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PERCEPTION OF RISK AND RISK REDUCTION METHODS IN 

WOMEN'S FOOD SHOPPING BEHAVIOUR 

In this 

methods 

thesis, perception 

women face in food 

of risk and risk 

shopping will be 

reduction 

studied. 

Perceived risk is analyzed in four kinds of risk like time, 

hazard,money and ego loss and their relation between 

demographic and psychographic variables are analysed. 

Moreover, the relationship between these variables and risk 

reduction methods are also the subject of the study. 

The study includes the literature review and the field 

study which is conducted through a questionnaire. The 

interpretation of the computer analysed data is done and 

the implications for marketers and acedemicians are 

presented. 
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KADINLARIN ytYECEK ALI~VERt~tNDE ALGILADIKLARI RtSKLER 

VE RisK AZALTICI METODLAR 

" 

Bu tezde, kadlnlarln yiyecek al1~ver(~inde kar~lla~t1klan 

riskIer ve kullandlklan riski azaltlcl metodlar 

incelenmektedir. AIgllanan risk, zaman, sagllk, para ve 

ki~isel kaYlplar gibi dart slnlfta analiz edilmektedir ve 

bazl degi~kenlerle olan li~ikisi ara~tlrllmaktadlr. Aynl 

degi~kenlerle. riski azaltlcl metodlar araslndaki ili~kiler 

de ~all~ma kapsaml i~indedir. 

~all~ma. bu konuda yazllml~ olan makaleleri ve anket 

araclliglyia yapllml~ olan bie saha ~all~maslnl 

kapsayacaktlr. Kompliter araclllglyia analiz edilmi~ veriler 

yorumlanacak ve akedemisyenler ile pazarlamacllara olan 

katkllarl sunulacaktlr. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The master's thesis is on perception of risk and risk 

reduction methods that are involved in women's food shopping. The topic 

of risk perception is a classical theme in Buyer Behaviour and there 

have been many studies conducted related to this topic since it's first 

introduction by Bauer. 

On the other hand, marketers main target in shopping 

behaviour has been females as they are related to food shopping which 

includes a maternal role. And as women are being employed by increasing 

rates in the society, marketers try to asses their new roles. Many 

surveys have been conducted on this issue outside Turkey. 

When Bauer first introduced the subject of risk perception in 

Consumer Behaviour Science, he introduced it as follows: 

"In every buying decision, a consumer attempts to identify 

buying ,6als and to match these goal~ with product on brand offerings. 

Risk may often be perceived by the consumer as a result of one or more 

factors. 
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The consumer may be uncertain about her buying goals, the 

consumer may be uncertain as to which purchase (brand, product, model 

etc.) will best match or satisfy acceptance levels of buying goals, the 

consumer may perceive possible adverse consequences if the purchase is 

made and the result is a failure." 

In Turkey where not many studies are conducted on both of 

these above subjects, the consumers mainly face two kinds of the risks 

mentioned by Bauer. The first is that, they do not know which purchase 

will best match or satisfy the levels of buying goals. The second is 

that the adverse consequences that the purchase will create. In Turkey, 

both of these situations can be faced. The public has began to acquire 

strength in consumer protection recently, especially in food shopping, 

but we cannot say that females have a real involment with the subject 

like a European country or USA. 

Cunnigham, in his study operationalized risk as to have two 

components; uncertainty and consequences. Uncertainty meant the 

subjective perception as perceived by the consumer. Consequences are 

related to functional or performance or psychological goals. 

This study is designed to analyse the situation in Turkey, 

where the subject of risk perception has started to acquire importance. 

There are lots of risks involved in food shopping in Turkey where a 

powerf~l official control is almost absent and so many deceit have been 

taking place. Therefore it's of crucial importance for the marketers. to 

know the remedies to these risks. Then they will apply the right 

strategies for price, product, place and promotional decisions. 
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This study will be one of the first few, which attempt to 

combine perception of risk and female food shopping behaviour in 

Turkey. In the first part of the study a literature survey will take 

place and in the second part, a field study which is conducted via a 

questionnaire. The field study aims to find support for the hypotheses 

like, if working women perceive higher risks, if the working wome~ 

perce i ve higher money los s , if the women wi th children exerc i se more 

hazard loss, if non-self confident women exercise more ego-loss, if 

women prefer consumer protective ways of risk reduction methods most, 

if risk reduction methods discriminate low risk perceivers from high 

risk perceivers and if demographic variables discriminate high risk 

perceivers from low risk perceivers. 

For this reason the data will be analysed through computer 

programs like frequency distributions, cross tabulations and 

discriminant analysis. The interpretations will be done in such a way 

to provide recommendations for future studies and marketers. 

The organization of the chapters is as follows: 

-Chapt~r II, will introduce the previous studies on 

perceptual risk and female food shopping behaviour, 

-Chapter III, will present research design and findings, 

-In chapter IV, ~mplications and interpretations will be 

discussed. 



CHAPTER TWO 

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY: A Review of Conceptual and 

Emprical Studies. 

In this chapter, previous studies will be introduced under 

two main topics: Perceptual risk and female food shopping behaviour. A 

chronological order will be kept in the introduction of these articles. 

Under the first topic, 22 articles conceptualizing, measuring 

or theorizing perceived risk will be reviewed. A subclassification of 

the studies which started with Bauer and reached to 1983 have been made 

as follows: 

1. Studies which are aiming at conceptualizing and modeling risk 

perception; 

2. Studies on risk reduction methods; and finally, 

3. Studies on personal influences on risk perception. 

Under the second topic, studies on female food shopping behaviour 

will be reviewed. 
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2.1 Studies Related to Perceptual Ris~: 

2.1.1 Studies on Conceptualizing and Theorizing Ris~: 

In this section, 14 articles related to the above topic are 

reviewed. 

Bauer, in his classical article titled, " Consumer Behaviour 

as Ri sk Taking, It (1) . introduced the risk concept to the marketing 

science by defining the issue as a new fad in marketing research. He 

defined risk as the action of the consumer that will produce 

~onsequences which he cannot anticipate with anything approximating to 

certainty and some of which are likely to be unpleasant. There were 

lots of alternative uses related to the consumers financial resources 

and he said as the ticket of the purchase largened, perception of risk 

increased. Moreover he pointed out the relationship between 

brand-loyalty and the degree of risk, personal influence and group 

influence as methods to decrease perceived risk. Bauer also explained 

the fact that perceived risk was a subjective phenomenon. Therefore, it 

was expected that different people would use different methods to get 

rid of it. Information seeking behaviour also appeared to be one of the 

most possible ways of reducing ris~. 

(1) Bauer, R., "Consumer Behaviour as Risk 
in Consumer Behaviour, Boone, L.E. 
Publishing Co. I 1976), pp. 88-97. 

Taking," in Classics 
(Oklahoma: Petroleum 
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Bauer's wish of having many studies to follow his, has come 

true, because as we see, there are many studies made in this field of 

research. 

Cunnigham (967) in his piece of wOr"k titled, "The Major 

Dimensions of Perceived Risk, " (2) defined per"ceived risk in two 

components: Uncer"tainty and Consequences. The two questions utilized as 

a measure of per"ceived r"isk were: 

(a) Would you say that you' r"e ver"Y cer"taiQ, usually certain, 

sometimes cer"tain, almost never" cer"tain that a br"and of 

pr"oduct you haven't tr"ied will wOr"k as well as your" present 

br"and? 

Following this question which was r"elated to uncer"tainty 

var"iable, the second one which was r"elated to cansequences 

variable was: 

(b) Compar"ed to yOUr" existing pr"oduct, would you say that 

there's a great deal of danger, some danger, not much 

danger, no danger in trying a brand you'e never used before? 

(2) Cunnigham, S .• , " The Major Dimensions of Perceived Risk", in 
Risk Taking and Information Handling in Consumer Behaviour, 
Cox, D.F. (Boston: Harvard University, 1967) pp. 9-19. 
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This study was a telephone survey made on 1200 housewives on 

frequently purchased items and it was found that risk differed for 

different product classes. Amoung product categories like headache 

remedy. fabric softener, dry spaghetti, the first made the higher 

frequency in high risk. 

Moreover in the study the author tried to generalize the 

issues for risky behaviour. Some demographics, self-confidence 

variable. informal social contacts. sources of new product information, 

length of product use, trial of new products and rate of usage clearly 

influenced risky behaviour. 

All of the findings suggested that perceived risk was a 

product-specific phenomenon and the content and composition of 

perceived risk could be understood in terms of specific product 

category. Moreover. the perception of risk was found to be unique to 

each individual. 

Cunnigham's measure of risk was employed in the field study 

which was carried in the context of this master's thesis. 

Cox and Rich (1967) studied telephone shopping (3) in terms 

of risk behaviour in their study, "Perceived Risk and Consumer Decision 

Making-The Case ~f Telephone Shopping". Telephone shopping was defined 

as the easiest and most convenient mode of shopping ever developed. 

This study was conducted in New-York and Cleveland and women didn't 

agree in their perceptions of ri sk in these two ci ties. The authors 

tried to explain the reason in this article. 

(3) Cox D.F .• Rich S.U. "Perceived Risk and Consumer Decision 
Making-The Case of Telephone Shopping". In Ri sk Taking and 
Information Handling in Consumer Behaviour, Cox D.F. (Boston: 
Harvard University, 1967) pp. 487-507. 
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Perceived risk which was created by phone shopping is found 

to be the element deterring as the customer had a very limited scope of 

risk reduction strategies. In fact the only one, if existed, was the 

information provided by a telephone order clerk. 

In the study, the element of risk-uncertainty was expressed 

to result from the product, the brand, place of purchase and mode of 

! urchase and the amount of risk basicly be a function of amount at 

stake and the feeling of subjective certainty. And the losses inherent 

~Jere referred as financial loss, time loss, ego loss and non 

adlievement of buying goals. 

In the article, strategies of risk reduction were also 

touched upon. The two basic ways for reducing risk were either to do 

something to increase the certainty of the prediction of probable 

consequences of her decision or to do something to reduce the amount at 

stake. 

Within the context of this study, a survey has been conducted 

in 52 department and specialty stores. The determinants of telephone 

shopping and the types of mechandise ordered by telephone were studied. 

A list of findings for the above research are as follows: 

(a) The role of advertisements as sources of information was 

significant. Therefore the clerks should be reliable and 
, 

tell about size, brand, color and identification number. 

(b) The factors to reduce risk in telephone shopping were; 

better informed telephone clerks, ability to talk to 

selling department when desired, more accurate order 

filing, and lastly better packaging and delivery. 
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(c) The best prospects for telephone shopping turned out to 

be the women in the middle-higher income groups who lived 

in suburbs and had young children at home. They liked to 

shop quickly, involved in outdoor acti vi ties, and were 

also good-in-store shoppers. 

Cunningham in his study, "Perceived Risk and Brand Loyalty", 

!(4) demonstrated a strong positive relationship between perceived risk 

and perceived brand committment. The measures were derived from the two 

following questions: 

(a) Do you regularly swi tch around or buy the same brand of 

headache remedy (fabric softener, dry spaghetti)? 

(b) What would you do if your present brand of headache 

remedy (fabric softener, dry spaghetti) was out of 

stock-buy another brand, go to another store, or wait 

until the nex trip? Those who were high in perceived 

brand commi ttment were those claiming to buy regularly 

the same brand and would also go to another shop or wait 

until the next trip if they were unable to get their 

present brand. 

(4) Cunnigham. S., "Perceived Risk and Brand Loyalty", in Risk 
Taking and Information Handling in Consumer Behaviour, Cox 
D.F. (Boston: Harvard University, 1967) 458-476. 
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As to the findings of the study, perceived brand committment 

appeared to be related to the type of risk perceived by the 

respondents, the more the serious type of risk, the higher the 

probability of brand loyalty. In addition, perceived risk was, in some 

respects related to the rationale for switching brands given by those 

claiming to be brand switchers. For instance, low perceived risk 

consumers were more likely to cite curiosity as a reason for switching 

brands of fabric softeners; high ri sk consumers were more likely to 

switch in search of a better brand. 

It was also found out that relationship between perceived 

ri sk and brand loyalty was not a simple one. Al though the 

high-to-medium risk perceivers were slower to adopt a new brand, after 

several months they were more likely to try it possibly in search for a 

better brand. After several more months, however they tended to revert 

to their established brands. When the market was stable (in absence of 

new brands), they were likely to remain loyal. 

All of the above articles, which can be considered as 

introductory studies, suggested measures of perception of risk. They 

also showed that risk was a product and individual specific phenomenon.' 

Spence,H., Engel J.M. and Blackwell R., (1970) in their study 

"Perceived Risk in Mail Order and Retail store Buying", (5) 

investigated differences in risk perception between buying from a store 

and/or salesman. They found for 20 products that they studied, 

consumers perceived more risk in the mail order situation than in 

store/salesman situation. , The relationships between perceived risk and 

selected socioeconomic variables were examined. 

(5) Spence H' I Engel J.M" Blackwell R., .. Perceived Risk and 
Retail store Buying," Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. VII 
pp. 364-369, August 1970 
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This study had similarity with Cox and Rich study related to 

telephone shopping. (6) The uncertainty generated by an inability to 

examine the item and to interact with the seller, in other words, might 

be sufficiently great to cause many shoppers to avoid buying by mail. 

This hypothesis and demogrophics were tested in low and high risk 

bearing situations. The primary product was a supplementary 

hospitalization insurance plan. A quasi-experimental field study was 

conducted with in-home interviews. 

This study differed from Cox and Rick study, by attempting to 

measure the level of perceived risk in two buying si tuations. not the 

amount of risk the individual sees in a specific buying situation. So 

the risk scale was changed to serve the objectives of this study, 

levels of risk for each buying situation were asked and differences 

between scores in the two buying situations for a particular product 

were computed. Findings were as follows: 

(a) The hypothesis that people perceive more risk in the act 

of buying by mail was confirmed; and 

(b) An inverse relationship between income and education and 

level of perceived risk was found. 

(6) Cox, D., Rich S .• "Perceived Risk and Consumer Decision 
Making-The Case of Phone Shopping," in Risk Taking and 
Information Handling in Consumer Behaviour, Cox D.F. 
(Boston:Harvard University 1967) pp.487-507. 
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In Shiffman, L.G. (1972) study of, "Perceived Risk in New 

Product Trial by Elderly Customers," (7) perceived risk and perceived 

error tolerance were the focus of attention in elderly costomers' 

decision making process. Error tolerance was operationalized 

complementary to perceived risk because it was designed to measure 

general risk handling with respect to new products with a broad 

category. 

The hypotheses tested in the study were: 

(a) Trial of a specific new product will vary inversely with 

the degree of perceived risk; and 

(b) Trial of a specific new product will be greater than for 

those who prefer an inclusion strategy than those who 

prefer exclusion. 

The sample was a conmmnity of geriatrics who lived in a 

12-flat appartment house. The product was a new salt-substitute. In the 

study, the emphasis was on risk kinds of taste and health risk. 

(7) Schiffman, L.G., " Perceived 
Elderly Customers," Journal 
pp. 106-108, February 1972. 

Risk in New P;ooduct Trial by 
of Marketing Research, Vol.9, 



- 13 -

The findings were as follows: 

(a) In the case of perce i ved ri sk and td al the au thor found 

that there was a strong inverse association between 

perceived taste risk and trial. In the case of perceived 

health risk this inverse association was even stronger; 
/ ano 

(b) There was no strong association between perceived risk 

variables and the perceived error tolerance variable. 

This indicated thaL each risk variable measured a 

different aspect of perceived risk, but toler-ance 

var-iable was a unique dimension of consumer- r-isk. And the 

var-iable of per-ceived error- toler-ance measur-ed consistent 

consumer- pr-efer-ence for- either- as inclusion or- exclusion 

str-ategy. For- marketing management, the perceived er-r-or­

toler-ance var-iable might serve as a means of identifying 

innovator consumer-s who maintained a consistent r-isk 

str-ategy of inclusion for products within a given 

categor-y. 

Hisrich R., Dornoff R., Kernan J. (1972), in order to test 

the r-e1ationship ,of the perceived r-isk construct with store patronage, 

conducted personal interviews wi th 300 households wh ich were randomly 

selected [rom telephone directory. The name of the study was "Perceived 

R' ~k in store Selection". (8) The questionnaire employed items which 

perceived risk, general self-confidence, spec Hic 

!lclf--_Jnfidence, informati7n ::;r,ekin~. and repeat patronage. 

(8) Hisrich, R .• Dornoff, lL. Kernan J .• "Perceived Risk in store 
Selection." Journal of Marketing Research Vol. 9. pp. 435-439. 
November 1972. 



The data suggested weak to moderate (though statistically 

significant) relationships between risk and confidence, risk and 

information seeking. For each product (carpeting, furniture, 

draperies), consumers' self-esteemed and their self-assesed abi li ty to 

choose a store in which to buy seemed to bear on how much risk they 

perceived was studied. Similarly, the amount of this perceived risk 

suggested the extent to which information seeking occured. It· s also 

suggested by the data that the relationship, between general 

self-confidence and risk, are cons istently weaker than those between 

specific self-confidence and perceived risk. 

This study suggested that for the kinds of acquisitions 

considered (draperies, furniture and carpeting), it was possible to 

measure the risk consumers perceived in store selection. If there was 

any validity to the notion that performance or psychosocial risk of a 

product was transferable to the retail stores that sold it, then such a 

transfer would seem most likely for products low in brand 

identification. In this ca:;e, the store became a product of sorts and 

apparently was susceptible lo the same kind of risk handling analysis 

typically accorded by products. (9) 

Bettman's (1973) primary concern in his article titled 

Perceived Risk and Its Components: A Model and Emprical Test, (10) was 

to create a theoretical model and measurement system for perceived risk 

and its components. A distinction was made between handled risk and 

inherent risk. Inherent risk is the latent risk that the product class 

is able to arouse. Handled risk is the amount of conflict that the 

product class is able to arouse when the buyer chooses a brand from the 

product class. 

(9) Directly taken from the text. 

(10) Bettman, J.R., "Pet'ceived Risk and its Components: A Model 
and Emprical Test," Journal of Marketing Research Vol.X. 
pp. 184-190, May 1973 
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The study was done with 123 housewives in the married 

students complex in UCLA. The product types included were: paper 

towels, dry spaghetti, furniture polish, toothpaste, beer, instant 

coffee. aspirin, margarine and fabric softener. The hypotheses tested 

were; 

(a) Inherent risk for a product class would increase with 

variation in percpived product quality. importance of the 

brand c_hoice fl)r a product class, the perceived price 

paid when a blInd from the product class was purchased; 

(b) Inherent rir.k for a product class would decrease with, 

the som~ of acceptable set of brands in terms of quality, 

and the mean level of quality for product class, 

(c) Handled risk for a product class would increase with 

inherent risk for the product class and decrease with 

amount of useful information, confidence with Lhe 

information and mean familiari ty with the product with in 

the product class. 

As a result of the study, the hypothesized models were 

supported reasonably WAll by Lhe data, except: for the perceived price 

paid variable wi thin the models. For inherent risk models, importance 

lurned out to be a dominant variable. 

In the article named "The Hole of Ri sk in Consumer 

Bep:J.viour'," J. Taylor (197'1) utLompted to construct a comprehensive 
, . 

theory of risk taking in consumer behaviour by specifying the principal 

concepts involved and the interrelationship between the concepts. (11) 

(11) Taylor, J. R.. "Tbi~ Role of Ri sk in Consumer Behaviour." 
Journal of Marketing Research Vol.38 pp. 54-60, April 1974 
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In add i tion. some of the research relevant to these concepts 

ir~~rrelations are presenl]d. This model can be represented by the 

I:' ." I J ;'t'. f' am; 

Generalized 

Self Esteem 

Specific 

Self Esteem 

Choice ] 

~l-' 

Uncertainty I 
Perceived Risk -I . 

~-~-~-91 Anx Ie ty'-'l 

of Risk Reducing Strategies 1 

Uncertainty about 

Outcome [
Uncertainty about] 

Consequences 
--.---

[ PSYChO.isociall 
Loss 

FunctionalJ 

Economic Loss 

Source: Article 
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~hoice is a pecsonality variable which arises when the 

Lr0~L~S ot the possibility uf willfull action brings with it an 
: 

.lJLk. ' ! !'rr; of ttc fuct of choice and the responsibility thereby. 

h
1'1X· 1_!J ar 

I.. _, 

c, .' 

l " 

Hith lhis conft"ontation of freedom in that the agent who 

aac' nh( I~:::S no guucal tee of the final outcome, must also 

- .~sibilily of his choice. Pecsonal variables of 

0; :1'. :-:;le :11 CIJ ::L.2~· lc';C!lf esteem were also included in 

tv C.,lj nl"·':' lllp.iL· '-' ... ·Cl on risk reduction strategies. 

I (;'!uclnl d~.\ .~rtail ~y ." j,andliltg ilJfcr'mation and reducing consequences 
i : 1. 

hy/ <iecr.<.; i!lg lhc amu.;nt at ~take or put off, all helped the decision 

tor buy to ['eal ize., 

Taylor stated that this theory was easy to put into operation 

ana subject to emprical validation by measuring self confidence in 

relation to choice of the product category, measuring perceived risk in 

product category choice, measuring type of loss associated with product 

category, measuring perceived risk in brand choice, measuring 

preferences for various risk reduction strategies, measuring the 

approximate size of groups of consumers with common characteristics i~ 

in rcept i on of risk, self confidence and preferred risk reducing 

I l'atE:" les for use in evaluating cost/effectiveness of various 

' .. ~"~ljr'" tie~~isions. 

i J ~ i r 

:: 1 

al 
.: i. 
1: " t 

"'!J [.t,t'tiCI::Jt' n,.:l!,I:·Cf: thesis, the survey includes all of 

.: '- ,I cpt the '! ... 1 f)'le, namely, measut.'ing the approximate 

" \>,. i ': . .. ' Ion cl "'Ict :.-isl ics and measure of cost. 

J.P. and I(yan, M.J. (1976) "An Investigation of 

p~i·(;.!ic0d Rhk .ll tile Grand I ~vel," four basic assumptions were 
: 

ih~olved in th,-, conceplual fram~work: 
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(a) Products and brands have no value to the consumer other 

than the services they perform; 

(b) At the moment of purchase, the consumer makes a rational 

decision based on his expectations of services offered by 

the product and brand; 

(c) Brands in the product class have consumer perceivable 

differences and these differences are salient to the 

consumer; and 

(d) In this initial framework it's assumed that consumers are 

risk averse and select brands on the basis of minimizing 

expected losses. 

This was an explanatory study (12) and data were collected 

from a sample of 217 juniors and seniors at a university. The product 

tested was automobile. Of the total sample 86 per cent reported owning 

automobiles and 56 per cent planning to buy one. Brand preference was 

operationalized with a single seven point item for each brand, on which 

the subjects compared the brand being studied with all other brands in 

the study. 

The results of the study suggested that probabili ty of loss 

was in fact a handled risk phenomenon and that importance of loss was 

an inherent loss phenomenon. Also the study gave a notion that 

importance of losses might be a useful segmentation variable. The 

finding of importance of loss as an inherent loss phenomenon had 

implications for promotional studies, like the ones that at"e aimed at 

changing or reinforcing perceived risk because most advertising 
• 

campaigns emphasized selective demand stimulation. 

(12) Peter J.V., Ryan M.J .• "An Investigation of Perceived Risk ttt 
the Brand Level," Journal of Marketing Research Vol.XIII. fP. 
184-188, May 1976 
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Dash J.F., Schiffman L.G., Berenson C,. (1976) in their study 

"Risk, Personality Related DimensionH of Store Choice," (13) aimed to 

investigate how three risk perception variables, self-confidence, 

perceived product risk and product importance affect store choice for 

two groups of shoppers: Those who purchased audio equipment from a 

specialty store and those who purchased similar products from a 

department store. 

A risk-perception-store choice paradigm can show the studied 

relation better. 

FIGURE:2-2 RISK PERCEPTION STORE-CHOICE PARADIGM 

Self Confidence 

General ized and 

Product specific 

Perceived Product 

Risk 

Product Importance 
I 

Source: Article 

I-
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~~ 
I 

Th;-' 
Product, 

t- __ .J 
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Specialty Store 

.More self-confidence 

.Less perceived product risk 

.More product importance 

Department Store 

.Less self-confidence 

.More perceived product risk 

.Less product importance 

(13) Dash, J.F., Schiffman, L.G., Berenson C., "Risk, Personality 
Related Dimensions of Store Choice," Journal of Marketing, 
Vol.40, pp. 32-39 January 1976 
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This study was realized with the assistance of two competing 

California retail chains. The names and addresses of potential 

respondents were obtained from cash and credit sales records. The final 

list of 772 customers, 468 from specialty stores customers and, 304 

from department store customers were restricted to; 

(a) Those who purchased at recent 2 months period; and 

(b) Those who purchased equipment for more than $ 100 price. 

The results of this study showed that specialty store 

customers, were more self confident, perceived less risk and considered 

the product area to be of greater importance. This study also showed 

that both general and specific self confidence were related to product 

risk. 

As the idea to obtained from the above article, in the 

masters thes i s general self-confidence was employed as a personali ty 

variable. 

Bloch P.H., Richins M.L. (1983) in their paper titled, "A 

Theoretical Model for the study of Product Importance Perceptions," 

(14) tried to develop a theoretical model including perceptions for 

product importance, levels of product involvements and task 

involvements. 

(14) Bloch P.H .• Richins M.L. "A Theoretical Model for The study of 
Product Perceptions," Journal of Marketing. Vol.47 pp. 68-81. 
Summer 1983 
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The following figure provides a graphical summary of the 

variables reviewed in the paper and their relationships: 

FIGURE:2-3: A MODEL OF PRODUCT IMPORTANCE 
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Reading from left to right, product meaning and consumer 

characteristics influenced long term perceptions of product importance. 

Enduring importance perceptions are then translated into lasting 

feelings of involvement or interest in the product class. Product 

involvement motivates attitudinal and behavioral responses that are 

independent of purchase decision making and are called ongoing 

responses. 

Constructs pertaining to instrumental importance are shown 

below the dotted line. The flow here is some what more complex than 

enduring importance. Here instrumental importance is allied to the 

amount at stake component of perceived risk and importance of purchase. 

In the bottom, the instrumental importance and uncertainty are the two 

components of perceived risk and perception of risk leads to temporary 

fellings of involvement with the product class and the purchase task. 

In all of these studies reviewed so far, the writers tried to 

create their own models which were similar to each other in terms of 

comcepts like risk, risk reduction methods, general and specific 

self-confidence, general self-confidence and anxiety. In most of them, 

the interrelations between these concepts were also theorized. 

In the following study, titled » Cross-National study of 

Perce~ved Risk." by Hoover, Green and Seagert (1978) (IS). The concepts 

were studied in USA and Mexico. 

(15) Hoover. Green. Seagert, "Cross National Study of Perceived 
Risk," Journal of Marketing, pp. 102-108, July 1978 
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All the studies reviewed so far showed that a relationship 

existed between perceived risk and purchasing behaviour, however all of 

these supporting studies were made in USA, that when the same theories 

and observations were applied to other countries one had to be aware of 

the fact that there were differences in dimensions as economics, 

education, income, mobility and channels. Some of the theories of 

consumer behaviour seemed to be highly culture bound, while the oth~rs 

were applicable across cultures. 

The study which was conducted in Mexico and USA had to 

objectives: 

question: 

(a) To test the level of perceived risk associated with three 

common consumer products; and 

(b) To determine the extend of s imilari ty of brand 

loyalty/perceived risk relation in two countries. 

The measure of perceived risk used in the study was a two way 

(a) Would you say that there's danger in trying a brand of 

the product you've never used? Response categories were 

a great deal. some, not much and no danger. 

(b) Would you say that you're certain that a brand of the 

product you haven't tried before will work as well as 

your present brand? Response categories were always, 

sometimes, seldom, never. 

The translation of these questions. of which the first was 

related to uncertainty and the latter was to consequency element of 

risk, were done by repeat feedback method. 
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The study indicated that for three products USA sample 

exhibits a strong though non-linear positive relationship between 

perceived risk and brand loyalty. In each case Mexican sample indicated 

lower levels of perceived risk and higher brand loyalty. 

2.1.2 Studies Related to Risk Reduction: 

In this part, four studies related to risk reduction 

strategies will be reviewed. 

Locander and Hermann, in their study "The Effect of Self 

Confidence and Anxiety on Information Seeking in Consumer Risk 

Reduction", (1979) analyzed the effect of confidence and anxiety on 

information seeking. (16) 

The hypotheses tested were: 

(a) General self-confidence wasn't related significantly to 

the information seeking measures; 

(b) Specific self-confidence was related significantly to the 

tendency to reduce risk by information seeking; 

(16) Locander and Hermann, "The Effect of Self-Confidenc~ aQd 
Anxiety on Information Seeking in Consumer Risk Reductlon," 
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. XVI.pp. 268-274, May 1979 
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(c) Both of the above would be related significantly to the 

information seeking; and 

(d) Trait anxiety will have significant effect on explaining 

information seeking. 

In the study the measure of scale was Taylor's anxiety scale. 

The ways how consumers try to seek information to satisfy a particular 

need were impersonal advocate, which was reading magazine 

advertisements, reading newspaper, listening radio commercials, 

watching TV commercials, or looking at point of purchase displays; 

impersonal independent which were checking consumer reports and trying 

to find technical report on products; personal advocate which was 

asking clerks and manager's opinion; personal independent which was 

trying to remember what a friend or neighbour uses, asking opinion of 

family members and close friends; and Direct Observation/Experience , 
which were experiencing product demonstrations, relying on past product 

experience, trying product before buying, reading information on th~ 

package of the product. 

The research was conducted with adult suburbans who lived in 

Houston, Texas.' All the respondents were asked to project their 

information seeking pattern according to above mentioned sources. 

Moreover the individual differences of anxiety and specific/general 

self confidence were analysed. The findings of the data which was 

analysed by MANOVA were as follows: 

(a) HI was accepted; 

(b) H2 was accepted; 
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(c) H3 was rejected because for only 2 products tried had 

effect on information seeking behaviour; and 

(d) Anxiety proved to be important only for one product, 

after shave cologne, in information seeking behaviour. 

Shimp and Bearden, (972) in "Warranty Effect on the 

Consumers' Risk Perceptions," (17) manipulated warranty quality, 

warrantor reputation and price in 5 different experiments~ The products 

in question were innovative products. 

The following hypotheses were tested in the study: 

(a) The higher the perceived warranty quality, the less the 

perceived risk associated with an innovative product; 

(b) The higher the price, less the perceived performance risk 

associated with innovative product; 

(c) The higher the price, the greater the financial risk 

associated with the product; and 

(d) The more favorable a warrontor's reputation was perceived 

to be the, less financial and performance risk associated 

with the innovative products. 

(17) Shimp and Bearden, "Warranty Effect on the Consumers' Risk 
Perceptions," (Source: Not available). 
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The study was carried on both student and non-student 

environment with' three levels of warranty quality at three price 

levels. The findings of the study were as follows: 

(a) When warranty quality increased financial risk decreased 

more significantly than performance risk; 

(b) Price didn't prove to be a significant variable for risk 

reducing mechanism; and 

(c) A highly reputable warrantor should lessen the perceived 

financial and performance risk, but it wasn't enough 

powerful to allay the risk associated with innovative 

products. 

The above study generated two intresting find 1 ngs. One was 

that an outstanding warranty appeared capable of reduc ing consumers 

perceptions of potential financial risk. This suggested that perceived 

warranty quality might generally perform an instrumental role in 

allaying consumer's perceptions of the inherent financial risk in 

purchasing innovative product. 

Undoubtedly the most famous article which was written on this 

subject is Roselius' article (1972), "Consumer Rankings of Risk 

Reduction Methods," (18). 

According to Roselius, buyers often faced the dilemna of 

wanting to purchase a product, yet they hesitated to buy because it 

involved taking the risk of suffering of some kind of loss. Therefore 

the consumer could use a variety of methods to reduce the loss. 

(18) Roselius, T .• "Consumer Rankings of Risk Reduction Methods." 
Journal of Marketing. Vol. 25. pp. 56-61, January 1971 
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When a buyer perceived risk he could: 

(a) Reduce perceived risk by either decreasing the 

probabili ty that the product would fall or by reducing 

the severity of real or imagined loss suffered if the 

purchase failed; 

(b) He could shift from one type of perceived loss to one for 

which he had more tolerance; 

(c) He could postpone the purchase; and 

(d) He could make the purchase and absorb the unresolved risk. 

The seller faced a trade off between the cost of offering a 

risk reliever so he will know which reliever will be helpful for 

different kinds of losses. 

Data for the study were derived from responses of 472 

housewives by a written questionnaire mailed to 1400 housewives. Risk 

relievers and the kinds of risks were matched in the questions using a 

helpfullness sCE!-le. The relievers presented were, endorsements, brand 

loyalty, major brand image; private testing; store image; free sample; 

money back guarantee; goverment testing; shopping around; buying the 

most expensive model and word of mouth conununication. The losses in 

question were time, hazard, ego and money losses. 

A statistical method called net favorable percentage was used 

to rank relievers for each kind of loss. 
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Findings were as follows: 

(a) Brand loyalty and major brand image evoked the most 

consistently favorable response for all kinds of loss; 

(b) Store image, shopping, free sample, word of mouth, 

government testing generally evoked a neutral or slightly 

favorable response, for all categories, except hazard 

loss; 

(c) Endorsement, money back g~arantee and private testing 

were slightly unfavorable or neutral at best; 

(d) Buying the most expensive model was the least favored 

strategy; and 

(e) The high-risk perceivers agreed that; Major brand image 

was helpful except hazard loss, Store-image was equally 

helpful 1 for all losses, Free-sample was helpfull for 

money and time loss, Word-of-mouth was helpfull for all 

kinds of losses except, hazard loss, Government testing 

was equally helpfull for all losses,but more helpfull for 

hazard loss. 

This article has a very important role in the design of the 

particular masters thesis. The kinds of losses, time, hazard, money.and 

ego loss and risk reduction methods are derived from this article' and 

manipulated for the purpose of usage for Turkish sample. 
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The last study to be reviewed under this caption, belongs to 

Biehal, G. (1983), "Consumers' Prior Experiences and Perceptions in 

Auto Repair Choice ".(19) 

This is a survey in which information for auto repair 

services and its determining factors were searched. 

The author included four reasons for low levels of 

information search: 

(a) Consumers might not perceive information as easily 

obtainable, hence, did not try to get it; 

(b) Consumers might perceive information as available but did 

not obtain because they didn't know how to use it to make 

a choice; 

(c) Information search might be low because consumers did not 

think they needed it and; 

(d) Consumers might not care, the decision was a low 

involvement one. 

The possibility that prior experiences affected information 

search was the focus of the research. It tried to asses how prior 

experiences stored in memory affected information search in the 

consumer's outside environment (external search) and how those stored 

experiences were used in the memory (internal search). 

(19) Biehal, G, "Consumers' Prior Experiences and Perceptions in 
Auto Repair Choice," ~ournal of Marketing, Vol. 47. pp. 
82-91, Summer 1983 
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This was done in a service context-auto repair-as opposed to 

one in durables. The amount of search, the dimensions of repair 

companies that were considered, the information sources used and types 

of information obtained from each source were the variables of interest 

in the stud'y. Two regression models were used to identify variables 

that were significant predictors of internal and external search, one 

variable being a measure of prior information in memory. 

The results of the study, which included 230 households, were 

like; sizable percentage of respondents expressed dissatisfaction 

because of the need for return visits. Satisfaction increased with 

external search and wi th the number of times the repair company has 

been used previously. 

The study demonstrated the importance of prior experiences in 

decision making. Approximately half of the respondents reported that 

they knew right away the company they would choose. But the general 

influence of individual difference variables on search was not very 

strong in the study. Age was associated with decreased external 

research and women reported delibrating more than men, but income and 

education were not cleary related to the search. 

Two major conclusions were appropriate to the study: 

(a) Futllre search needed to examine more fully to consumers' 

service decisions and; 

(b) Future search needed to incorporate more fully to 

consumers prior information and its use in studies of 

search behav~our and satisfaction. 

The relation between prior experience and perceptions are 

considered to be in the same direcLlon with perception of risk thus 

decrease it. 
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2.1.3 Studies Related to Personal Influences on Risk Perceptions: 

In this part, four studies related to influences on risk 

perceptions will be reviewed. 

Arndt J., in his article (1968), "Word of Mouth Advertising 

and Perceived Risk,"(20) reported the relations between advertising and 

perceived risk by a survey. Up to this time, word-of-mouth advertising 

was one customer talking to another about a product or servi ce, had 

been thought of as an almost mysterious force, whose effects were taken 

for granted. 

The sample consisted of wives living in a University 

operated-housing complex for married students locatp.d in Cambridge. 

Each wife was mailed a 55 ¢ coupon and a letter inviting her to buy a 

new brand of coffee, Perky. The coupons which had to be redeemed in 16 

days were given numbers to identify buyers. At closing time every day 

coupons were collected. Sixteen days after Perky was introduced 

structured interview was conducted with each respondent. 

The hypotheses that the high risk group would be particulary 

likely to report having received comments about Perky wasn't supported 

by the data. 

(20) Arndt, J., "Word of Mouth Advertising and Perceived Risk," in 
Perspectives in Consumer Behaviour. Kassarjian H.H. 
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As a result of the study the low-risk perceivers were 

revealed to have more friends, therefore more opportunity to talk about 

Perky. Another reason for why high risk perceivers didn't appear to 

engage in word-of-mouth conversation was their brand-loyalty. Not only 

the consumers who seeked information seemed more responsive to it, but 

also those high in perceived risk seemed to be particularly responsive 

to information they seeked in comparison with information offered to 

them. The study has proved that information seeking was important to 

those who were high risk perceivers. They were more likely to seek 

information and were more likely to respond to information that they 

have sought. 

The study also supported the common-sense hypothesis that the 

leaders would be lower in perceived risk than the non-leaders. 

The second article reviewed belongs to Perry M. and Hamm C. 

(1969) and is titled, "Canonical Analysis of Relations Between 

Socioeconomic Risk and Personal Influence in Purchase Decisions" (21) 

This article reported a study that investigated the 

relationship between the importance of personal influence as an 

information sou'rce and the degree of risk in 25 purchase decisions. The 

hypothesis tested stated that the higher the economic risk involved the 

greater the importance of personal influence as compared wi th other 

sources of influence. 

(21) Perry, M., and Hamm, C., "Canonical Analysis of Relations 
Between Socioeconomic Risk and Personal Influence in Purchase 
Decisions," Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 6 pp. 351-354 
August 1969. 



- 34 -

The sample was 101 male Oklahoma State Uni versity 

under-graduates. They were given a questionnaire that asked them to 

rate the socioeconomic risk and interpersonal influence. The social 

risk rate was deft ned as how the purchase dec i s ion wi 11 affect the 

opinion of other people. On the other hand, economic risk was defined 

by how the purchase would affect the individual's ability to make other 

purchases. So it has been related to price of product, individual 

income, ability to pay and alternative uses of money. 

In the present case, the store of risk and influence indexes 

for each of the 25 products were computed on each purchase separately, 

using the individual's scores for that purchase alone. The purpose of 

this procedure was to find the a and b weights that would maximize the 

canonical correlation for each of the 25 purchases. The canonical 

analysis provided an opportunity to examine, besides the rank order of 

all products, the relation between risk and influence for each product 

separetely. 

As a result of this study, men's cologne scored the highest 

risk, where as color TV set was found to have social risk related with 

it. With respect to personal influence, no significant pattern has been 

found. 

The findings suggested that promoLional strategies in the 

high~risk purchases situation should try to reach the consumers through 

personal channel (opinion leaders, word-of-mouth) rather than general 
I 

media. They should also emphasize the social benefits of the purchase 

more than economic ones. 
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The third article related to this subject belonged to 

Olshavsky and Miller. (1972) was titled "Consumer Expectations, Product 

Performance and Perceived Quality". (22) 

The study investigated the effects of disconformation of 

expectancy for a product in both negative and positive directions under 

controlled laboratory conditions. Two levels of expectation and two of 

product performance created four conditions: high expectation high 

performance; high expectation-low performance; low expectation-high 

performance; low expectations-low performance. The predictions involved 

in the study were based on congruity balance models and dissonance 

theory. These were the thories of consumer behaviour for attitudes 

which were mainly derived from social psychology. 

The study design included 100 male volunteers from 

undergraduate marketing classes. Each subject received money for their 

participation. The study was a 2 x 2 factorial design with high and low 

levels both for expectation and performance. The product in question 

was a tape recorder of a reel tape. 

As a result, the two hypotheses were confirmed, that was the 

suggestion that both overstatement and understatement should result in 

unfavorable products evaluation was supported. 

(22) Olshavsky R.W., ~l1"er J,A, "Consumer Expectations, Product 
Performance and Perceived Quality," Journal of Marketing 
Research, Vol. 9 pp. 19-21 February 1972. 
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At the end of the study, the authors also stated that while 

business ethics and consumerism might clearly direct the promoter to 

make realistic claims for his product, the results here suggested that 

overstating the quality of a complex, multidimensional product 

apperantly contributed to a more favorable evaluation and 

understatement to a less favorable evaluation. 

This study will help the decisions on risk reduction methods 

by assuming that both under and overstatement of these methods can have 

unfavorable results on the consumers. 

Woodside A.G., (1972) in his sLudy, " Informal Group 

Influence on Risk Taking" (23) tried to measure the effect of informal 

groups to create a shifty behaviour on the consumer. The following 

hypotheses concerning shifts in willingness to take risk were tested in 

this study: 

(a) Consumers acting as a group are more willing to choose 

riskier and potentially more beneficial product 

alternatives after group discussion than before it; 

(b) Consumers, acting individually after group discussion are 

more willing to choose riskier and potentially more 

beneficial product alternatives than before it. 

(23) Woodside, A.G., "Informal Group Influence on Risk Taking," 
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 9 pp. 223-225 May 1972. 
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Fifty-six housewives participated in the experiment. A 

hypotethical consumer-risk taking instrument was developed to determine 

the perceived risk levels for specific purchase situations. The 

housewi ves answered the risk-taking instrument for two times: before 

discussion after discussion. And the change in housewives willingness 

to take risk in the product situations was measured as the difference 

between before and after discussion scores on the risk taking 

instrument. A positive result indicated as increase in the willingness 

to take risk and vice versa. All the answers for eight products were 

summed for each individual. 

As a result, the first hypothesis was supported. Older women 

who were older than 50, seemed more apprehensive of the risky product 

choices and didn't participate in di scuss ions. The second hypothes is 

was also supported and young housewives appeared to have covertly 

accepted the overt group decision change toward risk taking. 

The study indicates that the risky-shift phenomenon found in 

social psychology studies may also exist in consumer-related product 

decision making. It can be said that a risk-reduction process or 

neutrilizing process of disagreeable group judgements that unwise 

decisions were made wasn't supported. (24) 

All of the above reviewed studies, contributed to the 

particular masters thesis by theor-izing risk, risk reduction methods, 

and personal influences on risk. They covered a period of time between 

1967 and 1983 and indicated the evolution of risk concept clearly. 

(24) This article has been questioned by Reingen and Woodside has 
redefended his article; in Journal of Marketing Research. 
Vo1.XI pp. 223-226 May 1974. 
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2.2. Studies Related to Female Food Shopping Behaviour: 

In this section some selected studies on female 

characteristics as they are related to food shopping behaviour and 

patterns will be reviewed. The number of the articles that will be 

reviewed are seven. 

In the following pragraphs, articles conceptualizing the 

changing female role in the market place will be reviewed first. 

Mc Call, S.H. in her article (1977) named "Meet The 

Workwife, " (25) investigated how the women changed as they started 

.working. 

The marketers insisted that as the women started to work 

outside, the women acquired two major societal roles. An outside worker 

and a housewife; these double roles these created a new lifestyle which 

had implications for marketing practices. 

The reasons for working outside were listed as follows: 

(a) Some jobs especially require women to work, 

(b) New birth control procedures, 

(25) Mc. Call, S.H., "Meet The Workwife," Journal of Marketing 
pp. 55-61, July 1977. 
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(c) The increase in life expectancy of women, 

(d) The continously rising cost of living, 

(e) The poliferation of labour-saving devices for women to be 

used at home, 

(f) Most of the women being more and more satisfied by their 

jobs; and 

(g) The role of "workwife" becoming acceptable to the culture. 

The article moreover looked at the relation between the 

working women and their possible changes in consumer behaviour, due to 

their newroles. 

In the following study, Douglas S. and Urban D.C., in their 

study, (1977) "Life Style Analysis to Profile Women in International 

Markets," (26). They tested the life style or psychographic variables 

which could provide some insights to use effective market segmentation 

strategies in different countries. 

(26) Douglas, So, Urban, D.C., "Life Style Analyis to Profile 
Women in International Markets, It Journal of Marketing 
pp. 46-54, July 1977. 
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This study of women in three countries, USA, UK, and France 

illustared how research could be used in examining consumer behaviour. 

The comparison of women's life styles were based on data collected 

independently in the three countries, using different designs and 
questionnaires. 

This study enlightened the differences of major-life-style 

dimensions identified by six factors for the three countries. 

(a) The home factor: In all three countries, the traditional 

male role ideology remained as a central theme in women's 

lives. 

(b) The social factor: Th i s factor was involved with 

involvement in social activities. In UK and USA this 

factor tended to be highly personalized, individual, 

suggesting a certain dynamism. In France, women appeared 

to identify their own their own self-concepts relative to 

people around them, rather than independently. 

(c) The frustration factor: In USA and UK this emerged 

primaly in terms of dissatisfaction with horne life or the 

degree of personal achievement. On the other hand, in 

France, this factor appeared to be more introvert and 

personal, manifested by self-confidence, shyness, 

uncertainty' about future. 

(d) The innovation factor: In USA and UK this factor, took 

the form of willingness to experiment and buy new things. 

In France it was related with buying new products with 

interest in fashion and in being well dressed. 



- 41 -

(e) The intellectual factor: Tn the USA and UK, but not in 

Fra.nce, covered a number of things, ranging from 

preferences for print media to TV; classical as opposed 

to popular music. 

(f) The role factor: Only in French sample, this factor was 

basic it was concerned with traditional perceptions of 

male and female roles. 

These studies suggested the existance of comparable basis for 

examining life-style pa.tterns in international markets and the 

implications of differences in lifestyle patterning would vary from one 

product class to another. 

In the following study, Reynolds w.n., Crask M.R., and Wells 

n. (1977) main focus were women as its title, "The Modern Feminine Life 

Style," (27) indicated. 

As contempory society was redefining the role of the house 

wife and as the feminism was rising in parallel with the increasing 

number of working-women. The authors tried to explain and find the 

place of women in the society in their article. 

(27) Reynolds, F.D., Crask, M.R .• "The Modern Feminine Life 
style," Journal of Marketing pp. 38-45, July 1977. 
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In this study traditional and modern women were compared by 

171 agree, disagree interest and opinion statements, 88 frequency of 

participation activity statements 58 personal usage statements, 86 

media-exposure and several demographics. 

The results related to demographics were as follows: 

(a) A greater percentage of women were in the modern group, 

due to demographic 'age'. Only those women over 55 years 

old were more traditional, 

(b) Lower education level was observed for traditional people, 

(c) Non-working women were more traditional, 

(d) The women are trying to break their bondage from the 

house, by not trying to destory the power structure in 

the family, 

(e) Modern women were showing the glimpses of being more 

attendant to their physical attractiveness, 

(f) Women preferring modern orientation also professed a 

cosmopolitan, self-confident attitude, 

(g) ModeI"n women and working women demonstrated more 

participation in all activities except church attendence, 

(i) Media patterns also changed for modern and tradi tional 

women; and 

(j) Modern women were less satisfied with their current 

situation in life than did traditionalists but more 

optimistic about the future. 
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Lozer, W. and Smallwood, J.E. (1977) in their study titled 

"The Changing Demographics of Women". (28) investigated trends that had 

great and growing significance for marketing management. 

The following were reported by the writers: 

(a) The number of working women nearly doubled between 

1950-1974 in USA. The largest increase occuring among 

youngest and oldest; 

(b) The labour force participation for married women has 

increased; 

(c) The higher the husband's and family's earnings, the mo["e 

likely was there to be a workingwife; 

(d) Increasing educational accomplishments by women portended 

larger proportions of women in the labor force; 

(e) Full-time and part-time opportunites of employment were 

increasing; and 

(f) The reasons why women work were, necessity and personal 

preference. 

(28) Lazer, W.,Smallwood J.E., "The Changing Demographics of 
Women," Journal of Marketing pp. 14-22, July 1977. 
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The implications for marketers were: 

(a) Working women could justify 

and psychologically accept, 

household equipment, 

economic expenditures for, 

expensive appliances and 

(b) Working women were unable to shop during regular shopping 

hours, 

(c) Some shopping might be done by wives, daughters and sons, 

(d) Appliances that formerly had a female image, like vacuum 

cleaner, tended to take a unisex image, 

(e) Working women placed a premi urn on a youthful appearance 

and on the "maintenance of self", Advancement in business 

was often associated with being young, 

(f) The family-dominated meal scene and wives roles has been 

changed with fast food or family-restaurants, 

(g) Working women were more education oriented and interested 

in self improvement, travel, leisure and individualism, 

(h) Working women tended to become more equal-decision makers 

at home, 

0) Availability of services on weekends became increasingly 

important, 
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(j) Women disliked the way they're depicted in ads, if there 

was a considerable variance between their desired and 
actual roles, 

(k) Price for some products became less important than 

availability and time savings, 

(1) Women were becoming more cosmopolitan in their tastes and 

expectations as they're exposed to world outside home. 

In 1977, Ferber M.A. and Lowry H .M. wrote an article ti tled 

"Woman's Place: National Differences in the Occupational Mosaic" (29). 

In this article international differences and similarities between 

women were studied. The aim was to examine the situation in a wide 

variety of countries with different cultures, religious fai ths, and 

political and economic ideologies. If the economic status of women 

differed significantly among such countries, the conclusion that 

biology was not the sole determinant of women's destiy was inescapable. 

The data of women of 157 countries which were obtained from 

International Labour Organization were studied in parallel to economic 

development. 

(29) Ferber, M.A., Lowry H.M., "Woman's Place: National 
Differences in The Occupational Mosaic," Journal of Marketing 
pp. 23-30, July 1977. 



- 46 -

The conclusions were as follows: 

(a) The ratio of labour force parLlcipation of women as 

compared to men varied widely, and the variations could 

not be attributed to economic development, 

(b) While women's occupational di stribution differed 

significantly from that of men In all countries, it also 

differed significantly between countries studied, 

(c) While earnings of women were lower than those of men in 

all countries, the extent of the difference varied widely 

between countries over time. 

This evidence weakened the idea that the economic status of 

women was primarily determined by inherent, immutable differences 

between the sexes and pointed toward the importance of cultural beliefs 

in determining women's place. 

The following studies which will be discussed in the 

following paragraphs concentrate on food shopping of women. 

Reilly M .• (1982) in his article named "Working Wives and 

Convenience Consumption," (30) examined role overload as a possible 

explanation for the lack of direct links between working wife families 

and convenience consumption. The model the author uses to explain the 

relationship is given below: 

(30) Reilly, M., "Working Wives and Convenience Consumption," 
Journal of Consumer Rdsearch, Vol. 8, pp. 407-418, March 1982. 
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FIGURE: 2-4 A CASUAL HODEL 

... 
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In the above figure, its proposed that when the wife was 

working as she would have a work overload, she would turn to 

convenience goods, although her education level draws her back a 

little. Moreover she would have more time saving durables at home. Of 

course total family in'come which increased as a function of woman's 

working would affect the time saving durables owned. Family social 

status would also influence these home appliances utilization. 
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The data used to test the structural-equation model resulted 

from personal interviews and self-administered questionnaires using an 

area cluster sample. Multiple measures of family social status and work 

involvement were taken. The structural equation parameters were 

estimated using a LISREL IV computer program. 

The hypothesized relationships which are also shown in the 

figure above, were all statistically significant with the exception of 

that between family social staLus and durable ownership and that 

between role overload and convenience foods served. Therefore its 

reasonable to conclude that the proposed model of relationships between 

the wife's work status and family's consumption behaviour accurately 

represents the data. 

The last article which will be rewieved in this section, has 

contributed to the particular master's thesis with a mCODure of 

traditionality and being contemporary. This article is written by 

Roberts M.L., and Wortzel R.H., (979) is titled as "New Life Style 

Determinants of Women's Food Shopping Behaviour." (31) 

As women participated in labour force more and more, 

marketers focused attention on changing life styles and consumption 

patterns. In this study, life-style variables were used as predictors 

of food-shopping behaviour. The purpose behind this was that, the 

author :thought that rather than working/nonwork.i ng class if ication 

general role orientations would reflect women's attitudes better. 

(31) Roberts, M.L. and Wortzel, R.H., "New Life Style Determinants 
of . Women' s Food Shopping Behaviour," Journal of Marketing. 
Vol. 43 Number 3, pp. 28-40, Summer 1979. 
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This paper presented the results of a sLudy of women's 

attitudes and behaviour related to one of their traditionally important 

consumption-related roles: food-shopping and food-preparation and 

discussed their remifications for marketing strategy. This as shown in 

the figure below: 

FIGURE 2:5 HIERARCHY OF EFFECTS MODEL OF FOOD SHOPPING GOALS 

General Role 

Orientations 

vis a vis family ... 

and outside world 

Food Food Shopping 

Preparation ..... Goals and 

styles Behavior 

Source: Article 

A. 

Specifically, the following hypotheses were dealt with: 

Women who are oriented toward traditional roles or life 

styles will exhibit traditIonal attitudes toward meal 

preparation and food shopping. 

Traditional 
, . 

women In lower fami ly income brackets wi 11 be 

concerned about price. 

B. Traditional women in higher income brackets will be concerned 

about quality. 
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Women who are oriented towards contemporary roles or 

life styles will be concerned about saving time 

regardless of family income. 

Specific atL1Ludes toward meal preparation will be 

better predictors of food shopping goals and behaviours 

than will general role orientation variables. 

Demographic variables including wom~n' s employment 

st.atus will be poor predictors of food shopping and 

behaviours. 

These hypotheses were tested using a structured questionnaire 

responded by 169 people of voluntary organizations. 

The following findings can be stated: 

(a) Traditionally oriented women were older. married longer. 

had larger households, tended not to have small children. 

They were in lower income group. Fewer demographics 

correlated with a "Contemporary Orientation" which was 

independent of age, and comprimised of women who were 

more likely to be working now and even more likely to 

plan to work in the future, 

(b) There were few correlations between the demographics and 

shopping goals and behaviours, 

(c) The number of significant correlations decreased as the 

analysis progressed from the role orientation factors to 

the food peparation styles and onto shopping goals and 

behaviours, 
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(d) No one demographic variable was strong enough to predict 

role orientation. There was instead a complex mingling of 

influences which affected women's role orientations, 

(e) Traditional orientation was the most highly correlated 

with concern for quality, had small correlation with 

concern for time. This indicates that the traditional 

woman wants to provide high quality food for her family 

at a reasonable cost considering time little, 

(f) In order to test H3 and H4 a multiple correlation 

analysis was conducted. But the results of these analysis 

are not stable enough to be conclusive, 

(g) For 'concern for price' and 'price minimization', the 

demographic variables contributed as much or more of the 

explained variance than did all the life-style factors. 

As considering the study as a whole, the writers thought that 

the results seemed to point the way to further research which should be 

useful in helping to specify determinants of women's food shopping 

behaviour. 

Moreover this study also showed that unidimensional view of 

women's roles could lead to insignificant cot'relations or unwarranted 

correlations. Therefore it would be better to hold a multidimensional 

view of women's world and her various roles. 

All of these reviewed articles constitute the theoretical 

background of the master's thesis. The review was done by classifying 

the articles into two maj or groups: those related to the concept of 

risk and those related to the concept of females. 
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Wi thin the first group, the articles that were 

conceptualizing risk were reclassified. In this section, starting by 

Bauer, articles defining risk, classifying it, searching the relation 

between risk and brand loyalty, assesing the perceived risk created by 

phone-shopping, evaluating perception of risk in buying from a store or 

a salesman, measuring perceived error tolerance for new 

investigating risk for different brands of automobiles, 

perceived risk cross-nationally were reviewed. The 

product, 

studying 

second 

relassification of perceived risk was related to risk reduction methods 

in this section, information seeking effect, warranty effect, prior 

experiences, word of mouth communication were the studied variables. 

The last reclassification included personal influences on perception of 

risk, including expectations, informal group influence, and 

self-confidence. 

With in the second group, the articles studied were related 

to women's changing characteristics and female food shopping behaviour. 

Working status, education and income level, traditional and 

contemporary life styles were the related variables. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

III. A STUDY ON WOMEN'S FOOD SHOPPING BEHAVIOUR AND RISK 

PERCEPTIONS 

In the first part of this chapter, the field study of which 

results are analysed in the following sections, and in the second part 

related findings will be described. 

3.1 Research Design and Methodology: 

3.1.1 Problem Formulation and Research Purpose: 

Perception of risk is one of the classical themes of Consumer 

Behaviour and there are a number of studies have been conducted on it. 

As women's role is increasing in the society, women have also been 

subj ect of many studies. But all of these studies are made in USA. 

Moreover, all of these studies related to perception of risk were 

related to what we might refer as the definition of perceived risk in 

certain shopping behaviours and its relation to certain demographic and 
'c 

psychological-self explanatory vadables. Only a few were related to 

risk reduction methods and all were conducted with American samples. 
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Therefore Turkey appears to be an unexplored area for ri sk 

perception. At the same time, there's a development towards creating 

public opinion for consumer protection. Moreover employment rate among 

women who do food shopping is increasing. But its important to 

emphasize the degree of consciousness women acquire in food shopping. 

The purpose of this study is to analyse risk perceptions and 

risk reduction methods which Turkish women face in food shopping. The 

effects of demographics and psychographics are also used as variables 

that can have effect in food shopping. The study also analyses if 

perceptions of risk are discriminated by working-status, kind of risk 

women with children perceive, and risk reduction methods. 

3.1.2 Research Objective and Research Questions: 

The above discussed research purpose was test i fi ed wi th the 

help of a field study that was carried in Bosphorus University. The 

direction of this study can be explained by the following questions: 

(a) Who does food shopping at home? 

(b) Who must do food-shopping? 

(c) Wh~t are the attitudes towards foo<;i shopping? 

(d) What is the frequency of food shopping? 
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(e) Which outlets are preferred in food shopping? 

(f) What kinds of foods create hesitation in buying situation? 

(g) Can some demographics and psychological variables be the 

determinants of food shopping? 

(h) What kinds of risks are faced in food-shopping? 

(i) Which risk reduction methods are more favored? 

(j) Do certain risk reduction methods define a certain 

profile of women? 

(k) As a new role of women emerging in our society; the 

workwoman to replace the housewife, how will food­

shopping behaviour be effected? 

(1) Is food shopping and risk behaviour critically different 

for working and non working women? 

3.1.3 Model and Hypotheses: 

The variables that were used in this study can be modeled ~s 
, 

in the following flowchart: 
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FIGURE 3:1 A MODEL FOR FIELD STUDY 
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In the study the following hypotheses will be analysed: 

(b) H2 : 

(c) H3: 

Working women perceive higher risk in food-shopping 

than non-working women. 

Working women exercise time loss more than non 

working women in food shopping. 

Working women exercise money-loss more than non 

working women in food shopping. 

Women with children exercise more hazard loss than 

non-working women in food shopping. 

Non-self confident women exercise more ego loss 

than self-confident women. 

Women prefer consumer-protective ways of ri sk 

reduction methods most. 

Risk reduction methods discriminate low risk 
"'" 

percetvers from high risk perceivers. 

Demographic variables of age. marital - status. 

education. income. working status. childownet;'ship • 
• 

and self-confidence with being contemporary/ 

traditional together discriminate low risk 

perceivers from high risk perceivers. 
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3.1.4 Data Collection Procedure. Instrument and the Sampling Plan: 

This study can be considered as a descriptive research 

because its aim is to describe certain characteristics of two groups: 

high and low risk perceivers and it will help us to make some 

generalizations. 

The descriptive research made is in the form of a 

cross-sectional one as its use of a sample of elements from the 

population of interest where the elements are measured at a single 

point of time. It provides a snapshot of variables at a single point of 

time. Moreover, the type of the study is a field study as its concerned 

with in-depth study of few typical situations. (32) 

For sampling, a non-probability design of a mixture of quota 

and convenience sampling is used. The questionnaire which is the main 

data collection instrument has been distributed in the campus of 

Bosphorus University. The students who have volunteered to help this 

particular master's thesis, have been instru.cted for the administrating 

the questionn~ires which were answered by females. Of 116 distributed 

questionnaires 88 have been returned and 85 of them were util ized in 

data analysis, indicating a collection success score of 73 per cent. 

(32) Churchill, G. Marketing Research: Methodological Foundations. 
2 nd ed. Illinois: The Dryden Press, 1976. pp. 49-65 
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Therefore, data was collected fr'om female r'espondents whi ch 

constituted closest environment of Bosphor'us Univer'sity students. They 

were either the students' mothers, sister's Or' neighbours. A balance of 

working to non-working women ratio has been maintained as a major aim 

of the sampling. As a result, 51. 8 and 48.2 were the percentages for 

working to non-working women respectively. 

The data collection instrument was a structured and 

undisguised questionnaire. Questions were presented with exactly the 

same wording and in the same order to all respondents. The main aim of 

this was standardization and guarantee of the comparability of the 

responses. 

Moreover, in the questionnaire the responses as well as the 

questions were standardized. Fixed alternative questions in which 

responses are limited to stated alternatives were utilized. Although 

the respondent might have difficulty in replying, the answers are easy 

to tabulate and analys~. But still this type of questionnaire has 

advantages such as, the subject does not have an opinion still is 

forced to answer and the subject does have an opinion but none of the 

response categories allow accurate expression of it. 

In the following par-agr'aphs. the 10 sect ions of the 

questionnaire will be explained: (33) 

Section 1: In this section, ther'e are two questions which are aiming 

to define th'e respons i ble member/members of the family for 

food shopping at present and ideally. 

(33) See: Questionnaire in Appendix 1. 
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section 2: This section consists of a set of questions which searches 

women's attitudes towards food shopping. The categories are 

related to degree of fondness of food shopping. An ordinal 

categorized scale is utilized for this purpose. 

Section 3: This section investigates the frequency of ftpod shopping. 

The categories are more than once a week, once a week, once 

in two weeks, and others. An ordinal categorized scale is 

used. 

Section 4: This section is related to outlets of foodshopping. The 

responses are expected by a likert scale for this question. 

For outlets 

cooperatives, 

like, 

Belediye 

grocers' , 

Tanzim 

supermarket, 

(Municipality 

market, 

Store), 

specialty shops (butchers' , etc) , the frequency of 

food-shopping is analysed in four categories: always-­

frequently-sometimes-never. 

Section 5: In this section, the level of hesitancy involved in buying 

food product classes such as meat products, cans, 

convenience food, milk and dairy products, flour and floury 

products, fresh frui t and vega table. The levels of 

hesitancy are measured as always, frequently. sometimes, 

never by a multiple likert scale. 
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section 6: This section includes three questions which measure level 

of risk. The high and low risk categories are obtained by 

the manupilation of the results. The risk measures were: 

(34) 

(a) Would you say that you are "always", "frequently", 

"sometimes", or "nevet"" cet"tain that a brand of the 

pt"oduct you have not tried befot"e will wot"k as well as 

yout" pt"esent bt"and? 

(b) Would you say that there's "a gt"eat deal", "some", "not 

much", "no" danget" in tt"ying a brand of the pt"oduct you 

have never used before? 

Section 7: This section includes the questions where kinds of risk 

perceived in food shopping are examined. There are 13 

conunents referring to women I s feelings when a food item 

they bought, turns out to be unfresh, useless or corrupt 

and the attitudes of the respondents towards these claims 

are required. The comments are randomly listed each one 

defining one of the kinds of losses; ego loss, time loss, 

(34) 

(35) 

money loss or hazard loss. (35) By a mathematical 

manipulation, for each respondent a time loss, money loss, 

ego loss or hazard loss score is also obtained. These 

scores are used in further analyses. 

Hoover, R., Green, R., Seagert, J., "Cross National Study of 
Perceived Risk", Journal of Marketing, pp. 102-108, July 1978. 

Roselius, Ted, "Consumer Rankings of Risk Reduction Methods". 
Journal of Mark~ting Vol. 35 pp. 50-61, January 1971. 
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The below table shows perceived risk comments: 

TABLE 3:1 PERCEIVED RISK COMMENTS 

I think I used up time for something worthless. 

I lose confidence in the brand. 

I feel dump. 

I think I spent money for something worthless. 

I think I did something which is harmful to health. 

I feel very upset. 

I think I could do something else in the time I spent. 

I think I would buy better things with the amount at stake. 

I feel sorry for I'm deceived. 

I lose confidence in the outlet. 

I think I'll spend time in rebuying. 

I think someone else must do the shopping. 

I think I risked the family's health. 

Source: Questionnaire. 
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Section 8: This section deals with Risk Reduction Methods for 

perceived risk. A likert scale of conformity is employed 

for responses. Respondents had to evaluate 11 risk reliever 

methods. The risk relievers are listed in the following 

table: 

TABLE 3:2 RISK RELIEVERS 

I don't shop in the same outlet again. 

I don't buy the same brand again. 

I look for Turkish Standards Institution or Food Control 

Endorsement. 

I want to taste/try. 

I want my money back. 

I want to take advice. 

I want to buy most expensive brand. 

I shop around. 

I want to buy the most advertised brand. 

I want other people to shop. 

I tell others about the item. 

Source: Questionnaire. 
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Section 9: This section probes the socio-demographic characteristics 

of women. Age, marital status, education level, net tot.al 

family income, childownership are the variables studied. 

Section 10: This section deals with two psychological variables. The 

first one aims at the class ification of women as 

contemporary and traditional. The comments are responded on 

an agreement scale which was in the form of likert. The 

composite value of scores are used for classification. (36) 

Package 

The second variable is related to general-self-confidence. 

The scores are obtained by a likert scale of fitness. The 

scores are manipulated to classify women into two groups; 

as self confident and non-self confident. (37), (38) 

After all the questionnaires were coded, SPSS (Statistical 

Program for Soc i al Sci ences) have been employed and 

sub-programs like one-way Frequency, Cross-tabulations and Discriminant 

Analysis were utilized. 

The below table summarizes the kinds of analysis conducted on 

the hypotheses: 

(36) Roberts, M.L., Wortzel, H.L., "New Life Style Determinants of 
Women's Food Shopping Behaviour", Journal of Marketing, 
Vol. 43, pp. 28-40 Summer 1979. 

(37) Locander, W.B., Hermann, P.W., "The Effect of Self-Confidence 
and Anxiety on Information Seeking in Consumer Risk 
Reduction", Journal of Marketing Vol. 9 pp. 268-274, May 1979 

(38) See: Appendix 2 for the adapted form of Gorsuch, Spielberger 
and Lushene's "Self Evaluation Test". The test is adapted by 
Oner and Le Compte in Bosphorus University. 
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TABLE 3: 3 HYPOTHESES AND ANAI.YSES 

Hypothesis 

1. Working women 

perceive higher risks 

2. Working women exercise 

higher time loss 

3. Working women exercise 

higher money loss 

4. Women with children 

exercise higher hazard 

loss 

5. Non-self confident women 

exercise higher ego loss 

6. Women prefer consumer 

protective ways of risk 

reduction 

7. Risk reduction methods 

discriminate high and 

low risk perceivers 

8. Demographics and 

psychographies 

discriminate high and 

low risk perceivers 

• T esis 

Operationa1ization 

of Variables 

Working status and risk 

perception 

Working status and 

time loss 

Working status and 

money loss 

Working status and 

hazard loss 

Self-confidence and 

ego-loss 

Risk reduction methods 

Risk perception and 

risk reduction methods 

Risk perception and age, 

income,education,morital 

status,chi1downership, 

self confidence, 

contemporary/traditional 

Type of Analysis 

Conducted 

Cross-tabulation 

Cross-tabulation 

Cross-tabulation 

Cross-tabulation 

Cross-tabulation 

Frequency analysis 

Discriminant 

analysis 

Discriminant· 

analysis 
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3.1.5 Limitations of The Study: 

Data collection procedure and analysing it has consumed a 

recognizable level of accuracy and effort. Nevertheless, this study has 

some limitations either caused by the sample, or the way the questions 

are directed to the respondents. These limitations will be discussed in 

this section. 

The major limitation of the study roots from the 

administration of the study. The questionnaires were filled by the 

respondents without directly facing the writer. The students who were 

responsible for the distribution of the questionnaires were informed, 

but the writer thinks that this might not be enough. Moreover the 

sample, which consisted of the close environment of Bosphorus 

University students, namely their mothers, neighbours etc., come from 

upper income and education levels of the society. This limits the scope 

of generalization of our findings to other samples; therefore, the 

study lacks external validity. The application of the recommendations 

whi~h will be discussed in chapter four, section two, will be suitable 

when similar groups in the society are target markets or a target in. 

any study. 

One other limi tat ion of the study is due to the lack of 

literature on this subject in Turkey. The study is an overlapping study 

. of two subjects; risk perception and female shopping behaviour. Both of 
I . 

these subjects are untouched in our country. This has led the writer to 

utilize studies that were representing other cultures' behaviour. But, 

the effect of this limitation has been decreased to some extent by an 

accurate translation and adaptation of the questions. 
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The last limitation of the study turns out to be the 

unidimenS.ional view of women's role and related behaviour. That is. the 

relationship between women's food shopping and certain demograph ics, 

one taken at a time are investigated. But this can lead to 

insignificant or unwarranted conclusions. Whether a women is employed 

outside home or not, she is likely to hold a multidimensional view of 

her world and her various roles, which is directly correlated wi th 

their perception of risk and risk reduction methods. In this study. 

other than multidimensional view of their world, unidimensional 

demographic variables are used, which - turns out to be a limitation. 

Future studres are hoped to include multidimensional views in place of 

unidimens ional. 

3.2 Findings: 

In this second part of chapter three, the results of the 

study will be reviewed. This review will follow an order where summary 

findings will be discussed first. Hypotheses related findings will 

succeed summary findings. Finally, other findings will be discussed. 

3.2.1 Summary Findings on Variables Studied: 

I~ thls section, the results of the frequency analyses 

applied on the data will be given in the form of tables. Each table 

will have a short explanation below it. 
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TABLE 3:4 SOCIO-ECONOMIC COMPOSITION OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

Socio-Economic Variables Number Percent 

Age: 

20 and lower 10 11.8 

21 - 30 23 27.1 

31 - 40 19 22.4 

41 - 50 23 27.1 

51 - 60 9 10.6 

61 - more ....!. ~ 

85 100.0 

Marital status: 

Single 23 27.5 

Married 54 63.5 

WidowlDivorced 8 9.0 

85 100.0 



Socio-Economic Variables 

Education Level: 

Literate 

Primary School 

Middle-School 

High'School 

College/University 

Graduate 

Income: 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Working status: 

Yes 

No 
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TABLE 3:4 CONTINUED 

------.. -.. -----.-~----

Number 

3 

6 

5 

26 

38 

7 

85 

22 

40 

23 

85 

44 

41 

Percent 

3.5 

7.1 

5.9 

30.6 

44.7 

~ 

100.0 

25.9 

47.1 

27.1 

100.0 

51.8 

48.2 

85 100.0 
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TABLE 3:4 CONTINUED 

Socid-Economic Variables Number Percent 

Child Ownership: 

Yes 48 56.5 

No II 43.5 

85 100.0 

Contemporary/Traditional: 

Contemporary 56 65.9 

Traditional 29 2 4 . 1 

85 100.0 

General Self Confidence: 

Self-Confident 55 64.7 

Non self-Confident 30 .2.U 
85 100.0 

Source: Thesis (39) 

(39) See: Questionnaire in the Appendix 1. The findings are 
related to questions 1 to 8 in page 3. 
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As seen from the above table distribution of socioeconomic 

characteristics are quite balanced across sub categories. For every 

variable ~tudied. variance scores were low which was a determinant of 

healthy distribution. 

TABLE 3:5 SURVEY RESPONDENTS' SHOPPING PRACTICES AND ATTITUDES 

Shopping Practices and Attitudes 

Who does food shopping: 

Mother 

Father 

Mother and father together 

Each member of the family 

Other 

Who should do food shopping: 

Mother 

Father 

Mother and father together 

Each member of the family 

other 

Number Percent 

56 67.5 

6 7.2 

16 19.3 

3 3.6 

2 ~ 

83 100.0 

49 58.3 

3 3.6 

17 20.2 

8 9.5 

7 ~ 

84 100.0 
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TABLE 3:5 CONTINUED 

ShoEEing Practices and Attitudes Number Percent 

*ttitudes toward food shopping: 

I like doing it a lot 21 24.7 
I like doing it 44 51.8 
I don't like doing it 17 3.5 

I do it when I have to -.l 20.0 

85 10{).0 

Shopping Trips: 

More than once a week 63 75.0 

Once a week 18 21.4 

Once in two weeks 2 2.4 

More ....l ~ 

84 100.0 

Source: Thesis (40) 

As seen from the above table, "mother" does and is expec ted 

to do food shopping wi thin the family. Food shopping was moderately 

liked by women and was performed more than once a week by the majority 

of the sample. 

(40) See: Questionnaire in the Appendix 1. The findings are 
related to questions 1, 2, 3, 4 in page 1. 
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.. -----_. __ . -." ----------_._------
.qrQ.c.~_r!_~_ ~'y'p'!;!rma..tlS.~t _ Market _. Coo~ative kUl1iM1U:L~tQ.t.E!. ~cialtL.9utlet~. 

l'reCerenee No. eU!!.m!£ No ~ercent ~ Per..£.ellt No p~rcent No !:..'li:~.?1!1;. No ~.J::!<I?_nt: 
_, ~4 •• ___ ._._ •• _ •••• " •• __ ._ ... _.,_~ ____ ~ _________ • ___ • _____ ._" _________ _ 

Always 19 24.4 21 24.1 16 19.0 2 2.4 3 3.6 

Frequelll:.1YI 

Geherally 12 14.1 42 4 \"1. 4 13 15.5 6 t.1 1 1.2 

Solileti the s 49 51.6 i!1 24.1 30 35.1 21 25.0 29 34.9 

Nevel" 5 5.9 1 1.2 25 29.13 55 69.5 50 60.2 

Total 85 100.0 85 100.0 84 100.0 84 100.0 83 100.0 

Source: Thesis (41) 

As the above labie repr~sellt:s oUl1e~s like grocers, superlharket 

slid speeiaUy ouUets where 01119' olle kil1d of food is sold (butehl!rs. 

ell'.) are a1ways and freqUellt:iy preferred. Open market is modiumly 

preferred whereas cooperatives alld municipality stores are less preferred. 

(41) See~ QUestionnaire in the Appendl~ 1. the flndillgs are 
related lo qUesltol1s 5. 

22 :.'6.2 

21 25.0 

34 41.1 

6 7.1 

83 100.0 
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---------- ------ ~----.. ------------------------_.. ------
hesHatioll Me~L1:tQducts CElnned ~ood Ready-Food 

Level 

- -- -.-. -.---.~ .. ---.---------------------------------------... ------_._-

Always 9 10.6 21 24.7 42 50.6 8 ~.5 1 1.2 

GenerAlly 17 20.0 12 14.1 26 31.3 16 19.1 6 7.1 6 7.1 

Sometiltles 114 51.8 33 38.8 9 10.8 jj 39.3 39 45.9 23 21.1 

Nevel:" 15 17.6 19 2~.4 6 7.3 27 32.1 40 47.0 55 64.7 

tolai 85 100.0 gS 100.0 83 100.0 84 100.0 85 100.0 85 100.0 

--_._-----_ .. _-- _ ... _-------_.- - -_._ .. --... 

Source: Thesis (42) 

As seeH frolll lite above lable I it. I s obvious that the level of 

hesitancy exercised is highest ill readY-food. H.'s follt1wed by canlled 

food, meal ptoddClsj milk al1d dlsty product j fresh ftult al1d vegetab1e, 

flour and derivatives being the least hesitated product class. 

(42) See: QUestionhaire ill the Appendix 1. the tlhdings are 
related to ~uestiOIJ 6. 
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TABLE 3:8 RISK PERCEPTION LEVF.LS 

Risk Perception Levels 

Low risk perceivers 

High risk perceivers 

Source: Thesis (43) 

Number 

38 

47 

85 

Percent 

44.7 

2ld 
100.0 

The sample turned to be di vi ded into two levels of high and 

low risk perception as seen from the above table. 

(43) See: Questionnaire in the Appendix 1. The findings are 
related to questions 7 and 8. 
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____ ~ ~_. __ •••• __ ... __ ._ .M 

------------------
ttlh11y- Agt'ee 1>1 sagt'ee Totally Me art 1J'arial1ce 

\les of A~l7eE! bisagt'ee 
t.OIlS No flel7£ellt No PEii:'ceht ~ Pet'~El.!!.L. No .. pet~etlt 

_._,._-_ .. '--------------------
t thitlk 1 Ulled Up 

my Hme 23 27.1 38 44.1 19 22.4 5 5.8 2.011 .733 

1 lose confidel1ce 

ill bl:"al1d 49 51.1i 23 38.8 2 2.4 1 1.2 1.471 .311 

1 feel dump 8.2 H; l1L8 41 48.2 21 24.7 2.89/1 .162 

I thirtk 1 spel1t motley 

tot' something 

wodh1ess 52 61.9 23 27.4 7 8.3 2 2.4 1.512 .566 

1 think the iteltl 

tltay be hal:"rrttul tor 
lieallh 26 31.0 38 45.2 11 13.1 9 101 2.036 .878 

1 feel upset 31 36.5 38 44.1 14 16.5 2 2.4 1.841 .607 

I could do other 

t.hihgs ill the lime 

1 spellt 23 u.i 33 38.!! 19 22.4 Hi 11.S 2.188 .940 

1 couid buy other 

things with the 

money at. Iltake 40 47.1 38 44.7 4 4.7 3 3.S 1.641 .541 

--...... -.. -.--~ .. --.-------------.----.. ----.----.--------- . _______ .~v_~ ___ ._ ... H ___ 



.. --------.-... -.... ------------~-.----------.--.-.--------------.-

Tolaiiy Agree Disagree Totaiiy Mean Variance 
TypE't, of At;t~e Disligree 

Loss No Per_f;~_t!1 No Pet'cen_t. No ~cel1L f'.Jo _ Per!<...~!!t. 

..... '-._--._._- - .. -·~·-_____ v _______________ 

----------.~.----.-----

1) 1 feU sortt Edt-

t'llt deceived :?1 :?5.0 40 41.6 17 20.2 1.1 2.095 

j) i lose confidence 

in oUtlet 24 28.2 34 40.0 19 22.4 8 9.4 2.129 

k) 1 think t Iii spend 

more time in tebuying 4 4.7 31 43.S 33 38.S 11 12.9 2.600 

i) t think someone ehe 

must do shoPl?ing 1 1.2 3 3.5 37 43.5 44 SL8 :1 .4:,9 

111) t think t Hsked 

familt's haa1th 10 11.8 26 30.6 37 43.5 12 14.1 2.600 

- ----~------ ---~--~---"----~'---- ----------------------------------~-- ---------- ----

Source: Thesis (44) 

(~4) See: QUestionnaire in the A~l?endix 1. The flndin~s are 
related to questions 10 and 2. 

.73g 

.876 

.600 

.394 

.767 
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An agreement pElrcenta~E! which is derived from a compiled score 
of lolally agree and agree level, ~hows that kinds of tOSSElS such as lose 

confidence lH the brl3.tid, buy sOlnethillg else with the alnount at stake, 

spend Inoney [or sOlnething worthless, feel upset. do something which might 

be harmful to health. feel dElcelved Were the ones that Were highly 

agreed. All the above kinds of leslie!! Were accepted by !tiore that! 70 
percent ot thE! sample. 

tAatE ~11d CONFORMIty WITH RiSk REDUCtIoN MEtHODS 

- ..... _._-_.- ... ,---------. ------~---
Risk Mos ~~.H.!.l!t Suiting tess Suiting Not __ suiti!!& 
Reliever'S No ret't:L~jjt No Percent No Per!.!e1tL !t~ Per-canl 

.... _._ .. _-----... 

Me!lJl !..~tia-,!~~ 

---.~.--------- --_.-_._-----_ .. _----_ .. -... _- --.---
Ii) I don't shop in the 

same place again 13 15.3 23 27.1 33 38.a 16 liLS 2.612 .931 

b) I don't buy lhe sallie 

brand again 45 52.9 20 23.5 19 22.4 1 1.2 1'··' -_.!l.~,~ .729 

c) t look for t!it or 

Poorl contt'ai Stamp 35 41.1 jj 39.3 8 9.5 8 (j.5 1,869 .886 

d) 1 wanl to try/hllle 15 H.t} 43 51.2 15 17.9 13 13.1 2.262 .822 

e) 1 wanl my money baek 17 ;?O.O 14 16.5 23 27.1 31 36.S i?aoo 1.305 

f') 1 wanl infot'lttatiot! 

I'rolll others 9 10.1 40 47.6 25 29.!! 10 11.9 2.429 .106 

~) 1 Walll ttl buy thE! 

IIItlst expetlsi'ie bt'atld Ii lj .1 15 17.6 34 40.0 32 31.6 3.106 .739 

~ ._- -.. --.-., .. ~~- ..... -~--.--.---------.. -~----.---.---.--~--.- ---- -----------.. ---.. --~-.--.---.--.--.-.- .. 
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rABL~ 3:10 COHtlNUEQ 

.---.~-.. _.-._ .. _-
----_._-.--- -<.-'-

Risk Most Suiting Suiting Le!1L~.t,tJUhg !{gt 
~e1ievers No Perfli!.~i No Pllrcent No tElrc(!nL ~. 

- -_._-- -----------_ ... _--------.!..-._------- ------_ .. 

h) 1 shop around 26 30.6 32 31.6 23 21.1 Ij 

1 ) 1 waht. to buy the 

most advertised brand 9 10.6 24 28.2 52 

j) 1 want other peopie 

to shop 1 1.2 20 23.8 63 

It) 1 tell others 

about it 17 20.0 30 35.3 25 29.4 13 

- ... - '.- ---.----. _ .. _- '. ' .. _-.'- ._.' -. __ .. --. 

Seouree: The~l$ (45) 

Thf' ~'receeding table shows that, utilizing a conformity score 

which ,hows the combined effect of the fl~st two levels (most suitlhg and 

~tt! tltt~ \, consumer protective way of risk reduclion method thaI:. Is. "I 

look fer Turkish Standards Institution or Pood Control Endorsernel1lw, 

nrihJ the fil'st. H's followed by "1 don't: buy the same brand agairt", 

and fir;ally by "1 waht to try" as preferted risk reduction methods. 

(45) See: Questiottha!i:fl in the Appendix 1. The findings arll 
telated to qUestions 11 and 2. 

~!J!t illf, ~eal1 variam:_'? 

pgre(!ri~ 

4.1 2.0~9 .110 

61.2 3.506 .4&1 

7S.0 ].138 .no 

1).3 7..400 .957 
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3.2.2 Findings on Hypotheses: 

In this chapter, findings on the eight hypotheses of the 

field study will be presented. (46) 

3.2.2.1 Working Status and Risk Perception: 

The hypothesis that working women perceive higher risks in 

food-shopping than non-working women was supported by the data wi th a 

X
2 

value of 11.68, at one degree of freedom, with a significance 

level of .0006. The contingency coefficient value (c), was found to be 
"-

.39 meaning a moderate association exists between the two variables. 

73.7 per cent of non-working women were found to be low risk 

percei vers, where as 66 per eent of working women were high ri sk 

pere-eivers. 

TABLE 3:11 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WORKtNG 

STATUS AND RtSK PERCEPTION 

variables 2 X calculated d.f 

Working status 11.68 1 .0006 

and Risk Perception 

Source: Thesis (47) 

cv/cc 

.39 

(46) For detailed information, computer outputs in Appendix 3 can 
be seen. 

(47) d.f. is degrees of freedom 
~ is significance level 

cv/cc is cramer's V or contingency coefficrent 



- ~.L -

3.2.2.2 Working status and Time Loss: 

The hypothesis that working women percerve higher time loss 

in food shopping than non-working women was supported. The risk 

reducLion methods pertaining time saving support this hypot.heses as 

seen from the below table. 

TABLE 3:12 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WORKING 

STATUS AND TIME LOSS 

Variables 2 X calculated d.f 

a)Working status and 

store loyalty as a risk 

reduction method 7.78 3 .0509 

b)Working status and 

most advertised board 

as a risk reduction 

method 8.28 2 .0519 

c)Working status. and 

someone else must do 

food shopping as a 

risk reduction method 9.40 2 .0091 

Source: Thesis 

cv/cc 

.30 

.31 

.33 
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Working women preferred risk reduction methods of store 

loyalty, buy the most advertised brand and someone else must do rood 

shopping as these methods helped them to save time in food shopping. 

Therefore, the working women must have exerci sed time loss to prefer 

these risk reduction methods. The three risk reduction methods that 

were mentioned above were preferred by 61.1 per cent, 80.5 percent, and 

80.2 percent of the<working women respectively. 

3.2.2.3. Working Status and Money Loss: 

The hypothesis that working women perceived higher money loss 

in food shopping than non-working women was not supported significantly 

by the data. At three degrees of freedom, the significance was found to 

be .5407. 

Variables 

Money loss and 

working status 

Source: Thesis 

TABLE 3:13 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MONEY 

LOSS AND WORKING STATUS 

2 
X calculated d.f 

2.16 3 

cv/cc 

.5407 .15 

The hypothesis that women who have shildren will exercise 

more hazard loss was supported by the data, with a x
2 

10.89, three 

degrees of freedom, significance .0123 and a contingency cofficient 

value of .36. 
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It's seen that 72.9 per cent of women having children 

declared to exercise hazard loss. 

Some other findings showing significant relationships between 

child ownership and risk reduction methods which also contribute to the 

support of this hypothesis can be seen in the table below: 

TABLE 3:14 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

CHILDOWNERSHIP AND HAZARD LOSS 

Variables x2 calculated d.f 

a)Childownership and 

Hazard Loss 10.89 3 

b)Childownership and 

risk reduction method 

of TSI and Food Control 

stamp 7. 22 3 

c)Childownership and 

risk reduction method 

of Shopping around 6.79 3 

d)Childownership and 

risk reduction method 

of shopping around 8.70 3 

e)Childownership and 

I think I did something 

harmful to health 7.90 3 

Source: Thesis 

cv/cc 

.0123 .36 

.0665 .29 

.0700 .23 

.0336 .32 

.0479 .31 
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Women who have children preferred Turkish standards 

Institution or Food Control stamp, buying the most expensive brand, 

shopping around by 89.4, 81.8 and 79.2 per cents respectively. 

Moreover of those who had children 79.2 percent stated to 

exercise the feeling of " I think I did something harmful to health", 

which has a X
2 

of 7.90 with three degrees of freedom, .0479 

significance and a .31 contingency coefficient value. 

3.2.2.5 Self Confidence and Ego Loss: 

The hypothesis that non-self confident women exercise more 

ego-loss than the self-confident was supported by two findings. 

Of non-self confident women 62.1 per cent revealed to 

exercise type of loss; "I lose confidence in the store". This 

relationship was supported by the data, with a x2 value 11. 72, three 

degrees of freedom, at a significance level of .0082 and a contingency 

coefficient value of .37. 

Moreover, of non-self confident women 62.1 per cent revealed 

to utilize risk reduction method; "r try to get advice from others". 

This relationship was supported by the data with a x
2 

value 9.51, 

three degrees of freedom, at a significance level of .0226 and a 

contingency coefficient value of .34. 
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TABLE 3:15 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EGO LOSS 

AND SELF CONFIDENCE 

Variables 2 
X calculated d.f 

a)Self confidence and 

I lose confidence 

in brand 11.72 3 .0082 

b)Self confidence and 

risk reduction method 

of try to get advice 

from others 9.57 3 .0226 

Source: Thesis 

3.2.2.6 Rankings of Risk Reduction Methods: 

cv/cc 

.37 

.34 

The hypothesis that consumers preferred consumer protectIve 

ways of risk reduction methods was confirmed by the data as the risk 

reduction method of t "I look for Turkish Standards Insti tut ion and Food 

Control Endorsement", was conformed by 81.0 per cent of the respondents. 
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3.2.2.7 Discrimination of Low Risk Perceiver~~~~~~Risk 

Perceivers by Risk Reduction Methods: 

The purpose of the discriminant analysis was to test the 

seventh hypothesis of the study which was if the risk reduction methods 

that were utilized in this study, discriminated two groups of people 

high risk perceivers and low risk perceivers. In other words, 

perception of risk was the dependent variable and the risk reduction 

methods like, not to shop in the same store; not to buy the same brand; 

looking for Turkish Standards Institution or Food Control Endorsement, 

want to try; want money back; want to take information from others; 

want to buy the most advertised brand; want other people to shop; to 

tell to others about the item, were all independent variables of this 

discriminant analysis. 

In the following table, statistical findings of the 

discriminant analysis will be presented: 

TABLE 3:16 STATISTICS OF THE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION 

statistics 

Eigen Value 

Conanical Correlation 

Wi 11<. t S Lambda 

Chi-Square 

Degrees of Freedom 

Significance 

Centroid of Group l:~ow Risk Perceivers 

Centroid of Group 2:High Risk Perceivers 

Percentage of Correct Classification 

Source: Thesis 

Value 

.31401 

.489 

.7610 

20.345 

11 

0.041 

-0.53582 

0.44056 

73.71 
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As seen from the above table, risk reduction methods can 

discriminate low risk perceivers from high risk perceivers at a 

significant level. Group centroids indicate that low risk perceivers 

have higher discriminant scores than the high risk perceivers. 

Using an acceptance limit of .35 for the standardized 

coefficients, the risk reduction method of not to shop in the same 

store (coefficent: .72960) and buying the most adver tised brand 

(coefficent: .31604) discriminated low risk perceivers better than risk 

high perceivers. Among the two risk reduction methods the first is 

approximately twice in importance in differentiating among low and high 

risk perceivers. On the other hand, risk reduction methods of to buy 

the most advertised brand and to shop around helped to discriminate 

high risk perceivers better. Moreover, the first of these risk 

reduction methods is approximately twice in importance in 

differentiating the two groups. 

The whole discriminant function's correct classifying 

percentage is 73.71 and the proportion test applied indicates that this 

classification is 99 per cent significant, that is discriminant 

function does a good job in classifying the existing sample~ 

(z value 4.27, p<.OS) 

It's seen in the following table, 3:11 that risk reduction 

methods which describe low risk perceives better were not to shop in 

the same store, not to buy the same brand, want to try, want money 

back, want to take information from others, want to buy the most 

advertised brand, want others to shop, and to tell others about the 

item. For high risk perceives look for TSE or food control endorsement, 

want to buy the most expensive brand and to shop around scored higher 

indicating that they described better. 
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The below table shows the results of the univariate analysis: 

TABLE 3:17 IMPORTANCE OF PREDICTOR VARIABLES (UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS) 

Low Risk High Risk wilk's 

Variables Perceivers Perceivers Lambda Fcalculated 

Not to shop in the same store 2.9459 2.3333 .8991 8.9793 

Not to buy the same brand 1.8649 1.5778 .9716 2.3364 

Look for TSE or food control 

endorsement 1.7838 1.9778 .9894 .8580 

Want to try 2.3514 2.2000 .9932 .5502 

Want money back 2.9189 2.7333 .9933 .5403 

Want to take information 

from others 2.5135 2.3778 .9936 .5176 

Want to buy the most expensive 

brand 2.9459 3.2667 .9656 2.8469 

To shop around 2.0000 2.0889 .9975 .2017 

Want to buy the most advertised 

brand 3.6216 3.4667 .9866 1.0864 

Want others to shop 3.7838 3.6889 .9899 .8164 

Want to tell others about the 

item 2.4865 2.3333 .9937 .5064 

Source: Thesis 
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3.2.2.8 Discrimination of Low Risk Po!,,~i ve!"_~.Jrq!!!.Ju.gh_-,:Usk 

Perceivers by Demographics and Psychographics: 

The purpose of this discriminant analysis was to test the 

last hypothesis of the study which was if the demographic and 

psychographic variables discriminated two groups of people: high risk 

perceivers and low risk perceivers. In other words, perception of risk 

was the dependent variable and the demographics of age, marital status, 

education, family income, working status, child ownership and 

psychographics of contemporary/traditionality and general self 

confidence were all independent variables of this discriminant analysis. 

In the following table, statistical findings of the 

discriminant analysis will be presented: 

TABLE 3:18 STATISTICS OF THE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION 

Statistics 

Eigen Value 

Conanical Correlation 

Wi lk • s Lamb'da 

Chi-Square 

Degrees of Freedom 

Significance 

Centroid of Group l:Low Risk Perceivers 

centroid of Group 2:High Risk Perceivers 

Percentage of Correct Classification 

Source: Thesis 

Value 

.21248 

.420 

.8235 

15.338 

8 

0.053 

.46443 

-.37549 

69.41 
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As seen from the above table, demographic and psychographic 

variables can discriminate low risk perceivers from high risk 

percei vers at a significant level. Group centroids indicate that high 

risk perceivers have higher discriminant scores than the low risk. 

perceivers. 

Using an acceptance limit of .35 for the standardized 

coefficients, the demographic of working status (coefficient: .97147) 

and childownership (coefficient:.35820) discriminated low risk 

perceivers from high risk perceivers. The first demographic 

discriminated high risk perceivers better than low risk perceivers and 

the latter discriminated low risk perceivers better than high risk 

perceivers. Working status was approximately triple in importance in 

differentiating the two groups. 

The whole discriminant function's correct classifying 

percentage is 69.41 and the proportion test applied indicates that this 

classification is 99 per cent significant, that is discriminant 

function does a good job in classifying the existing sample. (z 

value;3.57; p<.05) 

The below table shows the results of the univariate analysis: 

TABLE 3:19 IMPORTANCE OF PREDICTOR VARIABLES (UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS) 

Low Risk High Risk Wilk's 

Variables Perceivers Perceivers Lambda Fcalculated 

Age 3.1579 2.8936 .9888 .9404 
Mari tal status 1. 6053 1. 6596 .9969 .2620 
Education Level 4.1053 4.4681 .9757 2.0630 
Family Income 1. 9737 2.0426 .9978 .1843 
Working status 1.2632 1. 6596 .8444 15.2921 
Child Ownership 1.4211 1.4468 .9993 .0554 
Contemporary/Traditional 1.3421 1.3404 1.0000 .0002 
General Self Confidence 1. 3158 1.3830 .9951 .4076 

Source: Thesis 
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It's seen in the table 3: 19 that among the demographic and 

psychographic variables which describe low risk perceivers better was 

age. All the other variables like mad tal status, education level, fami ly 

income, working status, childownership and general self confidence was 

describing the high risk perceives group where as 

contemporary/traditiona1ty didn't have a discriminating power at all. 

3.2.3 Other Findings: 

In this part of this chapter, finding unrelated to hypothesis, 

nevertheless have some statistical and explanatory value will be 

discussed. These findings will be either related to level of perceived 

risk, kinds of losses and kinds of risk reduction methods. 

3.2.3.1 Findings Related to the Level of Risk 

TABLE 3:20 LEVEL OF RISK AND SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 

Relationships d.f cc/cv a 

Level of risk by "who 

must do food shopping" 12.39 4 .38 .0147 

Level of risk by ",Age" 14.22 5 .41 .0143 

Level of risk by "hesitancy 

faced in buying meat, fish, 

poultry 9.82 3 .34 .0201 

Source: Thesis 
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Of low risk perceivers, 75.7 percent declared mother, 10.8 

percent mother and father together, 2.7 percent each member of the 

family, 10.8 per cent anyone (not cared) must do food shopping at 

home. Of high risk perceives 44.7 percent declared mother, 27.7 mother 

and father .together, 14.9 percent each member of the family, 6.4 

percent anyone must do food shopping at home. 

Of low risk perceivers, 18.4 per cent were members of younger 

age. 34.2 percent medium age and 47.4 percent older ·age groups. whereas 

of high risk perceivers 6.4 percent were younger age, 61.6 per cent 

medium age 32.0 percent older age groups. 

Of low ri sk perce i vers , 10.5 percen t dec lared to hes itate 

highly 57.9 per cent exercised medium hesitation, and 31.6 percent 

exercised no hesitation in the stage of buying meat, fish and poultry 

products. Of high risk perceivers the hesitation levels such as "high", 

"medium" and "not at all", were exercised by 10.6, 83.0, 6.4 percents 

of the respondents respectively. 

3.2.3.2 Findings Related to Kinds of Losses: 

The following table show the statistics about the 

relationships between demographics/psychographies and comments on 

different kinds of loss~s. 
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TABLE 3:21 KINDS OF RISK AND SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 

Relationships d.f cc/cv a 

Having children and lose 

confidence in brand 8.37 3 .31 .0389 

Having children and 

feel dump 9.25 3 .33 .0262 

H,aving children and 

feel upset 6.69 3 .29 .0728 

Having children and 

alternative time loss 8.63 3 .31 .0317 

Having children and feel 

sorry to be deceived 11.95 3 .38 .0076 

contemporary/Traditional 

and alternative time loss \ 
9.00 3 .33 .0293 

Self confidence and think. to 

risk family health 7.73 3 .30 .0519 

Source: Thesis 
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When the food purchase is a failure. of those respondents who 

had children. 97.9 percent declared conformity with the comment that 

they "lose confidence in the brand". 78.3 percent agree that they "feel 

dump". 62.3 per cent agree "to feel upset". 67.9 percent agree that 

they think "they could do any other thing in the time they spent". and 

65.6 percent agree that "they feel sorry for being deceived." 

Of the contemporary women respondents 66.1 percent declared 

that "they could do other things in the time they spent during food 

shopping". where as of self-confident women 75.5 percent declare that 

"they wouldn't think that they risked the family health". 

3.2.3.3 Findings Related to Risk Reduction Methods: 

The only finding which is related to risk reduction method 

and self confidence variable is shown in the below table: 

TABLE 3:22 RISK REDUCTION AND SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 

Type of relationships 

Self confidence and risk 

reduction method of want 

others to shop 

Source: Thesis 

8.37 

d.f cc/cv 

3 .31 

a 

.0389 
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73.9 percent of the non-self conf ident women responded that 

they would like other people to shop as a risk reduction method for the 

risks they perceive in food shopping. 

3.2.4 Associational/Directional Findings: 

In this section, the associations which are not found 

statistically significant, however after the proportion-test applied 

indicated to have value in the direction of some relationships will be 

listed. The associations are related to risk reduction methods and 

variables such as mad tal status, 

traditional and self-confidence. 

income, being contemporaryl 

a) 64.3 percent of the married women didn't want oth~r 

people to do food shopping. 

b) 63.1 percent of the low income group members declared 

that they would like advise. 

c) 64.7 percent of the low income group members declared 

that they wouldn't buy the most expensive model. 

d) 67.0 percent of the low income group member declared that 

they would shop around. 

e) 66.8 percent of the low income group members dec 1 ared 

that they wouldn't buy the most advertised brand. 

f) 64.7 percent of the contemporary women declared that they 

wouldn't buy the most advertised brand. 

g) 64.4 percent of the contemporary women declared that they 

wouldn't want other people to shop. 
, 

h) 60.7 percent of the non-self confident women declared 

that they would like to take information from others. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

IV. CONCLUSIONS and IMPLICATIONS: 

This chapter will be discussed in two main sections; 

(a) Interpretation of the findings: Conclusion 

(b) Importance and Implications of the study. 

4.1 Interpretation of the Findings: Conclusion: 

In this study which is applied on women subjects, many 

highlights of their food shopping behaviour are obtained. 

The study was conducted on 85 female respondents via data 

collection procedure of questionnaire. The questionnaire included 

questions that. probed into food shopping behavior, kinds of risks 

percei ved in food shopping and relevant ri sk reduction methods. The 

filled-up questionnaires were analysed by using computer programs like 

cross-tabulations, frequency distributions and discriminant analysis. 

In the following paragraphs, the findings of the study wi 11 

be interpreted and some conclusions will be reached. 
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The shopping role is perceived to be a female phenomenon and 

is rarely shared with the husband and other members of the family. The 

mother actually shops and is expected to perform it. Even the women who 

declared a dislike towards food shopping didn't want to share the 

responsibility of food shopping. This revealed that women wanted to 

keep their maternity role as a strong decision maker within the family. 

In this study it's found that supermarkets and specialty 

outlets are favored places for food shopping; where as cooperatives and 

Municipality Shopping Places (Belediye Tanzim) aren't. This might be 

due to the fact that the number of the latter are few in number. 

therefore they cannot meet the needs of large gorups and also they 

present a poor image in the eyes of the public. They are also known to 

sell rather cheap items which is not an attractive characteristics. 

Supermarkets are inc!!'easing in number and they can provide customers 

with a variety of products. 

Another finding is the hesitation in buying ready food items 

and canned food is high. This finding can be explained by the fact that 

they are potential threats to decline the maternal role of women in the 

family. Moreover the fact that cans are packaged-women can't see 

inside-increases the ambiguity they face, thus increase their hesitancy 

level. 

are 

The frequency of food shopping is high in Turkey. Food items 

offered to sale not, being processed like in USA or in European 

countries. Moreover people are accustomed to eating fresh food. These 

are the underlying facts why women did food shopping more than once a 

week. 
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Food is a product class which can be said to hold latent 

risk. Of the two components of risk, consequences component weighs more 

than the uncertainty component for the risks encountered in food 

shopping. Food items are generally small and information search and 

process is relatively easy compared to specialty o'r shopping goods. 

still we may classify losses that will result from unsatisfactory 

shopping experiences as time, money, ego and hazard loss. 

The ranking of the types of losses according to their 

comformity SCores by the respondents indicate that seven of the risk 

types are agreed by more than 65 percent of the respondents. 

TABLE IV: 1 RANKINGS OF LOSSES BY CONFORMITY SCORES 

Comments on Losses 

I lose confidence in the brand 

I could buy better things ~ith the amount at stake 

I spent my money for something worthless 

I feel upset 

I think I did something harmful for health 

I think I spend my time for a worthless thing , 
I lose confidence in the store 

I would to better things in the time I spent 

Source: Thesis 

96.4 

91.8 

88.3 

81.2 

76.2 

71.8 

68.2 

65.4 
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For food items, its observed that brand loyalty can be easily 

detoriated when the women buy an unfresh, corrupt or useless item. It· 

can be discussed that past experiences play a great role in the 

formation of brand loyalty. 

Money loss is another type of loss faced even though the 

amount at stake is not of a large size. The declining purchasing power 

can be an explanatory issue for this fact. 

For ego loss comments "I feel upset", and "I think I'm 

decei ved", were more conformed by the women than "I feel dump". The 

latter is a harsh comment for the respondents and is conformed only by 

27 percent of the whole sample. THis indicates how women try to conceal 

how they felt when they face an unsatisfactory shopping experiment. 

Hazard loss is expressed by the comment "I think I did 

something harmful to health". In a county where red paint is mixed to 

tomatopaste and plastic beans are sold as lantills, consumers are 

expec ted to be sens it i ve to health related ri sks. Therefore it's also 

self-explanatory why the women preferred consumer protective ways of 

risk reduction methods. 

People reported to be aware of time loss when they have 

alternatives to do in the time they spent. 

It was found that working women perceived higher risk than 

the non-working women. As women's role are changing in the soc~ety, 

since they have began to participate in the workforce, changes are also 

expected in their food shopping behaviour and decision making patterns. 

Women who work can be considered to combine all the effects of higher 

education and income level, being contemporary and self confident, thus 

create a new group of females. 
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As working women are under constant time pressure, it was 

expected thal t.hey will exercise time loss. It was found that women 

preferred time saving methods of risk reduction. They would try to 

minimize time consumed by visiting the same store when they did food' 

shopping, buying the most advertised brand, that is a brand they have 

already been informed about and will not consume time in searching, and 

want other people to shop for her not to spend any time at all. 

The sample of working women which the data is gathered from 

has indicated that they didn't exercise money loss. This is logical 

because working women belong to higher income level and food shopping 

represents small amount at slakes compared to the total of the 

earnings. During the interviews the working women expressed that in 

order to buy something worthy, they are ready to pay higher prices. 

As to the finding related to hazard loss, the women who owned 

children have maternity role and are too much concerned about the 

family health, especially well being of their children. This is also 

related to Turkish culture. This issue also influences the type of risk 

reduction methods preferred. The women who have children would look for 

Turkish Standards Institution or Food Control Endorsement which will be 

the guarantee of not giving harm to their children. 

In a. similar study performed in USA, buying the most 

expensive model (48) is the least favored method for all types of risk. 

But in Turkey, there is a belief about a close correlation of price and 

quality. There's even proverbs in the culture telling that cheap ite~s 

have no value. Therefore women with children try to maximize quality, 

and minimize hazardous, consequences by buying the most expensive 

products. 

(48) Roselius, T .• "Consumer's Ranking 
Methods", Journal of Marketing, 
January 1971. 

of Risk 
Vol. 25 

Reduction 
pp.56-61, 
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Women with children also shop around to find the best choice 

for their family thinking that among a wide variety of goods they will 

find a best chorce which will not be harmful to health. 

An association of self confidence and ego loss was observed 

in the study. Non self confident women declared that they wi 11 lose 

confidence in the store when the food item they bought tur.-ned out be 

useless. The type of self confidence studr.-ed is general self confidence 

not specific self confidence and the type of loss exercised belongs to 

ego hurting type. 

Another.- finding is that women who don't have general self 

confidence want to have infor.-mation from other.-s, that is rely on 

word-of -mounth communication a lot, which will help them to strengthen 

their confidence in food shopping. 

The issue of consumer.- pr.-otection is gelling mor.-e and more 

publicity in Turkey. One of the findings of the study is related to 

this issue. In the overall sample Tur.-kish Standards Institution or Food 

Control Endorsement was the most favor.-ed dsk r.-eduction method. This 

explains the fact that such controls ar.-e not sufficient for.- food items 

in Turkey, people are face to face with food poisoning and they want to 

be protected by law. The second favored risk r.-eduction was that the 

consumer wants to try the food item. 
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When they taste it, consumers believe that they have made the. 

right choice. Prior trials increase the confidence of the individual in 

the brand. This also indicates that the packaged goods are less favored 

as food items, as they limit the chance of trying. The third ranking 

among the risk reduction methods was not buying the same brand again. 

This has implications in two ways: When the consumer finds out that the 

food item is corrupt. stale or useless, the individual can change his 

brand. On the other hand, he will replace it by the brand that he has 

tried before; due to a previous finding, the second ranking among risk 

reduction methods. The fourth ranking risk reduction method was to shop 

around. As explained above, shopping around presents a variety of 

choices to the consumer among which she's expected to select the best 

one. 

Among the Risk Reduction Methods, not to shop in the same 

store has been found to be the strongest to discriminating high and low 

risk perceivers. Moreover this method of risk reduction defines low 

risk perceivers better than the high risk perceivers. That is low risk 

perceivers prefer not to shop in the same outlet, that is they donot 

have store loyalty. On the other hand, high risk perceivers have store 

loyalty. This is important because the curicial factor to discriminate 

between the high and low level risk perceivers is not the brand but the 

outlet where it's sold. High risk perceivers expect worse consequences 

if they change their outlets than they stick to their present outlet. 

For a low risk perceiver this decision is quicker and easier to make. 

For the demographics, only working status is found to be 

significant in defining high risk perceivers and discriminating high 

and low level risk perceivers. As mentioned before working role 

combines the effects of income, education and social roles and explains 

high risk perception better. 
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Within the family, its obvious that mother is seen as the" 

major food shopper and only in cases when self-confidence is low and 

time consumption is to be minimized, women would like other people do 

food shopping. This explains the fact that mother likes the role of 

food shopper and even food-shopping doesn't create the highest level of 

liking, they don't let their decision maker strength to decline. 

High risk percivers were to a large extend, medium aged women 

who had younger children and were of working status. 

Although meat, fish and poultry was not sold in packages in 

Turkey, that is the customer has a chance to observe, they are the food 

items in which so many deceit have been made and public opinion has 

been frequently rai sed, even on. Therefore high ri sk perce i vers were 

quite cautiouns when they were buying these food items. 

Child owners after hazard loss, indicated to exercise ego 

loss, too. The ego losses were defined by feeling upset. feeling dump 

and lose confidence in brand; weakening of brand loyalty. This can be 

the interaction of self-confidence and childownership or women find it 

easy to declare the severe types of ego loss, "r fell dump", and "1 

fell upset". 

Childowners and contemporary women express that they, to some 

extent, exercise time loss in terms of the alternative to do in the 

period of time spent. The always have other things to do, childown.ers 

as they dedicate their dme mostly to their children and contemporary 

women have social roles outside the house. 
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Also as association between non-self-confidence and hazard. 

loss, "think to risk family's health" is found. Self-confidence women 

donot accept the comment that their family of food-shopping risks the 

family's health. 

All of these above findings are expected to have implications 

on marketers, acedemicians and the readers. The implications and 

recommendations will be discussed in the following section. 

4.2. Importance and Implications of the Study: 

Perception of risk and relevant methods to reduce it is one 

of the curicial subjects of consumer behaviour. When the marketer has 

information on these and apply the useful methods, then unquestionably 

he's going to operate in an environment where no uncertainties and 

hesi tation are present thus increase the potential of sales. Knowing 

the level and kind of risk perceived, the marketers can make their 

deds ions about product, price promotion and place. This particular 

study is expected to have contributions in these areas and also provide 

the necessary base for future research because it's one of the very few 

similar studies conducted on Turkish sample and has a recency effect. 

In complience with the findings of the study working women 

perceive higher risks than the non-working women. It can be said that 

perception of risk is a learnt phenomenon. As women are exposed to 

outside information more when they work, it's clear that their 

perception of risk will increase. In a society where working role of 

women is rapidly b.ecoming dominant, the marketers must give a special 

emphasis in their decisions and apply some methods to reduce risk in 

order to create consumer satisfaction which becomes an important 

guarantee for future sales. 
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In food products, consumers want an official protection. They 

expressed this by their desire to see food control endorsement or 

Turkish Standards Institution stamp. This risk reduction method was 

highly favored by the respondents who experienced hazard loss and even 

more by all respondents. Therefore such stamps will increase the 

perceived quality of the product within a variety of choices. 

Women who exercise ego loss who were primarily non-self 

confident respondents declared that information gathering from others 

was a suitable risk reduction method for themselves. 

In addition information on packages or point of purchase 

displays with information for non-packaged items may be useful as 

sources of information. 

Products like meat, poultry and fish are subject to hesitancy 

in shopping. Therefore such food items require more care from the 

marketers. As the marketer gels information that sales decline occurs 

due to hesitation faced in buying these items, he can apply extensive 

strategies to increase the sales. 

For pricing decisions this study will assist the marketer in 

the sense that for some market segments, high prices are relevant for 

the buyer. Women who have children and who reported to exercise hazard 

loss chose to buy the must expensive model as a risk reduction method. 

This indicates the consumers' perception that quality is relaLed to 

price; the higher the price is the stronger the belief that the quality 

is higher. 
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The study provides some insights for place decision too.' 

Working women preferred store loyalty to reduce perceived time loss. 

Moreover as their food shopping goal is to maximize the satisfaction 

within a limited time they prefer high quality outlets although they're 

expensive. Supermarkets which are designed to provide quicker service 

will be appreciated by working women and thus increase store loyalty. 

Women with children declared they shopped around to reduce 

risk. Therefore to appeal to this market segment, intensive 

distribution of food products to several outlets will be a good placing 

decision. 

Non-self confident women who had higher ego loss were the 

self-confident ones, declared that they lost confidence in the store 

when the food i tern they bought turned out to be unfresh, corrupt or 

useles. Therefore, improvement of store image will be an easier 

strategy to adopt than increasing self-confidence of women for the 

marketer to apply. 

The marketer can apply two strategies: to convey store image 

in an effective but free from the product line or to match the store' 

image with the highest quality product which have a minimal probability 

of not satisfying the customer. 

The study aims to help the promotional activities of the 

marketers. This is an important cost center for the marketer which 

proves the value of the right choice. For the above mentioned product, 

and place decisions, messages can be transfered to customers by placing 

cartoons, on-the-wall advertisements in the directions explained. 
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But if the market segment is contemporary women, too much 

advertising causes a reaction which may result in declining sales. The 

underlying proof is the finding of reluctance of contemporary women 

towards the risk reduction method of buying the most advertised brand. 

Moreover conLemporary women also declared to exercise the 

kind of loss, "I would do other things in the Lime I sponl". 

Advertising massages of decreasing this time of loss will be effective 

for the mentioned target market. For example, a modern dressed women 

who is engaged in outdoor activities might convey the message of the 

quick service and high quality outlet she's shopping from. 

The study also indicated that ego loss was exerci sed as the 

women responded that they will not buy the same brand once again. 

That's for one unsatisfactory experience they will not establish brand 

loyalty. Promotional activities, which has a female shopper as the 

central image reporting the frequency of her buying that particular 

brand will be effective. 

It's also indicated by our sample that women are involved in 

food shopping more than men are. Therefore its important for the 

promoter/advertiser to choose a female subject rather than a male in 

order to guarantee a higher level of involvement with the message. 

programs, 

Information supply in the fOl."m of newnpaper reports, TV 

advertisements and word-of-mounth communications will be 

effective ways of promote the findings of the study indicates that 

these ways are going to work for non-self confident and low-income 

level people. Mass communications campaigns may be adjusted accordingly. 
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One implication of the study concerns with the measurement of 

self confidence and being contemporary/tradi tional. There are doubts 

about their reliability, such as the women didn't respond openly to 

these questions or answered in the direction they would like to be. For 

future studies, the research must bear in mind that personal questions 

might have biases resulting from the respondents' concerns for privacy. 

Moreover there are some comments containing repelling words 

in their composition. They are comments like "1 feel dump", (kendimi 

aptal hissederim); "I tell others about the item" (ba~kalarlOa 

kotUlerim); and the word "risk" (saklnca) mainly. Turkish women do not 

want Lo confess that they have been dump because it's going to create 

cognitive dissonance in them. For the same reason "1 tell others about 

the item", is found as a repelling comment. And the word "risk" is not 

found to be a good comment by the respondents. They put it forward as 

"what risks can lL be;" highlighting their dislike aboul the comment. 

Future researcher must be very careful on this wording issue. 

Besides the above implications, the study proposes some areas 

for future studies to probe. 

This study was carried on a particular sample. The same type 

of a study can be conducted with other samples in which respondents are 

selected randomly. Thus the problem of referring to a particular sample 

is overcome and such stratified pieces of works will be more helpful 

for marketers in decision making. , 

The aim of this particular study is to find out types of 

risks that are inherent in food shopping. The product class has proved 

out to be very general. Each sub group of product class I due to the 

fact that lhey are sold packaged or unpackaged and also due to their 

characteristics, posses different kinds of risks. 
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For instance kind of t"isk and risk reduction method differs 

for macaroni and canned food although both are packaged food items. 

Therefore for some product classes risk reduction methods will be more 

complicated than expected. This particular area of interest is not 

included in the scope of this study which might be the scope of a 

future study. 

Another area of research which is not included in the context 

of this study also proposes another area of future study. The matching 

of which risk reduction methods are remedies for what kinds of losses 

are not tested by this particu1ar survey. In famous Rose1ius 

article (49) a ranking of risk reduction methods were outlined for each 

type of loss. The research can include other relevant risk reduction 

methods which are not included in this particular study. Cents off 

policies, displays, other information gathering methods such as reading 

information on packages and paying atLention to commercials can be 

other types of risk reduction strategies. 

(49) Roselius, T .• "Consunlp,r's Ranking of Risk Reduction 
Methods". Journal of Marketing, Vol. 25 pp.56-6l, January 

1971. 
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One other area of the study is related to brand loyalty which." 

has an important correlation with risk perception. In this study brand 

loyalty is tested implicitly through one risk reduction method, "1 

won't buy the same brand again". One can study this concept more 

explicitly, such as probing into if brand loyalty already existed 

before the food shopping situation and in what direction it will change 

after an unsatisfactory food shopping experiment. 

Another suggestion for future studies will be a design which 

will take multidimens ional view of women's world and their various 

roles into consideration, that is involve life~styles other than 

certain demographics and pyschographics which are unidimensional. This 

study is expected to be more explanatory for food shopping behaviour. 

This study has included a combination of two overlapping 

subjects: Women's shopping behaviour and perception of risk. As iL's 

conducted in Turkey where a few studies have been made on this field 

clearly indicates it's contribution to Consumer Behaviour studies in 

Turkey. Regardless of its shortcomings it has two important 

contributions; 

(a) To the literature, being the most recent study carried in 

Turkey where hardly any literature exists; and 

(b) To the marketers. to aid them in their decisions like 

price, product, place and promotion. 



-111-

APPENDICES 



- 112 -

APPENDIX 1 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
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3.Taha116ierecenizi 
ot~ry.zur () .; 

Ilker.:ul ( ) 
Ortaeku1{ ) 

. \. 

belirtil1iz. 
. Lise ( ) 

YUksekekul/tlaivera~te( ) 
Lisa.eU.til () 

.. (.- ..... 
I 

4.Net ayll.k kepI .. aile geliriaizi be1irtiniz 
50 bill ve -daha az () 151bin-200bi;{ ) 
5lbia-100 bin ( ) 201biD-250bi» 'I'.) 
101bia-150bia () ; 251bin-300bia "','1,,1). 

300bia ve tiat:t ) 

S.Ev dl~l..da ~all~ma aurumunu be~irtiniz. 
Qall~mlyQrum. ( ) 
Klami zamaB ~all~lyerum. ( ) 
Tam zamaJ111. ~all~l.yerua. ( ) 

6. <;ecugunu,z var ml? ' Evet ( ) Haylr()' r 

Var2!s eayl2!lnl. belirtiniz •.••.•••••••••••• , ••.•••.•.• 
. .. 

7. A~agldaki fikirlere katllma derecenize uygun e1a. elkkl i~aretle 
. Tamamen KatlIlyorum Katllm~· ~aa 

- Bir haal., erkekleria 
gittigi tlia yerlere gi 
tip ealar kaaar hUrri­
yet .ahibi elabilir. 

_ -katl.llyarum. yerum. t.. .... nl 
~ , 

_ EY.l~lata ~all~.ak bir 
haal. iOia ~ae.li bir 
tatmia kay~agl.l •• 

! 

_ Ha.lmlar i~i. ea uygUI 
mealek ... eliktir~ 

_ Ha.lM elmak, ki~iyi bir 
aeslekte ~ek ba~arl11 
elmak i~ia yeteraiz kll 
aakta"lr. 

_ Ef}imia fikirleri, be_ia 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) ~all.f}l.p ~all.~ma.a kara­
rl. iOi. ~ek Oae.Iiair. 

~~agltaki serufarl, uygUI elan 9lkkl.- .ltl..a bir (x) i$areti 
keyarak cevaplaatlrlal.z. Haylr 

_ Geaellik~e 2!&kia,ke»time ( ) 
hakia ve seguk kaa1lYla. 

_ b»e •• iz ~eyler hakkl~ta () 
e.tieeleairia. 

eoi-

bazea 
) 

( ) 

".}( z;::.Jlla. 
( ) 

( ) 

Herza.maa 
( ) 

( ) 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 
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APPENDIX 2 

SELF EVALUATION TEST 



va Ayhan"LECON:TE t8raflndan TUrk~uya adapte edilmi~tir. (x) 
\ 

STAl fORM TX - I 

isim Cinsiyet Va~" Mes1ek "arih 
I , ' 

VHNERGE: A~aalda ki§i1erin kendi1erine ait duygul~rlnlenlatmed8 k~l 
dlk1arl bir taklm ifadelar vari1mi§tir. Her ifadeyi okuyen. SOMra de .~ 
~ olarak nasll hisseti~inizi, ifade1erin Baa taraflndakl parentezle

l 

uygun olam.nl kar-a1amak suretiyle belirtin.Do~ru ya de yenll!i cevapy 
tur. Herhangi bir ifadenin Uzerinde fazla zaman sarfatmeksizin genel 
rak nesll hissetiainizi gbsteren ~evabl i~aretleyin. 

HaYlr 
21. Gena11ik1e keyfim yerindadir \, (1) 

22. Ge~llikla ~amuk yorulurum (1) 
, 

23. Gen~11ikla ko1ay a~larlm (1) 

24. B~~kalarl kadar mut1u olmak 
isterim (1) 

25. ~abuk karar veremadi~im i~ln 
fLrsatlarl ka91rlrlm. (1) 

26~ Kendimi dLnlenmi~ hissederim (1) 

27. Genallikle sakln,kendime hakim 
va so~ukkanllYlm (1) 

28. GU91uklerin,yenemiyece~im kadar 
birikti~ini hieaodorim. '(1) 

29~ ~nemsiz ~eyler hakklnda endi~ele-
ni rim. '- ( J.) 

30. Genellikle mutluyum (1) 

31. Her~eyi ciddiya allt va etkilenirim(l) 
32. Genellikla kendime guvenim yoktur(l) 

33. Genellikla kendimi emniyette his- . 
sederim. (1) 

34. Slklntlll ve gu~ durumlarla kar-
~lla~maktan ka9lnlrlm. (1) 

35. Genellikle kandimi hUzUnlU 
hissederim. 

36. Genellikle hayetlmdan memnunum 

37. Olur olmaz dU$Unceler beni rapat-
8 ~ Z e de r • ( 1 ) 

30. Hayal klrlkllklBrlnl oylesine cid-
diye allrlm ki,hi9 unutamam (1) 

39. Akll ba~lnda V8 kararll bir 
insanlm 

40. Son zamanlarda kafama takllan 
konular beni tedirgin edsr 

(1) 

bazen Qok--%aman :!!!!!== 
(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) , 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(3) 

(3) 
(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3 ) 

(3) 

(3 ) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

( 3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(4' 
(4) 
(4) 

(4) 

(4) 
(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 
(4) 

(4) 
(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 
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APPENDIX 3 
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KEY TO APPENDIX 3: 

The codings used in the study are presented in this section 

to provide practical usage to the reader: 

VA: Level of Perception of Risk 

1. Low 2. High 

V2: Who should do food shopping 

1. Mother 2. Father 3. Mother and Father 

4. Each member of family 5. Don't care/Anybody 

V6A: Hesitation in buying Meat/Poultry/Fish 

1. Always 2. Generally 3. Sometimes 4. Never 

For all the following, the categories will be: 

1. Totally Agree 2. Agree 3. Disagree 4. Totally Disagree 

VM Money Loss. 

VT Time Loss. 

VH Hazard Loss. 

VIOS: Loss Type-I lose confidence in Brand. 

VIOe: Loss Type-I feel dump. 

VIOE: Loss Type-I think I did something harmful to health. 

VIOF: Loss Type-I feel upset. 
I 

VIOG: Loss Type-I think I could do other things in the time 

I spent. 



- 120 -

VlOJ: Loss Type-I fell sorry I'm deceived. 

VlON: Loss Type-I think someone else must do food shopping. 

VlOP: Loss Type-I think I played with the family's health. 

VIlA: Risk Reduction Method-I don't shop in the same outlet. 

VIlC: Risk Reduction Method-I look for TSI and Food Control 

stamp. 

V1lF: Risk Reduction Method-I want advise from others. 

V1lG: Risk Reduction Method-I buy the most expensive brand. 

V11H: Risk Reduction Method-I shop around. 

V1lJ: Risk Reduction Method-I buy the most adverhised brand. 

V11K: Risk Reduction Method-I want others to shop. 

V12 Age Group 

1. 20 and lower 2. 21-30 

5. 51-60 6. Over 60 

VIS Marital status 

1. Not Married 

V16 Working status 

1. No 2. Yes 

V17 Childownership 

1. No 2. Yes 

V18 Contemporary 

1. No 2. Yes 

V19 Self confidence 

1. No 2. Yes 

2. Married 

3. 31-40 4. 41-50 



---~-- .. --- --;;:------~.--.., ..... -----------..... ------.----~--~--. --------'---_._._ .. _.-_ ... --
WOMEN SHOP RISK 

FILE NONAME 
07 JUN 84 

(CREATION DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L A T ION 0 F * * * * * * * * * VA RY V16 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

V16 
COUNT I 

VA 

ROW PCT I ROW 
COL PCr I TOTAL 

!~!-~~!-t------~!t-_----~!f 
1. I 28 I 10 I 38 

I 73.7 I 26.3 I 44.7 
I 63.6 I 24.4 II 
I 32.9 I 11.8 -1--------1--------1 2. I 16 I 31 I 47 
I 34.0 I 66.0 II 55.3 
! 36.4 I 75.6 
I 18.8 I 36.5 I 

-I--------I-_------l 
COLUMN 44 41 85 

TOTAL ~1.8 48.2 100.0 
CORRECTED CHI SQUARF = 11.68415 
PHI = • 394y.3 /' WITH 1 OEGREE OF FREEDOM C;IG~HFICMJCE = .0006 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = 36692 
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) = .31579·WITH VA DEPENDENT. 
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = .34177 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = .11673 WITH VA 
UN~RTANTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) =C .11631 
KE·· ALL'S TAU B = .39443 c:IGrJIFI ANCE = .8882 KE OAL:C;S TAO C = .39197 ~IG JIFICANCE = • 2 
GAMMA = ,68872 
SOMERS~S D (ASYMMETRIC) = .3q246 WITH VA DEpENDENT. 

.36 585 WITH V16 

nEPENDEt'-JT. 
DF' 

.11580 

SOMER~,S 0 (SYMMETRIC) = • 39y.Lt3 
ETA = .39443 WITH VA OEPEtlOENT. = .39443 WITH Vlb 

.39642 WITH V16 

DEPENDEt"-lT. 



WOMEN SHOP RISK 

FILE NONAME (CREATION DATE := 07 JU~1 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L A T rON 
~V16 BY V11A 

* *'='*-* * * * * * *' * *' * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

V16 ~cc 

VIlA 
COUNT J . 

ROW PET I ROW 

!~!-~~!-f------~!f------~~I------~!t------~!l TOTAL 
I.! 7 I 7 I 18 r 12 I 44 

I 15.9 I 1~.9 i 40.9 I 27,3 I 51.8 
i ~~:~ f 3g:~ I ~t:~ f I~:£ f 

-1--------1-_------1--------1--------1 
2, I 6 I 16 I 15 r 4! 41 

Y r 14.6 I 39.0 II 36.6 r 9,8 1 4~. 2 
./' r 46.2 169.6 45.5 I 25,0 1 

{.y 1.7.1 118.8 117,6 r 4,71 
~ -1--------I--------I--------r--------1 

COLUMN 13 23 33 16 
TOTAL 15.3 27,1 38.8 18,8 

85 
100.0 

CHt:fSQUARE = 7.77519 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 
CRAMER,S V = .30244 

SIGNIFICANCE = 
CONTcl~NCY COEFFICIENT = 28949 
(AM8~~(ASYMMETRIC) = .21951·WITH v16 DEPENDENT. 

07 J IN 84 

OF **'*'*** 4*** 

* * * '* '* * * * * ~ * * * 

,0509 

.01923 WITH Vl1.1\ 
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = .10753 
UN~RTAINTY COEFFICIENT TASYrv1METRIC) = .. 06836 WITH V16 
UNctRTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) =C .lu4699 

DEPENDENT. = • 

Drpo 
05579 WI 

KEruIA\..L'S TAU B = -,19982 c;IGNIFI ANLE = '8233 
KENOALt;,STAU C = - 23917 SIGNIFICANCE = ,233 
GAMM~ - - 32432 • 
SgME S;S D (ASYMMETRIC) = -.16673 'wITH V16 DEpENDENT. 
S ME S~S 0 (SYMMETRIC) = -.19659 
ETA = .30244 WITH V16 DcpnJOENT. = .19841 WITH VIlA 

.. .--
IiiI(lM~t\t C'Uf"IO OT,V 

-,23947 WITH Vl1~ 

DEPENDENT. 

• 

o 



·" __ "._~ ," ..... "'~~"'!?,,"" ___ ~)'AI1',.,.,~ .... ,,.'~ ~I'W"":':' ~""""' ~,.q,,"- ~ .. "0<.""- ... '..,'. _-- ........ ,-,1w.oo 

ENstf<?eB ISK 
E":::'-N6f.iAME (CREATION DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

~-*=::~:* * * * * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L A T 
V16 RY 
* *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

COUNT I 
ROW PCT I 
COL PCT I 

VI1 K 
ROW 

TOTAL 

!~!-~~!-t------~!t------~!f------~!! 
1. I 0 I 5 I 39 I 44 

I .0 I 11.4 I 88.6 I 52.4 
I .0 I 25.0 I 61.9 I 
1 .0 I 6.0 I 46.4 I 

-1--------1--------1--------I 
2. I 1 1 15 I 24 I 40 

I 2.5 1 37.5 I 60.0 I 47.6 
1 100.0 1 75.0 1 38.1 I 
I 1.2 I 17.9 r 28.6. I -1--------1--------1--------1 

COLUMN 1 20 63 84 
IOTAL 1.2 23.8 75.0 100.0 

07 Jl N R4 

ION ·0 F * * * * * * • * * * * VI1K 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * t * * * * 

.. SQu.ARE:= 9.;,40227 WITH 2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = .0091 

¥t~G~N~Y=COEFFi~f~~~ = 31728 
aOA,c-(ASYMMETRrC)_= . 27500'WITH V16 DEPENDENT. 
BOA-(SYMMETRIC) - 0 18033 
ERTAINTY COEFFICIENT tASYMMETR1C) = .08631 WITH V16 
ERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SyMMETRIC) =C .09173 

8AlL~STAU B ~ -.33107 SIGNIFI ANCE = .0012 
ALL,S_TAU C = -.28855 SIGNIFICANCE = .0012 

.00000 WITH VIIK 

DEPENDENT. 

f1fPEN[ 

• OL7Rp ~v I1 

o ~~.S·.~.S~.~b-(a~~~~tTRIC)_= -,3 7 900 WITH V16 DEPENDENT. 
e;R&,~_-cO(SYMMETRIC) - -.32[307 
=>.33456 WITH V16 DEPENDENT. = .33373 WITH VI1K 

-.2R920 WITH V11K 

DEPENDENT. 

6ER OF~MISSING OASERVATrONS = 1 

~. - '!I!'- _'!'_._ .... 
.. -.- --. 

E~r SAOp· RISK 07 JUr-J R4 



MEN SHOP RISK 07 JUN R4 
LE NONA ME (CREATyON DATE = 07 JU~J 84) 

* ** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST A B tJ L A T ION 0 F * * * * * :t * * * * * * VH BY VI7 
* *~** *~* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * :t * * * * * F 

.... V17 
. R8~~tT I 0/ RO~I 
,C8L~Cf I ~ -\ TOTAL 
!-!~-£--I--]---!!.!-_----~!I 

1. I 10 I 5 I 15 
r 66.7 I 33.3 i 17.6 
I 20.8 I 13.5 I 
r 11.a / I 5.9 

-1--------1-_------1 
2. I 25 I 9 I 34 

I 73.5 I 26.5 i 40.0 
I 52.1 I 24.3 I 
I 29.4' I 10.6 -1--------I-_------I 

3. I 10 I 19 I 29 
1 34.5 I 65.5 II 34.1 
1 20.8 I 51.4 
I 11.a I 22.4 I -1--------I-_------l 

4, r 3 I 4 I 
I 42.9 I 57.1 i 
1 . 6.3 I 10.8 I 
I 3.5 I 4.7 

-- --I--._---_-I __ --... ---I 

7 
8.2 

COLUMN 48 37 85 
TOTAL r,6.5 43.5 100.0 

tIM~~~~~.~:,:~ '- 1~. ~98qO WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDO~" 
)NT'INGENCY=:COEFFI2I~N1 = 33701 
IMBOA(ASYMMETRIC) = .1960a'WITH VH DEPENDEtJT, 
IMBDA (SyMMETRIC) = .22727 --

SIG~JIFI CANeE - .0123 

.27027 WITH VI7 
ICERTAIN.TYCO .. EFFfCIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = ,0523Q WITH VH 
ICERTAINTY" COEFF CIENT (SYMMETRIC) = 06761 . OEPENOnJT. 

DEPENDENT. 
.09527 WITH Vl7 

. NOALL,STAUB = .27224 SIGNIFICANCE = .0037 
:NOALL'S TAU C = .31612 ~IGNIFICANCE = .0037 
\MMA :.""'.43957 -
)MERSiSD (ASYMMETRIC) = .32151 WITH VH 
)MERS,S·oO .(SYMMETRIC) = .26852 
'A.:: ···~~27Q«:!2 WITH VH DEPENDENT. 

OEPENOEr'JT. 

.35795 WITH V1.7 
~ ~ 

Il,r-- . 

.23052 WITH V17 
DEPENDENT. 

DEPENDEI 



iYOMEN SHOP RISK 
~t¥~:L:::~::~~ME (CREATIOtJ DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

... *:_*>:*:~ '" * * * * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L A T rON 0 F 
::::,=-Vt7 R Y V 1 0 E * * * * * * * * * • * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
COUNT I 

- = --o.c-.=-':--=.----.=:RQW PCT I 

VI0E 

-::...-=--=-=-- :- cot PCT I 
: __ ===--_ TOT PC T I 1 • I 2 • I 3 • I 4 oI 

ROW 
TOTAL 

Yl~§~~~-::.:~~::~-:-~::":<··:--~~:~-·::~·---:~·-~i----- .... ------1-------- II --,.----- I -------- II 
1. I 20 1 18 , 4 I 6 48 

~ ! 41~7_ 1 37~5, II 8.3 I 12.5 I 57.1 

._-------,--" 

\ I 76'9 I 47.4 I 36.4 I 66.7 I 
. I 23.8 I 21.4 4.B I 7,1 I 

-I~~~--~-~I--------I--------I--------I 2. t 6 I 20 I 7 I 3 I 36 
I 16.7 I 55.6 I 19.4 I 8.3 I 42.9 
! 23.1 I 52.6 I 63.6 I 33.3 I 
I 7.1 I 23.8 I 8.3 I 3.6 I 

-1--------1--------1--------I--------I COLUMN 26 38 11 9 
::=::.=:::::.:c . .:.:.::.: TOTAL 31.0 45.2 13.1 10.7 

84 
100·0 

-"-'-- ~" .. -.- - ---"------_.- -

=C~i-I--~QUA~~ ~ ~~rig~g3 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDO~'" SIGNIFICANCE 

~~Ne:: COEFFICIENT = 29335 

.0479 

.0 4348 WITH VIOE ~BOi:T~~~~~~~~c)=: .O~~g~9·WITH VI7 DEPENDENT. 

--::::.~.1. h.Al.NT.Y-CgEF. rlCIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = .07135 WITH VI7 UN -AINTY.C EFFICIENT <SyMMETRIC) = .0~102 
DEPENDENT. 

DFPENDD 

.03970 WITH 
KEti gL'~STAU B = .18888 SIGNIFICANCE:): .0324 
KEN r\LL'S TAU C : .21655 SIGNIFICAr~CE = .0324 
GAMMA = .31780 
SOMER:;,S 0 (ASYMMETRIC): 116139 WITH VI7 DEPENDENT 
~~E~D LSYMMETRIC): • 865 7 • 
-c~~fi85< WITH V17 .- DEPENDENT. = '14757 WITH VIaE 

=NYM.§Pi.Rf f"lISS ING OBSERVATIONS: 1 
. -.-:=-:-:.--: .... c:: 

.--------- ~-

.22106 WITH Vl0E 

DEPENDENT. 

:~~W6MEfiSHOP RISK 07 JUN £34 

-~~~~=-::i':~ONAME (CREATION DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

* + ~ ~ * + * + ~ + r> Q r. CrT r.. ~1 I r I " T ~ I " ~ Y- 1-,. ... 

DEPI 

.,.. 



- ~-. 
"- ------_._--------------' '----------.. ----------".~~-~-~-.-~"---.-- ... 

::N SHOP RI§K 07 ... UN P,4 

NONAME (CREATION DATE = 07 JU~J 84) 

• * *-*~:~ *: * * * * * * * * .. * * C R ° SST ABU L A T I ON OF * * * * ,.. 
'117- F3Y VIIC ~ * * * .. .. .. .. 

.. * * * * '4< PA * '-.. * j":-*~~-* _:.:~.-- *- -it; * * .. .. * * .. .. * * .. .. .. .. * * .. .. .. .. * * * '* * * -+: .. * * * * 
__ -,-- Vl lC 
-~~COUNT I 

ROW peT I 
~:"-,=COL-:PC T I 
-~TOT PCT 1 • I 2 • f 3 • 4 • I 

ROW 
TOTAL 

--------1--------r-------- --------t--------r 
- 1 • I 22 I 2g I 1 I 4 I 47 

I 46.8 I 42. II 2.1 I 8.5 I 56.0 
! - 62 • 9 I 60 • 6 12 • 5 ! 50 • 0 I 
I 26.2 I 23.8 I 1.2 I 4.8 I 

-I--~-----I--------I--------I--------I 
2. I 13 I 13 I 7 I 4 I 37 
- I 35.1 I 35.1 II 18.9 I 10.8 I 44.0 

I 37.1 I 39.4 87,S I 50.0 I 

-I--!~!~--I--~~!~--!---~!~--f---~!~--f 
.cOLUMN 35 33 8 8 

-=-:TOTAL41.7 39.3 9.5 9.5 
84 

100.0 
SQUARE._ ::----_.~_~;:_:=.=::-::~~cT . • 21085 WITH 3 DEGREES of FREEDOM 

MER ,5vC"=:-:-:":-::~ :2t2~q 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0655 , 

~5~G~~~iM~~f~~er ~ T_ ;16216·~~+~7VI7 DEPENDENT. 
BOA (SYMMETRIC) = .06977 
ERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = ~06686 WITH V17 
ERTAINTYCOEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC> =C .U4917 

.00000 wITH V1lC 

DEPENDENT. 
orPENDENT. 

.038 8 8 l'iITH V1lC 
OALL'S TAU B = .16675 sIGNIFI ANCE = '8529 
DALl.,-S~T:AU--'-~-;:: • 8934 SIGNIFICANCE = • 529 
~~S;S:_"-O~_(='1~~~~~lTRIC) = .14478 WI TH V17 DEpENDENT. 
ERS,So4SYMMETRIC) = .16510 = .29299 WITH VI7 DEPENDENT. = .17541 WITH V11C 

8ER OE,MlSStNG OBSERVATIONS = 1 

.19206 WITH Vtlc 

DEPENDENT. 

:~ ~: . 
. ---

~t1 st!.oP. RI-$K 
ENONAMt=- (CREATION DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

07 JU~J [,4 

DEpENDE"! 



-------_._-_._--
1EN SHOPR 15K 07 ... LJ~J P4 

.E -'NONAME (CREATION DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

0. F 
:t * * * * -. * * * * * * *-ik: *** * * * * * * * * * * * C R 0. SST ABU L A T r 0. N V17 --- .-. BY VIIG 

* * * *~~. * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ., * * * * * PI 

r 

--:c-:-,~:-cc'::'~T I 
- ROW PCT I 

COL PCT I 

Vl1 G 

RQW 
TQTAL 

I~!;;.~~!-I---- ... -~!l------~!f------~!f------~!t 
1. I 2 I 7 I 25 I 14 I 48 
- I 4.2 I 14.6 I 52.1 I 29.2 I 56.5 

I sO.o I 46.7 1 73.5 I 43.8 I 
I 2.4 1 8.2 1 29.4 1 16.5 1 

-1--------I--------I--------I--------l 
2. I 2 I 8 I 9 I 18 I 37 

I 5.4 1 21.6 II 24,3 I 48.6 I 43.5 
I 50.0 I 53.3 26.5 I 56.3 I 

ecce -I --...;~!~-- i ---~!~--! --!~!~--! -~~!!~-- i 
:~c:.~~c~~ •• - 4. ~ 17:~ 40:~ 37:~ -- --. --.~-.------- .. - -~. 

85 
100.0 - - -- - _._- - . __ ..... - .. _. 

[ SQUARE = 6~78620 WITH 3 DEGREES QF FREEDOM 
~MER, S V = • 8256 

SIGNIFICANCE - ,0790 
~TrNGENCY COEFFI lENT = 27+91 
~aOA (ASYMMETR1C) = .13514"WI H V17 DEPENDENT. 
~SOA (SYMMETRI~) = .15909 
~ERTAINI.Y ___ COEFF, ,IClENT (ASYMMETRIC) _ = .05993 WITH V17 
.ERrA1NE'E=.-C-9Efc:F,ICIENT (SYM~fETRIC) - .04391 
mAt:c-rS'':'-Ti\{f:--S=--:-:: .08667 SIGNIFICANCE = .1985 
~a~I..~'S T~PC~ ._, .09910 SIGNIFICANCE = .1985 
~ERS,S D (AS~~MlTRIC) = .07452 WITH V17 DEPENDENT. 

= .1 7647 WITH VI1G 

DEpENDENT. 
[)F:PENDENT. 

.0346S WITH Vll( 

O[PENDE" iERS, S Dccf-SYMME-TR Ie) = ,08569 
~=.28256:WITH V17 DEPENDENT. = .05783 WITH V1IG 

.10079 WITH Vl1G 

DEpENDENT. 



·, .. ",'", 
~ ............ ,1'",.... . ...;..,' .. , ... , .. _ ~ .,;... 

07 JUN n4 WOMEn Sli9P __ BI ~J< 
~.-~-~.-- ----.-.- ~- - -

FILE-- NONAME (CREATION DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C R 055 TAB U L A T ION 
V17 _ ........ ~ F3Y VllH 

* * * *c·*~.* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
o F * * * * * • * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * • * * * * * 
- VI1 H 
:~COUNT I 
ROW PCT I 

V17 

COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

1~ I 17 1 21 I 10 I a I 
I 35.4 I 43.8 1 20.8 1 .0 I 
I 65.4 1 65.6 1 43.5 1 .0 I 
1 20.0 I 24.7 I 11.8 I .0 1 -1--------1--------1--------1 ___ - ____ 1 

2. 1 9 I 11 1 13 r 4 1 
1 24.3 I 29.7 1 35.1 1 10.8 1 
! 34.6 I 34.4 I 56.5 1 100.0 I 

-t--!~!~--I-_!~!~ __ f __ !2!~ __ ! ___ ~!Z __ I 
26 32 23 4 

30.6 37.6 27.1 4.7 :,c~:,~~tc~~~~&¥~~ 

ROW 
TOTAL 

48 
56.5 

37 
43.5 

85 
100.0 

~~IM~~-~a~; 8;Ioog2 WITH 3 DEGREES of FREEDOM 

CONTINGENCY COEFFjCI~~T = 30471 

SIGNIFICANCE - .0336 

LAM8DA-cTASYMMETRleJ = .18919"WITH Vl7 DEPENDENT. 
LAMBDA (SYMMETRICl = "togoo = .03774 wITH Vl1H DFPENDENl 

• G 48 R 3 \'JI T H \ 
UNCERTAINTY COEFF CIENT A YM~"ETRIC) = t.087~4 wITH V17 
UNCERl"Al.N:I:Y::COEFFICIENT (SYM~1ETRIC) =C .u6269 
KENOALL'-S- TAO B = .23016 sIGNIFl ANCE = .0118 
KENOAl;;L,5:=.:-TAV·C= .26796 SIGNIFICANCE = .0118 

~8~~~~:;s·-D.fA~V~~~TRIC) = .19438 wITH V17 DEpENDENT. 
S MER5"S~,D+SYMMETRIC) = .22691 
ETA:-.'31993 WITH V17 DEPENDENT. = .26717 'tJITH VI1H 

[)EPENDE~JT • 

"""'t.::'~ 

.27252 WITH Vl1H 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPn, 



----"----- _ --w .. - _ -----.-.--__ -" -

~t'5HOpcHISK 07 JUN 84 

-,cNONAME (CREATION DATE = 07JUN 84) 

Vf~==!~~;~j~-@* * * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L AA~ IV~O~ 0 F * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
**~~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * PAG 

--. COUNT I 
ROW-PCT I 

V10B 

~:~.-·t~!8!_~S!-1--- 2! I ----__ ~! f _---__ ~! f 
1. I _ 2s.--./ I 28j iiI 1 I 

I 4. :ro-;9 1.8 I 1.8 I 
I 51.0 I 84.8 I 50.0 I 100.0 I 

-I --~;;~~--I __ ~~:.-;""-i i ---!!~-- f ---!:.~-- i 
v 2. i ~~~·--t-n:~-J t 50:a f :8 I 

I 28.2 I 5.9 1.2 I .0 I 
_ - ,-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

ROW 
TOTAL 

55 
64.7 

30 
35.3 

=COLUMN 49 33 2 1 85 
:=,:c:::c- _-=-.'O==c= •• :'l=QTAL 57 .6 38.8 2.4 1 .2 100 • 0 

----.----.---~ 

-SQUARE-: 10.61612 WITH 3 DEGRrES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE- =;:0140 
i~R,5 V = !?534I . NG N Y CO rENT = 33321 a~.~A§~tt~E~k!~-== .. gOggO·WITH V19 DEPENDENT. 
:RTA~tY--~6E~FlcIENT ~A~YMMfTRIC) = 010528 WITH V19 
RIAINI-Y COEFFIcIENT (SyMMETRIc) = • 9271 
fA~j:'-*~~'t-AU::B:: -.31524 SIGNIFICANCE = '8817 
~LL, TAU C = -.30616 sIGNIFICANCE = • 17 

:~~-:f~cT~~2~~~~~e~) = = _73y9 6 51 wITH V19 DEpENDENT. 

= .08333 wITH VI0B 

DEPENDENT. 
DFPENDENT. 

.0828? WITH VI0R 

DEpENDEt-. 
:; .·~~_S~~l -WITH V19 D~~~tmENT • .28933 wITH VIOFJ 

-.33515 WITH VIDS 

DEPENDENT • 

. -~ f:----

.'; 



;: 

FILE NONM1E (CREATION OATE = 11 ~UN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C ~ 0 SST ABU L A T rON 0 F * * * * 
Vll,.F BY V19 ___ ~:: 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * * *-~ • * * 

VI1F 

VIr) 
COUNT I 

ROW PCT I ROW 
COL PCT I TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2. I 
--~-----I-~------I--------I 

1 • I 35 I 14 1 49 
I 71.4 I 28.6 I 58.3 
I 64.8 I 46.7 1 
I 1+1.7 I 16.7 I 

-I-~---~--I-_------I 
2. I 19 I 16 I 35 

I S4.3 I 45.7 1 41.7 
I ~5.2 I 53.3 I 
I ~?.6 I 19.0 I 

-I-~---~--I--------I 
COLUMN 54 30 84 

TOTAL 64.3 35.7 100.0 

CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - 1.Q?OOO WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM SIGMl r ICANCE ~ • j 
PHI = .17638 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .17370 
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) =' .05714 WITH VI1F OE:PENDENT. 
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = ~03077 
UNCERT4INTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMrTRIC) = .02280 WITH VI1F 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = .02327 
KENDALL'S TAU B = .17638 SIGNIFICANCE = 
KENDALL'S TAU C = .16667 ~IGNIFICANCE = 
GAMMA + .35593 

.18148 WITH V11F 
.1763 1 

.0540 

.0540 

DEPENDENT; 

!OOOOOWITH V19 

DEPENDENT; 
" 

!! .11143 WITH SOMERS,S D (ASYMMETRIC) = 
SOMERS~S D (SYMMETRIC)' = 
ETA = .17638 WITH V11F DrPENDENT. .17638 WITH V19 DEPENDENT. 

NUMBER OF MIS~ING ORSEpVATIONS ~ 1 



" ..... hils OI:'CfUMINMfT I\IJI\LY<;I:, HLOIIII<t_:o 

"ot~dJ SHOP RISK 

FILe. NONAME ((rlrArrOI: [)I\TF = DB Jlltl 1\4) 

Gf<OJr (OUIHS 

GROUP 

(QU,.T 

",,[AW~ 

V12 
v13 
v l.t~ 
v!.5 
V16 
v17 
~lEl 
V19 

38.0000 

GROUP 

3.157'1 
1.605) 
4.105'-
1.9737 

1.2632 
1.4211 
1.3421 
1.315" 

STI\,.DllilD DEVIATIOns 

r;f(OIJP 2 TvTf,L 

I, 7. O()nC' il'i.OOOIJ 

r;POl)f' ? Tv Tf,L 

2. RQ :-s6 
1.6')C)f, 
... 46Al 
2.0Q·?() 
1 • 6S~)6 
1.44flA "-
1.34n4 
1.383[1 

).011i> 
1 • 63S,~ 
it.30S() 
;>.011 'I 
1.4e2 Lj. 

1 .4353 
1.3412 
1.3529 

GROUP 1 rJ:OI)" Tv TI\L 

,~2 
',113 
V14 
1115 
.;16 
V17 
V18 
v19 

1.424? 
.4954 

1.2034 
.7~2'1 
.4463 
.500" 
.4dOR 
.4711 

1·0R82 
.4790 

1.1?0n 
.72·, n 
.47.')0 

:4~~b 
• 4C"l 1 L~ 

1.248<; 
.4842 

1 .lb~2 
.731b 
.5027 
.49[17 
• 47 6') 
.4B07 

1[12tJ WOIWr, OF WOfWr,PK[ Itt p 

AIL"S' LAMBDA <U-::,T"TIC;TIC) /\lIn UtIIVI'Ii'TATl_ r--!<t.nO ,lIT" 1 At ID ~ .~ C0-;)L[ c) 

WI\RIAoLE wILKS, L"MHnA r 

v''') 
'~. t3 
... '~4 
vlS 
Vll, 
\/17 
vlll 
V19 

.,}8AA 

.9 Q f,C) 

.97')7 

.,}97El 
• t}'!44 
.'01'1"3 

1.0000 
.99')1 

.'J411 4 

.2620 
:'.06:;0 

.lil43 
,'i.29d 
- .0~54 

.000 2 

.4076 

II .." ~, ! 



/ltJ/lL Y:, r 5 NlJ~1UU' 

"OU)T .ON METliOn - DTf'Fn. 
PlnOR rROllllflrLITIL<; -

GROup 1 GROur 2 

.50000 

01 seRl MI I JMIT 
Fuill. TION 

.5rJOO!) 

[JGG1VllliIC 

.2,42n 

RELIlTIvE 
PERCENTAGE 

luO.OO 

CMI01JICAL 
CORRELIITION 

.420 

r1111(T TONS ~Lt<'S ' (11J-',r)IIIIRF OF C;TGNIFlrIlW' nn'IVFf) IMflOIl 

0 ,f~23~ 11)~~)~g 8 .0<;3 

RUVd,nNG COMr'lfTIlT rntl'; WIlL nF flAsELJ 0'1 II I ';rf, U1ItJANT FuWTI ntl (r,) 

STflrJDAPDJlfLJ IlISC,n"HJ~liT FffflCTIOII corrrcrCIl:IITr; 

FUilC 

V12 
V13 
V14 
V15 
ViG 
V17 
V18 
V19 

') 1 "l"t.7 
-:01')42 
-.l?Jl~q 

.051 '10 
-. 97147 1 

• ~511?O j 
-.17264' 
-.07 7 n" 

CGIlP-VIDe; OF GpOIII':, HI f'rDIKEn <;I'IICI, 

FUIJC 

GROur 

GnOJr 

.41','"43 

-.37Sl4-() 

f'1,FuIL TIm, II[';IIL T:, _ 

f\CrUAL GROUp 
------------

GIWUr 

(,I,OUr 2 

110. OF 
CA~rs 

,)iI. 

117. 

f'FLU ICT[O GfWUf' M[t1r)CRC;H 
(JP. 1 CP. 2. -------

2(1,. 
73.-':;: 

]F,. 
:;4.'1~ 

10. 
:'6. :)~; 

:51,. 
I,f). u% 

P[RCC,H OF ,GHnlll'dl, Cil,['; COf(prCTLY CI-ASSlf-Il,,; 
69.4111: 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
wO"d I ';HOP RISK 

FILl rWrJAME (CRFATTOII UIITC = 08 -.lll'l 84) 

GliOJP C OUI as 
)oROIII' 

COlJilT ~7.0()O~ 

MLAr~S 

Gf~OIJP 

VllA ;>,g45° 
Vll l3 1.flu4" 
V' 1 C l,7u~I"\ 
vtlD ? 3~1" 
vilL ;:>.9111') 
'<'11 c 2.~)13t:"1' 

wi j.l v 2.94 5 n 
VIlli 2,Ooon 
V11"; 3.6~11) 
v:l" 3.783" 
'Hl.'\ 2.4cJl)', 

"T!\·.Di,"O CeVIATlo:j'; 

GPOIJP 

v:l" .941? 
\/llLl .llb7 n vq'- .'1~7n 
V. u 1.0.);';:> 
JllL 1.11 'i0 
Ii':' IF ,(}J t (., 
V, tV ·'11~? vt Ii 1.0U n 
vll J • 5'J<. n 
V11" .417, 
Vll,\ 1.J70~ 

r,POllp ;> TuTAL 

l~!J ~ O!J r; n ll?ooou 

r,POlJi' ;> ToTAL 

2.33~3 ?60C:>fl 
1.57 7il 1.7073 1.'1771"\, 1.Ilc:>gc: 
2.20n0 ?,2b :3 
2.7:'i:o~ ?8171 
,:..3-,. ... 0 '"',43 0 0 

5,2(1)7 ,.122,) 
2.0ll,," ?,04fl i \ 
.3. 466 7 '.53C" 3.nRiJa ,.7317 
2033~:: ?4U2 1+ 

r.i?Ollo ? TOTAL 

• 00 I~:; • 96S~) :gp2 • r.~)33 
~4'1q 

• B r~) : l(,cj 
1. 1 . ,(,n , .13«" 

.7-, ..... ;-
• >~ 4 ""1 

.nOnn • ,(1tJ() 

.7fl-;d, .llEl: 

.7 2() 1 • b7 0 
• :) 11111 .472 
.I'\~",n .CJtJtJ 

NIL"S, L,Vi!\rJA (J-"T·~T!r,TIC) t'lln uIIIVAfIT,\T[ F-,UTICJ '!IIT~j 1 Min 

1//\P,i:\~)LE i,ILV~), L""~"f''lr\ r 

VII" 
Vil" 
v:I~ 
Vl1J 
VllL 
VllF 

~H~ 
Vl1J 
V'll\ 
V!H 

.tjnn l 

.lJ"h 

.Yl'\~~ 

.00~2 

.yn~3 

.0~~h 

.JGSG 

.~n7~ 

.~nA6 

.YAnq 

.yn~7 

1'\.')7')3 
?. 33t)l~ 

• d:)t)O 
.:)~02 
• ~)q 03 
.517b 

2·[J46') 
.2017 

1.0flG4 

:Bbe~ 

8n "'[GPEES ',F C '. 



III ,tiL Y" I S I HJHlliJi 

~OLUTl OI'J MrTIIO[l _ [)J flr:eT • 
PIlI ul( pHOflMlIL IT I LS -

GROup 1 (;I<OUP ::' 

.:00000 

lJISCr:lMIIJAIJT 
rUIKTlON 

."inOOn 

[Ie.nll/AU!E 

.3,401 

I<I:LATTvr: 
["UlcEIITj,GE 

1(JO·'1U 

CAIIOIJICAL 
COIWr:LA TI 011 

.41l'l 

FUII(' T T nil'; 
Ill:' I I/F I) 

II 

y.. ; 1 v (~ , 
L I :H:'i· 

• ,~{, 1 

r I 'T _t'J) [ Jl\f~F I'd' <;T(~fIIFleMJrI 

;?( • ,Vt~') 11 .041 

HC',1AI,J!IJG C(),~I'IITflTI()IIC, 'III.L nr: I',/\';L,[j 1)'1 1 ill~rln'HIIMIT ,IPICTlnl](S) 

~TAlmM)DIZr[) il]C,Cln"II]':]T [IIII(TIOI] ~()I"I !eTt'IIF, 

F'lJtJ( 

VIII, 
V11u 
VUl 
Vpu 
V.1t:. 
VlIF 
VI1G 
VlIri 
VI1J 
VII" 
Vlllvj 

-.72<>1'>0 
-.lL~1n:) 

_.14~~} 
• 00, ,U 

-.13';711 
-.~2714 

.bllllnil 
& j51 ~H-) 

-.37H14 
-.{JoS3Cl 

.1l11l7 

C[lITr~v][)S Of' Gp()IJI'C; T!I III ilUCf:[) '.i'fleL 

GflOUf' 

GflOUf' 2 

FIj"e 

-.~3"i1l;:> 

.441156 

~)fn·LJII... TIOI'~ f<ES!ILTS _ 

IIC lliAL GIWIJP rj ';.r ~~ 
(""I " ---------------

GfWUf' )7. 

GF()UP 2 Ijl). 

I'r,LU J C. T[1l GIWUI' Ij[11PfY';IIIP 
(JP. 1 GP. 2 

~>6 • 
7(J·):., 

11. 
c~4 • '1. "\; 

11. 
;:H). 7~' 

34,~ 
1;). t).'J 

Pl"~r:I'T 01 ,lji'0lIi'U1 , CA"!', rO['r',c TLY CL,r\"~If'Ilr!: 7~.17'" 



------------......... ...--;--------_._--_ .. _- -..•.. -------------~----.- .-......--...... -

1EN SHOP RISK--- 07 JUN 84 

.E NONAME (CREATION DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

, * * * _ ***'-"* * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L A T ! 0 N 
BY V6A VA 

* * * *' ~~:'-=,~~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
o F * * * * * * * * * * * * , 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * Pt 
.- . ____ ,_ V6A 

cOUNT I 
ROW PCT I ROW cgLpcfI TOTAL 
!-!-... ; ... -! .. -----!.:.i------~:.!------~:.t------~!I 1 ..•.. I 4 I 5 I 17 I 12 I 38 

_e I 10.5 I 13.2 f 44.7 I 31.6 I 44.7 
-:- __ . __ 1 q.4.4 I 29.4 38,6 I 80.0 I 
------ :. I ___ ~!z __ I -_-~:.~ __ f --~~!~-- t --!~!!--t 
-..... 2. _ I 5 I 12 I 27 I 3 I 47 
- -. '1 10.6 I 25.5 I 57.4 I 6.4 I 55.3 

I 55.6 I 70.6 II 61.4 I 20.0 I 
I . 5.9 I 14,1 31,8 I 3.5 I -I--------I--------I--------I--------I 

CO~UMN 9 17 44 15 
TOTAL 10.6 20.0 51.8 17.6 

85 
100.0 

SQUARE =·=~~:::::?:9.82338 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 

~~~G~N~Y=COEFFicft~r = '3218& 
.0201 

BOA (ASYMMETRIC) = .23684·WITH VA DEPENDENT. 
BOA (SyMMETRIC) = .11392 
ERTAI~TY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = .08728 WITH VA 
ERTAINTY COEFF ClENT (SYMMETRIC) =C ~06336 
DALL'S TAUB = -.23103 SIGNIFI AN~E = .0116 
D~l.~'S T1~-3€O~5~c- -.26187 SIGNIFICANCE = .01 16 
~RS;S 0 (ASYMM~TRIC) = -,20153 WITH VA DEpENDENT. 

= .00000 WITH V6A 
DEPENDENT. = 

DEPENDENT. 

•049 7 3 WITH V6A 

DEPENDE 
ERS,S D (SYMMETRIC) = -.22889 = .33995 WITH VA DEPENDENT. = .21776 WITH V6A 

~'26484 WITH V6A 

DEPENDENT. 

-' 



* * * * * * -**;*~; * * * * * * * C R 0 SST A E3 U L A T rON 0 F * * 
~A- BY V2 

* *i:~ * .* * ~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
- V2 

COUNT I 

.:c=~c:=~g~ ~Et i T§~~L 
~~!-~:~-I------::i------~!i-__ -__ ::!------~:I------~!f 

1. I 28 I 0 I 4 I 1 I 4 I 37 
I 75.7 I .0 II 10.8 I 2.7 I 10.8 I 44.0 
I 57.1 I .0 23.5 I 12.5 I 57.1 I 

-l--~~!~--t----!~_-i-_-~!~--!---!!~--t---~!~--t 
2. I 21 I 3 I 13 r 7 I 3 I 47 

I 44.7 I 6.4 I 27.7 I 14.9 I 6.4 I 56.0 
I ~~:3 I 10g:g I Ig:~ I 8~:~ f 4§:2 I -I--------1--------I--------I_-------1---_____ I 

VA 

COLUMN 49 3 17 8 7 84 
TOTAL 58.3 3.6 20.2 9.5 8.3 100.0 

CHI.~~UAsRE~-.\-.":'.~c'~:la.392172 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOtc1 SIGNIFICANCE = < ,0147 
CRAM R. V = !?84 0 C N NG N¥=C FF lENT = .35856 L2M~ A-lA~\'MM~IfRI· = .21622 WITH VA DEPENDENT. = .00000 WITH V2 

b~~~~~w~it~~!tt~~f~icIENT·lkst~METRIC) = A12313 WITH VA nEPENDENT. = 
UNCERTAINTY--COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = .u9016 

~tNB~ct~~~:H~"7E :~~£~B gf~fH~fE~Nt~ ~ :BB~~ 
g~~~~S;S.~D~2l~.~~~~TRIC) = .21772 WITH VA DEpENDENT. 
SOMERS.S:ID-~ -. METRIC) = .23 32 
ETA =_~~_8410 WITH VA DtPENDENT. = .21156 WITH V2 

.26567 WITH V'? 

DFPENDENT. 

• 

NUMBER Op-cMISSINGORSERVATIONS = 1 

.... 

DFPENDENl 

0711,? WITH V 

DEpEN 



." 
:r¢ WE - .. ......-"-.----. 

~N SHOP RISK 
- NONAME --
* * * * * * VA 

(CREATIOn DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L AT! 0 N 
RY V6A 

---~.---

07 JUN 84 

o F * * * * * ~ * * * * * * * 
* * * * * *:~.:~ * * * * * * * * ** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * PA 

. V6A 
cOUNT I 

ROW PCT I ROW cgL ~Ct I TOTAL !_! __ ~--! ______ :!l ______ ~!I-_____ ~!!_---_-~!i 
1. I 4 I 5 I 17 I 12 I 38 
. f a~:~ I ~~:4 f ~~:l f ~o:8 f 44.7 

-I---~!Z--I-_-~!~ __ t __ ~~!~ __ I_-!~!!--i 
2. I 5 I 12 I 27 I 3! 47 

I 10.6 I 25.5 I 57.4 I 6.4 55.3 
I 55.6 II 70.6 II 61.4 I 20.0 I 
I 5.9 14.1 31,8 I 3.5 I -1--------1--------1--------I--------! 

COLUMN 9 17 44 15 
TOTAL 10.6 20.0 51.8 17.6 

85 
100.0 

r SQUARE==~0~:=c:,=::<J.82338 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 

~~~~GfNrY=COEFFi crt~r = '3218& 
.,BOA (ASYMMETRIC) = .23684'WITH VA DEPENDENT. 

.Q201 

.00000 wITH V6A 
.,BOA (SYMMETRIC) = .11392 
:ERTAl~TY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = .08728 WITH VA 
CERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) =C ~06336 

DEPENDENT. = 
DFPENDENT • 

• 049 7 3 WITH V6A 
~DALL'S TAU B = -.23103 sIGNIFI AN~E = .0116 
t~DI\LLtS TA~ftf:;':' -.26187 sIGNIFICANCE = .0116 
~~~s;s D(lS~M~tTRIC) = -.20153 wITH VA DEPENDENT. 
M£RS,S 0 (SYMMETRIC) = -.22889 
A = ,33995 WITH VA DEPOJDENT. = .21776 WITH V6A 

-.26484 WITH V6A 

DEPENDENT. 
OEPENDE 



-.. ----..--..,---.r IiiiGi _ ---=---------:,.-;,;---- -;; -. "-~ ""-.----;;. _ _. _~ __ -._..-"-".-.... 
WOMEN SHOP RISK 

FILE. NONAME (CRfATyON DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C R 0 S S VI7 
TAB U L A T ION 

RY V10B 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

V17 

COUNT I 
ROW PCT I 
COL PCT I 

ViOS 

ROW 
TOTAL 

!~!-~~!-l------~!l------~~I------~!f------~!l 
1. I 33 I 14 lor 1 I 48 

I 68.8 I 29.2 I .0 r 2.1 I S6.5 
I 67.3 I 42.4 1 .0 I 100.0 I 

-f--~~!~--J--~~!~--f----!2--t_--!!~--f 
2. I 16 I 19 I 2 1 0 I 37 

I 43.2 I 51.4 f 5.4 I .0 I 43.S 
I ~2.7 I 57.6 100.0 I .0 I 
I 18.8 I 22.4 1 2.4 I .0 I 

-I--------l--------I--------I ___ - ____ I 
COLUMN 49 33 2 1 

TOTAL 57.6 38.8 2.4 1,2 
85 

100.0 

07 JUN R4 

o F * * * * * * * * * * 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

CHI SQUARE = 8.372;>2 WITH 3 DEGRFES OF FPEEDOM 
CRAMER,S_V = .31384 

SIGNIFICANCE - .0389 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .29944 
LAMBD. A fASYMMETRIC) = .18919 ~ITH V17 DEPENDENT. 
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = .t3699 
UNCERTAINT-Y COEFFICIENT ASYM~"'[TRIC) = ,,08173 WITH V17 
UfJCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT SYMMEtRIC) = .u7412 
KENoALLt$ TAU B = ,25275 SIGNIFICANCE = .0093 
KENDALL,S TAU C = .25467 SIGtJIFICAlKE = .0093 

. GAMMA = .46843 
SOMERS,S D (ASYMMETRIC) = .24665 WITH V17 DEpENDENT. 

.OR333 WITH VI0e 
nEPENDEI'JT • 

DrPENOE 
.067~1 WITH 

OEp SOMERS,S D (SYMMETRIC) = .25268 
ETA = .31384 WITH V17 DtPEtJOENT. = .21895 WITH VI0Fj 

.2SqO] WITH Vl0B 

O[PDJOENT. 



WOMEN SHOP HI~K 07 JU~4 84 
FILE NONAME (CRF.::ATI 0 N DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * r: R 0 SST A G U L A T rON 0 F * * * * * * * * * * V17 8Y VI0C 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

V17 

~ vlae 
COUNT ! 

RPW PCT I 
COL PCT I 

!~!-~~!-!------~!!------~!!------~!f------~!I 
1. I 6 I 12 I 23 I 7 I 

I 12.5 I 25.0 II 47.9 I 14.6 I 
I ~5.7 I 75.0 56.1 I 33.3 I 
I 7.1 I 14.1 I 27.1 I 8.2 I -1--------1--------1--------1--------1 2. III 4 I 18 I 14 I 
I 2.7 I 10.8 I 48.6 r 37.8 I 
I 14.3 I 25.0 I 43.9 I 66.7 I 
I 1.2 I 4.7 I 21.2 I 16.5 I -1--------1--------1--------1--------1 COLUMN 7 16 41' 21 

TOTAL 8.2 18.8 48.2 24.7 

ROW 
TOTAL 

48 
56.5 

37 
43.5 

85 
100.0 

CHI SlluARE = 9.245R3 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 
CRAMEH,S V = .32981 

SIGrJIFJrANCF -

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = 31321 
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) = .18919·WITH v17 DEPENDENT. 
LAMBDA (SyMMETRIC) = .08642 

.0262 

.00000 wITH VIDC 
UnCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYM~"'[TRIC) = ..,08342 wITH V17 
UrJCERTAINTY 60EFFICIENT (SY~"'MEfRIc) = .u6007-
KE~DALL'S TA B = 3°115 c-IGnIFICANCE = 88 13 

()EPnJDENT. 
nFPENDE 

0469~' WITt-

KENDALL,S TAU C = - :35 00 SIG~JIFICANCE = : 13 
GAMMA = .52397- -
SOMt:.RS,S D (ASYMMETPlC) = .26428 vJITH V17 
SOMERS,S D (SIMMETRIC) = .3°371 
ETA; .• 3298 WITH V17 D[PE~IDENT • 

DEpENDE~JT • 

.32578 wITH V1De 

WOMEN SHOP RISK 

• 

'35698 WITH V10C 

DEPENDENT. 

07 JUN 1"\4 

DEp 



-to .. ...... '. of- '.. .... ;- ... ,.. '* * * ,.. ¥".. ct,,, C,' 0 '.) ,J ,. ,; ,) I- " I 1 V' 1 • .. .." *, ~ * 'r V17 RY V10F 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

V10F 
COUNT I 

ROW PCT I 
COL PCT T 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.r 4.1 

ROW 
TOTAL 

V17 --------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
Ie T 21 I 22 I 5 r 0 I 48 

I 43.8 I 45.8 II 10.4 r '8 I 56.5 
! h7 .7 I 57.9 35.7 r • I 
I ?4.7 I 25.9 I 5.Y I .0 I 

-I--~-----I--------I--------1--------1 
2. I 10 I 16 I 9 I 2 I 37 

I ?7.0 I 43.2 I 24.3 r 5.4 I 43.5 
I 32.3 I 42.1 II 64.3 I 100.0 ! 
! 11.8 I 18.8 10.6 r 2.4 I -1--------1--------1--------I ________ I 

COLUMN 31 38 14 2 
TOTAL 36 .5 44.7 16.5 2.4 

85 
100.0 

CHI SQUARE = 6.68lR3 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FPEEDOM 
CRAMER,S V = 2R037 

SIGNIFICANCF -
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = 26996 
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) = .16216·WITH V17 
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = .07143 

[)[PEr~DENT .' 

.0828 

.00000 WITH VlOF 
UNcERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = .06396 WITH VI7 
UUCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) =C ~04872 

nEPENDENT. 
OFPEND 

.03935 WIT 
KENOALL,S TAU B = .23155 SIGNIFI ANLE = .Oi24 
KENDALL'S TAU C = .25965 SIGtJIFICANCE = .0 24 
'GAMMA = .40120 ' 
SOMERS,S 0 (ASyMMETRIC) = o2 03g3 WITH VI7 OEPENODH. 
SOMERS,S D (SYMMETRIC) = .2205 
ETA:· .28037 WITH VI7 DEPENDENT. = .26522 WITH VlDF 

'2h408 WITH Vl0F 

DEPnJOENT. 

DE 



_.,..-..;------_ ........ 

WOMEtJ SHOP RISK 07 JUN P4 

FILE NONAME (CREATION DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L A T rON 0 F * * * * * * * * * * V17 BY VI0G 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

V17 

Vln G 
COUNT I 

ROW PCT I· 
COL PCT r 

ROW 
TOTAL 

!~!-~:!-t------!!I------~:I------~!f------~!i 
1. I 16 I 22 I 7 I 3 I 48 

I 33.3 I 45.8 I 14.6 I 6.3 I 56.5 
I 69.6 I 66.7 II 36.8 I 30.0 I 
I 18.8 I 25.9 8.2 I 3.5 I -T--------I--------I--------I--------I 2. r 7 I 11 I 12 I 7 I 37 
I 18.9 I 29.7 II 32.4 I 18.9 I 43.5 
I 30.4 I 33.3 63.2 I 70.0 I 
T 8.2 I 12.9 I 14.1 I 8.2 I 

-I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 23 33 19 10 

TOTAL 2 7 .1 38.8 22.4 11.8 
85 

100·0 
CHI S(WARE = 5. ~28t)2 WITH 3 DEGRFES OF FREEDOM 
CRAMER,£"V=,:: • 3222R 

SIGNIFICANCE -

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = 30674 
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) = .24324'WrTH V17 O[PErWEtJT. 

.0317 

.0 1 923 WITH V10G 
LAMBDAfSYMMETRIC) = .11236 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = .07650 WITH VI7 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = .052 58 

!")EpE~JDENT • 
DrPENDE 

.0400f., wln-
KENOALLJ'S TAU B = .26992 C;IGNIFICCANCE = .0037 
KENDALL'S TAU C = .31945 SIGtJIFI ANCE = .0037 
GAMMA = .43812 
SOMERS,S 0 (ASYMrqETR IC) = .2?425 vJITH V 17 DEPENDDJT • 
SQMERS,$ D (SYMMETRIC) = .26535 
ETA:=-:: .32228 WITH VI7 DEPENDENT. =.29625 WITH V lOG 

... 
WOMEtJ SHOP R I5K 

032480 WITH Vl0G 

DFPENDE~H • 

Ii I~,I 011 

DEP 



-- --... ----.~.------.. -------....... -- .-~~ .. ------ -
WOMUJ SHOP RISK 07 JU~J P.4 

FILE NONA ME <CREATlmJ DATE = 07 JUn 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *' * * C R 0 5 S TAB U L A T ION 
V17 RY V10J OF*, *' *' *' *' ~ * *' * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ~ *' * * * * * * * * * t * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

V17 

V1nJ 
COUNT I -

.ROW PCT ! 
-COL PCT I 

pow 
TOTAL 

!~!-~~!-f------~!f------~~f------~!t------~!i 
1. I 16 I 24 I 8 I 0 I 48 

I 33.3 I 50.0 I 16.7 I .0 I 57.1 
I 76.2 I 60.0 I 47.1 I .0 I 
I 19.0 I 28.6 I 9.5 I .0 I 

-1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2. I 5 I 16 I 9 I 6 I 36 

Y 13.9 I 44.4 I 25.0 I 16.7 I 42.9 
I 23.8 I 40.0 I 52.9 I 100.0 I 

-f---~!~--f--!~!~--f--!~!2--f_--Z!!--f 
COLUMN 21 40 17 6 

TOTAL 25.0 47.6 20.2 7.1 
84 

100.0 
CHI SQUARE = 11.95033 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 
CRAMLP,S V = 3771p, 

SIGNIFICANCE - .00 7 6 

CONTHJGENCY COEFFiCIGJT = .35291 
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) = .19444 WITH V17 DEPEfJDENT. 
LAMBDA (SyMMETRIC) = 008750 
UtlCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT {ASY!IlIH[TRIC) = 01248P, WITH V17 
UUC:ERTAINTY COEFFICIENT <SYMMETRIC) = • <)002 
KE~ul\t..L'S TAl] B = 30601 SIGflIFICArKE = 881L~ 
KEN04!"',S TAU C = :3492 SIGNIFICArJCE =. : 14 

~8A~~~~;S 0 (A~~~~~TRIC) = .2(,269 WITH V17 DEr>OJDE~JT. 

.00000 WITH Vl0J 
[lEPENU[f n . 

DFPEND 

0703R WIT 

DEi 5 MERS,S D <SYMMETRIC) = .30 2UB 
ETA = .37718 WITH V17 OEPEtJDENT. = .35419 WITH VIOJ 

.3'164F3 WITH VIOJ 

DEPENDENT. 
NUM6EROF MISSING ORSEpVATIONS = 1 



... ;;"--=-=--=---=:;-~-;:;-~-,.-~------;;;;;--.. --
.•.. j';;;;;--. 

WOMEn SHOP RISK 

FILE NONAME (CRr:AT!O~J DI\TE = 07 JUtl 84) 
-; Jur.J n4 

* * * ** * * * * * * * * * * * *... C R 0 SST 1\ U IJ L A T JON 0 F * * ... * ~ * * * ....... V19 RY VI1K 
* * * * * * .~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ... .. * * ... * * * .. * .. * * * ... * 

V19 

V11K 
tOUN I 

-"ROW ptT I 
COL PCT I 

ROvJ 
ToTAL 

!~!-~~~-t------~:!------~:f-_--_-~:r 
1. I 1 I 8 I 46 I 55 

I 1.8 I 14.5 II 83.6 r 65.5 
T 1nO.0 I 40.0 73.0 I 
I -1.2 I 9.5 I 54.8 I -1--------1-_----__ I __ --____ ! 

2. I 0 I 12 I 17 I 29 
I .0 II 41.4 II 58.6 I 34.5 
I .0 60.0 27.0 I 
I .0 I 14.3 I 20.2 I -I--------I--------I--------1 COLUMN 1 20 63 84 

~TOTAL 1.2 23.8 75.0 100.0 

CHI SQUARE = 7. R5404 W I Ttl 2 DEGREES OF FREEDO~1 
CRAMER,S V = 30578 
CONTINGENCY COEFFicIENT = .29241 
LAMBDA {ASYMMETRIC) = .13793 \'IITH Vlq OEPEr4DEr-JT. 
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = .0800Q 

SIGtJIFICANCE - .01Q7 

.00000 WITH vl[-
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = ,,07275 WITH V19 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SY~METRIC) =C .,v7473 nrPENuctn. 

nrpENOEN­

D7GR~ WITH \ 
KENDALe,S TAU B = -.26442 c I GtlIF I MKE = .0077 
KENDALL,S TAU C = -.21939 SIGrlIFICI\NCE = .0077 

~~~~~~;s- 0 7A~~~~~TRIC) = -.28816 ~"ITH V19 DEPENDDJT. 
SOMERS,S 0 (SYMMETRIC) = -.2634 4 
ETA = .30578 WITH V1q D[PENDENT. = .23670 \'JITH V11K 

NUMBER OF MISSING Of1SERVI\TIONS = 1 

-.2426~ ~rT~ V'l~ 

OFPENDE~T. 

DrPEr· 



- ~.~----.-.... .. "-"-.---. 

-tJ SHOP RISK 

NONAME (CREATION DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L A T ION Vla RY VIOG 
* * ~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ~ 

. v10G 
COUNT I 

ROW PCT I 
COL PCT I 

ROW 
TOTAL 

!~!-~:!-l------:!t--__ --~~l------~!f------~!I 
1. I 10 I 27 I 12 I 7 I 56 

I 17.g I 48.2 I 21.4 I 12,5 I 6~.9 
I 43.S I 81.8 I 63.2 I 70.0 I 

-t--!~!~--l--~!!~--l--!~!!--t---~!~--i 
2. I 13 I 6 I 7 I 3 I 29 

I 44.8 I 20.7 I 24.1 I 10.3 I 34.1 
I ~6.5 I 18.2 I 36.8 I 30.0 I 

-i--~~!~--l-_-Z!!--i---~!~--!---~!~--I 
COLUMN 23 33 19 10_ 

JOT AL 27.1 38.8 22.4 11.8 

~QUARE= 9.00262 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 

~I~~~N~Y=COEFFitYr~¥ = 30947 
8DA·-(ASYMMETRIC) = .1034S·WITH v18 DEPENDENT. 

85 
100.0 

SIGNIFICANCE -

... --------~-
07 JUN C1 4 

o F * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * PA 

.0293 

.1 3462 WITH V10G 
BOA-'( SYMMETRIC) = .12346 
ERTAINTY COEFFICIENT lASY~METRIC) = 008338 WITH V18 
ERTAINTY COEFFICIENT <SYMMETRIC) =C ~ 5490 

(JEPENDENT. 
DFro~OENT • 

0409;:' WITH VIM 

OALL'S TAO B = -'i4431 sIGnIFI AN~E = '87~a 
DALl,.,S TAU C = -. 6332 sIG~IIFICANCE = • 7~8 
MA.= - 24042 
ERS,S 0 (,~SYMMETRIC) = -.11465 \'>11TH V1a DEpENOErJT. 
ERS,S 0 (SYMMETRIC) = -.lUOS8 = .32544 WITH V1R DEPErJDENT. = .14052 WITH V10G 

~.lR165 WITH V10G 

DEPENDENT. 

DEPENDEf\ 



~;,. ... _ .... -...... .... "" 
vO~N . SHOP RISK 07 JUN (\4 _. -- ~ .. -. -

~L~NONAME (CREATION DATE = 07 JUN 84) 

, * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C R 0 SST ABU L A T rON 0 F * * * * * * * * * * * ~ 
\119,,·": BY VI0P 

~.¥~~.~~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

,19 

COUNT I 
VIOP 

ROW PCT I 
COL PCT r 
!~!-~~!-t------!!t------~!t------~!f------~!I 

ROW 
TOTAL 

1. 1 9.r ! 23;~ I 47:~ ! 20;0 f 64~1 
I 50.0 I 50.0 I 70.3 I 91.7 I 
Y 5.9 1 15.3 I 30.6 I 12.9 I 

-I--------I--~---~-I--------I--------I 2. r 5 I 13 I 11 I 1 I 30 
! 16.7 I 43.3 1 36.7 I 3.3 I 35.3 
I ~o.o I 50.0 II 29.7 I 8.3 I 
I 5.9 I 15.3 12.9 I 1.2 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
COLUMN 10 26 37 12 

TOTAL ·11.8 30.6 43.5 14.1 
85 

100.0 

fit~=.~S.QIJARE = 7.7301 7 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDO~", 
RAMER,S V = .30157 

SIGNIFICANCE -

O~AO~GENCYCOEFFICIENT = 28872 Ii: .. c=::I:ASYMMETRtC) = .OOOOO·WITH V19 OEPENDENT. 

.0519 

.04167 wITH VIOP 
AMBOA (SYMMETRIC) = .02~64 
t!CERT!UNTcYCOEFFICIENT tASYMMFTRIC) = l07745 WITH V19 DEPENDENT. = 

DrPENDENT. 

.04015 WITH Vll 
NETNff··eOEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) =C "u5288 

N =TAU B = -.27 07 SIGNIFI AN~E = .0039 ~M.·~:.-~~~JAU47CO= -.30~73 SIGNIFICANCE = .0039 
A MA - - 23 OM~Rs:;s.·dl,{ASYMMETR Ie) = - .22083 .VITH V19 oEpENDENT. 
OMf.RS"S tTASYMMETR I C) = -.26469 
TA =.. .30157 WI TH Vlq D[PEtJDENT. =.28283 WI TH V lor 

.... --
-.33030 WITH VI0p 

DFPENDENT • 

DEpENDE 



FILE NONA ME (CREA!ION D~TE = 11 .,JUN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C R o SST ABU L A T I 
VIIF 

* * * * * * 

Vl1F 

* * * * * * * .. * * * * * * * * 
V1S 

COUNT I 
ROW PCT I ROW 
COL PCT I TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2. 1 
--------I-~------I--------I 

1. I 39" I 10 I 49 
I 79.6 I 20.4 I 58.3 
I A2.9 I 45.5 I 
I 46.4 I 11'.9 I 

-I-~---~--I-_------I 
2. I 23 I 12 I 35 

COLUM~J 

TOTAL 

I ~5.7 I 34.3 I 41.7 
J 37.1 I 54.5 I 
I ?7.4 I 14.3 ·1 

-I-~---~--I--------I 
62 

73.A 
22 

26.2 
B4 

100.0 

BY 
* * * * * * * * * * 

CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - 1. :'l794 7 WITH 1 DEGREE bF FREEDOM 
PHI = .15561 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .15376 
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) =' .05714 WITH Vl1F DEPENDENT. 
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = .03509 

o N o F '* 't * * * j 

VIS 

* * * * * :+: * * * * * t 

SIGNIt-ICANCE = 
L! . 

.24 )2 

= ':00000 WITH V15 

UNCERTOINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYM~rTRIC) = .01765 WITH VI1F DEPENDENT; ,0; 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SY~M[TRIC) = .01912 
KENDALL;$ TAU B = .15561 r,IG~JIFICANCE = 
KENDALL'S TAU C = .13492 SIGNIFICANCE = 
GAMMA = .34097 -
SOMERS,S 0 (ASYMMETRIC) = .1.,449, WITH V11F 
SOMERS,S 0 (SYMMETRICr = 
ETA = .15561 WITH V~IF 

.154h O 
nrPHIDENT. 

NUMUER OF MIS~ING ORSEpVATIONS = 1 

.0781 

.0781 

DEPENDENT; 

.15561 WITH VIS 

. , 

... .13878 WITH VL5 

DEPENDENT. 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Vl~G 

C R 0 SST ABU L A T rON 
BY V15 

o F * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

VI1G 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 

V15 
I . 

I 
I 
I 1. I 2, I 

----~---I-~------I---~-·--I 
1. 

2. 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 

I 13 I 6 I 
I 68.4 I 31.6 I 
I 21.0 I 26.1 I 
I 15.3 I 7.1 I 

-I-~---~--I--------I 
I 4g I 17 I 
I 74.2 I 25.8 I 
I 79.0 I 73.9 I 
I 5i.6 I 20.0 I 

-I~~---~--I-_------I 
62 23 

72.9 27.1 

ROW 
TOTAL 

19 
22.4 

66 
77.6 

85 
100.0 

CORRECTED CHI SQUARE = .04422 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDO~ S I G('.JI t- I C ArKE = 
PHI =.05459 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .05451 
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) =. .00000 WITH V11G DEPUJUon. 
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = .00000 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT .(ASYMMETRIC) = .00274 WITH VIIG 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SyMMETRIC) = .00261 
KENDAL~'S TAU B = ~.05459 ~IGNIFICANCE = 
KENDALL;S TAU C = -.04042 ~IGrJIFICANCE = 
GAMMA = -.14175 

-.OSlI9 WITH VI1G 
-.054 4 8 

.3084 

.3084 

DEPENDENT; 

;00000 WITH Vl' 

DEPENDENT; ,. 

SOMERS,S 0 (ASYMMETRIC) = 
SOMERS,S 0 (SYMMETRICt = 
ETA = .05459 WITH VI1 G O[PErJDENT. ,05459 WITH V15 

-.05821 WI1 

DEPENOI:..N" 



WOfVTCrs ..,nvr- K 1 ~K 11 -:: U~ ,H 
FILE NONAME (CREATyON DATE = 11 JUN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * "" "" "" "" "" "" .. "" * 
V11H 

C R 0 SST ABU L A T ION 
BY V15 

o F * "" "" * • J' *--. ,. 

* * "" * * * .. * * * * * * * * "" * * * "" "" "" "" * * * "" "" "" * * * * * "" "" "" "" "" * • ** ,,,-,*.* * 

VI1H 

V1S 
I' 

COUNT I " 
ROW PCT I ROW 
COL PCT ! TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1. I 2. I 
--------I-~------I--------I 

1. I 46 I 12 r 58 I 79.3 I 20.7 I 68.2 
I 74.2 I 52.2 I 
I '14.1 I 14.1 I 

-I-L---L_-I __ ---__ -I 
? I Ib I 11 I 27 

I s9.3 I 40.7 I 31.8 
I ?5.B I 47.8 I 
I 18.8 I 12.9 I 

-I-L---~--I-_----__ I 
COLUMN 62 23 85 

TOTAL 72.9 27.1 100.0 

CORRECTED CHI SQUAPE - 2.R1'I574 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM 
PHI = .21012 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIE~T = .20563 

- SIG~H'" ICANCE .:: .. 09 is 

LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) = .00000 WITH Vl1H DrPENDENT. 
LAMBDA (SYMMETRIC) = .00000 
UNCERT~HHY COEFFICIENT (ASYMr<1rTRIC) = .03403 WITH VIIH 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (SY~METRIC) = .03519 

,:ouooo WITt=! VIS 

DEPENDErQT; 
'.' 

U~PEr 

"~3~45 Wl 

KENDALL'S TAU B = .21012 r,IGrJIFICANCE = 
KENDALL'S TAU C = .173[34 r-;IG~IIFICANCE = 
GAMM~ = .44g86 
SOMERS,S D (ASYMMETRIC) = 
SOMERS.S D (SYMMETRIcr = 
ETA = .21012 WITH V11H 

.22020 WITH VI1H 
• 2f) I')F\ 9 

,OrPDJDHJT • 

.0271 

.0271 

DEPENDENT: 

,21012 WITH VIS 

.. • 20 051 WIT H V ,5 c 

DEPENOENT. 

~ -~ -~ ~-- - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----------------~----~~~~~~------------------



WOMOI SHOP RISK 

FILE NONAME (CREATrOtJ DATE = 11 JUtJ ~4-) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
VIIJ 

C R 0 SST ABU L A T ION 
BY V15 

OF * * * * 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * 

VI1J 

COUNT 
HOW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 

VIc:; 
I 
I 
I 
I 1. I 2. I 

ROW 
TOTAL 

--------I-~---~--I--------l 
. 1. I 7 I 2 I 9 

I 77.R I 22.2 I 10.6 
I 11.3 I 8.7 I 
I B.2 I 2.4 I 

-I-~---~--I--------I 
2. I 55 I 21 I 76 

I 72.4-' I 27.6 I 89.4-
I RB.7 I Q1.3 I 
I 6 4~ tj. I 24- • 7 I 

-I-L __ ~L_-I_----_--I 
COLU~N 62 23 85 

TOTAL 72.9 27.1 100.0 

CORRECTED CHI SOUARE - .00264 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM SIGNI~ICANCE :: 
PHI = .0374-6 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .03744-
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) =' .00000 WITH V11J DEPENDENT. 
LAMBDA <SYMMETRIC) = .00000 
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYMMETRIC) = .00215 WITH VIIJ 
UNCERT~INTY COEFFICIENT (SY~METRIC) = .00158 
KENDALL.S TAU U = .0374-6 SIGNIFICANCE = 
KENDALL'S TAU C = .0204-R ~IGNIFICANCE = 
GAMMA = .14-397 
SOMERS,S D (ASYMMETRIC) = .O?595 WITH VI1J 
SOMErs,s D <SYMMETRIC) = .03~07 

.3657 

.3657 

DEPENDENT; 

rT/\ 0 .... 7/.7 loITTH \I~ 1.1 DrPEtII"lENT. .03747 

= ;00000 wITH Vl~ 

DEPENDE~T; 

... .05409 WIn 

WITH VIS DEPENOENT I 



WOMUI SHOP RISK 
11 

FILE NONM~E (CREAT10N DATE = 11 JUN 84) 

* * * * * * * * * * *' * * * * * * * C R 0 SST A 8 U L A T ! o N o F 
:4< * * * * VI1J BY V1S 

* * * * * * * *' * *' *' *' * *' * * * 
,.. 

*' * * *' * * *' * * * * * * * * * * * * * :4< * * * *' 
Vlp, 

COU~JT I 
ROW PCT I ROW 
COL PCT I TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1.1 2. I 

V1IJ ------~_I-L---~--I~-------I 
1. I 5 I 4- I 9 

I 1:)5.6 I 44.4- I 10.6 I 
I B.q I 13.8 I I-' 
1 5.9 I 4.7 I \J1 

0 
-I-~---~--I--------I ! 

2. I 51 I 25 I 76 
I f) 7.1 I 32.9 1 ~9.4 
I 01.1 I B6.2 I 
I ~O.O I 29.4 I 

-I-~---~--I-_---___ I 
COU)~~N Sf:> 29 R5 

TOTAL 65.9 34.1 100.0 

CORRECTED CHI SQUARE ... 
PHI = .07496 

.10 194 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM SIG~I~ICANCE = .7/J, 

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIE~T = .07475 
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) = .oooon WITH VI1J 
LAMBDA <SYMMETRIC) = .00000 

DEPENDENT. :: :00000 WITA V18 

UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT (ASYM~rTRIC) = .00803 WITH V11J DEPENDEr-tT: .. 
UNCERTQINTY COEFFICIENT (SYMMETRIC) = .00554 
KENDALL'S TAU B = :'.07496 r,IGrHFICANCE = 
KENDALL'S TAU C = -.0437(~ c,IGNIFICANCE = 
GAMMA; -.24012 
SOMERStS D (ASYMMETRIC) = 
SOMERS,S D (SYMMETRIcr = 
ETA = .07496 WITH'V11J 

-.04R65 WITH V11J 
-.Onn46 

[)rPENDENT. 

.2460 

.2460 

DEPENDENT; 

,07496 WITH V18 

.. - -.11550 WITH ~ 

DEPEN6ENT. 

-~--------~ -



WOMEn SHOP t-<l::''''' 

FILE NONAME (CREATION DATE = 11 JUN 84) 

* ., * * * .. .. .. * ... * * * * * .. * .. C R o SST ABU L A T I o N o F ... * .. * *,:*c:c* *~~* * 
Vl1K BY V1A 

* .. * .. * * * .. * * * ,.. '* .. * * * * * * * .. * * .. * * * * * * * * * * ... * * * * * * * * * .. * .. * f-'flG 

VIR 
COUf'IT I 

ROW PCT I ROW 
COL PCT I TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1. I 2. I 

Vl1K --------I-~------I--------I 
1 • I 1 I 0 I 1 

I 100.0 I .0 I 1.2 
I 1.8 I .0 I 
I 1.2 I .0 I 

-I_~---L_-I-_------I 

2. I 54 I 29 I 83 I 

J t;5.1 I 34.9 I 98.8 ~ 
\J1 

I 08.2 I 1 0 0.0 I I-' 

I f,4.3 I 34.5 I ! 
-I-~---~--I-----"--l 

C OLLJM~~ 55 29 84 
TOTAL f,S.~ 34.5 100.0 

CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .1f)723 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM SIGNlrICANCE = ., .7~33 
PHI = .07970 
CONTIN~ENCY COEFFICIE~T = .07945 
LAMBDA (ASYMMETRIC) = .00000 WITH Vl1K DEPENDENT. 
LAMBDA (SYM~'1ETfnC) = .noooo 
UNCERT~ItnY COEFFICIENT (ASY"'1W-TRIC> = .07865 WITH V11K 
UNCERT~IrJTY COEFFICIEnT (syMMETfUC) = .01433 
KENDI\LL'S TAU H = .07970 r:;IG~lIFICANCE = 
KENDALL'S TAU C = .01644 r,IG~IIFICAtKE = 
GAMMA + 1.00000 

.n~fH8 wITH V11K 

.233C) 

.2339 

DE:.PENDENT; 

:00000 WITH viS 

()EPENOEf'lT; 

O'PENDENT. 

.0018D WITH VIS 

.. .34940 WITH Vi8 DEPENDEI"J SOMERS,S D (ASYMMETRIC) = 
SOMERS,S D (SYMMETRIC) = 
ETA = .07972 WITH VilK 

• O~q,56 
DFPDJDI;NT. • 07970 WITH V18 DEPENDENT • 

-!\'IIIMliP6>O~_MLC;S,HJG ORSEDVATIONS - 1 
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