H H : $ H H 3 H
: 3 s : s : 3 $

Total respondents 233 233 336

Non-respondents b 75 Uy

% Percent of respondents.
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Apperdix Table 14« Comparisons of Methods of Obtaining Data by Rental

Areas to Kind of Store

. s Kind s_Personal :  Telephome: lail s
Rental s of iFere :No,of i:Pere :llo,of sPere ilo.of:
Areas s Stare _ :cent*sCases:cent*:Cases:cent*:Cases: Average

;. ¢ : s s : 3 :
Under $39 : Chain : 70 3 : 50 3 i 85 s s 70
: Independent: _30 : ¢ 50 : I CR) s 30
; Total $100 ¢ 33 ¢ 100 ¢+ 20 : 100 5 26 s 100
: 3 : : : : : s
$30 = $39 : Chain s 70 s s 62 s ¢ 79 s s 72
. : Independent: _30 : 3 38 s . 21 s s 2
s Total : 100 ¢ 49 : 100 ¢+ 45 s 100 ¢ 58 : 100
H 3 b H H H H H
$40 = $49 : Chain : 67 s s 60 s 82 s 70
: s Independent: _33 @ 4o ;18 s _30
¢ Total $ 100 ¢ 82 : 100 : 385 3 100 s 100 s 100
$50 = $59 : Chain i 58 s i 64 s s 85 s 72
. : ¢ Independent: _42 3 : 36 315 s s 28
s Total : 100 5 33 : 100 s 36 100 : 53 & 100
$60 - $69 : Chain s 100 s 76 s 87 s i 35
s Independent: _=-_ : 2 ¢ s 13 s s A5
s Total £ 100 ¢ 7 5200 ¢ 17 ¢£100 : 23 : 1090
H : H : : : : 5
$70 = $79 : Chain 3 60 s : 78 ¢ : 100 s 3%
¢ Independent: _4O : 2 22 s o= s s A5
s Total $ 100 5 5 5100 : 9 100 : 12 ¢ 100
s : : : s 3 8 :
580 & over : Chain i 67 ¢ 3 33 s s 100 ¢ i 65
: Independent: _33 3 3 o7 s o= s 35
s Total : 100 5 3 :100 : 9 :100s 33 100
: : H 5 3 H H $
Total respondents 212 221 280
Non-respondents 65 o7 200

% Percent of respondents.
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Appendix Table 15, Compurisons of Methods of Obtaining Data aand rimd

of Store to Iind of Container

Kind ¢ Kind :_Personal s Telephone : Mail H
of g of sPer- :No,of t:Pere :No,0f:Per- :Ho,0f:
Store s Container scent*:;Cases:cent®:Cases:cent®:Cases: Average
: 3 5 : s : : $
Chain s Bulk : 31 : 38 : 8 34 s s 34
s Packaged s _69 s _62 s s _66 3 s _66
: Total ¢ 100 : 167 : 100 s 159 : 100 : 303 : 100
$ : : : : 8 t s
Independent : Bulk : 46 : L0 s : 42 s s 42
: Packaged : 5k s + 60 ¢ 2 58 s s 98
: Total £ 100 ¢ T4 ¢ 100 : 103 : 200 ¢ 59 : 100
s : 3 3 s : : $
H b o 3 H . H $
Total respoandents 2i1 262 362
Honeregpondents 36 L6 118

#* Percent of respondents.

Appendix Teble 16.

Kind of Store to Number in Family

Camparison of Method of Obtaining Infornation and

o

Kind of Store 8 Personsl s Telephone & Meil 3 Average
: : (Average) ¢ s
Chain t 3.6 Jeb i 346 ; Feb
$ § ; .
Indeypendent : 3sdt 8 363 s 3.% : 265
A”(ﬁrﬁgﬁ B 3 0_5 H 3 ¢5 é 3 ° é 3 . Z
Total respondents 20 262 362
Non~respondents 37 L6 118
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dppendix Table 17. Comparisons of Method of Obtaining Information

by Incame Level to Kind of Store

: Kind :_Personal s Telephone :__ Mail :
Income : of iPer- :Nooof sPer- :No,of :Per- :lios0f:.
Llevel $ _ Store scent¥sCasesicent®sCasegsicent®:Cases: Average
8 : s s s : : s
Low : Chain 3 66 ;¢ 69 3 5 91 3 i 73
3 Independent : 34 : i 31 P9 i 27
s Total : 100 s+ 21 ¢ 100 ¢ 13 : 100 : 11 : 100
: t : s s 3 : i
3 8 3 s 3 : 3 ;
Medium ¢+ Chain : 69 s 60 3 ¢ 87 : s Th
¢+ Independent : _31 O s 13 ¢ i _26
; Total : 100 : 174 5 100 5 168 : 100 ;: 230 : 100
$ s 5 s : s f '
5 $ : s : 3 3 s
High s Chain i 69 s s 62 i 79 5 71
s Independent ¢ 31 3 : 38 s s 21 s 29
: Total £ 100 ¢+ 48 100 : 79 : 100 : 98 : 100
s : $ $ : : : s
s 2 3 t § 3 i 5
Total respondents 243 260 339
Hon=respondents 34 48 143

- # DPercent of respondents.
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Campariscns of Method of Cbtaining Iuta and Kind

of Potatoes to Whether Kind Usually Bought.

sWhether Kind s _Personal : Telephone : Mail H

Kind of & Usually :rer- :llo,of :Pere :liosof ;Pere :No.of:
Potatoes s Bought _ scent*:Cases:cent*:Cases:cent*:;Cases: Averase
s 3 s : : 3 s 3
Michigan s Yes ¢ Bl s ¢ 79 s Tl s 76
s No s 193 3 21 3 s 293 s 24
:. Total : 100 + 122 5 100 ¢ 96 s 100 s 186 3 100
3 3 s 3 : : s :
: s 5 3 s : : H
Maine : Yes ¢ 89 s : 8L i 93 3 s 89
: o P s _16 s : s i 11
3 Total s 100 ¢ 76 ¢ 100 s 70 s 100 3 104 ¢ 100
3 : 3 ¢ s : s s
3 8 i 3 : : 3 3
Idzho ; Yea o 98 : 8l ¢ : 91 s 90
3 o s 2 s 19 s i 9 10
: Totnld : 100 s+ 54 s 100 5 78 3 100 : 138 : 100
: s : : s s : s

Total respondents

Hon~resroadends

252 28
bd-
25 23 b2

T,

¥ Percent of respondenis.
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appendix Table 19, Compariscns of letheds of Obtaining Data ozd

Incation i Store to MNumber in Fawily,

Inside and :_  Personel i__ Telerhone Mail :
Qutside Shop-3 Aver-: o, of i Aver- : No. of: “ver-: No. of i
ping drea s age  Cases : age s Coses : ape : Cases :Average
: 3 : : : . s :
]“hjor At’ea H 3.3 $ 2_5 H 3.6 .8 22 H 303 ¢ 16 H 3.1’4
H 8 H 3 H H &
Minor Area ¢ 3e0t 89 3 2.5 & 83 1 3.6 : 210 s 3.6
H $ H H H H H
Qutside of 3 H : .3 3 : :
Area i 3658 1LE 5 3.6 ¢ 130 3 36 : 125 3.6
Average s 345 ¢ 5346 3 t3,6 ¢ ¢ 3.6
§ H H H H L
Total respondents 292 235 380
Non=respondents 45 73 100

Appendix Table 20, Camparison of Method of Obtaining Data and Whether

Tnside or Qutside Shopping Area tc Kind of Store

Shopping areasKind of StoresPersonal : Telephone ¢ JMail s Average
¢ s (Percent of respondents) '
: s ¢ 3 :

1l jor ;Chain : 96 73 : 87 s a6
sIndependent 4 21 s 13 i
:Total 8 100 100 3 100 : 100

Minor :Chain 8 79 78 : 9 &7
sIndependent : _21 22 : 6 3
;Total 3 100 lo0 P 100 s 100

Neighborhood :Chain S B 58+ 69 i 63
sIndependent 32 k2 O ) S i
gTOtal 1 100 : lOO H lOO 1 100
H $ M 3 H

Total respondents 233 235 8L

Non-respondents L 73 94
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Appendix Table 21, Camperisons of Methods of Ubtainiag Data by Rental

Areas to Xind of Potatoes Used

: s_Personal i Telephone: lail :
Rental :Kind of sPer~ :llo.of :Per- :No.of sPer- :No.of:
Areas iPotatoes  scent*:Cases:cent®:Casesscent*:Cases: Averace
: : : : 8 : s :
Under $30 :Michigan s 55 : i U6 s : 56 : : 53
: :lbine s 26 : 25 r 22 s : 2l
¢+ Idaho i 18 3 25 3 s 22 : 3 2”1
s Other s o1 s _ Lo ¢ =3 3 _Z
: Total: 100 ¢ 34 : 100 : 24 : 100 : 32 100
$30 = $39 sMichigan 55 ¢ s 41 ¢ 8 49 s 3 48
‘ :Maine i 21 3 3 38 s s 1 e : 2l
¢« Idaho s 20 s s 19 st 33 8 25
: Other t _ Lo 2 s _ 4 : _3
: Total: 100 : 51 : 100 : 52 5 100 : 63 : 100
$40 ~ $49 llichizan ¢ 38 : s 41 s 37 : : 39
: :Maine ¢ 37 s 28 s : 27 s : 30
:Idaho : 23 : ¢ 31 s s 33 s s 29
s Other s 23 P = % ¢ __3 s H 2
: Totals 100 ¢ 92 s 200 ¢ 92 : 100 : 113 : 100
$5C = $59 Michigan s 50 8 33 ¢ R IT : Lz
sMaine s 2L s i 33 ¢ s 28 s s 29
s Idaho s 24 ¢ 5 31 i 23 3 26
sUther P2 i 3 i3 ¢ : 3
: Total: 100 & 34 :100 : 42 : 100 ¢ 60 : 100
$60 - $69 Michigan s 62 : s 20 s 43 s : 56
dMaine i 38 ¢ i Lo : 1o s 27
sldaho i - s s LO s 36 : 32
:0ther Po= ¢ 8~ ¢ s 1 s s _3
5 Totals 100 ¢ 8 : 100 ¢+ 20 : 100 ¢ 28 : 100
$70 - $79 Michigan  :+ 50 : 50 s 43 s 3 L7
daine s 17 ¢ 3 8 s ;22 5 15
sldaho i 33 s L2 s 28 s 34
1Other § =t b=t s T ¢ H 3
$ Totals 100 ¢ 6 3 200 : 12 :100 s 1L 100
$30 ¢ over sMichigam ¢+ 34 s 42 e s 30 s 52
JlMaine 3 33 529 & : 20 : 26
:Idaho ¢ 033 s 29 : Lo H 37
sOther o=t P =2 s 10 s _5
: Totals 100 ¢ 3 ¢ 100 ¢ 7 & 100 ¢ 10 3 G0
s : s $ $ : : :
Total respondents 228 245 320

ljonerespondents 49 59 166




Appendix Table 22,

aclTILIL B

Income level to Cost rer Pound

Camparisons of Methods of Obteining Leta znd

:__Perscnal :__Telephone Mail s
Jncome level: cents:Numbers cents:Number: cents:Number: A4verace Cents
- H H H s 3 H H
Low 8 5.0 5 20 : 58 : 4 : La7 i 11 Fel
- H H H H H H H
Ved ium $ 0 4u 2138 : 49 i 90 : Le7 : 210 L6
3 s s 3 3 : :
High 3 Leb s W4 s LB 38 1 L6 s 88 L7
Average: L.5 3 ¢ be9 s L7 s 4.7
H H H H H ) H
$ 3 i 3 3 3 3
Total respondents 202 132 308
Nenerespondeats 75 176 172

Appendix Table 23,

Areas to Cost per Pound

Comparisons of lMethods of Obtaining

Data by Rental

s_Personal s  Telephone Mail 3
Rental Areass centsiNumber: cents:Number: cents:Number: Average Cents
H H H H H $ H
Under $30 H h-o_s H 31 H l{,.B H 7 H 1}06 H 28 § hoé
H $ é H H H H
$30 - $39 i Ll.3t 38 3 L6 : 26 + LB 47 Leb
: $ s ¢ : s s
$40 - 49 s he5 s 6L ¢ DLe8 : A0 s L8 s 93 L7
$50 = $59 s Lo7 s 29 s 43 s 21 s lhe5 ¢ ML o+ L5
. s : 3 : H s 5
$60 = $69 2 L0 s B8 ¢ 4ol : 11 s L5 ¢ 23 5 Le3
H H 3 H H B H
70 & over : Selb ¢ 5 ¢ He2 : 7 3 LeS s 17 s L8
sverage s Lo5 3 s Leb 3 s 47 S IN
¢ $ 5 $ s s $
Total respondents 172 112 ’ 252
Non=respondents 105 196 228
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APTINDIX B

Appendix Thable 2L, Relation of Method of Obtaining Data and Rental

Area to Number of Pounds Per Person ier Iey

3__FPersonal i Telephone bail :
Rental Areas :pounds:number spounds:numberspounds:nunbers Average
& H S H H H 3
Under $30 o oWi2 5 3L 2 W54 : 263 W39 : 31 s oLl
3 : s i ; : 3
$30- $39 ¢ W37 s 52+ W37 52 Wb i 63 2 WO
H 3 H H H $ H
SO - $49 : W34t 91 s W31 87 ¢ 4365 112 o34
$50 « $59 s W35 37 ¢ o35 : L2 395 55 3 W37
. H b b H H H H
$60 - $69 t W33 : 8 3 <293 19 WJLb: 26 «39
. H H é H & 6 )
$70 & over ¢ 39t 9 : 31 21 o35 22 W34
Average & W10 : s &35 ¢ «39 s : «33
é 3 H s H) H $
i 3 & @ 3 ¢ B
Total respendents 231 247 309

Monerespondents L6 61 171
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Appendix Table 25, Coamoarison of Method of Chtainiag Daba and
Incane Level to llumber of Founds [er lersan

ser lay.

Incame level : Personal Talephone Mail Average
, f s (Pounds) f s
Low T S S e
Yedium L 36 36+ .33 .35
Average 37 : 35 : .35 36
: : ; ;
Total respondents 268 291 373
Monerespondents 9 17 107

Appendix Table 26, Comparisons of Methods of Obtaining Data and Kind

of Potatoes to Pounds Per Ferson Per Day

Kind of : __Personal ¢  Telephone : Mail :
Potatoes s pounds:number: pounds:number: pounds:number:; average
s 3 3 3 3 : H
Michigan 5 37 ¢ 125 & o363 115 : 436 s 189 o36
3 H i H H H $
liaine i 36 s 76 & W3Lh s 84 s W35 3 109 35
3 H H H 3 3 H
Idaho s 37 ¢ 56 1 .30 ¢ 92 33_2 s W2 3 o34
Average i 37 ¢ $ o3l s s 30 $ 035
3 : 3 3 3 3 H
3 3 3 $ s g g
Total respondents 257 291 440

Non~resgondents 20 17 40
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APPINDIX B

Appendix Table 27. Comparisons of lMethods of Obtaining Data and

Type of Potatoes to Kind of Store.

: H $ H

Type of Potatoes:Type of StoresPergonals;Telephones liail 3 Average
s (Percent of respondents) :
H . H H s H
Michigan : Chain s 0 s+ S5hL 77 3 67
s Independent ¢ 30 ¢ 46 :_23 i 33
: Total s 100 : 100 s 100 ¢ 100
H H H H H
: : : 5 :
Maine s Chain s T4 s o, s 92 : 76
: Independent 3 s 36 :_38 s 2
: Total s 100 s 200 3 100 : 100
s : : s :
. : : : :
Idaho : Chain ;. 62 : 68 s 36 : 72
¢ Independent : _38 : _32 ¢ _1l4 ¢ 28
s Total s 100 : 100 ¢ 100 s 10
3 H 8 H H
3 : $ : :
Total respondents 229 240 366

Non=respondents L8 68 11
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dppendix Table 28, Comparisons of Methods of Obtzining Data -nd Tvre

of Store to Reported Cost Fer ound of Potatoes

° H

[

Irpe of Store : Fersomal : Telephone : Mail s Averape
s (Cost per pound in cents) :
Chain H 405 H 408 H 1}08 H 407
H ] H &
Independent 8 Leb 4.8 : 5.1 49
Average : 4. s 4.8 3 Leo 47
s $ s s
Total respondents 183 122 285
Non~-respondents 9l 186 195

dppendix Table 29. Coamparisons of Methods of Obtaining Data and Number

in Family to Reported Cost per Pound of Potatoes

H H

Number in Familys Personal: Telephone : Mail dveragce
§ (Cost per pound in cents) 3
3 s : :

Under 2 : Le9 s Le7 8 560 3 L 49
3 3 s :

3 - 5 H L’.nI.L 3 406 H hb? é 1.].06
H ] ‘ H H

6 and over : Lo ¢ Lo 3 4e3 ¢ o2

Average L.5 Lo H Le7 ¢ b o

H H H $

Total respondents 202 138 349

Nonerespondent s 75 170 131
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ArPNDIX B

Appendix Table 30. Comparison of Methods of Obtaining Data and Xind

of Potatoes to Color After Cookinge.

Kind of s___Pergsonal s Telephone : Mail :
rotatoes sPercent sNumberPercent sNumber ;Percent:liuabers Average
: 3 s : : 5 H
Michigan $ : : s t s
Poor 3 9 ¢ 11 s 11 : 13 s 20 s 29 13
Average ¢ 26 ¢ 33 s+ U + 16 32 45 28
Good s 65 + Bl s 75 ¢+ 86+ 48 s _69 59
Total 3 100 s 125 & 100 : 115 s 100 s 143 : 100
3 3 : : s : :
: 3 $ : : 8 5
laine H H ¢ ¢ 8 H H
Poor 3 L + 3 - % -3 3 8 3 % 2
dverage ¢ 8 +# 6 ¢ 11 : 9: 25 3 21 15
Jood s 08 ¢+ 67 ¢+ 89 + _Th: 72 s _62 : 83
Total ¢ 100 ¢ 7 ¢ 200 s 83 s 100 ¢ 86 100
3. : 3 : s : ;
: 5 5 : : ¢ :
Iivho i i $ : : s :
Foor H - ¢ - % - 3 -3 - - 3 -
Averuce L 2 3 3 3 7 + 8 5
Good ¢ 9 +.853 :+ 97+ 8B £ 99 ¢ 95
Totsl 3 100 s 55 ¢ 100 ¢ 91 : 100 : 107 100
$ : H ¢ : 5 :
. : : 3 3 : 8 8
“otal respondsnts 256 289 236

Nuneregrondoents 2l 19 uy
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Appendix Table 31, Campariscn of Methods of Obtaining lata and XKind

of Potatoes to Rating for Cleanliness.

Kind of :__Personsl :__Telephone : Mail s
Potatoes sPercent sNumber:Percent :Number:Percent :lfumber: average
$ s s i s : 3
Michigan 3 H H : 8 s :
Poor s 6 s 8 2 ¢ 2 11 : 1.6 7
Average : 30 : 37 + 17 ¢ 20 s 52 s 71 34
Good : b4 ¢ 8 s+ 8 +_ 93 : 37 :_ 851 s+ 59
Total ¢ 100 3 125 ¢ 100 : 115 : 100 : 138 : 100
3 3 s : 5 8 3
: : 8 : s : :
Maine 3 s : : 5 3 s
Peor : 3 s 2 5 3 h 3 3
Average 8 ¢+ 6 s+ 15 o+ 13 s 46 : 37 23
Good i 89 + 68 :+ 81 s _68 : 50 : _4Oo : i
Total ¢ 160 s 76 ¢ 100 s 84 : 100 : 80 100
3 H H H H H 3
Idaho H B H 3 3 : 5 .
Poor 3 L s 2 1 3 1l - : 1 i
Average 7T s b4 T s 1 5 £ 2 22 11
Good s 89 49 ¢ 98 ¢ 89 s« I8 s _ 77 :+ _E8
Total s 100 : 55 ¢+ 100 3 91 ¢ 100 s 99 100
H 2 H H H H :
s ¢ s 8 3 s 3
Other $ : 3 H $ 3 5
Poor 3 - N - 2 - 3 10 : 1 5
Average : 28 : 2 :+ 25 s+ 1 ¢ 0 & 1 19
Good ¢+ 72 :+_.5 + I3 +._.3 : B2 :_8 s _jb
Total s 100 H 7 s 100 : L 100 : A0 100
H H M 3 s H H
H H & . i H §
Total respondents 263 294 527
Non-respondents 1 1 153
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Appendix Table 32 Comparisons of Methods of Obtaining Deta and Kind

of Potatees to Rating for Size.

Kind of s___ Personal s _Telephone 3 il :
Potatoes sPercent :Number:Percent sNumber:Percent sNumber: Average
: : : Cs : : 3
Michigan : H H .8 3 3 ;
Poar 3 2 3 - 3 = 3 15 : 20 1 6
dverage : 43 s+ 54 ¢« 24 ¢ 27 + 50 : 67 : Lo
Good i 55 s+ 68 ¢+ 76 + 87 : 35 ¢ 46 s 54
Total : 100 125 : 100 s 11} s 100 : 133 : 100
s : : : s s $
H $ H H H H H
Maine s H : 8 : s H
Poar H 1 s+ 1 « 3 1 3 L} ¢ 3 2
Average &+ 29 s 22 & 31 s+ 26 s 44 o 34 3 35
Good < R T - T R
Total s 100 : 76 s 100 : 83 ¢ o0 : 77 s 100
3 H 3 : $ : ¢
: 3 s $ s : s
ldaho 8 3 : $ s ¢ :
Pocy s I R 2 &+ 2 b s 4 s 2
Average 5 18 ¢ 10 i+ Y s+ 13 : 29 27 21
Good ¢+ 82 45 ¢ 84 s 76 : 67 : 63 1 7
Total s 100 s B s 100 ¢ 91 ¢ 100 : 94 : 100
3 3 3 3 : s ;
s 3 s s s s s
Other Potatoes H : i 8 H 3
Poor s 14 1 s 20 s 1 9 s 1 & AU
Average ¢ 28 s 2 ¢ 20 ¢ 1 ¢ 13 s 2 : 23
Good : 58 s _ bk o+ 60 :_2 : 73 :_8 : _b4
Totel ¢ 0 7 s O 4 : 100 ; 11 : 100
3 $ : $ ¢ s s
Total respondents 263 292 315

Nonerespondents u 16 165
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APFENDIX B

Appendix Table 33. Comparisons of Methods of Obtaining Data and Kind

of Potatoes $o Rating for Blemishes and Defects.

Kind of i___Personal s___Telephone 3 iail :
Potatoes sPercent sNumberiPercent sNumber:Percent :Number: Average

H H

;. : $ : :

Michigan 8 : 8 s 3 : :
Poor 1L 5 13 6 T7: 24~ : 28 : 14
Average ; L0 ; 50 . 24, 28, 53 ; 61 : 39
Good s A9 o 61 . 70, 80, 23 _?;g. s 47
Total , 100 12, , 10 , 115,; 100 ; 116 ; 100

$ : : $ : : 3
' : : s s s s :

Maine s $ ¢ .8 H 3 $
P (010} o : l. 3 1 ¥ 3 3 2 H 2 ] 1 H 2
Average 4 20 15 . 20 ; 17: 44 . 23 ; 26
Geod : 19 9+ 80 . 17 s 65. Sk s 28 . 72
Total , 100 , 76 , o0 ., 8 . 100 ; 52 ; 100

3 3 : s s : s
s H H H H H H
Idaho : : s s ; : :
Poor 3 2 3 1l 3 2 ] 2 2 s 1 ; 2
Average , 20 ¢ 1 , 16 ; W, L& , 30 ; 27
Good s 18 . 43 . 8 ; Ih.¢ 50 _.23: s Iy
Totzl ;100 i 5 s 100 s 90 ; 100 3 2 3 100
3 s : : : : 3
: 5 5 3 3 8 :

Uther Potatoes P s : 3 H 5
Foor . M j-}: : 2; : ; 3 11'; 3 ;. : :L":;
Average o ¢ D s : : :
Goodag 3 2 s 5 . I8 3: 8 _6 . _78
Total s 100 7 o 100 b w00 ; 7 . W00

s 3 3 : 3 : :
2 5 3 i - i &
Total respondents 262 293 237

Hon=respondents 15 15 243




sNumber sAverage

Mail

et ittt

umber s:’ercent

. B
Telephone

e o—

a3 6 @

ALl
umbersPercent :Mi

v

Campariscns of Methods of Obtaining Data and Iind
N

of Potatces to Rating for Taste

Pergonal

sTercent :

Iy
@

rarcom

Appendix Table 3l

KXind of
Potatoes
Miehigan

g

I ey ¥ 48 <o ae 3

O 2/0_14

46 o8 S8 3% @9 @ o

<0 o]o
293

os e % 83 aa se

© 85
~§

@ wa *? oF 8 W

O o
~ OO
~

SaY¥sa T

olN
l

°® w2 9 95 ca &

é
H
H
°
4
$

Poor
Average
Good
Total

s 00 %G

as

e X sa e &0

h.Ofo_
1

I W& ag o8 &

SEE

«“w M co e 3

laine
Poor
Average
Good
Total

aa ¥

s

ELY

Average

Foor
Good
Total

Idaho

LY

3

a6

Average
Good
Total

Oshe Potatoes
Poor

o oy

»9

ay O

304
176

17

291

261
16

Total respondents
Non=respondents



AFTENDIX B

111

4dppendix Table 35. Comparisons of Methods of CObtaining Data and

Kind of Potatces to Cooking Quality.

: s_Personal s Telephone: Mail s
¥ind of 1 Cooking  :Pere :lo.of :Per- :No.of :Per=- :lio.of:
Potatoes : Quality :cent*:Cagses:cent#;Cases:cent*:Cases: Average
3 s 3 : : : s :
Michigan : Poor s 23 s 6 s 10 : 6
: Average s+ 24 s 17 5 39 s $ 28
s Good 7L s s 77 ¢ LY 3 66
: Total ¢ 100 s )24 100 s 115 : 100 s 158 ¢ 100
: H : 3 : : H :
s : 3 s s : 3 : :
lleine 3 Poor ER R ¢ = 3 s 3 H 2
s Average : 9 s 6 3 s 26 3 $ 1
3 Good s _90 s 9L s s 71 s H 8L
: Total ¢ 100 & 76 :100 s 83 s 100 : 95 : 100
3 ¢ H 3 ¢ : s 5
s : ; g $ $ : :
Idaho s Poor 2 = s 5 2 5 2 s H 2
: Average 3 16 i 5 s s 11 s : 10
: Good :  8Y 5. 93 ¢ 87 3 $ 38
: Tobzl : 300 ¢ 55 100 : 91 & 100 ; 10 ¢ 100
H H H H H H H 5
3 : : : H $ $ $
Total respendents 255 289 362
Honerespondents 22 19 118

¢ Peyvoent of respondents.
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AoPTNDIX B

Appendix Table 35, Comparisons of Methods of Obtaining Deta aud

Kind of Potatoes to Rating for Gemeral

Desirability,
tind of H Personal s Telephone : k=il
Potatoes :Percent :lumber:Percent :lumber:Ferce.t :Humber; average
3 3 s $ $ $ :
Michigan 3 H 4 3 : s H
Poor : 3 3+ 3 6 ¢ 7 s 16 s 17 s G
Average : 38 : 37 ¢ 22 s 25 s L9 s 51 : 36
Good ¢ K9 s+ A7 ¢+ 72 s+ 83 : _35 s 37 ¢ _8%
Total ¢ 200 . 97 &+ 100 ¢ 115 ¢ 10 s 105 100
4 8 s : : s :
Ilaine H 8 g : s : H
Poor s 2 1 2 ¢ 2 3 3 & 2 2
Average : 4 ¢+ 2 s 16 s 13 s+ 29 s+ 18 & 17
Good : .94 ¢ 851 : 82 s+ 68 ¢ 68 : 42 : Bl
Total &+ 100 ¢ 54 ¢ 100 : 83 ¢ 100 s 62 : 100
H 3 5 3 s : s
Idaho $ § 3 H 5 5 H
Poor 3 - g - g 1 1 - g 1l -
Lverage s 3 ¢ L 11 ¢ 0 ¢ 17 s 12 . 13
Good s 9k 3 39 86 s+ 72 ¢+ 83 ¢ _ 859 ¢ 87
Total ;100 s W3 e o 3 9 ¢ 100 s 71 4 100
s H £ H H H H
Othexr Totatoss 3 H : H H :
oo 3 - : - ¢ - H - - B - e ~
iverage 5 280 ¢ 2 - 3 = ¢ 29 ¢« 2 3 22
Good s 72 ¢ 5% s+ 100 s _ 4 s 71 9« __5 s+ 38
Total ¢ 100 ¢ 7 s 00 4 ¢ loo s 7 s 100
s 3 $ s 5 3 :
Total respondents 201 292 25

Joneraspondents 76 16 235
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Appendix Table 37. Comparisons of lMethods of Obtaining Data and Kind

of Potatoes to Rating on Quality - Mashed.

Kind of :___Perscnal : Telephone Mail :
Potatoes sPercent :Number:Percent :lumber:Percent :Number:iverage
. 5. 8 8 3 s s :
Michigan 3 H 3 3 H 3 3
Poar : 2 1 2 6 : 6 9 + 16 6
Average s 27 s 34 s 7 + 8 & 29 s 50 ; 23
Good : 71 288 : 67 s+ 9h + 62 105 : 7L
Total ¢ 100 : 124 : 100 : 108 : 100 171 s 100
s s s s : § s
: 3 s s : : s
liaine s E I s : & H
Poor $ S O A s 1 : 1 'R S 1
Average 3 6 s b4 8 + 6 s 23 3 23 : 13
Good : 93 :.69 : 9L :_ T : 76 : 76 : Bb
Total s 00 ¢ 74 : 100 s 78 & 100 s 100 : 100
: $ 8 8 3 : 3
: : $ : 5 : s
Idaho 3 : : s 3 H :
Poor s L ¢+ 2 S 7 ¢« 8 4
Average 3 8 s 4 s+ 11 ¢ 9 : 17 21 : 13
Good © 88 +bb i 89 i : 76 1+ 92 : B3
Total s 00 : 52 s W0 ¢ 80 : 00 222 : 100
: 3 : t s s ¢
K H H H 2 8 H
Total respondents 250 266 392
NoneresponGents 27 42 38
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AFYENDIX B

Appendix Table 38, Comparisons of Methods of Obtaining Data and Kind

of Potatoes to Rating on Quality - Baxed.

Xind .of s Personal s Telephone : Mail :
Potatoes sPercent sNumbersPercent sNumber:Percent :Number:Average
s s : 3 s 3 :
Michigan : s s s s 3 H
Poor s 17 s 6 ¢ 13 : 9 3 19 27 s 17
Average i 37 s 3% 8 s+ 6 : 40 s 59 1 32
Good : b6 13 s 79 s+ 56 s 4l o 60 : 51
Total : 100 : 94 : 100 : 71 : 100 : 16 : 100
¢ H B H é H H
llaine : H 1 s 3 ] $
Poar : 3 : 2 8 :+ 5 9 ¢ 8 : 7
Average s 32 21 3+ 23 : 15 3+ 38 :: 35 ¢ 32
Good =_§5.5.%2=.é25.%§.=_ﬁt._1é=_§.l
Total ¢ 100 s 66 : 100 : 65 : 100 : 91 : 100
H H H H H H 3
H H H H H § H
Idaho s ! : s .8 3 H
Poor 8 - H - - s = 3 - § = 3 -
Average s 2 : 1 : - 3 3 4y : 5 : 2
Good : 98 .50 : 200 + 8k : 96 119 : 98
Total s 100 ¢ Hd ¢ 100 : 84 . 100 : 124 : 100
H H H H H H H
$ 3 3 $ 3 3 3
Total respondents 211 220 361

Honwrespondents 66 88 119




AVPENDIX B

Appendix Table 39. Comparison of Methods of Obtaining Data and Kind

of Potatoes to Rating on Quality - Fried.

Kind of i___Personal s___Telephone Mail
Potatoes sPercent sNumber:Percent slNumber:Percent ;Number:Averace
3 3 s : 3 : :
Michigan : $ : 3 : 3 '
Foor s 2 i 2 6 1+ b6 6 ¢+ 9 5
Average s W ¢ 1L s 8 ¢+ 7 s+ 40 i+ 58 ¢ 24
Good e S R R . "
Total s 100 ¢ 98 : 1000 : 92 : 100 : 146 : 100
$ 3 s H H $ 3
: s 3 8 s 3 :
laine : : $ 3 $ s H
Poor H - 5 = 3 3 ¢ 2 N R S 1l
Average 8 9 s+ 6 s+ 10 : 6 3 27 : 23 : 16
Good s 91 : 62 : 87 __ZA_ s 72 s 61 73
Total s 100 ¢ 68 : 100 : 62 : 100 : 85 : 100
3 : : s 5 H ]
Idaho ! H : ; s $ 3
Foopr s - 5 = 3 2 3 1 2 :: 2 2
sverage : 22 :+ 9 3 13 : 8 ¢ 22 : 27+ 22
Cuod s 18 ¢ 3% ¢+ 83 _2_; s 7L s 70 ¢ _76
Tokal s 100 ¢ LO ¢ 100 : 6O : WO : 99 ¢ 10O
$ H 1 H 3 ¢ $
Total respondents 206 214 330

Wonwrespondents 73 ol 150
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AFFEIDIX 5

Appendix Table 4O« Comparison of Methods of Cbteining Dats and Find

of Potatoes to Rating on Quality - Boiled.

Xind of s__Personal s Teleshone s il ;
Potatoes sPercent sNumber:Percent sNumber:Percent :Number:iverase
s : 5. : B : s
Michigan & $ s $ 5 : !
Poor s 5 + & 3 7 :+ 8 & 1 s 19 8
Average H 2 : 27 12 ¢ i ¢ 33 s 57 21;,
Good s 73 0+ .91 : 81 : _92 : _56 ;68
Total ¢ 200 224 : 100 1)y : 100 171 : 210G
: : 8 : : : :
Maine : H H s : s 3
Poor s 1 : 1 = - 3 = 3 4 ¢ 4 2
Average s 11 ¢ 8 + 0o : 8 : 23 ¢ 23 ¢ 15
Good ;: 86 s 67 s 90 s+ 73 s 13 ¢ : 83
Total : 100 : 76 : 100 s 81 : 100 : 100 : 1loC
s ¢ : : : : 3
Idsho 3 t : : : : : o
Pcor 3 9 3 5 3 3 : 2 8 : 10 : 7
Average s 12 ¢« 6 ¢ 23 : 19 : 31 : 37 : 21:
Good . 79 s+ 42 : b : 6l + bl : 73 i _68
Total : 0 : 53 ¢ 100 : 8 ¢ 10 120 . 10
s 5 s : : : :
3 : ! s 3 : :
Total respondents 253 277 391

lonsrespondente 34 31 84




APPENDIX C

Includes map of area and questionnaires

used in survey.
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MICHIGAN STATE COLLEGE
East lansing, Michigan

Dwelling address - Date

Number of calls [ 1[__|[ | If no interview why?

Does your store have the choice of potatoes that you prefer?

Hour

What is the neme and address (nearest cross street) of the store where you
made your last purchase of potatoes?

Store name Address

At what store do you buy most of your food?

Store nemse Address

If purchased potatoes at store other than rest of food, why not at same place?

Did you[ ], husband [ J, son [ ], daughter [ ], other [ | make the last potato

purchase?

Were they from bulk display? [ ]; or were they already packaged? [ |}

How many pounds were there?  Ibs,

About how many days will that many potatoes last you? ____  dayse

About how much did the potatoes cost? [

Were they the kind you‘usually buy? Yes ____ No _  If yes, about how long

heve you been buying this kind? .

For size, do you prefer potatoes

Mixed sizes [ ] Smalll[j Medium [ ]| or large[ ]

Do you know what state the potatoes which you now have are from? (Would you
like to go look on the bag?s (Check as many states as you have on hand)

Idsho [ ] Maine [_] Michigan [ ] Other [ ]Dontt know[ ]

What were your reasons for selecting them? (If from two states indicate reasons
on each)s
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We would like to have you rate the potatoes on hand as "Good" s "Average", or "Poor"

(Interviewer indicate what state potatoes are from)s Use Maine or Michigan whenever
consumer hes them on hand,

Ideho [ %} Maine [ ] Michigan [ 0ther ] Dontt know 1

Average ‘ Average
How was: Good or Fair Poor How was: Good or Fair Poor
Cooking Quality , L l Size ‘ |
Color after cooking Blemishes or defects
Cleanliness \\] , Taste

, ‘ - —%
And how would you rate them for general desir=
ability or quality when considering eversthing?

What factor in potatoes do you consider the most important?

How would you rate them on quality, cooked as follows:

Method of Cooking Good Average Poor  Not Cooked This Way

How rate them when Boiled
How rate them when Mashed

How rate them when Baked

How rate them when Fried

Other ways

If you were to meke one criticism of your grocer's choice of potatoes what would

it be?

AND now for some informetion to compare with potato use.

About how many bunches or 1lbs, of carrots did you use last week s stalks or

bunches of celery? | 8
About how much was your grocery bill, including milk, last week% i;

Including yourself, how many people are in your family (eat with you)

About how long have you lived in this neighborhood? earse

Do you have a telephone? Yes - Ned

What is your husbands occupation? .

In what country was your husbands Father born Race: white _ other _

Family income range per week: Under $55 $55~890 Over $90 .

Address




MICHIGAN STATE COLLEGE

Michigan State College is cooperating with your neighborhood grocers in
trying to find your likes and dislikes in potatoes, We would like for you to
answer these few questions to help us get you better potatoess
Neme Address

Phone No .u. Dats Hour

Does your grocery store have the kind of potatoes that you prefer?

What is the name and address of the store where your potatoes were bought?

(To the nearest cross street)

Did you ‘_—i; your husband [:]; son -I; daughter ; don't know s other
make the last purchase,

Were they from bulk? [ | Or were they packaged? E]

How many pounds were ‘bhere‘ | 1bs,
About how long will this many potatoes last you? dayss

How much did the potatoes cost? |
Were they the kind you usually buy? Yes [ |; No [ ]

For size, do you prefer your potatoes mixed, Sﬁgl_l’, medium, or l[a_:gg
i

Do you know what state the potatoes you have on hand now are from?
Maine | i‘; Igaho D; Michigan E]; Other L____I. Dontt know E:[.

What were your main reasons for selecting this particular kind?

We would like to have you rate the type of potatoés on hend. (Interviewer indi-

cate here if it is Maine [ Michigan {_|; Ideho [ |; Or Other [ | .

How would you rate them on the How would you rate them on quality

following characteristics? How was: vhens Not cooked
Good Average Poor Good Average Poor this way

Cooking quality ¢ ) ) ( ) Boiled ()Y ()

Color after cooking ) () () Mashed ¢y )y ) )

Cleanliness ( ) ) € ) Baked C)y )y )Y ()

Size . ( ) () () Fried () ()Y () ()

Blemishes and defects ( ) ( ) ( ) () (' Y () ()

Waste () )y )

General desirability ( ) ( ) ( )

Ineluding yourself how many people in your family (eat with you) .

About how much was your grocery bill, including milk, last week $ .

(ANY COMMENTS OVER)



MICHIGAN STATE COLLEGE
BETTER POTATOES

This store is cooperating with Michigan State College in a study to find what you want in potatoes. Will you help
them and yourself by giving us your answers to these few questions? We would appreciate it. Don’t sign your name,
unless you want to. Even if you don’t answer all the questions, please return the questionnaire.

What kind of potatoes do you have on hand now? (If none, check here [] and show last used.)

i

Maine [ Idaho O Michigan O 0 Don’t know [J
What size are they? Mixed Size [J Small Medium [] Large
Are they the kind you usually buy? Yes [J No O
Did you buy your last potatoes already packaged? [] Or from bulk? O
About how many pounds of potatoes did you buy last time? 1bs.
About how much did your last package of potatoes cost you?. ¢.

About how many days will a purchase of the amount you have now last?

What were your main reasons for selecting them? (Check two or three reasons.)

Satisfactory experience with them................ 0 Color (]
Recommended by someone.................ccoeueeene O Size O
Convenient package 0 Cleanliness [
Good appearance | Some other reason (]
Price 0O

By the way, do you remember the name and address of the store they were bought at? (To the nearest cross street.)

Does your food store usually have the kind of potatoes you prefer? Yes[] No O
Including yourself, how many people are there In your £amily P . oo eeens
About how often do you buy potatoes? ....days.

POTATO QUALITY

Please CIRCLE the phrases below that
describe the potatoes you are rating.

Please rate Good, Average, or
Poor on Quality Factors.

Good Average Poor
COOKING QUALITY - O a I}
Cook mealy; firm when boiled; cook soggy; fall apart; cook unevenly; cook
slowly; cook easily. :
COLOR AFTER COOKING d O O
Cook white; dark streaks; dark spots; cook dark.
CLEANLINESS a O O
Clean; fairly clean; slightly dirty; dirty.
SIZE O O O
Size O.K.; too small; too large; too variable or mixed; too few medium.
BLEMISHES OR DEFECTS. ... cre e iecencennecn O O O
Rotten spots; soft rot; bruises; holes; scabs; bad or hollow centers; wrinkled;
sprouts; streaks inside; spots inside.
TASTE
Sweet; neutral, tasteless; bitter.
GENERAL DESIRABILITY
Which of the above do you consider the most important?........
How would you rate them on quality when cooked as follows:
Good Average Poor
Boiled.....ccvemmeene.... O O O
Mashed.....o.cooe.eo.. O (] O
Baked O 0 O
Fried O 0 |
Other [} O 0
The next time you buy potatoes will you try to buy the same kind described above? Yes [] No O

Please give your street address to nearest cross street . -

‘Any comments?

(If you wish to write more, turn the page over and write on the back.)

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP.
Michigan State College East Lansing

JUST PUT THIS BACK IN THE ENVELOPE AND MAIL. NO STAMP NEEDED.



