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A Durzng 1973, a nationvide study for the Fcod ang Drug -

Adlinlstration (EDX) was conducted which prcvided informationm on

nutrition knowledge, bellefs.about nutrition, and first reactions.to

nutrition Iabeling anong food shoppers. This initial research . -

provyided a baseline neasurelent'of nutrition kncvwledge and attitudes

among‘'caonsugers, and in 1975 another nationwide study was conducted. .

Conducted in two phases, part 1 of:thé 1975 study conSisted of a - :

national survey using data collection instrusents which had been '

.revised and refined from the 1973 .study. Thke findings of the survey

vere réported in the following four categories: putriticr knowledge .

and information; opinions absut food and nutriticn; nutrition "]

labeling and open dating; and other food-relate¢d beliefs and ., ' _

household practices. Part 2 of the study consisted of a panel study N

vhich examined thé formation, change, and. develcpment of attitudes,

‘beliefs, and knowledge about nutrition. To study the changes, data »

vere Gathered again froms a sauple of. pecple xho had participated in‘* . .

the 1973 study. For each "of the four categories previously ligted, ! :

the findings were r ported by-both grcss changes (proportion of . .

shoppers responding different waye in .1573 and 1975) -and net ) i

dhanges (differences between the two figures). (Ereceq;ngr be reports

of this study are two related articles taken from tke WEDR T . e

Consnler.") (BM) . . ; ) —_ .

» , .
bl . , ; ,
9 _ ,. . ’
\ b ] Y
) ' . - ’ N , "f
e d T E T P T T R P P P T Py T T T
2 Beproductions supplied by EDBS are the best that can Le made *
* from the original document. %

%% *#tttﬂ#tt#tt*#*tt*ti##tttttt#ttttt#l###t### 335335533 % #t##—##tt#t###

N _ ) -

-

Qo




\

- p/é 5T

(2L

-~

x
A
A
/{A/
A
A
2
A
ae
»
A
A
4
A
a
A
A
"
A
A
A
A
a
A
A
A
N
)
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
\
)
2
A
»
A
A
2
A
2
X
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
a
a
A
2
L)
A
4
A
A
L)
)
A
)
A
A
A
A
A
A
L)
a
X
A
A
L)
A
A
3
3
A
A
A
A
i
A
%
A
a
1
A
3
)
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
L)
A
N
A
2
a2
*
A
»
A
2
N
»
h
.
a
3
1

<

[y

’f'\ '. . 4 ‘ . 00 \ s

: Q'D?X 8 S\ 6 N ' ,59“0
- v N \ ’ - ' , 7 )
' CONSUMER NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE SURVEY —
. =4

o)

v C . T
A Nationwide Sgdijfof,Food Shopper's "
Knowledgpy"Beliefs, Attitudes and
Regdfted Behavior Regarding N
y; Y
/' Food and Nutrition = 5
./" s :,‘
’ // ~;,’
/ f
4 1 -_'.‘15,‘
///'( ' :
y .

DIVISION OF CONSUMER STUDIES
'fFFICE OF NUTRITION AND' CONSUMER éCIEHCES
BUR'EAU OF FOODS

-

r

L)

v

U.S. Department of Health, Educgtion, and Weifare Zf
Public Health Services . ' .-
Food and Drug Administration )
DHEW Publication No. (FDA) 76-2059 Y AT L I HEALTH

EDUCATION L WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITYUTE OF
- EDUCATION

TH L DOLUMEN® MAS BEEN REPRO-
- OUIED EXAQTY, v AS PECE'VED FROM
THE PERYONGR ORGANIZAT .ON OR Givee
. CATING T PONTS OF JiEW OR OPINIONS
, S°ATED DO NOT NECESSAQILY REPRE-
N SENTOFEICiar NAT/ONAL INSTITLTE OF
B S . L , . - EDUCA™ON POY 710N OR POLICY ’

-




' CONTENTS : .
J .. .4 -
1. PREFACE . o -
Howard R Roberts, Ph.D., Acting Director; Bureau of Foods
* " T
I N
*11.- ARTICLES-FROM FDA CONSUMER . . -~
"Teésting Consumers' Food 1.Q." . )
Alice E. Fusillo . -

l. J

"Nutrition Beliefgz More Fashion Than Fact"
Joseph R. Pearce .

IIl. PART:1: FINDINGS FROM SECOND NATION;?sF SAHPLE OF °

FOOD SHOPPERS

IV. PART 2: - FF 63 FROH NATIONWIDE PANEL SAMPLE OF
. FOO® SHOPPERS

~™N

-




PREFACE

.
wr

S

-

[N

>

‘ The Division of Tbnsumer Stud1es, ‘Bureau of Foods, Food and Drug -
Adm1n1str%t1on has sponsored this Consumer Nutr?t}on knowledge

Survey. The data collected from this survey will’assist the .

Bureau of Foods in the proumotion and maintenance of good: nutritiona

L ]

status for the nation.

The safety, compgsition, quality and labelj

of foods are important to Qood nutritioh.

Protection of. these

attributes on behalf of the consumer

gx

through, effective regulation
Forms the heart of the Bureau's programs and policies. C

Resedarch on the consumer's know]edge of and attitudes toward riutrition
is a long1tud1na1 study- to provide information te the Agenoy in regard

“to food, nutrition, food labeling, and ether current issues of concern.

-Data on attitudes toward ingredient ‘labeling and comprehension of

nutritién labeling are helpful in developing or nod1fy1ng regulations; -
planning educational programs and otherw1se maximizing cbnsumer . usage

of food product information.

Adequate knowledge and~1nformation are necessary if consumers are to

be- able to cheose foods wisely for themselves and their families. A
major~source of information on packaged foods-is food labglfng The :
survey grew out of the need for a periodic assessment of ‘how well - .
equipped corsumers are to use this information to choose foods wzse]y

and maintaitna good nutritional status.

‘The need graws .more acute,

as food market conditions undergo vast changes beth in the”cost!and,

in the type of foods that are being sold.

and food analogues is increasing rapidly.
or enriched.
processing methods are being used.

The number of new £eods
Foods are being fortrf1ed

Fore foods are beging processed and a greater variety of

Faced with today's food market, answers to basic questions such as what
do consumers know and believe about foods and what are their ghopping
habits become essential for identifying problem areas. Identification
of where problems are most prevalent also involves the identification
of population groups especially susceptible to these problems. These
popu]at1on groups can often be identified by background characteristics
1fke age, income, educatlon, sex and ‘region, of#the country

’ 4

The survey is de51gned to~rece1ve input from consumers about what
inférmation they need to help improve their nutritional status. The
data from which the findings presented in this report were taken will,
be further analyzed from this perspeqtlve and made dvailable in future
publications. \ . )

l

1

- ‘ ‘ ~ Howard R. Roberts, Ph.D
. . Actﬁng Director
Bureau of Foods
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//:: consumers undersiand and use

~nutrition labeling? How much do
they know about nutrihon uself?
Do consumers check the list of
" ingredients on food labels? Do they
make use of ut pricing”? FDA has
been asking these and similar
, questions 1o help 1t develop pro-
grams and regulanons that wall
benefi! food shoppers. This is the
first i a sentes of arnicles on the
. findings of FDA s latest survey of
-~ the public s knowledge, atntudes,
beliets, and behavior regarding food.

by Alice E Fusillo

It 15 -0 news 1o consumers that food
market conditions are andergoing
vast changes both economically and in

New foods and replacements for older

- numbers. Foods .are being fortfied ot
enouched More foods are being pro-
cessed and a greater vanety of process-
ing methods 1s being used. It 1s thus
more difficult than ever to choose

* among available food products and
gwen to assess onels own diet, much
less to plan that of an entre family.
P assist FDA 1n developing programs

. %+ and regulations on behalf of the con-

r Studies examines the publk’'s
ledge, attitudes, beliefs, and be:
hav;or regarding nutotion,: food label-
ing. and other food issues.
*In 1973-74 and agamn mn 1975 the
Division conducted national represen-
tagrve surveys of U.S. adults who do at

theirr households. The data was
lected under contract with FDA by

the kinds -of foods that aré being sold.’

foods are being offered in mcreasing -

samer, the Agency's Division of Con- -

least half of the food shoppum\KI .

Response Analysis Corporation. The
same basic questons, wgre asked in
both surveys and’these guestions will
conbinue to be admidistered periodic-
ally to measure change in nutrition
knowledge and food purchasing be-
havior. ;

The 1975 Survey, with an area proy-
ability sample of 1,664 food shqppers,
covered food shopping habits, ‘includ-
ing consumer use of open dating and
amt pricing information, and compre-
hension and use of nutrition labeling.
General nutrition knowledge and bex
liefs also were examined.

With all the changes in thé food
market, FDA ‘wanted to know if con-
sumers bad alteréd their . shopping
habits“over the past year. Only balf
of the respondents reported changes
durmgthxspmodmthchndsor
zmounts <f food they bought. Almost
half of those who_ had changed their

shopping habits said that they were
buying either less meay or cheaper
cuts. About of those sur-

veyed reported buying” fewer swests
and snacks and 15 percent said they
were watching for specials and, using.
coupons more.,

Shoppers were then asked about
therr use ¢f miprmation on the food
package. About half said they checked
the hist of ingredients the last time they
shopped. About two in five said they

Jooked for the unit pricing

Most shoppers looked for dates-on
food products but few understood what |
these dates mean. Does the date mean
that the products should be “sold by”

or “used by™’ the dgte indicated, of
both” When milk used as an ex-
ample, over balf of those questioped .
were either unsure or thought thaf the

milk should ‘be “used by” the daté
shown on the-container When asked
which date they would rather have on
food products, most shoppers (62 per-
cent) wanted the “'uscby" date Only

a few people (8 pcrcent) expressed 3 -

desire for both.

The use of nutrition labeling, was
examined extensjvely Nutrition label-
ing was orginally developed by FDA
to help consumers select the best nutri~
tional buys It has become more and
more difficult for consumers to know
the nutritional qualities of foods, and

FDA wanted to know if outrition ~

*1abeling is helpful. Four aspects of nu-
trition labeling were examined: wheth-
erxusused,hothxsuscd,howv.ell
it is understood, and what ns value is
to.consumers.

Do people see and, undq-stand what
is on the nutrition labe]> Three out
of five ‘shoppers said they have seen
nutrition labling over half of
these—33 percent of the people sur-
v:yed—rcponed that they use the iabel
in choosing some foods and beverages

When shown a typical rutrition
label, the majority of respondents feit
they understood almost everything on
it well encugh to tuse the information
to help make buying decisions The
major exception was the label infor-
mation on sodium (salt) content; only
36 percent of the shoppers felt they
vaderstood this section. [t is not
known whether the people questioned
have a medical need for kowing about
sodium in foods, and it is possible that
pegple  who need this  inforthation
understand the sodium section bettef
than does the general public .

Two questions on the US Recom-
mended Daily Allowance (WS RDA)

‘ EDA Consumer / May 1976 1 29
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3 o grlerdand nutntien
gh - 'use *he infor-,
ag food checes These
h.gh «chooi education
¢ gnderstanding of the
people with less than z high
school eduzation did ~ot Among re-,
spondénts whe did not graduate from
high «hocl only cae of three said
ther had anbced the natrion'labeling
on foods ard_fess *han one of five sard .
they had used thid ‘nformation
* The items on the nutrition ‘abel that
gave consumers the most dfficulty—
other than wodum coptent—were car-
' bohydrates and ciblesterol Oniy one
( out of three of thoe with less than a
high «chool education <a1d they under-
stood the carbohvdrate and cholesterol
. tems compared with over half of those
« who were high school graduafes Only
one 1n five of those with less thatf a
high «choct education said they under-
stood the sodwm content statements
while mors than two out of fise of

iz
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As o the- wilingness to pay for
nuirinen jabeling, 65 percent said they
would be wlling to pay a least an
eftra ten cents on ther weeklNood
bl for nutns:on labeling. $6 pe
would pay thirty centd. and 40 pe
would pay an extra fiftn cents

To determine the uses consumers
make of nurntion ia't»é}mg z'nc;: were
acked whether they would ugse ot at
home foryplanrmng a berter diet (by
adding up the nutrienits in 3l the foods
caten in z days or use 1t p the store
for «electng the hest nutritional buy<
More <aid they would use 1 in the
siore for better buys - About 20 percent
<ail they did not expec: 1o make much
use of information on nutntion labels

The survey alo examined consum-
ers’ *beliefs about foods. such as the
beliefs that natural vitamins are dif-
ferent from synthetic vitamuns and that

ent

* . <luded whether cehin putrients can

~
] t‘ .
Al ) . !
.
)I' - . ’ ¢
’ /,/ f‘
food made” “from scratch” .15 better

*han cansed "r & z¢n .food Seven of
ten shopperesa d carned o frizen
wegerzb'es are n.t as natrt.ous as fresh
-eg'e'qbb:z‘and six f ten said natural
vitam.ns dre betier than syathetic vita-
=3 An analys.s bf these and other
beliefs will be presented n 2 future.
Issue of FDA ConsuMER .
Othet quesuons about nutrients - |

Be gotwen easily because they are found
in ‘many foods of because high quin-
uties of theth are found i the most
feguently used foods Respondents
algo were asked winch nutrients are
sjored by the body and which have 1o°
geoeé:en each 8ay for adequate nutn-
ton Finalis. thes were asked about
fur aifferent tpagof foode Tre four ¢

",

Frpes were represented by ‘regular
“hole milk for the milk and mil

producte group{ beef for the meet
grQup jomaroes Jor the-frunts and veg-
€ @bies zroup. and ennched bread for
the bread amd cerea group People
were queried as to which foods could
be substtuted for these foods. what
nutnients each of the foyr foods con-
tain. and how these foods hglp the
body ) N
' From the answers, 1t was evident,
that most of those quegtioneqd did oot
know much about iron.nbsflavin. tn.
amine. and vitamins A and D Few
shoppers knew that beef and enriched
bread are not relauvely mmportant for
strong téeth and bones Mokt were not
sure  4bout subsutute food sources,
parucularly those foods that are sim-
siar to mulk, tomatoes, and beef

Survey findings that will be reported
i subsequent armcles wall compare
the Agerican food shopper of 1973-74
with the Amenican food shoppen of
1975 Consumer nutrition knowledge
and beliefs will be explored in greater”
deizul to show how thote with less edu-
cation and income compare with those
who hav@ more education and income,
and what differences occur by age. sex.
and racial and ethmic onign.

In addition 1o using 1t 1n planming
s own programs amd regulztions,
FDA distribuies -the iformation from
its sprveys of consumer knowledge of
nutrition and food to dietinans, nutn-
tonists, hibraries, consumer groups,
anc\hndustry.,

* s

A-Iice Fusllo s a consumer science
specialist with FDA's Bareau of Foods
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Nutrition Beliefs: 'Mo;re'
Fashion Than Fact

. \

Based on their answers. (o six ques-

tions, @ “majority of food-shoppers
interyicwed were classified as "not well-
informed” about food and nutrition.
t -
by Joseph R. Pearce .
~ omparison of findings in the 1975
FDA nutrition knowledge Survey
with those of the 1974 survey shows-
that a large number of consumers stifl
hold beliefs about nutrition that ar¢®
influenced by custom-and food fashion
rather than fact (see chart~1). Re-
sponse Analysis -Corporation con-
ducted nationwide surveys of Ameri-
can food shoppers in 1973-74 and,
agalm in :975 to provide information
on putrition knowledge and beliefs for
the FDA Division of Consumer
Studies. .

i

-

. In opé of the eight questions de- .

signed to measure consumers’ beliefs
about food and nutrition, shoppers
from both surveys were asked whether
vitamin C added to a fruit drink gives
the same benefit as an equal amount
of vi C from fresh oranges. The

“no,” indicating that they believe that

added vitamin C is not as beneficial .

s natural vitamin C, rose from 51 per-
cent in 1973-74 to 60 percent i 1975.

-The fact is that natural and added
vitamin € give the same benefit. Chem-
ists and pharmacists have repeatedly
stated tHat any vitamin hezs the same
properties whether it is “natural” or
“synthetic” A vitamip has a specific
chemical structure whether synthesized
in a laboratory or extracted from plant
or animal parts. There are no koown
,Dutrition advamtages that justify a
preference for “natural” vitamins. This
fact is especially significant because of
the higher prices that “patural” vita-
mins often command.

There was an increase of 7 percent
in the proportion of shoppers who held
the erroneous belief that people cannot
stay healthy if they never eat meat,
poultry, or fish. Forty-one percent of
the food shoppers sampled in 1975
felt these foods were essential to
health, compared to 34 percent in the

)y

of shoppers who answered

L)

e

e

“earlier survew. Tn troth, people can stay
healthy without eating meat, poultry,

" or fish if they cat alternative feods
, such. as-milk, cheese, or eggs which

will supply the essenuial high goality
K/gmcin normally obtained from meat.

'

airy products not only provide.high

¢ guality protein, but also essential nu-

- trients _such as vitamin B,,, calcium,
vitamin D; asd riboflavin., - .
In both surveys, a sizable number of

people—approximately four out of ten -

(

—agreed with the statement, “I.you .

just eat a variety of foods from the
" supermarket, you will get enough

nutrition.” Eating a variety of foods is

pot the same as selecting appropriate
foods for a nutritionally balanced dief.
Balanced nutrition comes from select-
ing a variety of foods which will supply
the calories, protein, vitamins, and

minerals required for body growth,—

repair, and maintenance “of good
bealth. Thus, the shopper needs o
know zbout the nutrient content of
foods, which.provide the best-sources

» of the various nutrients, and bow 1o

combine them into a bealthful diet. -
Selecting food for’nutritional valoe
means rhoosing from the four basic

* food groups of meat, vegetables, ‘milk,

and bread based on knowledge of the
nutrfents they contain. Selection as
well as variety is a key to preparing
nutriticus meals. ) .o
Almost 2 fourth of the food shop-
pers interviewed in both years bslieved
that a person who simply weighs the
right amount is recfiving proper nu-
trition. Although proper weight is ono
of the factors considered in determin-

_ing whether a person is getting proper’

nourishment, deficienties ip vitamigs
and miperals cannot be det¢rmined by
the weight factor alone.

A revised questian in the 1975 sur-
vey gsked consumers whether canned
or f?énk\:cgctables'm as nutritious
as fresh Yegetzbles Close to three-
_quarters of the respondents said fgesh
vegetables are .more nutritious. %‘55‘
fact is that food can lose nutrients in
processing, cooking, and storage
whether in the home or ir-the factory.
Varying amounts pf nutrents will be

+lost to the extent that foods are im-
properly  processed, overcooked, or

stored at improper, temperatures and in

open containers, whether-n the home
or in commercial kitchens.




~

" Thus, frcsh foods are no:\ncc'ssanly
more nutritious thun frozen* ones.-
Nutrien{ content depends on how the)
are bandled. The vitamin C value of
frozen orange juice is about the same =
“as fresh provided it is stJrcd v.'ll ber
low 32 degrees F. .
. Cooked vegetables losc

fourth of their vitamin 'C

ose to: &
r 24

. hours in the relrigerator. Since marty "
. vcgctabks contain water-soluble vita-_

smins, loss of these vitamins can occur’
if the vegetables are ceoked in an ex-

cess of water which is then discarded. -
Another. common belief held by -

Amefican food shoppers toncemns be-
tween meal snacks. Of the consumers
sampled 3
ﬁcvedl t_food eaten between meals
is nev agood for bealth as the food
eaterfat regular meals. About the same
proportion of the shoppers sampled in
1975 beld that szme belief.

In rezlity, nutritional value depends

" on what types of food are eaten, not
. the time of day they are eaten..Ex-

cessive consumptionr of betwéen mez!
snacks with low nutrient-to-calorie

ratios such as spft drinks, candy and -

potato chips may be detrimenta} to
health. However, itious snacks
g;gp"mmﬂk, chwsc, or ‘Truit, eatén in
‘modelgtion, car contribute to 2 nu-
tritionally balanced diet. Raw vege-
table snacks also-are nutritious, being
low in calories and containing essential
vitamins, minerals, and fiber,

Eess widely held beliefs include,
“You can get enough nourishment if
you just eat what you like,” and, “An
food sold in asupamarketxsgoodi
you” Feyer than one in five shopp:rs

subscri to these béliefs .in both
years. ma}omy of consumers knew
‘that digcretion and selection are nec-

essary for propernutrifion. Yet, results
of the 1975 survey emphasize that the
ma;omy of food shoppers lack the
nutrition informativn that would allow
them to make informed choices:,

A new measurement in the 1975
‘survey consisted of the construction of
a “beliefs index™ (sez chart 2). Con-
sumers’ beliefs about food and nutr-
tion were ‘measuted by use of a
composite index constructed from six
of the eight questions discussed above.
The questions on which the index was
baseguconcemcd: (1) npourishment

and foods people like, (2} food sold .

in the supermarket, (3) food ea?

1973-74, 42 percent be- .

3

-

r‘ ® - /[
PO

bct\»cen mcals (4) body wcieht as" a
sign of proper, nourishment. (5) nutri-

uonal value ?f canned or frozer.

vegetables vs \fresh vegetables, and
46) numuonal value of added vS.
natural vitamin C.

. Shoppers were classified “well in-
formed™ if The\ answered four or more
questions correctly and “not welfl in-
formed” if they answered three oy Jess
correctly. On this basis, 2 ma;on of
the consumers suneycd—Sl percem
—were classified as “not well in-

‘formed.”

To obtain more detailed data on
consumers\food beliefs. the responses
of those surveyed wereanalyzed on the
basis of such characteristics 5 age,
education, region of the country.socio-

ecopomic status (an index of i income,
education, adg occupation, and race.
This own showed that young-

er .consumers” wers more likely to be
“well informed™ than .older ones. -

$

Those with college  education were -

better informed than those with high

* school education or less.

ﬂ

The breakdown. by region of the
country showed that the consumers
living in the West had the highest per-
centage of “well-informed™ shoppers
while those in the South had the low-
est percentage. When sdcioeconomic
status was examined, those with “high™
status were more likely to be “well
informed™ than " thost with *“Jow™’
status. The breakdown for race
showed that 51 percent of the nog-
black respondents- were “well in-

" formed” oomparcd to 37 percent of

the blacks.

The survey indicaied there js a’
rejationship between a consumer's
beliefs of food and nutriion and the
way ‘that consumer rates his or her
own health. Those who were classified

. as “well informed™ on the basis of their

answers 10 the survey questions-were
more. likely 1o rate their health as
-excellent than were those who were
not well informed. For example, vider -
people not only have declining health
that naturaly ¢comes with age, but also
have mjsinformed food beliefs which
may compound their health problems.
" The breakdown of the survey data
by age, education, and other-charac-

teristics of the rcspondcnts should be -
usgful to nutriion educators as weil

_as to FDA in pinpomting populatien

A3

-

1 ek e e et T
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2s nutnitons e fresh vegetables.

Chart 2: Food Shoppers Beliefs Index—1975 Survey

T Not Well __ Well
- ' Informed Infopmed
Al Food Shoppers (1,664) 51% 49
= .. Age . ] - . .
18-34 (659) a3 57%
- 35-.49 (56)) 47% 53%
C S0-4 (433 599 41%
Education: ot
* % Less than High Shool 212) | 2% 28¢%
Righ School (948) 54c% 465
College (497) 345 . 66%
: Region of Country: : .
C North East (419)- 47% 53%
North Cenfral  (463) 48 52%
South . (519) 59%% 2 4%
West _ (25%) 45 )
. ! Sodoeconomx States: y o
SIS - 2 635y 68% _
. M (6009 e gy et ke cecesanen
High®  (519) ; 31% e
Race:
White/otber  (1,485) 49%
Bixk . (70 . 63%
'Fi;:sru in bn:kcu are number ol rcspoodws
. FDA Consnmer
2 VOL. 10 NO. 5/JUNE 1976
( -

.-

N . . - .
! L K .
Srous for .l [T aY N R ’ i * .
. . nceded 10 ;mpro‘-& thar nut¥tion in- . ' ’
, ~ formation ‘. ’ .,
. Oihg .ﬁdmm of the 1975 con- . .
) wmy nutnye }\mw-rcdse ébf"‘\ will > .
be Ae - Ruture assues of FDA .
ch . R .
o ' o
- Joseph Pearce is/a_conswngr science )
. specialist with FDAs Bweau of ) . . .
) Foods. ) s ,
’ ) v x
\ s Chart 1: What Food Shoppers Believe About Nutrition
: ' ' . “Total Shoppers : . No. Opinion
Shoppers’ o ' 1973-74  {1.500) C or
) _— " 1975 X1.66%) Agres Disagree Depends Not Sare
\ A¥ded vitzmin C in a fruit dnnk gives : \K . ¥
.| the seme benefit as 20 equal zmount (1973-74) 246, S1% 5e; 10%
' obtained from orznges. | (1975) 0% . 62% 2% 7%
s People who do not eat meat, poultry, (1973-74) 58% 34 0% 7%
* or fish can stay bealthy. - (1975) 48% . 41¢% 8% 3%
Eaung a variety of foods {rom the _ co-
supermarket sl provide enmough™ (1973-74) 40% *& 19 2%
- pounshment . (1975) . < 39% a3 15% 3
! f [ . . .
Cznned or frozen vegeizbles ard just #A1973-74) No comparzble geesuon in 1974,
(1975) 18% 71% 7% 4S04
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* responsjble for househo]d food purchases

- . INTRODUCTION T ;
e I \'.

Dur1ng 1973, Response Ana]ys1s conducted a natﬁonw1de study’for the Food !

' and Drug Adm1nlstrat1on* which brovided 1nformat1on qn nutrition knowledge,

beliefs about nutrition, and first reactions to tha concept and features

oflnutr1t1on labeding.among food shoppers.

research was carried out. N
. o v *

Ohject%ve . o - R

The main ob3ect1ve of the Tnitial research was fo eb ﬁase11h€'
measurement of. nutrition Knowledge and attitudes amoRg 'persons pr1mar11y
The L975 resegrch has as its

objectives; o .

~

-

>

-

To extend the findifgs 1h1tialvstudi'to a second
point in"time. " . coe
!

') To deve]op a standardized..and eff1c1eﬁt test for future
uses by continued refinement of the nutrition knowledge
_measures used in the first study.

To construct new questions todfkplace those which did - _. ,
" - . _ not yield useful 1nfornat1on and to add new areas of

interest wh1ch have deve]oped since the initial research
o To examine the formation, ‘change and development of attitudes,
beliefs and knowledge about nutrition through the means ofs’

‘ﬁﬁganei “study. ) . . . .
“\ \ . e

Research Procedure '

»

.~ .

In 1975>-a second phase'af this Y’

™

To. an extent, this survey is a replmcat1on of the one reported in, March

1974.

However, there are some baS1c differences in data co]]ect1on

-methods and 1nstruments

»
’

Samp11ng and Interviewing

*

Lt

-

YA
!

. ~

-t

\ described in the Appendix to this report.

The data were coi]ected by means of a nat1onw1de proba5111ty gamp]e des1gn
Personal face-to-face inter-

views were conducted between July- 1 and August 7,.1975, yielding a total

~of 1,664 interviews with.chief food -shoppers. RPN

Péoplie 50 years old and over were sampled at half.the rate at which they
would naturally occur, thus increasing the base size of the group agé
18948 4 . . .

€ I 4
Men were aiso oversampTed in order to provige a Suff1c1ent nqmben for. »
ana]ys1s (366). °

Al

’ L

- ‘ /l ' . X
Py -

A -

-« - - ’_,
*See "Food and Nutrition: Knowledge, Belieds," prepared for Division of -
» Consumer Stydies, .Bureau of Foods, Food and Drug Administration, by
Resppnse Analysis Corporation; March 1974

. —~e 7
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Instruments and.Exhibits' R

] - ¢ 5

» ‘he questionnaire used for.this survey was refined from the previous

survey ipstrument through the aid of statistical analysis and a séries .o
of ﬁreth{s‘and was reviewed by all study participants -- Respomse J
Analysis staff and consultants and Food and Drug, A¢ministration staff:

.A special analysis was made of the nutrition knowledge -quiz fo]]ohing .
. ‘. the 1973 study. - The purpose of this.analtysis was to refine the quiz .
as a measure-of nutrition knowledge which can be administered- to the
. " public as part of a survey and still be scored and analyzed as a test*
r. o Following this analysis, the nutrition knowledge quiz section of the -
' questionnaire was con§ideraQ1y revdsed and improved upgn.

Al .

)

-

A total of 36 developmental pretest- interviews were conducted ,
in four wayes, “(See Appendix for further details on this, and T .
other pha!eé‘bf the developmental part of the research.): : :

“ . v
" In"addition to the standard developmental pretesting, a separate 100-
case pretest was conducted in.-four geographic .Jocations (Magsachusetts,
- Alabaqaz Michigan, and Oregon). Two types of analysis were conducted ~
'Q" , with the data vollected in this pretgst of the questionnaire:

o An item analysis was perfo}med on the new nutrition knowledge
quiz to determine if it was working well as a test. This

. - - analysis showed that the quiz was, in fact, functioning as
a test of nutrition knowledge., v »
) L. o One section 6f the questionhaixe which was developed for

T this year's survey was_used to collect information on
respondents' eating behavior (or "dietary intake") for the
24-hour period prior to the interview. The pretest data -
from this section were analyzed to deterfbine whether the ‘
measure of dietery intake provided internally valid data,
y . which it did.** . <
A furthéﬁ look at the nutrition knowledge quiz was optained also as a
part\of instrument development. Eighty-five.students from an intro-
. dugtory nutrition course at Rutgers University (taught by Dr. Paul
Lachance) filled out just the knowledge sectipn of the questionnaire.
* The students'’ scores were compared with the shoppers' scores; the
R mean score for the students was higher than that of the shoppers. .

. - . P I}
. : ‘ » \ .

*See "National Nutrition SurQey, Questiaonnaire Item Analysis," prepared
) for Division of Consumer Studies, Bureau of Foods, Food and Drug Admin-
a’ - istration,.by Response Analysis Corporation, October 1974. t

7 Nr*See "1975 Nutrition Survey, Ttem Ana]ys3s - Nutritiom Knowledge Quiz,
— Dietary Intake Pretest Analysis,” prepared for Division of Consumer
Studies, Bureau of Foods, Food and Drug Administration, by Response
Analysis Corporation, June 1975. 14 .- .
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. ‘ This'repori is in two parts: ' .

Part 1 -- This document: A presentation of the findings and

- methodology from the second ‘nationwide sample of food
shoppers.. .. - . -

Part 2 --;A‘separate report of, findings from a Nationwide Panel
Sample. Detailed tabutations ,from each of these pafts
of the research as well as magnetic data tape records

, - have been prepared. - N

- . Findings on the 24-hour dietary intake of shoppers are_reportedfgéparéiely.
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"easy it is for the bedy to obtdin these.nutrients and whether or not t
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.

Nutrition Knowledge. . .

A series of.questwdns has been developed and refined which measures shop rs'
pasic knowledge of nutrition -- called a "nutrition knowledge quiz." Th
knowledge quiz covers infonmat1on shoppers hdve on various nutrients --

stores the nutriepts. 'The quiz alsohas a series.of quéstions regardidg,
representatives of the four foéd groups: dairy (mitk), meat (beef), vegetable/
fruit (tomatoes), and grain (bread). This series of questions covers fknowledge
about the nutrition elements of the foods, their value to the body, d foods

which might be used as substitutes for them.

1 . A score was developed from the above questions, giv1ng respondents one
point for each’correct snswer they gave. The maximum score possfible is
134; the actual hxghest score rece1ved was 115.° The mean nutrition
score among shoppers is 71. ’ !

- Hhen examining subgroups of shoppers, the follow:ng d1fferences L come K
apparent: . ] . ;

1

’

. Youngp? shoppers (under 50- years old) score higher than
older shoppers; . \

\V ¥

4——Sheppers~aﬁ~%he~h+gher~socioee0ﬁem1c groups score h1ghest
' (Socioeconomic status is based on education, income and
occupation.; In the ease of nutrition knowledge, education
seems to have thestrongest influence. The higher a shopper ‘s
education, the higher the score on nutrition knowledge.) -

‘ e ShopperS'hmgﬁe‘South $core lower than those in’other regions.
" e d . »
o Women score higher than men.
¢ Blacks score lower than a11 other respondents grouped together.
2." Shoppers were also asked to rate their nutr1t1on knowledge on.a scale ’
from one to ten, with:"1" indicating very 1ittle knowledge and "10" indif
. cating:knowledge cofiparable to that of' food scientdsts and dietitians.
(This was done prldr to the nutrition knqw]edge questvons )

A third of shoppers place themse]ves in the high group (know'" vite a
bit" or "a lot" about nutrition)? alfost four in ten.see themselves in
* thé middle.range (know "some"); and a fourth rate their knowledge of -
nutrit}on fadirly Tow (know "not too much” or "a]most noth1ng") ,
- C
Since 1973 ‘there has been a somewhat downward shift in how '
. shoppers pérceive their nutrition knowledge. Shoppers are
somewhat mare Tikely to place themgelves in the Towest cate- -
.g0r1es now than they were two- years ago.

. .
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Shoppers' knowledge of whether or not certain nutrients are easy or .~
hard for the_ body to get, and whether the bady stores the hutrients
is somewhat uneven.: For example, while at Jeast three-fourths of
shoppers .correctly identify fat, carbohydrates and proteirn as nutrients
, Which aré easily obtained by the body, less than four in ten know this 2
- is true of thiamin (vitamin By) and riboflavir (vitamin-B2). In addition, .
a majority of shoppers believesthat calcfum, vitamin D and iron, are easy
to get, when in fact, they are d1ff1cu}t for the body to:obtain.

Another misconception which exists among a ma30r1ty of shoppers is that

{ the.body stores carbohydrates ’

40

-

While many shoppers exhibit some working knowledge of' the nutrient
contant, value to the body and appropriate substitutes for the four
foods Studied, some misconceptions are apparent. The following is &
saumary -of> responses given by a majority of shoppers. (The 1tems 1n .

parentheses-are not scored as a correct answer.)

Nutrition Elements

_ Value to the Body

SuSstitﬁte foods

Food- ’ i
& MILK Calcium Strong teeth and bones Cottage .cheese
' Protein - - * Building body tissues Eggs
Fat (Healthy skin) ) Peanut butter
P Vitamin D
. (Vitamin A) ’ .
BEEF Protein ‘Building Body tissues Chicken
Fat Builds blood cells Eggs
Iron *(Strong teeth and bores) < Fish
' Peanut butter
' " Cottage cheese
. TOMATOES Vitamin C (No items in this category Oranges
‘ ° -- either correct or in-  Carrots’
‘ correct -- are selected by Braccoli
a najority &? shoppers) ., .
ERRICHED  Carbohydrates . 8u11d1ng bodx tissues Magaroni
BREAD  Thiamin . (Strong teeth: and bones) _ White potatoes.
-Riboflavin, . 31ce
, (Fat) . ‘
,/- *
T . w /
- ‘ .

“

-
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. Beliefs About Food and Nutrition ) . : . v

5. Shoppers were also asked a sexjies of questions regdrding tHeir opinions -
or "beliefs" about some aspects of food and'nutrition. The most widely
held misinformed belief is: . . .

, 8 - Vitamins which are added to a food (such-as fruit drink) g .
do rot provide as much benefit as the vitamins found in ’

a food naturaily (e.g., fresh oranges or grapefruit).

]

}
Shoppers are divided on these “issues: * . .
¢ Just‘weighing the rigt amount indicates proper nourish- °
ment. ' \
- 4 \ " .
¢ Just eating what you 1j§f will provide énough nourishment. -~

¢ Any food sold in the §ﬁpermarket is good for you.

) Djfferences in how widely-held twqugf these beljefs a}e havé occurred
. since the 1973 survey: . - .
o HMoYe shoppers this year believe that added vitamins db not
provide the same benefit as matural vitamins. (51% in
1973, vs. 62% in 1975) ‘.

¢ Féwer shoppers this year believe:vegetarians,can stay ,
-healthy without eating meat. (58%.in 19M, %s. 43% in 1975)

hd

Rutrition Labeling

.6. A majority @ shoppérs (58%) say they have noticed food products which
. have nutritjon labeling, ‘

A ;Hl d of all shoppers say they-hase actually made use of
nutrition labeling in making buying decisions. (This rep-
resents somewhat over half of those shoppers who have seen

the labeling.) ', . i

-

\ 7. A %ample nutrition label was shown to respondents and a series of
| questions covering their understanding and evaluation of it was
. ’ asked. .o

About a third-of shoppers (34%) say they understand at least seven
of the eight components of the label,which were studied. About angther
third‘(35§3 say, they understand four, five or six of the parts of the

- label, and the remainder (31%)¥eport understanding only three or fewer
of the components. 3 . . :

% ’. " These fssues were judged to, be incorrect by the nutrition consultants.

3 ' P
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The most widely understood parts of the label are:

8 Serving size or servings per container’ (85%) - :

o Calorie content (82%)

" A majority say they understand each of the remaining information
~ segments on the label, with the exception.of sadium content.

s U. S. Recommended Daily Allowances (64%)

. o Protein content (625) - D

¢ Information on fat (58%) , )
. Carbohydraie content (56%)
¢ Cholesterol content (5%%)

Sodium content information is reponted as being understood by 36%
of the shoppers. ‘ : ’

8. Shoppers are divided-on whether they would prefer to use nutrition
labeling as a shopping aid ("to get the best nutritional buys’) or
as an aid in planning and evaluating diets at home (“to help plan a%ea
better fét at home®). Nevertheless, more shoppers (42%) say they =,
would prefer help in getting the best nutritional buys than say "
they would use the informatiofirat home (28%). ‘

About a fifth of shoppers, however, say they probably

will not be using nutrition labeling at all.

9. Hhile support for énd interest in nutrition labeling h§s_slackened
. somewhat since~1973, there is still widespread favorability toward
. nutrition labeling among shoppers. ‘

When asked to make the choice bétween having nutrition label informa-~
tion and information on recipes, shoppers strongly prefer nutrition
, ) label information (58% vs. 17%). . ¢ . ‘ |
-When asked fo choose between two types of nutrition-related informa-

tion, shoppers arg divided in their opinions as to ﬁhich would be pref€-
erable to have on food packages. Forty-two'percent’say they would
: prefer nytrition -label infermation, but 37%-pick infoymation on making

a a well-balanced meal with the food in the packdge. _
' The findings on the above-tﬁo questions were somewhat different in ;
g 1973: R .

;e ) B ¢ More shoppers in 1973 (79%) picked nutrition label
: information oveF recipes (9%). :

! A 'Sﬁoppers jn/f§73 were mbre 1ikely to choose nytrition .. -
. . . label information (64%) over information-in making a
. - balanced meal (20%). .

v . “ 4

.19



' {or himself) who takes them.

ix

10. Many shoppers (72%) say they would make use of.

ngtrition labeliﬁg
ta help decide about buying a new brand for the

irst tipes

In addition, many shoppers (78%) think nutrition labelingfwila bene-
fit them as homemakérs at least a little. . :

Since 1973, , fewer shoppers sé} they will get
"quite a bit" behefit -- 52% said so in 1973, as
_ opposed §9_45%’in 1975, . ‘

One measure of shoppers' feeling about nutrition labeling was obtained
. by asking them if they would be wiTling to pay an extra amount of
money (up to 50¢ per week) so that tiis information couTd be Pyt on

- od products. - L) . -
40% are willing to pay 50¢ more each week , .

’ 16% are willing to pay 30¢
> 9% are’ willing to pay 10¢ .
e , 34% are not willing to pay anything
Again, this year's findings indicate somewhat less favorability toward
. nutrition labeling since 1973. -Eor instance, in 1973, 48% of shoppers
said they were willing to pay 50¢ extra a week for nutrition Jabeling, .
and 25% were not ¥illing to pay anything. .

‘ ‘ . o . : -
Another kind of information which appears on food products was studied --
' open dating. One example of open dating was included in the. survey --
dates stamped on milk. . .

Some confusion exists among shoppers as to the meaning of dates on milk.
Some think it refers to the date by which the product should be sold
to the customer (43%). Some, however, think it means the date by which
the milk sheyld be:used by the customer (38%). N
- When asked which way they would prefer,a majority of
" shoppers say they would Tike the date to refer' to when”
the milk should be used by the customer. v

t

Househg}d-Practices

§. ' , -
12. About half of food shoppers (47%) report thdt someone in their household
v takes vitamins regularly -- most often it is\the food shappert herself
In most cases, jvitamins are taken as a
precautionary measure and net for any particplar dietary need..

A majority of shoppers (57%) say that someone in their household is ‘
trying to either gain or lose weight (most trying to loseé. The shopper
and Spouse are most frequently mentioned as trying to losd weight.

i

13.

N




. 14,

~a

15.

Shoppers most often report doing their shopping onte a week (55%).
Many say they made a list (62%} and read ads for specials (68%) before
their last food shopping. .

While on their last shopping trip, 75% of shoppers looked for dates
_on products, 41% looked for unit pricing, and 46% checked a 1ist of
ingredients on one or more food products, s

-According to about half (46%) of shoppers, they have been changing
their shopping behavior in some way over the last year. These changes
most often take the form of using less or cheaper cuts of meat, watching

for specials and using coupons more, and buying fewer sweets and
snacks. ' '

- ’ ol
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\FINDINGS IN DETAI,

Notes for reading tables:

a.

If there'is a % sign at the top of a.column of figures,, then The
column reads down and adds to J00%, unless otherwise noted.

If there is a % sign next té fhe;firsfxgumSEr in a row of figures"
then the figures read across and ‘add to 100%, unless otherwise"
noted. - $

A % sign next to each number in a table means that the figurey are - -
not additive either across or down. This kind of formaf woull be

used for showing partial tables (e.g., just the extent of agr nt
with a number of agree-disagree Satements). ‘ )

The computer tabTEs~¥rom which we work sometimes add to 99% or 101%
when they. should add to exactly 1@0%. Tiese discrepancies are due
to rounding off of the percgnts. _We have adjusted these figures in
the report when necessary, to add to 100%. )

The bases shown in parentheses in the tables are actual numbers of
respondents. These bases would be used when estimating the statistical
significance of percentage differences. '

Percentages are derived from the weighted frequencies, which are shown
in the original detailed tabulations pot shown here. Any repercentaging
which the reader may wish to do should utilize these Weighted.fre-
quencies, —

Analysis variables are often defined on the page where they first
appear. A fuller explanation them is included in the Apeggg}i(

£
N
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1. SELF-ESTIMATE OF NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE

!
i«
. . Y

As in 1973, shoppers were asked to rate their nutrition knowledge on a
ten poing scale, with-a rating of "1" representing the least amount of
nutrition knowledge, and & rating of “10" being considered comparable
_to that of food scientists and other nutrition expbrts. 'As is shown be-
low, a third of respondents in both 1973 and 1975 believe that they know
"quite a bit" about nutrition. ' N ‘ — .
There has been a-slight downward shift from mid-scale to the lower
ratings by other shoppers. Fewer shoppers in 1975 rate their nu-
trition knowledge as “moderate” compared with 1973, while the pro-
portion regarding their ‘knowledge as "low" has increased slightly.

r Table 1

Nutrition Scal

. b A1l fooY shoppers
ABOUT HOY MUCH DO YOU KNOW ABOUT KUTRITION? 1973

‘ 1975
_ base: (1,500)x - (1,664)
ALOT- - 10 . 1 2%~ .
[Foon Scientists | T
tore Economists °
TET{CIANS — 3 ‘ 4° 5
CQNTR A | .. ” 36% %3% High -
EHf $ B - Jb. S |
. . g - ‘
L 7— ' 12 n ~
. 6— 24 ) © 20
e {: - . . 431 38% Moderate
5 19 18
("‘“—~"‘—‘* - 5 . S B
KOT T00 . "o -
FCH — 3-— .10 - 10
[ .y b {26k Low
: — 2 4
AWST : ¢ . l.'
NOTHING — 1 5 6 —
Not sure™ 1. ¢ 3

. | 2¢



. AGE

. [P -

1 .
.
.

“There is variation among.homemaker subgroups on seélf-estimate of nutri- /
tion knowledge. Looking at the mean ratings, shoppers with it least™ . 3
some college experience ard those who report practicing the most.care - .
in actual food shopping tend to.rate themselves much higher than de N S

“others.. -In fact, half of the college educatéd respondents (52%) ac-
tually score high on the nutrition knowledge questions (see p. 8). Half.
of shoppers who rate themselves.high on nutrition knowledge also score
high on the nutrition quiz. oo . L .

< . , [y V'. ) {
' Table2 . ‘ Ly g
Self-Concept of Nutrition Knowledge by Subgrpups ‘
' C "Self-Rating of Nutrition Knowledge
4 . . ’ * Mean
‘ Low  koderate .High Riting
« R11 food shoppers (1,664) 26% 38 33 5.61
18 - 34 (659) - ' 231 45 .3 5.57
35 - 49 (561) Co 243 35 38 5.75 )
50 + (433) . o 27% 35 33 5.54 '
EDUCATION .
Less than high school (212) - 48% 28 16 4.19 e,
High school graduate (948) 253% . 43 30 5.49 T
College (497) 12y 35 51 6.54
REGION h , Lo
Northeast (419) ' 21% 3. 38 5.87
North Central (463) 243 4] 33 5.66
South (519) 3% 36 27 ¢+  5.16
West (263) 20%, 39 39 5.91
NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE : - Do °©
" Low (555) * , | n% L35 18 4.62
Moderate (542) - 22% 38 38 5.85
High (567) - . 10% 4] 48 6.42 - ° _—
) ' -
CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE* 27 : .
Low (355) ' 39% 3 - 23 4.8
‘Moderate (834) o %% - .38 34 5.64
High (475) 4% - 44 4 6.12

(Not sure, no answer not shown)

*Briefly, this index is based on a series of beﬁaviora] questions relating
to éhOpbing style.' See page 80 for a complete description of the score.
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+ items from a list. ™nés type of technique was found to be necessary .

INTRODUCTION TO NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE : ' '

Following is a discussionﬁﬁ%’thernutrition.knowledge,quiz which was devel~
oped to get a broad measure of nutrition knowledge among food shoppers.

This quiz was first developed in the 1973 baseline survey and was consid-.

erably revised for this year's survey. ;
- following the original analysis of the data from the 1973 ‘survey,
. ‘a further analysis of the knowledge quiz was perfoermed using a
. variety of statistical technigues.* The purpose of this further
analysis of the knowledge quiz was to refine it in order to ’
‘develop a good measure of nutrition knowledge which can be ad-
ministered to the public as part of a survey.

As a'result oflthe'analysis, the knowledge quiz was, in. fact, reyised .-

substantially. The nature of the revisions focuses on the questioning E

technique, although some ‘content changes were also made. The main ) -
-thange in the questioning technique was to design the questions’ so
‘that in effect a “yes" or "no" or "not sure" response was requ??ed
to each part of the quiz, rather than allowing respondents to select

for analyzing the 'quiz as & "test.” -

In addition, the quiz was.shortened to include only those items which
seemed to be the best predictors of nutrition knowledge, as determined
by the statistical analysis. ’

.

. The subject areas covered by the quiz inclide: "how easily the body
obtains ‘various nutrients-and whether those nutrients are stored by the
body or not; questions FegardiRgkrepresentatives of the four food groups
-- dairy (milk), meat (beef), vegetable/fruit (tomatoes), and grain
{bread)}. These guestions cGver three main areas: other foods which — — =7~
might be substituted for.the foods 'studied, nutrients contained in
. the foods studied, and ho¥ the body uses ége~foods. More specifically,
questions included in the nutrition knowl€dge score are:
Nutrients which are easy for the body to get and those
_ which are hard to get. )

"Nutrients which are stored by the body and those which
are not.. ° ‘ -

Foods that have a lot of the same benefits to fﬁe body
that (milk, beefi, tomatoes, bread) have. .

Main nutr%éqts contained in (milk, beef, tomatoes, bread).

~‘Main* functions foods (milk, beef, tomatoes, breéd) perform
for the body. '

3

*
-

- , .
*See "National Nutrition Survey, Questionnaire Item Analysis,"-prepared
.for Division of Consumer Studies, Bureau of Foods, Food and Drug Admin-
istration, &y Response Analysis Corporation, October 1974, :
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Shoppers were given one point for each correct answer on the quiz. If .
~ a shopper answered‘every item correctly, the score would be 134 In 1
. fact, the highest score received by any shopper was 115, . - .
’ ‘Shoppers were placed into three groups of approx1mate1y equa1 size ac- .’ .
. . cording to their score. These groups are labeled "low," "Moderate" :
- and "high." Figure 1, below;)is a graph1c representation of how shoppers
nationwide score on the know]e ge quiz ‘ .
. - . , ‘ N
‘€> R . : t K ~ Figure 1- - ‘ \ _-' © * "i
4 » L}
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D1fferences in the 1eve1 of knowledge become apparent when examined
. by homemaker subgroups.

. e Younger respondents exh1b1t more nutrition knowledge: than

.do ,older shoppers ; ) - © -
; g;,a;FANutr1t1on know?edge 1ncreases with socioeconomic status,*
i (Educat1ona1 atta1nment which is part of the socioéconomic
. . ' score, playsan 1mportant role in how shoppers score on the s

quiz. For example; '52%.0f the cqllege edycated score-high .
- : on thé quiz, as compared with 27% of those who .graduated . . |
" .from high'school and oMy 6% of those with Tess- than 12 . |
years of- education, ) {
- |

[

By region of the ¢ ﬁntry, there is little difference in
e knowledge; except that the Southern shoppers score 1ower
. than do shoppers in other regions.

T~ Women are s11ght1y more know]edgeab1e than are men:
. t i S
o Blacks are s1gn1f1cant1y Tess knowledgeable about nutrition ) ‘
- than others. , . ‘

. ) ‘
*Socioeconomic status index was developed from three variables: education,
" income and occupation. See Appendix for a detailed description.
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I ‘ " ., . Table 3 .
B / . Nutrition Know]edge Score by Population SubgrouL
Y s Nutrition Knowl edge Score Mean
. Low  Moderate  High Score
* A11 food shoppers (1,664) 36% 2, 32 - 69.28%
. . ,
AGE . . .
18 - 34 (659) \j 265 . 32 . 4 75.17
35\ 49 (561) 31% 35 .34 71.92
50 +{(433) P 4 31 - 22 63.20
) | 75% 19 % 4818
High school graduate (948) . 36% 37 27 68.88
cotVege (497) 163 2. 52 81.13,
REGION \ - . 3 N - ‘
Northeast (419) : o 33% 35 . 32 *70.18
North Central (463) : 35— 30 .35 69.95
+* Sputh (519) . 42% 2 - 26 65.69
: West (263) 31%- 33 .3 - 73.23
SEX i
Female (1,298) S 35% 32 33 65.03
Male (366) - .o 43% 32 {25 .  70.25
RACE ' o Lo F )
.- White/other (1,485) - 343 - 32 34" 70.34
- » Black (177) ' .53% . 33 14 60.83 .
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS ) '
./ Low (545) 569 30 14 58.92
’% Middle (600) B . w3 . 3 72.02

4

~ High (519) N 22% 30 48 78.40

Example of how to read table: 26% of the 18-34 age group fall in the o
low category of the nutri t'lon kaowledge score. =, )

*Standard Deviation = 22. 83

. J'. <

~N -
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A discussion of the individual components of.the nutrition knowledge
score begins wifﬁj}his page ‘and ends, on page 16. .

Al

3. KNOWLEDGE ABOUT NUTRIENTS

. S .
Shoppers were handed a card listing ten nutrients and asked for each
whether it is eaSy, ¥ get (either because it is found in many foods,
or because common]y used foods have a lot of it), or hard to'get. They
were also asked whether or not the body stores that nutrient., Under-
standing of the eage with which nutrients are obtained and how the body
handles them is uneyen. ’

At least three shoppers in ten believe each of the nutrients studied
is easy to get from one?s regular diet. Protein (77%), carbohydrates
(87%) and fat (93%) are correctly answered as easy to get by the ma-
. jority of shoppers. However, only 36% of shoppers name thiamin as a
utrient tRat is easy to get, and 30% rame riboflavin, From 46% to
_'80% of shoppers incorrectly believe that vitamin A, iron, vitamin D,

ard calcium.are easily obtainable nutrients. e

—

Iron (37%) is most often correctly named as hard to get.

B . 7
Majorities of shoppers know that calcium (59%) and fat (88%) are stored
by the body, but 65% of shoppers incorrectly also believe that carbo-
hydrates are stored,.

<3
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, Table 4 .
- Knowledge of 'Nutrients ‘
C:r«‘\ - . ) ) . . ’ ] - '
g\\ 1 (base: A1l food shoppers«~ 1,664) s
A . Easy to Hard to ﬁ
* get from get from Body Body does ,
reqgular diet régular diet stores not store
Fat = - . . 93% o2 88% 4
Carbohydrates 87% ’ 2 . 65% 14
. Vitamin.C. T 8; 12 " 25% 55 Lot
-3
Protein 17% 13 36% 40
Calcium : 73% 14 59% 20
Vitamin & 56% " 15 26% 34
‘ Iron /. 52% 37 . 408 38 ’
= Vitamin A 46% . 20° 23% 34
Thiamin (Yitamin B]) . 36% \) 27 - 19% 36
Riboflavin (Vitamin B,) 30% /‘ 28 - 16% 33
(ﬁqt sure, no answer not shown) Qé
f . {
« = Wote: Selection of underscored items contributes to total scare on nutrition
’ * knowledge quiz. Of the possible 134 points in the knowledge score,

this series accounts for 18 points.

[l
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4. KNOHLEDGE ABOUT THE FOUR MAIN FOOD GROUPS
Lo, (- !

y The_final series of questions on nutrition know:edge asked food shoppers
about representatives of each of the four food groups. The foods selected
to be studjed are: milk, beef, tomatoes, .and bread.*

The same ser1es of questions was asked about each of the four foods.**
Respondents were directed to look'at an exhibit cdrd which listed
choices for each of the questions,***

-

’ e Areas studied are: . f
) e -

- 4 . The-value of the food to the. body --

Hhethef‘(ﬁilk, beef, tomatoes, bread) is important or S
not for selected functions in the body.

¢ Nutrition eTements --

Whether or not (mj]k; beef, tomatoes, bread) is a particu-
larly good source &f selected nutrients.

- L]

S - o  Substitute foods -- -

“ Which other foods (listed on a card) haye a lot of the same .
. benefits ‘to the body that (milk, beef, tomatoes, bread) has. -

*In 1973 the four foods asked about werg milk, beef green peas, and
bread. \ .

**0f the possxble 134 poants in the knowledge score, this food group
serfes accounts for 116 points.

***ReSpondenfs were reassured at the start of this series that “Even the
experts disagree about the answers," so that they would:-not feel self-
conscious about answering a‘series-of "knowledge" type questions.

- . 32 ‘ !
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Majorities of food shoppers are fam171ar with the nutr1t1one1 qua]xtxes
of milk.,

i - -

At least seven shoppers in ten Know that milk is a good source of cal-
. cium, protein; fat, and vitamin D. Thrée-fourths or more of shoppers
s also know milk- contmbutes to strong teeth and bones and builds body
. »tissues. Majorities also uientn’y cottage cheese, eggs, and peanut
butter as foods which could substitute for mﬂk

i . . 4

Table 5

Knowledge of the MiTk Food Group* .
(base: All food shoppers - 1,664)

Milk is a |, . Milk is Foods Having a Lot of
1 Gosé Source of ... Imporfant for ... -|. the Same Benefits as Milk |
- , ' i
~ . Caicium 90% Strong teeth and 95% ttage cheese 88% |

’ bopes -

—>rotein 74% . Egg§'/ 69y !
Building body 17% . ¢ ;

. Fat ~73% | tissues - | Peanut butter 54z
v<za=1n D 70% | Healthy skin  75% | Fish T
¥ T egein A - 52% Builds blood célls  50% Chicken 403 |
i i
7 e "39% | For nervous 48% Carrots : 341 !

. / system ] Ca
' T ::'jdrates 38% Oranges 30%
. Fights infections 34% =
~ s (B)) 34% ‘ ' .| Broccoli 25%

’ . “l For the eyes 30% : o .

1¢zarin € - 28% o Rice S 2%

o, gvin (B,) . 28% ' . White potatoes  23%
- i‘a » ‘ ’ T N

' 1 Macaroni — . 20%

. - Pork & beans 22%

} N— - .

, " underscored items are'correct, herefore, selection contributes fo total score.

L
1

fur ease of reporting, only thesp STtive answer -categories are shown.
The negative responses -and not sure are omitted. See separately bound
Uetailed Tabulatjons for complete data.

' ’ “ \ ) . .
i

o
S |




L

Beef is seen as a good source of protein, fat,and iron, and as a blood cell
and body tissue builder.

Majorities of shoppers correctly ideptify protein, fat and iron as com-

ponent elements of beef, and attr#bute the building of body.tissues and

blood cells to beéef.. However, over half incorrectly believe beef contributes ~ -
to strang teeth and bones. A1l of the foods with animal protein are

correctly mentioned by about half of shoppers as Substitutes for, beef.

Many shoppers also recpgnize the vegetable protein in peanut butter and

pork and beans as substitutes.

' . Table 6
Knowledge of.thesggg;‘Food Group: Beef » . -,
(base: AT food{hoppers - 1,664). ‘
) 4
Beef is a Beef «is Foods Having a Lot of
Good Source of ... Important for ... the Same Benefits as Beef

Protein 90% Building body '86% Chicken - 73%
tissues )

Fat - . 18% ‘ Eags - 70% -
. Builds blood 85% . ' ‘
Iron 69% cells Fish : 67%
| " .

Carbohydrates  37% | Strong teeth and  59% Peanut butter  66%
. ! bones . . - .
Thiamin.(B,) \, 37% Cottage cheese 53%

1 . .

For healthy skin  47% .
Riboflavin' (B,) 34% : Pork & beans 463
: For nervous 44% ’ .
Calcium. 30% system Carrots . 24%
Vitamin-A 29%- Fights infections  44% "Broccoli 214
"1 Vitamin D 25% ~ For the eygS 29% - Rice 1%

Vitamin ¢~ 16% DA Macargni . 15% -
J{/;/,/’ : ' White potatoes 15%

. &
. . Oranges 145
? —-
1 (I ) © . ]
- . - \\ -

\
% .7 * ) -~ R
‘ . Underscored items are correct, therefore, selection contribytes to total score.

-
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Shop know that tomatoes contain vitamin C but are unsure of their orees
value to the body.- /

Seven shoppers in ten know that vitamin C is contained in tomatoes. -
Only four in ten Correctly cite vitamin A as one of tomatoes' nutritional
elements., Over six shoppers in ten alsg know that oranges and carrots

are substitute foods for tomatoes, but less than four in ten know

that tomatoes contr1bute to healthy skin, fight {nfection, and aid

" the eyes.

Table 7

‘ Knowledge of the Fruit/Yegetable Fééd Group:” Tomatoes *

(base: Al food shoppers - 1,664)
‘Tomatoes are a Tomézoes are * | Foods Having a Lot of the-
Good Source of ... Important for ... - Same Benefits as Tomatoes
Vitamin C 70% Building body 38% Oranges 69%
IR " tissues . : '
Vitafin A 42% Carrots 62%
* . Builds blood 38g
Vitamin D _ 31y cells . Brocco]i 54%
Iron 263 For healthy skin - 37% i Hh1te potatoes 22%
Thiamin (B]) 22% Fights infections  36% Eggs 18%
Carbohydrates ~ 20% : FOQJ;}% eyes 27% Cottage ‘cheese . 18%
Riboflavin (82) 208 For nervous system 24% .Pork & beans 1
Protein ' 19% Strong teeth and  23% Peanut butter 16%
- bones
Calcium - 13% Fish 1%
Fat & Chicken 1%
Rice 10
!
_ / Macaroni - &

* Underscored items are correct, therefore, selection contributes to total scare.

L)
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Enriched bread is seen as a source ef carbohydrates and B vitamins,
and rice, potatoes and macaroni are named as substitute foods. .

P

-——

Seven :shoppers in ten know that enriched bread js a source of carbo-
hydrates, and over hatf name thiamin and riboflavin as elements con-
tained in enriched bread. A majority correctly believes that bread is
good for.building body tissues but a majoerity incorrectly thinks bread is
important for strong teeth and bones. Foods named-as substitutes

by a majority of shoppers are macaroni, white potatoes, and rice.

Table 8
. Knowledge of the Grain Food Group: Enriched Bread *

-

(base: ' A1l food shoppers - 1,664)

: /ai ) _ Foods Having a Lot
Bread ig a Bread 1is - of the Same
Bood Source of ... - Important for ... - Benefits as Bread
Carbdhydrates  70% Building body 60% Macaroni 78%
, tissues _—

Thiamin (B]) 59% : White potatoes 8%
) Strong teeth and 52%

Riboflavin (Bz) 56% bones T Rice S 15%

Fat 557 1 Builds blood 39% Peanut butter 35%

cells . , ;

Protein 50% Pork & beans 34z
. For healthy skin 35%

“Vitamin A - 447 ' Eggs 34%
: For nervpus system 28%

Vitamin D 42% . Cottage cheese 32%

! For the eyes 24% .

calcfum ¢ Nz C Fish 2%
o Fights infections 23%

lron . 39% . Chicken 23%

Vitamin C 25% - Carrots 20%

! . Broccgli 14%

-— . . Oran‘ges 12%

[, -
. .

* ’ .
Underscored items are, correct, therefore, selection contributes to total score.

-
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CHAPTER SUMMARY |

-
-

4

1. When rating their own nutrition knowledge, a third of §hopperL (33%)
see themselves as knowing "a lot" or "quite a bit" abdut nutrition;
38% say they know "some" about nutrition, and 26% rate themselves as -
knowing "not too much” or "almost nothing" about nuﬁzjtion. In gen-
eral, shoppers seem to have a realistic concept, of their nutrition ‘
=knowledgé., Neverthelesg, 18% of those who score low on a nutrition
knowledge quiz, mistakenly think their knowledge is high.

2. Rggarding actual nutrition knowledge, as measured by a nutrition quiz,
younger. shoppers, those with college experience, women, and non-blacks
score highest on the items which comprise the nutrition knowledge u
score.’ o

3. When handed a;ﬁist and asked to name those nutrients which are easy
to get from a/regular diet, at least three shoppers in ten select _
each item ag/easy to get.

A second part of this question asked shoppers which nutrients the

= body stores. About a fourth or more correctly name vitamin A,

8 iron, vitamin D, calcium, and fat. Other nutrients aresincorrectly
named as stored by the body by-2nywhere from 16% (riboflayin) to- -
65% (carbohydrates) of shoppers. )

4. In a section devoted to the four main food groups, the following
are selected by at least a majority of shoppers. (The items in
parentheses are not scored ds correct answers.)

cored ¢ ]

Food Nutrition .Elements Value to the Body . Substitute Foods

MILK -~ Calcium . Strong teeth ang bones Cottage cheese
Protein Building body tissues - - ‘Eggs |
Fat (Healthy skin) 'Peanut butter
Vitamin D - i N
(Vitamin A)
BEEF T Protein - Byilding body tissues Chicken
Fat - Builds blood cells Eggs
Iron ) (Strong teeth and bones) Fish
- ' Peanut bytter:
= " g Cottage cheese .

r

K

TOMATOES * Vitamin C . (No items in this category Oranges -
-- either correct or in-, Carrots
correct -- are selected by Broccoli

_a majority of shoppers)

ENRICHED  Carbohydrates Building body tissues Macaroni
BREAD Thiamin . (Strong teeth and bones) White potatoes
Riboflavin Rice
- (Fat)
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1. BELfEFS ABOUT FOOD AND NUTRITION

/ .
In addition to determining shoppers'’ factua] know]edge in the nutrition

area, they were asked a series. of questjons regarding nutrition beliefs.

Among the food and nutrition be11efs stud:ed, at least four food shoppers .
in ten believe that: * . L

0' Added vitamins do not supply the same benef1t as natura]
(‘\\\ vitamins. (1ncorrect) .

. ( . .
¢ Vegetarians can stay healthy. (depends)

® Snacks are never as good for you as a regular meal. (debends or, incorrect)

e Eating a variety of foods from the supermarket can supp]y ’
- sufficient nutr1t1on (depends or incorrect) -

- A fourth or less of food shoppers ‘incorrectly bg]igve that:
;90 HeighinnghE ripht amount means. you.are properly nourished.

. You will get sufficient nourishment if you just eat what
you like. - - :

o\\hﬁy food sold in the supénnarket is good for you.

- About one-fiftheof the food shoppers (18%) believe that a canned
or frozen vegetable.can be-just as nutritious-as a fresh vegetable
\\cooked yourself, e ' "
' ", ’ ~——
These questions are-studied in more detail on the following pages.

- [
2

[ R

* Scoring of statements by nutrition tonsultants in parentheses.

. - .
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" Figure 1 o ’

' Beliefs about Food and Nutriiion

(base: A11 1975 food shoppers - 1,664;
all 1973 food shoppers - 1,500} .

e e

. natural vitamins. P 51%

S 0000

L J
.

Between meal foods are rever 4222;7 194;&’/4239’3
~as good for a person as food 77 3

(

.

-at regular mea]s. ) 42%
Can get enough nutrition 2222;7' j:;;;gézgé"'
from eating a variety of >w //j}{é}/ Z .
) foods from supermarket. , 40% -
By ﬁeighiné the right amount, 26;// 535/ 2
) a person is properly . ///+
- nourished. .

L

Canned or frozen vegetables W74
are just as nutritious as ‘Aélgg?za

fresh vegetables you cook* 26% °
'Get enough nourishment if

/7
peopte just each what they’ /6)2944
7

SOOI

/s
. Tike. B 12% |

Any food sold in a_super- 7777 .
’ markEt iS gOOd for you. é}@é:::: %
— ,

- e ) " (Depends, not slre omitted) '
‘ ’ © 7 Agree - -
. . ( " ° g' R //// L

) : ’ Disagree

- - - ' ) Agree 1973

»

| ~
. *1“ 1973 the question wording asked about “canned or frozen food" compared
With "food mde fram crwas -t

- . N - .
, Q . ' . i 4" .
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A fooﬂ beliefs 1ndex was -developed, which divides shoppers into two groups:
."not well informed" and Zwe]] informed.” As is true with the nutrition
knowledge score, shoppers were divided,.jnto equal groups for analysis pur-

_poses, so that overal] approx;mate]y Ralf the shoppers are in the "not well
informed" .group and half are in the "well informed" group. When examining
‘subgrou% of shoppers, differences in how they are distributed in the two

groups occur, .
4 "
o ' é . : % of
The index was developed as follows:- Shoppers
1 point -- - "disagree" or "depends" resonse to: Get ‘
T ¢ " enough nourishment if people Just eat o
. what they 11ke . "~ 85% .
1 point -- "d1sagree" with: Any food from the super~
market is good For you. 81%
¥ 1 point_;- "d1sagree" or "depends" response to: Between
‘ ~meal fsods are never as good for a person as
food at regular meals. , 57%
- . (3
1 point -- "disagree" with: By weighing the right
g amount a person is properly nourished. 67%
pd A 4 . . 2!
1. point --~ "disagree" or "depends” response to: Canned - .
or frozen vegetables are just as nutritious
as fresh vegetables you cook.~—— 17%

- . . / ﬁ point -- a yes -response to: Is dded Vitamin C as .
L ~ beneficial as fresh V1t§ﬁ?§1?ﬂ 30%.

-

i " .

. Shoppers with 0-3 pointg were p1aced in the "not well informed" group; ‘

’those with 4-6 points were put in the “well <informed" group. .

e
.

“As shown in the table opposite, ‘the following shoppers are more ]Tkelyz;
to be in the "Rot we11 informed’, group

b .

~
14

¢ 50 years apd “older (59%)
I ¢ Black (63%}-
‘-« .0 Livein the South (59%)
;i o Lower soc¢ioeconomic groups (50% medium, 68% low) T
“. e Lower nutrition knowledge (52% moderate, 65% Tow) -. '
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A11 food shoppers (1,664)

AGE.
18-34 (659) \
35°- 49 (561)

" 50 + (433)

-

" REGION

_ Northeast (419)
North Central (463) °
South (519) '
West (263)

SOCIQECONOMIC STATUS
Low “(545)

.Middle (600)
High (519)

-RACE — -

White/other (1,48§Q~éb
Black (777)

NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE
Low (55% :
Moderate (542)
High (567).

TabTe 9
Food Bel;‘iefs Index

., . Not
.. Well
Infonned.

51%

e 43%
' 47%

¥

+47%
48%
59%
N 45%

. 68%
50%
31%

- 49%
63%

65%
52%
"33%

L4

Well

Informed -

49

57"

53
41

53
52

4
55

32

50 °
69

~

51
37

*35
38

67

23
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. The majority of food shoppers believe that natural v1tam1ns]§rov1de
moree nutritional benef1t than added vitamins.

-~

Six food shoppers in ten (62%) be11eve that v1tam1n C added to a fruit
drink is less beneficial than %he same amount of vitamin C .in fresh
oranges or grapefruit.” Three food shoppers in ten believe the same
beneflt is derived fremvhoth added and natural vitamin C..

Food shoppers in the high sociaeconomic group (39%), and, those
who score high on the knowledge quiz (38%), are more likely than
- -‘others to believe that vitamin C from either source is equivalent.

. Table 10

T T
Is Added Vitamin C as‘Beneficial as%Natural Vitamin C?

Al food “shoppers (1,664)

~

Yes , . . 30% <

No - 62

Depends ) ,2' . 7/'H
Don't know ' 7 . é\ )

el

Since the last survey there has been an increase in
the percent of food shoppérs who believe that vitamin
~ L £ € which is added to a product does not provide theé
sarie benefit as vitamin C found in fresh citrus fruit.

k3

1973 food shoppers (1,500)

) ' . 34% said "yes," vitamin C
= - ) . from either source
. : -gives same benefit

51% said "no"
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About half ‘of food shoppers believe a person can s@y hea]th; without
eating any mea¥; poultry or fish, : A

- ~w

_Nevertheless, almost as many shoppers\fee] that vegetarians cannot
stay healthy without eating "meat.” .

‘ Those shoppers who are more ]ikely to think that peop]e cannot stay
healthy without eating meat, poultry or fish, are in the lower socio-
economic group (51%), lige in the South (52%5 are black -

(59%), and have less thd% a_high schoo] education (58%).

- Tab1e 1R . e

-

Can People Stay Healthy without Eating Meat, Poultry or Fish? -
. L

LY
?
’ A1l food shoppers
' base: \ (] ,664)
) Yes, can stay hea]thy 48%
_,No cannot stay healthy 41
- Depends AL 8
‘No op1n%3@ . S .3 .&\ DS
S1nCe the T? e ey, there has been a decrease in the pro-
portion ¢f ﬁoo SﬁOPpers who bel1eve that a person does not
have 9 consume{meat poultry or fish in order to stay healthy.*
Q ® ) ] -
1973 food shoppers (1 500) '[
- 58% said "yes," can sfay healthy without:
., ', ‘égiat, poultry or fish . .
: o . 34% said "no," camot ' c
ﬂ .y . % . ] . - - E . k
- - Pl ]
- ’ . R
3 .
< -

Tt

The "depends" category was not included on the questionnaire in ‘the
1973 survey’, This may, in part, account for the differences between
surveys.- In 1975, this category (and the "no opinion" category) .was
.on the questionnaire but was not read to the respondent
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Food shoppers are dividéd on the nutritional value of snacks: four in

~

ten believe snacks are never as good for you as regular meals; about the

4

same proportion disggrees. . : -
: . 3

3

The word “"snacks" was not used in the quest1on wording, but suggested &y
the phrase "the food that you eat between meals.” Shoppers are divided
on the worth of snacks, even though the type of foods eaten between meals
is not defined by the question. A fifth of shoppers (19%) do say, how-
ever, that it "depends.".

/ , . /

Table 12

Between Meal Foods are Never as Good for-a Person
as Foods at Regular Meals. . L&

" All-food shoppers - o .

base: (1,664)
N Agree . 40%
b Disagree 38 o
Dgpends - 19 ) )
Not sure - 3

Food shoppers who &gst frequently disagree with the statement tend to
be in the h1gher so¢ioeconomic group (49%) and hlgh nutrition knowledge

group ( )
}\___/
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Shoppers are atso divided on the issue of food "variety" being equated
with "nutrition.” ’ :

« About four shoppers in ten believe fha£ eating a variety of super- -

market food will supply sufficient nutrition, and the same proportion
disagrees.

Respondents age’ 50 and over (45%), and those with less
than a high school education (46%), are the most fre-
quently in agreement with the statement.

& é\’ Table 13

Can Get Enough Nutrition from Eatiqiﬁa Variety of Foods from the Supermarket -

< S A1l food shoppers
base: - g(1,664)“
Agree 39% ‘
. Disagree - 43
‘ Dépends - 15, .
' Not sure 3

-

On neither of -these two stétements (Tables 12 and 13) is

there significant difference from the data reported in the
previous survey.

¥
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Two-thirds of food shoppers do not believe that simply weighing the right

amount indicates that you are properly nourished; however, almost one-
fourth de.

7

P

Certain groups of shoppers are more likely than others to believe that
correct we1ght and proper nourishment are correlated: those -over 50
(34%), those in the lower socioeconomic group (36%)s and those who

score in the lower groups on the nutrition kncwledge quiz (32% 1ow
group, 27% moderate group). ~

-

-~

- A=

Table 14 L
By Heighing the Right Amount, a Person is Properly Nourished.

"Al1 food shoppers /

base: (1,664) .
Agree 23% ‘ )
Disagree ’{ 67 ) - ‘ Rl
Depends 5 ) : ‘ e
Not s:ure 3 5

Again, there are no significant differences in resul ts ‘ ;
between the two surveys on this issue. )
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seven food shoppers in ten believe that fresh vegetables provide moré

- nutrition than canned or frozen vegetables.

—

.. Only about a fifth of shoppers f]S%g believe that packaged vegetables

provide nourishment. equivalent to that in fresh vegetables cooked )
at home, and just under one in ten (7%) say it “depends."

There is little difference among the various subgroups of
shoppers on this issue -- a majority of all the groups °*
studied felt that fresh vegetables you cook yourself are more
nourishing than froze‘lor canned vegetables.

. Table 15 - .
Canned or Frozen Vegetables Are as Hutritious as Fresh Vegetab]esx
.. . \ ] I}
A1l food shoppers
base: (1,664)
Agree - " 18%
Disagree o 71 -

W - Depends .7 )

Not sure { - ”;)

v

While there has been an increase in "disagreement” since
the previous study, because of the change in question

wording we do not believe the questions can be directly
compared. '

28
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Few food shoppers believe you can maintain proper nourighment by just
eating foods that you like.

-

Thint%%:ﬂ%gnggn;§$f food shoppers believe this is-an effective method

_ of getting proper nourishment,, but 81% disagree. Again, there is wide- -

spread disagreement with this statement among a1l subgroups. The pro-
portion who agree Qises,fhowever, among the older shoppers (18%), those

in the Tower socioetonomic group (20%), and those who score lowest on
nutrition knowledge '(21%). ‘
{

1) ’ -

e
Ay N

Table 16

. Most People Can get Enough Nourishment if They Just Eat What They Like.

-

A1l food shoppers

base: (1,664) '
. ﬁlé/f . Agree 13%
L Disagree 81
Depends 4
Hot sure 2 - ~

Zight food shoppers in ten do not believe that any food sold in a super-
market is "good for you." -

However, one food\§heppgr in ten (9%) does believe that any food sold in a
supermarket is "good for~you," and among respondents with less than a
high school education, this belief is held by a fifth-(20%)-of the group.

/

Table 17

Any Food From a Supermarket is Good For You.

A1l food shoppers ’ -
base: ° (1,664) i "
. Agree - 9% s
Disagree 81 | & \
Depends 7
’ HoE’sure _ 3

_On. neither of these-fwo beliefs is there a change from the resiilts '
Zobtatned in the 1973 study. : ‘ . . Y,

T 49




. 2.» INTERVIEW EFFECT

¥

" Toward the end of the ipterview, re
. effect participation in the survey
say they will not do anything diffe
3

31

-

spondents were asked to estimate the
might have on them. Over half (56%)
rent in their food-related roles.*

Four shoppers in ten (39%) . however, say that as a result of the inter-
view experience they will change their shopping, cooking, and serving
behavior in some way. The shoppers were asked to explain what they might
do differently,-and the results are shown_below.

‘ Tabie 18

-

Effect of Partici
Serving Food

-

pating in Interview on Shopping, Cooking, -

A1l food shoppers

1975
_ base:’ (1,664)
Will not do anything dif%erent ) 56%; ‘
. . " Will do something different 33,
) Pay closer attention to labels 7 ’26
., Pay more attention to nutrition v 12 ’
Other - . 4,
Q%MtMW ’ 1
¢ Mot sure, don't know, 5 '

. (Multiple responses)

Younger shoppers (44% ungder 35 vs. 33% over 50) are more likely to-say
they will charige their égﬁavior as a result of the interview, as are
" shoppers i the higher sbcioeconomic groups (35% Tow vs. 43% high) and
’_‘__”,,f—'tﬁﬁgg who are rated as the most careful shoppers already (28% low score
vs. 42% high). About the same proportion (51%) said they would not do
_ something diffetgrt after particfpating in the 1973 survey.

-

ng this question is to determine the extent to
nce is an opinion-forming one as opposed to an
That~fs, the more the Interview "teaches," the more
be to say their behavior will change as a conse-
quence of the experience. The less ‘committed people are to a subject area
at the time of the interview, or the less gertain they are about thejr own
behavior at the time of the interview, thegmore 1ikely they will be changed

(or say they will change) as a result of the experience.

. *The primary reasori for.aski
which the interview experie

- opinion-elictting pne.
likely responde would

‘

-
QL
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. _ CHAPTER SUMMARY

-

1. ' Shoppel‘&:ﬁzere asked eight "belief" questions” about food' and nutri- ‘.

tion. About half or more of shoppers believe:
: ?

¢  .People do not get the same benefit from
added vitamins_as from natural vitamins-(62%)..

(] A person can stay healthy without” eating meat, poultry
, -or fish (48%). \ .
' 2.  Other beliefs about foo d nutrition which are held by at-least
. or almost a fourth of €hoppers are: .
’ o Between meal foods are never as good for a person
) . as foods at regular meals (40%).
e A person ‘can get enough nutrition from eating a

variety of foods from the supermarket (39%).

] By weighing the right amount, a person is properly
nourished (23%). : B

Less widely.held beliefs include:

) Canned or frozen vegetables are just as hutritjous
as fresh vegetables you cook (18%7. -
. - ] (] People can get enough nourishment if they juSt eat
what they like (13%3. ) :
— ] Any food sold in a supermarket is gbod for you (9%).
3." A food beliefs index shows that the least well informed shoppers
are: , -~ ’
v ) At least 50 years old; black; those living in the

South; those in the Jower socioeconomic groups; and
those with the least amount of nutrition knowledge:

»
1 - i t - \
, N
’ * -
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Nutrition Labeling and Open Dating

¢

- Awareness of and Experience
with Nutrition Labelin
*

- Understanding of Hutrition
Labeling s -

- Perceived Benefits of Nutrition

< Labels . ) _

. ~ Evaluation of Hutrition Labels

- Open Dating . ~

*» ™
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1. A SECOND LOOK AT NUTRITION LABELING ~ = .y , _
One of the main objectives of the 1973 survey.of %ood shoppers was tq
obtain baseline measurement of consumer att1tudes toward the informa-

tion presented in nutrition labels, The first measure was taken before

the use of nutrition labeling was widespread. Therefore, the sample .
- label shown to them in the interview was probably the first glimpse

many of the shoppers had of nutrition labels.
'S

fke current survey again measures food shoppers'-réactions to nutrition °

labeling, but after they have had more of a chance to become familfar
with the labels and the information presented on them through ordinary
day-to-day shopping experiences. In addition, we understand that there
has been an FDA-sponsored advertising program taking place over the -
last year or so'which is intended to make consumers more familiar with
the labets and how to make use of the 1nformat1on on them. L\,///

As was true in the 1973 study, a prototype of a nutrition label was
shéwn to respondents when they were questioned about nutrition labeling.
‘A copy of this is shoyn on the page opposite.

. =

Ity

-




*Reduced size, A copy of the exh
- into the Appendix to this report.

h S

Sample Label*

NUTRITION INFORMATION

Per Serving -
Serving size = 8 0z.
Servings per container = 2

L

Calories ................ P ereerieenes 560
Protein ............ccovvviinvnninn, eees 23g
Carbohydrate ............... Cheereeae. 43g
Fat ol e e 33g
(Percent of Calories from fat = 53%)
Polyunsaturated® "....................... 2g
Saturated ... e 9g
Cholestefol* (20 mg/100g) ............... 40 mg
Sodium (365 mg/100g) ................... 810 mg

Percentage of U.S. R‘ecommended Daily
Allowances (U.S. RDA)

Protein ........... 35 ' Niacin ............ 25

Vitamin A ......... .35 | Calcium -.......... 2

Vitamin C ......... 10 lon .....oocvvnes 25

Thiamtn .......... 15 Vitamin Bs ........ 20

Riboﬂavin e keeenas 15 Vitamin Bz ........ 15
N\

» *Information on fat and gholesterol content is pro-
vided for individuals who, on the advice of a phy-
sician, are modifying ‘their total dietary intake of

. fat and cholesterol.

-

13

» -

ibit card-used in the interview is bound
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2. FAMILIARITY WITH NUTRITION LAéELING . C
. .Y -4 ' .
Ll N . ) - ) » N

In the baseline. study it was not expected that shoppers would have
' * someé prior knowledge.of and expertence with nutrition labeling. How-
saver, in the time that has elapsed betwekn surveys, there tias beem-more
and more opportunity for food shoppers to become aware of , and possibly
- make,use of, nutrition labeling. -+ ”

LI t ¢
- ‘e
. - Al

\ - -2

Awareness of Nutrition L§ Hni . Co ) |
* 3
L As the table opposite in , about six in ten fpod shoppers say

~ _ they have noticed nutrition labels on food products. The Tevel of -

-~ awareness of these labels varies considerably among vatious population

groups, however. Those shoppers who are yourexger, in the higher socio-

“economic groups, with higher nutrition knowledge Scores and who have a
perigaitRcsare more 1ikely to have seen nutrition

labeling on foods. P st 1ikely ‘to have seen nutrition labeling

J-...

F> N )
= older & .

- in'the lowest socioeconomic'groop- ) .
-~in the South /t L

: - Jow scorers op nutrition knewledge and on
N "careful shopper."*

N, ’ .
. ~ % - .
R .

. .
- . . .
. ' (.,
\ , ’ N “ . ' \ g
- . : R .

;o “ L T AR
*Spe page 80 forea complete description of the score. .
L4 ..- - —,‘ ) . .‘o . ] ’. ‘ - % N
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. X Table 19
Awareness of .Foods with Nutrition Labeling

L

- . \
» A11 food shoppers (1,664)
AGE. ~ ,

18 - 34 (659) =
35 - 49 (561"
50 + (433)

. REGION -
Northeast (419)

.North Central (463) . s

" South (519) - 7 o
West (263) ~ '

SOCIOECONOMIC ‘STATUS
Low (545) )
Middle (600) -

‘ A
- Meh (519)

-3

@ ¥HUTRITION KNOWLEDGE
- oy Low (555)

Moderate' (542)
High ##867)

CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE
Low (355) . .
Mediym (834) - '

Hon (75) 3 e

2

«

s

'
»
7

. f
(Nat, sure, no answer

.
*
4 L4 \ . o )
. .
.o
. ¢ -

&
L ]

Yes,

have noticed

58%

. 72%
63%
45%

A
64%
50%
59%

—

45%
> 64%
"68%

43%
" 60%

75% <~

26%
" 58%." .
. 85%

”~

-
- .
- » hd

“not shown) .

-No, have --
,-hot noticed

38

26

32
. 52 -

36
33

47 °

37

51
34
28

52

23

70
- 38
.14

L]

S

: \55"
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Exper1ence w1th Nutrition Labeling

Those shoppers who said they had seen, foods with nutrition labels were
asked if they had made use of the labels in. choos1ng some or the foods
or beverages they buy. . .

A third of all food shoppers say they have madé use of nutrition fabe]s
in choosing foods or beverages. This figure represents slightly over
half of those who say they have seen nutrition labels, N

At least four in ten shoppers from the following subgroups say they
have made use of nutrition 1abe11ng ;
e 7 4
. - under age 35 : % ¥
75
¢ ="high socioeconomic group
- high nutrition knowledge score

. - high “careful shopper' Score*

A fourth or less of* these groups have .used nitrition labeling:

- age 50 and older " S )
.- low socioeconomic group - )

- low nutrition knowledge score ' I

- medium or low "careful shoppesi score

{'*In fact, .a_ Jarge'majority (71%) of this group reports using nutrition

labeling. See 'page 81 for characterjstics of those shoppers falling
in the three groups -- high medjum, Tow.

-




Table, 20
£

’

" Use of Nutrition Labeling . )

v - ) [ .
(Asked.only of those" who said they had
noticed foods with nutrition labels.)

AV

Ce . Percent asked ‘ . Have
® . ) question. Have used not used

‘A1 food shoppers " (1,664) I 58% - 33 25

ASE - S . S .
18 - 34 (659) " ' 723 43 29
35 - 49 (561) ) 63% 32 -. 30
50 + (433) . .. 45% - * 25 . 19

REGION ° . ' )

" Northeast (419) I 61% 2 .28
North Central (463) : - 64% 36 27
South (519)  .* - 50% 2. 22
West (263) : 593 37 o2

c SOCIOECONOHIC STATUS T N \
Low (545) ... a5 4 20
Middle (600) { oL 64% 35 28
High (519) . 682  ° 40 27

NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE : .

Low (555) - , 433 22 20
Moderate (547) 60% 33 25
High (567) ,- = - 75% 45 30
- - 'i [ . -
CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE T
" Cow (355) ‘ 26% : 3 22
Moderate (834) o 58% 24 33
. .
. __High {475) B85%.: . n- 12
< (Mot surd, no answer not shown) —_
: = - :
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r. Eeverages. .. ' ." Lot

. Those shoppers who said they had made use of nutrition labeling were
asked .on which kinds of “foods and beverages they had. made, usé bf the.
labels. The table below shows the most f?egueﬁ%ly mentioned.type of
food is grain products, with various kinds of beverages a clese second

‘Table 21 ;
Foods and’Beverages for Which MHutrition Labels Have Been Used

.
¢ b

‘ (Askedvonly of those who sa{d they Kad used nutrition labeling. }
k] . . ‘
h . S . Nutrition L. Cageful .
.- « .. A1% food” Knowledge Score Shopper Score _ -

. ¢
Shoppers repor iging nutrition T1abeling on a var1ety of foods and '
1
\
|

. shdppers _Low Moderate High. _Low ' Medium High
._base: .(1,664) (555) (542) (567) (355) (834) (475)

Percent asked ) ' ‘ - -
» - this-question: 332 _22% | _33% _45% 3% 28% 7%
. i ;
GRAIN PRODUCTS (bread, _ ' *

cereal, pasta, rice, ‘ . )
craekersg Wz 9% 14 2% 2¢  11% - 30%
BEVERAGES {juices, . ' , :

soft drinks, ice tea) -~ 10 ° 6 10 14 1 7 21

VEGETABLES S 4 9 9 6 18
OTHER FROZEN, PACKAGED,

PREPARED FOODS (pudding,
canned goods, instant

potatoes, etc.). 7 4 8 10 * 5 15
< FRUITS A -5 3, 4 "8 * 4 10
. HILK AND HELK PRODUCTS - - . \/\ ,
- - - {miTk; cheese, ice cream, y .
- ete.) - 5 4° 4 6 ‘1 4 10 -

- . k4

*less than .5%. * . ' 4
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As. another measure of shoppers' familiarity with nutrition labeling,
they were asked_if they had ever seen or heard any ads--about nutrition
1abe}ing, either in newsg7pers'or maga;ines, or on television or radio.®

~—

Almost six shoppers in ten say they have seen or heard adyertising -
for nutrition labeling. Again, it s those shoppers who are in the higher
socioeconomic groups, have higher nutritiofnkmoWwledge and score higher
on the "careful shopper" score who are most likely to have séen or
. heard these ads. '

-7 , \ Tab]e 22 N . —

. Awareness of Hutrition Labeling Advertising

N ' ' Yes, .have. Ho,
- seen or heard have not
A1l food shoppers (1,664) 57% . 39
‘ SOCIOECOHOMIC STATUS - .
. . Low (545) ", L. T e . 48
= - A4
Middie (600) _ < 632 34
High (519) - o 60% 36

HUTRITION KNOWLEDSE » . g

Low (555) - . 48% 47
. Moderate (542) ' 60% 37
. High (567) « 65% . 33
CAREFUL SHOPPER ”
Low (355) ‘ . 34¢ 61
T Medium (834) . 59% 37 ¢
) High (475) . 72% .26//A\ N
J ‘o B N
. : - . E] .
g (Not sure, no §q§:er not shown)
» " ) ) - .. /
. ‘ [ . )
- . : . \
» . '
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3. UNDERSTANDING OF NUTRITION LABELS . ’ N

3 _After shoppers told us about their familiarity and exdéri ce with ST
: nutrition labeling, they were asked to look at individualégarts of :
the sample nutrition label in terms.of their understanding of them.

White the entire sample label was still in front of them,
shoppets_were handed eight small cards which displayed
various segments of the information presented on the label.
- They were then instructed to sort the cards on a board - - e "
according to whether or not they understood the information ",
well enough to use it in making buying decisions. -

As shown in the table opposite, shoppers did make distinctions among
the parts-of the label in terms of their understanding. Most shop-
pers say they understand "serying size" or "servings per container”
and "calorie content” well enough to help them maké a buying deci-
- sion. A1l other parts-of the label, with one_ exception, were re-
ported to be understood by at least half of the shoppers. Sodium
-content is understood by only 36% of the shoppers. More detail on
what i% not understood about the items is reported later.

—

« - -
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Table 23 !

Understanding of. Information on Nutrition Label

-

’ S ' A1l Food Shoppers (1,664)

—_ Do not
Understand understand

Serving size or servings per

container . ‘ 1 85% 12
Calorie content - 82% 15
U.S. RDA : " 64% ' 31
Protein content (gfams) 6?% ‘ 33
Information on fat 58% 58
Carbohydréte content . 56% R 40
' Cholesterol content ’ 51% .43'
Sodium content " 36% 58
(Hot ;ure, no answer- not shown) n
™ .

ht
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An index was developed based on the questions Just reported, yh1ch pro-
vides an overview of shoppers' understanding of the nutr1t/pﬁ label:

One point was giyen for each’segment of the label 4h1ch the
// shopper sayq she (or he) understands well -enough to use in
making buying degisions. Shoppers are groyped into three
grou high, moderate and low according w many parts
of the lapel %hey reported as being understood. .

-

0-3 Low understanding .
4-6 Moderate understanding

7-8 High understanding -
As shown in.the table opposite, less than half of any of the subgroup$
of shoppers has a "high" understanding of the nutrition label. Even.
among the shoppers who score high on the "careful shopper” score, only -
45% indicate a good understanding of the information on the label.

As is true with many of the other knowledge or information t¥pe ques-
tions covered in this survey, those with the least amount of under-
standing of the nutrition information presented on the labels are:

\ e

A !

“—/ o ‘Shoppers in the lowest socioeconomic group

] Older shoppers P

o Shoppers with the least amount of nutrition kpowledge

® Low careful shoppers : .

LY

.




x Table 24

Nutrition Label Understanding Index

- ' ‘ Llow HModerate  High
. A1 food shoppers (1,664)

‘S%fg . 35 ¢ 34
AGE _—

/

*

18 - 34 (659) 26% 42 32
35 - 49 (561) - 27% © 36 37
i 50 + (433) . - 37% 29 34
SOCTOECONOMIC STATUS . :
Low (545) 43 33 2 -
. Middie (600) : 27% 38 35
~ High (519) - - 21% 34 45
NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE " .
Low (555) : 479 - 32 21
Moderate (542) . ‘ 23% 3R 40 .
High (567) T 43 »
CAREFUL SHOPPER .
Low (355) ‘ \ 493 29 22
Moderate (834) 30% 38 33
High (475) 19% 36 45
e ‘
fy - /
.3
s L)

47.
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As mentioned before

_the information presented that they did not understand. For the most
’ part}_shoppgrs say that #t is éither the numbers associated with the
item 4hey do not understand, or tggt none of it is clear to them.

. H
. -

»

.
.
N N
~, . *
Y -
. -
.

Note: See page 37 %or a prototype of i‘nutrition 1§Pe1.

» shoppers were asked to pinpoint what it was about -

»

'*Jﬂllln




Table 25 ~
‘/ o " ' .
" Reasons Why Nutrition Label Information Not Understood
(Asked only about those items not understood.)
A1l food shoppers (1,664)
Do_not understand: '
o Percent What: . ’ S

YR . asked - numbers Meaning - tone Bf  °

, Question stand fér of words Other it clear
Sodium content 58% - 19% 8 2 . 25 .
Cholesterol content 43% 1?% 4 2 8
Carbohydrate content 40% 17% 3 1 15
Information on fat 38% 14% 4 ] 15 o
Protein content (grams) 33% 16% \\\f\~ ] 12 _»
U.S. RDA 3% 8% 3 2 15 \_/
Calorie content 15% 4% T e * 7
Serving size or servings ) et
per container . 12% 2% 1 * 7

(Mot sure, no answer not shown)

-

) / ‘
*Less th;n .11¢f~* =

’ -

Iy
(e
Q)




Many shoppers are gpgarently confused as to the meaning of the RDA figures
shown on nutrition labels.

After looking at “the sample nutrition label and answering a series of
questions about it as just described, shoppers were shown 2 list of
three possible meanings of the RDA section of the label and asked which
best describes what "U.S. RDA" stands for.

About a fourth of the shoppers (26%) chose the correct statement to describe

the meaning of U.S. RDA's -- "the percent of each vitamin and mineral pro-

vided by each serving in the container." Over four shoppers in ten believe J
the U.S. RDA figures on the label stand for the "percent of each vitamin

and'mineral needed each day." |

‘N ?

- /
.
.

-

Cautionary note te reader: _

In examining the f1ndind! for this question among subgroups of shoppers,

one can see that those shoppers who might be expected-to select the cor- .
rect meaning for "U.S. RDA" (see opposite) are e more likely than others

to appear to be misinformed on this issue. This suggests that perhaps -
the question itself was misinterpreted by respondeng For example,

those shoppers who selected "Percent of each vitamin and mineral needed

each day" as the correct meaning may have been thinking of the general -

meanifg of "U.S. RDA" rather than the meaning of the U. S RDA figures

shown on the nutrition label.

67
f
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Table 26

Understanding of U.é. Recommended Daily Allowance Information ‘

Reported
’ Understanding
. . A1l food Nutrition Knowledge of RDA*
ﬂ shoppers Low ﬁoderate High Yes No
= ‘ base: (1,,664) (555) . (542) (567) (1103) {491)
Percent of each vitamin and . N o
mineral needed eaingafy 433, 8% - 42z .. 50% 48% 37%

Percent of each yitamin and -
mineral prov1ded by each

serving in the container 2 2 27 29 - 30 | 13
Percent of each vitamin and . .

mineral in the container 16 . 12 21 15 - 17 16
Other- . B P ] ] R I
Don't kndw 14 28 9" 5 4 2
: . -

- \
*Based on responses to Q. 41. "Yes" answers are those who say they understand
U.S. RDA information on nutrition labels well enough to help make buying deci-
- slons about food products.
-.' “ . ot YLy~ J
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i Lme confusion ex1sts arong” food shoppers as to the meaning of(open .
dating --"at least mtﬁ regard to the dates whl(;h are stamped on milk.
x - -
Shoppers are fairly evenly d1v1ded as to the meaning of the date which
is stamped on milk.-- séme phink it is the date by which customers N
. should-use the product; others think {correctly) that it is the date - :
. by which the milk should be sold to'the Ocustomers Few believe it refers
—_ to the productas packggmg date. < .
- N . .
v ~ Shoppers in the high socweconomc group, gnd those with h“IQh
- . nutrition knowledge scores agd "careful shepper" scores more
often correct]y describe the .meaning of tffe. dates am milk. .
. ¢ ~
0 f\ . )le 27 ‘
. ) N . Meamng of Date Stdmped on Milk Conta . . )
\: - SR . Date by which milk ... . ' S .
L. .0 ‘ Should™e~ Should be " 1s packaged: .
’ - T sold to - used by . by
.t ‘ _customer  customer gairy Mot sure -
. WM shoppers (1,664) ¢ 43% 38 SN
* f ) . . ’ 4 . oy . . ‘ L]
° SOCIGECONOMIC STATYS .. st 7 /
s Low (345) S 33g- 39 8 , 20
< Middle (600) g 834 3 S 8
- High (519) \ 56% 32 4 ~ 8 .
; e, . ’ .
NUTRITION KNOHLEDGE . . -
g Law (555) . 3% .33 7 - 21
" Moderaté’(542) o a1y 41 9 9
( ) . , 5
' , High (’567) 51:% .. 39 5 ‘
', - +CAREFUL SHOPPER scoag I P e -
5 %f JLow (355) . , 31% t 32 11 26 .
. 4. Moderarg,(sg)a 42% 82 7 9
o A High (47_5) . 55% 35 4 "6
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There is much 1es; difference of opinion among;food shoppers, however,
when expressing their views as to what kind of date they would prefer
stamped on miJk container. ] .
! L s e
T T ) . ’ e
Over. six food shoppers in ten say they would prefer a date on milk
. which tells them the point by which the milk should be used. About
- - a fourth of shoppers would prefer the current meaning of the date. .
v f Table 28 .
Preference for~ l'fé‘é}ring of Date Stamped on Hilk Container
N . . ,
) ’ - N gy Date by ‘which milk . . .
o . L Should be  Should be
: . sold to* ‘used by~ - - No
) _customer - customer Both “opinion W |
- . A1 fobd shoppers (1,664) Co23 62 8 - 7
v . . .
. . SOCIOECONOMIC. sm?/ “ L J
s Low (545 .- - 233 - 58 8 Lye
‘ B - . ) 3
. middie (%00) .. 258 : 5
High (519) -~ , . 22% 8 3
NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE - .. " , . _
Loy (555) I 23%, .58 8. 11 -
‘ Moderate %(542) - © 2434 "6 T .9. .6 . B
High (567) - S N 32% 67 8 -3
CAREFUL SHOPPER .SCORE * g : R i '
) Low (355). | L 21% 8% - 10 | 14.
. Moderate (834) 233 66 7 ‘
High (475) ‘ . 24% 65 8+ 3

¥




4. EVALUATION OF NUTRITION LABELING

.
.
« .
] . ° ~

-

Uses Made of Nutrition Labeling N

Given the option of using the information on nutrition labels either
as a shopping aid or as an aid in planning and evaluating individuals' v
, diets, shoppers tend to favor the former, ‘ . . -

"Shoppers were handed an exhibit card contéining four sEatements,
and asked to pick which way they would most 1ikgly use the information

on nutrition labels. . - .
L, * o To help plan a better diet -- at home® )
. ~ ® Royghly 2dd up the nutrients in all the_fgods R -
eaten by & person in a day and estimate how close
the total nutrients eaten come to the 100% U.5. 4
; Recommended Daily Allowances. . ' v

-~
s

‘e To hedp-get the best nutritional buys -- in the store
. { 3

v Compa}e nut}iiional values of di?ferent brands
of the same or similar foods, to see.what
\\ nutrients aretin a new product.

o [ would use this informatiqn another. way

I'd

»

» I.pfbbab]y won't be using the information on nutrition .
= -~ labels too much ‘ :

About four in tem shoppers choose "to help get the best nutritional buys ."
Almost three in ten would prefer to use the label at home “"to help plan
., > .- @ better diet." A fifth of the shoppers say they probably %ill _not be
*, s> using nutrition Tabeling too much and this proportion incyeases among
- -0 - " Tcertaimsub-groups: ‘ ’ ) :
+ . > ® 50 years and older .(29% say they will not use nutrition

»labeling too much) . )
¢ Low socioecotomic group (28%) .ot
+ o -Low nutrition knowledge group (30%) -
~- . 8 Low-group dn "careful shopper” score Z) T
. . . & Low group in understanding of the label (38%) i

. .
. . . . .
' . - R . -
- .
. .
. h -i‘ . ‘ . “ .
»
. . -
- ~ . ‘ . !
.
. - M (-
. . .
’
.
.
’ ‘ '

ok SN o

-
4
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l:ab]e 29 - i
N - . /
Primary Use’of, Rutﬁti%{\ Label Information .
e " Tohelp -- To help  Use Wil
- get bést '~ plan some not
' nutritional better - other use
bys home diet- . way too much
A1l food shoppers (1,664) » | 423 28 83 22
AGE ‘ =
18 - 34 (659) 47% 33 ¢ 15 -
35 - 49 (561) . 45% 29" 4 19
... 50+ (433) & 37y 24 3 29
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS : ~
. Low (545) . 36% 28 1 28
. Middle (600) 0843 29 2 20
High (519) . 49% 28 .5 16
NUTRITION KHOWLEDGE ‘ e
Low (555) 33% 25 2 30
Moderate (542) , 45% 32 - 3 18
High (567) ' 50% 29 ¥ 16
. e?\\\;; , -
CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE - D _ -
Low (355) , 26% 21 . 2 41
Moderate (834) - C 443 30 2. 20 -
High (475) ) o 52 2. -5 T9. "
UNDERSTANDING OF LABEL
Low (482) - 333 8 - 2 38
Moderate (615) . 48% 3t z 15
High (567) . E . 45% 34 5 14

FA
& " .

- (Not sure, no a'nsvier:_ not shown)'

-
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- While shoppers wheo say they probably won't be using nutrition 1abeling too
much do not foctis on any given reason why, the most frequently mentioned
reasons seem to suggest a simple lack of interest in applying this new

- " information to established shopping patterns. For instanee, some shop-
© pers-say they have a pattern of food buying and will not change it re-
gardless of what information is presented on the food labels. Following
are some comments which illustrate shoppers' views: :

v

Won't Change Buying/Eating Habi'ts

I'm one of thoe@who buye what enjoy eating .
and never looke! at prick or reads labels. I know what °

I like after gﬁovpzng ferten years.
. N . — -~ .
N— I Because ve cbok the same thinge all the time and are ° -

' used to the same food. We wom't change.

»

Because I dom’t change my eating habite and dom't
Feel that I would benePit from nutritional tabeling.
. I just see or reed sometning I like and buy and very
- . seldom read the lgbel. v

3 ] e &
No Interest . .
i t
- .t
Really not interested.
well, I an alone, and I eat very litile and feel I
don't need thie type of informatio A
- Because I don't pay attention to it. Z
. - . . s
Don't Understand Them . . .
' »
Becausge, I really can't eay I understond gvez’y well, v
¢ ’ Too much wording. Tdo complicateds '
. © 2 I don't wnderstand that ruch about it. P 4
= e e, . . , i M
I've never uged it before sp I figure it's kind of
a i F~kogwash, It fakes @ scientist or medital
. . man to be able to zmderffar':d all-those labele.
, : - . f
A d *
[ -, . —.
ol .l . .
. 9 -
. //_ - \ . . /‘ .
< . .-
v 2 . 4 .
tes »’-f;,' - ’ ¢ :
. - - , ‘ :r7? U v
. , J -
e - = - ¢
- ‘ Fd - -

- .

[
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& ~ Table 30 ' - -

- Reasons “for -Hot Using Nutrition Labehng

(Asked only of those who sgﬁd _they probably =
would not make much use of Tgbel information.)

ol " A1l food shoppers (1,664) T
. Percent asked . Q%' . : ‘
. WON'T CHANGE HABITS (I buy food I'm 8

used to,buyin?;"won't be changing my

" way of buying

KO INTFEREST (Hot important to me) 5
DON'T UNDERSTAND THEM (Too complicated) 3
TAKES TOO' MUCH TIME (Don't have<he 2¢
patience to analyze each detail) .
" KO NEED/ALREADY KNOWLEDGEABLE (I feel 2
I balance my meals now)
DON'T BUY FOODS WITH NUTRITIONAL 2 T e
LABELING (Buy fresh meats and produce)
KO SPECIAL DIETARY NEEDS 1 f

CAN GET BALANCED MEALS WITHOUT {Such B 1
a variety of foods available you get T
y6ur normal nutrition anyhow)

OTHER o Q/ .
Ko ANSWER \ - o o
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When rating those items on the nutrition.]abelfﬁéigh they understand,
shoppers tend to say each of the types of informatign is at least
"important."” Very few shoppers say an item is "not important.at all.”
(See, table opposite.) . . .

The table below shows the data in a somewhat different manner. Just ~
taking the opinions of those shoppers who say they understand an item
again indicates a tendency. to rate each,as at least "important.” In
dichotomizing the four point scale, there are only three items which
are not rated in the-top half of the scale by at. least two-thirds of
shoppers- -- carbohydrate content, serving size and sodium content .
Almost ‘three-fourths of those who said they understand the information
on protein content value this information.

. Table 31
: ) < .
. Importance to those who said
- . they understand the information
- . Somewhat,
) Yery important, not at all
- Base important important
¥ Protein content (grams) (1032) 73% 26
' Calorie content (1364) :. 32
Information on fat (9%5) 6% 3.
Cholesterol content [ 849) 66% 32
U.S. RDA (1065) 658 . 32
Carbohydrate content (932) 61% . 38
" Serving size or servings ‘
per container (1414) - 57% ] 42
Sodium ¢ontent ( 599) 55% 44

’

(Ko opinion, no answer not shown)
/

S
&r;

14
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‘ Table 32 ‘
. Importance of Nutrition Label- Information in Making
N Buying Recdisions
LA
. ‘ (Asked only about those items which are said to be understood.)
. -
3' &
A1l food shoppers *(1,664) .
Percent - Not ~
. I asked Very + Somewhat important
- - ‘ question important Important important _at ail
: Serving size or - '

serviggs per container 85% 24% 25 . 21 14
Calorie content 82% 28%. .27 16 10 -
U.S. RDA 64 . 203 22 - 14 6
Protein content (not - . ) a .
RDA) ' 62% 24% [‘;,:;22 12 5
Information or fat 58% 213 V93 - 12 6

yah Carbohydrate content 56% 16% 17 15 6

o Cholesterol content ~  51% 205 . 14 n 6

: Sodium content 36% 1% 9,9 7 .

p
Y , . !

(Ho opinion, no answer not shown)

.

N

! .~
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Assessing the Nutrition Label
7

Shoppers were asked to make a comparison between thebﬁnformation pre-
sented on a nutrition Tabel and othey kinds of information which might
be included on food packages: “ recipes and further information on making
a well-balanced meal.

v

Y ing f i+ inf +ian inct +h '
recipes fdr using the food product, shoppers favor the nutrition informa-

tion. About one in six, however, either say they would like both types
of information or would prefer recipes. .

Once again, it is those who know the most about nutritgon, those who
are the more “"careful” shoppers and those who understand the label
best who show a strong preference for nutrition label information., .-

T

L Table 33 S :

Prefer nutrition labeling, or some recipes for using
the food inside the package, '

Nutrition . ﬂo
Labeling Recipes Both Keither opinion
A11 food shoppers (1,664) 58% 177 16 ¢ 5
KUTRITTON KNOWLEDGE ¢
Low (555) 463 21 15 8 10"
Moderate (542) v  60%g 15 19 ° 4
High (567) ' 693 1415 1 o
CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE ' -
Low (355) 39% - 23 . 1\ 11 16
Moderate (834) 38 19 18- . 3 .2
+ High (475) . 70 19 16 ] 3
UKDERSTANDING OF LABEL ) , . ‘
" Low (482)7 407 - 26 14 9 1,
Moderate (615) . 61% 17 17 2 ¢(/3
High (567) ‘ 70% 10 16 2 . %2

Whén comparing current findings with those from the 1973 study, there
tends fo be less preference for nutrition information now and more desire
for either recipes or for both kinds of information, -

- 1973 food shoppers {1,500)

”

. 79% prefer nitrition labeling .
T 91 prefer recipes
’ 6% say both :




£

On the other hand, when the choice is between nutrftion information |
and help in making well-balanced meats using the food product-plus . |
other things, support for nutrition labels loses ground among shoppers.

. » -
Except—for those who score high on the three indices (knowledge, shop-
ping style,Nabel understanding), shoppers are fairly evenly divided as
to which type of information they would prefer. The high sgorers gen-

. erally prefer nutrition labeling information. ’i ' .

. Table 34
Prefer nutrition information shown or information-on
yhat other foods to serve with the one in the package
in order to make a well-balanced meal.

-

Ko

Kutrition Balanced
+ . ~tabeling meal Botnh theither opinion
(B} ' . -« ! . ¢ .
A1l food shoppers (1,664 424 37 ]2 .4 5
RUTRITION KNOWLEDGE . .
Low (555) 31% 38 12 8 12
"' Voderate (542) 43 40 12 1 4
High (567) 53% . 35 11 1 1
CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE g ’
Low {355) 24% 39 10 10 17
‘Moderate (834) * 402 41 13 O
High (475) " ‘ 58% 29 11 * 2
UNDERSTANDING OF LABEL - _
" Low (482) . 59“ 40 10 12
Poderate (615) ' . ™ 443 40 11 3
High (567) ) 50% 3 14
*Less than .5%
This year's findings-omr this question Qif?§§ sharply from 1973 in that iy
there is a substantially smaller proporfion of shoppers who say they =
prefer nutrition 1abel Mformation over aid in balancing meals. R
’ - 1973 food shoppets (1,500) )
- 64% preferred nutrition, 1abeting T
e 20% preferred balanced meal information t
g 8% wanted hoth - [/ ;
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-

Many shoppers say that they would make use of the nutri%ion label in-
Formation when evaluating a new product for the first £ime.

-

_Not surprisingly, the higher shoppers score on the three indices most
related to their use and understanding of thé 1abeling (knowledge
score, "careful shopper" score, and degree to which they understand
the label), the more likely they are to say they would make use of
the nutrition information to choose & new product. .

- Table 35
. [ Y
Would you make use-of this kind of label as a way ‘zk\\~‘3
to decide about buying this nei.Prand? . - .
Yes No . Not Sure
/ . T - —_— v
“ A1l food shoppers (1,664) A 741 17 1
NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE L
Low {555) ' . 60% 2. 1%
Moderate. (542) ’ 758 15 .10
High (567) . 81% 13 6
CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE ‘ ’ )
" Low (355) : . 48% 30 22
Moderate (834) 73% 16 1
High (475) ’ 863 7 7
& .
UNDERSTAHDR@ OF LABEL
Low (48 T 54% 25 . 21
Moderate (615) 75% 15 10
. High g567) . 84% 1 5

'
-

- |

I

A similar proportion of shoppers in 1973 gaid they would use the nu-
. 4rition label td help evaluate a new product:

1973 food shoppeys (1,500)

© 75% "yes" woylld use
. 15% "no" woudd not -
’ o : . , ~ 10% "not sure” _z

-

/ . —~

/w
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In terms of shoppers' perceptxons of the benefits nutrlt‘?F beling
might have for them, most shfppers see at least some value | j*he -

o . . abeli ng. ] o ]2 @

While about a fifth of the shoppers either say nutrlfﬁbﬁl%abe
ing will have no benefit for them or have no opinion about 1th.ds

A third say it will have a tittle benefit and 45% say they w11q *séggg
receive quite a bit of benefit from the Tabeling. &

The more a shopper knows about nutrition, the higher the score on the
"careful shopper* indeX, and-the better a shopper understands the labels,
the more likely she (or he) is to feel the labeling w111 be a benefit.

Table 36 . ;

Amount of benefit homemaker. sees deriving from nu??l-
tion labeling.

uite A . No
bit little None opinion
A1l food shoppers (1,664) 45% 33 12 10
NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE -
Low (555) 323 34 19 15- -
Koderate (5%42) 50% 33
High (567) 55% 33 7 5 ,
CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE , i
Low (355) ’ 23% 40 23 14
Moderate (834) y4 36 1
High (475) - 64% 25 . 4 ’
UNDERSTANDING OF LABEL
Low (482) 274 35 _24 14
Moderate (615) 51% 35-
. High (567} . . 55% % 30 )

’ N *’
.
. [ 3
N

There has been a decline in the proport1on of shoppegségﬁb feel they
will benefit "quite a bit" from nutrition labeling si the 1973 supvey.

1973 food-shoppers‘(],SDO)

-~

52% quite a bit of benefit
35% a 1ittle benefit
10% no benefit
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Two-thirds of food shoppers say they would be willing to pay something
for nutrition 1abeling on food containers. '

-

[}

A questioning technique‘used in the baseline study which was found to *
be useful in measuring shoppers' overall response to nutrition labeling
was repeated in this study, - i
First, respondents were asked if theéy would be willing to pay
30¢ a week more on-their overall food bill in order to have
nutrition labeling. People willing®to pdy 30¢ more were asked
“~ if they.would be willing to pay 50¢ more a week. People un-
willing to pay 30¢ more were asked if they would be willing
. to pay 10¢ more. (These amounts were judgmental. The purpose
of the questions was not-to find out how much shoppers would
-~ really be willing to pay, but to get some idea of their level
of. commitment to this kind of labeling.)

- The findings for all food shoppers:’

" 40% willing to pay 50¢-more each week
16% wiTling to pay 30¢ more each week . «
9% willing to pay 10¢ more each week -
34% not willing to pay anything : .
G .

_‘ . The table on the next page profiles shoppers in terms of their willingness
to pay the maximum amoynt suggested (50¢§ vs. unwillingness to pay any-
thing for nutrigion labeling. Attitudes toward nutrition labeling, as
¢ measured by this question, do vary considerably by population subgroup.
- Those groups most -favorably inclined toward the labeling include:

¢ younger shoppers
. ¢ shoppers in the higher socioeconomic groups
¢ shoppers who score higher on the nutrition knowledge
quiz and the "careful shopper" score . ‘
& shoppers who repert'a clearer understanding of the label

]

As js.the case on similar evaluation questions, comparing the response
levels from 1973 and 1975, a decline in the interest in nutrition label~
ing is indicated. Few people are willing to pay as much as 50¢ for ‘
nutrition labeling this year, and conversely, more are unwilling to |-
pay anything. - . ’

1973 food® shobpers (1,5(}6’-

- , 48% willing to pay 5p¢ = - -
: . 19% willing to pay J0¢
. s 8% willing to pay 10¢
- , 25% not wiiling to/pay anything

K
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"~ Table 37
“ Background Characteristics of Food Shoppers Wftling to Pay
50¢ a Week for Nutrition Labeling, and Food Shoppers Not .
+  Willing to Pay Anything for It. . ] ‘ .ot
S ' Hﬂ’]ing to pay weekly ... .
' - 50¢° - Hothj ‘
7~ ) . )
A1l food shoppers (1,664) 40% 4%
AGE - > ' : :
18 - 34 (659) b 51% -2y '
35 - 49 (561) 43% 33% “ -
50 + (433) . 30% 45% -
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS -
Low (545) - 268 47y
Middle (600) 46% 3187 '
High (519) S 52% LY
NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE A : , . S .
Low (555) ° - 25% © 49% X '
Moderate (542) ‘ 44y % 32%
High (567) : 54% 21% v
CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE
Low (355) 26% 52%
Moderate (834) < 40% 33% - v
High (475) 52% 24%
UNDERSTANDING OF LABEL N
Low (482) 26%, - 47%
Moderate (615)q Qt;1,,5% 27%

" . \wG% i .
' High (567) s 48% o |
Example of how to read table: 51% of‘ tf?e‘ 18-34 age group would be . . .

willing to pay 50¢ a week for nutrition labeling: 22% of the 18-34 .
‘ age group would not pay anything for nutrition labeling.




¥, % ’ A8 i . - ) . 67
i - ) BRI ' - -
_ . .~ CHAPTER SUMMARY Q : .
- . Y N > - - ' ’ " 2f -
1. Almost six foad shopper§ in.ten (58%) say they have seen nutrition h "
| labels on food ‘products. . v ’ i ',
. o Over half of the shoppers who have notited nutrjtien” )

. labeling on food produgts say they have made use of )
- them in choosing some of the foods or beverages they  *
© buy. (In other words, a third of all shoppers say
“they have used.nutrition labeling. ) ] .

'_, Younger shobpers and those in the higher socioeconomic .‘
- groups are more likely to have used nutrition labeling.

\ 3 .

. . » i ‘
“ . 2}‘;§;;§>responding to questions about a.sample nutrition label, about
’ ) ¢ a third of the shoppers (34%) say they understand at lehst seven
pf’}he eight components of the label which were studied.

-
-

’

- . Anotng’thiqd of the shoppérs (35%), say they understand -
four,yfive or six of the label's components, and 31%
report understanding only three or fewer parts of the

_label.- .
. - Specifically, the proportion of shoppers who say they understand each
" part of The label isqga\iSZIOWS: o : -
. Serving size or,servings 85% unde}stand-hell enougﬁ.to
s per container he}p make buying decisions
- -, . . R . Ny ’.
N . @p Calorie tontent - — 32%
- ., Y N b4
" . U.S. RDA .. c 64%"
‘ Protein content (grams) - 62% S .
. l ; R | T
. \Information on’ fat 58% ﬁigik‘ .
. ; ! arbohydratescontent - 56% - . N . . \,
ERotesterod content * - .5 . ' }' ‘
" . . . x - . .
S Sodium content - . : 36% ::t ~ ..
. . , k) . » " ‘-
B i" w " ’ , /‘
¢ 9 » . . *
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3. -When present£d-with & choice pf two ways to use nutrition 1abel infor-
matjon -- ‘either ‘as a shopping or purchasing aid,,or as an aid in -~ ’
. planning and evaluating individuals' diets, shoppers are more likely
s . .. to prefjr the- former: v ekl - . S
N e e . e - B ., . -
' ! Forty-two percent of shoppars say they would most 'likel/y
T / : . use nutrition label information to-help them get“the best
o . ot nutritional buys in the.store.. Twenty-eight percent say
- . " the main way they would use nutri'm‘oh‘{abel’informati'on S
- is ‘to help plap a better diet .at-home.” ' .

_ About a Fifth (22%), Toweversay they probably will not
. . be using.nut_:rif.ion.labeﬁng _to"o much .. S

e 7,

~

. 4 Food shoppers tend to rate all of the-nutritiod label information '
which.they understané~as important to them ih m_ariiing buying ‘decisions.

5. iwhen asked to choose betwegn nutrition labeligg and other kinds of

o information which might be presented on fooq'packages, shoppers' re~
actions are miged: - - v

- -

”

.. . ° e Shoppers strongly prefer nutrition information (58%)
¥ over recipes (17%). -

- Co () Sho'ppg‘ are divided in choosing between nutrjtion
’ : : " labeling (42%) and information on making a.well
balanced meal with -thé food in the package 187%).

¢ 6. Nevertheleés; almost three-fourths of shoppers' (72%) say they would
_use nutrition information to help decifle whether to buy a new brand
for the' first time, and most shoppers, (78%)- fegel that they. would )
Feceive at least a 1ittle benefit from nutrition. labeling. In addi--
tion, two-thirds of shoppers (66%) say they woutd be willing to pay
something for nutrition labeling on food containers.” -
) " However, . support for and interest in nutrition labeling »
S ‘has slackened somewhat since 1973. : -

7. Related to shd‘ppe_r's'»dnderstanding and use of nutrition label infer-.-
mation, is their understanding of the meaning of open dating. Far the
purposes of the suryey, one%example of open dating was used — dates
stamped on milk containers. ' ..~

. While about four Shoppers in ten (43%) think correctly -~
_that the date stamped on milk refers ta the date by whirh
. the product ghould be sold to the customer, almost the

, ¢ same proportion (38%) incorrectly thinks it is the-date

. by which the milk should be used by the customer. . Regard- .-

-~ . - .less of what they think -is the current meaning of the>date R S
Ty . stamped on milk, oyer six shoppers in ten (62%) would pre~ -

fer that it refer to the date by whjch the milk should be .
used by the customer. - " %
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. IV
Other Food-Related Beliefs and Household Practices e
R 2
- Food shopper concept of own health
and diet of househf)d members
B / &
- Consumption .of vitdmins . L
- Weight-related issues ‘
. ' . & / "
. - Shopping patterns e
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Eight shoppers in ten believe their own health is at-least <good".

.. When food.shoppers are asked to rate their own health, 82% saf it is ' & )
y either "excellent” (25%), "very good" (29%) or “"good" {28%). fLess than
a fifth of respondents (17%). rate their healtlf as either\({oAr" ar "poor”.
*  As might be expected, older shoppers are more 1ikéTy;EEEE\ .
7younger'shoppers to rate their health as fair ar poor. . .
, : j CL Table 38 . / : '
Self-Rating of Present Health b .-
Co
= i Excellent, Fé?r,-
T very good Good poor ,
A1 food shoppers (1,664) . 543 28 17 ]
, ' Age .
< 18 ﬁfg)' T 66% 2% - 8 )
’Z‘\ et -
5 o T e 35 {405 . 57% 29 12 5.
: ' : 50+ (433) ' . 42 0 .26, .
- : (No answer not spown) . .
_ C 7y .ﬁ .
‘. ; ’ .‘.."'
. ( . - y
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A substantial majority of food,shoﬁpers believe. that all members of
. their, househodd get a well-balanced diet.

- v

- About eibht shOppers.in ten (79%) say‘that all members of their house-
g hold are getting a well-balanced diet. About one-fifth (18%) say that
- “someone" or "no one" gets a well-balanced diet in their household.

]
R

Older shoppers believe that’other membe?! of their household are getting
balanced diets more than do younger shoppers. As discussed on the next

- page, this is probably a factor of not having young children or teen-
agers in the home. L :

RN

—tt

I

;o ’ { — oo Table 39
3

Food Shopper Perception J? Household Diet

.

¢ . ‘Everyone getting | Someone/no one

v ‘ ; _ well-balanced diet , getting we]l-ba]anged diet‘ |
‘ A11 fopd shoppers (1,664) ,79% ~ 18
ComeE - ’ - .
. " 18 - 34 (659) s T
5 R 35 -.49 (561) U 7P ' | 2
50 +.(433) T - 86y 12
o (No answer, 6ot‘;ure not shown) |
: ’ o S ' :
. |2 7ﬁeée find?ngé aré;bésipaziy.cq%pgfable to those ph-the 1973 sur!ey.‘ 1| .o
. . - ‘ 1973 f80d shoppers i?{sob)- ' e

" 75% everyqne gétting baTanced diet -,
22% someone not getting batanced diet -«

— —
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rd
h 4 . ‘ -

:; Fifteen percent of shoppers sajd that someone in their household was not
getting a we]]-balzpqed diet, and they were asked who.and why.

¢+ As mentioned previously, those shoppers who are most likely to
have young children and/or teeﬁagégg at home {(under age 50) tend
to cite these family members as’not getting-a well-balanced diet.

- Table 40 . .
House;;;d Fember Kot Getting 5 Hel]-Ba}ancedvDiet

. Al food . AGE -
shoppers 18-384 35-43 >0+ e

base: (1,664)  (659) (561) (433)

v éomeone not gettih§ a well-
_ balanced diet -~

—
(8 4]
ak
~N
o
»e
™)
[an]
e
(Ve
nR

8
|

R RV S WY LP S ] wm.

alk
b1
an

= °  Homemaker
Pre-teen/child
Husband/spouse- ,

. Teenage son

' Teenage daughter
Baby 4
Elderly person
Other

- xR

-
— et = PN PN O
PN ==~

-

» A=W

2
(multiple responses)

- L ¥
- 33,

¥ ** There is no consensus on the reason why a household member is not
getting a well-balanced diet; Five percent of shoppers say tbat the
person is a fussy eater and hard-to-please. (See table opposite). ‘
. 7. .

S In another question concergi{q\z?useho}d‘healgh, shoppers were asked - ) )
if‘anyone in their household had an allergy or other problem which re- ' " |
quired asspecial diet. Threetfour ¥ food shoppers say no one jn P
their holisehold-has ‘such a problem, while 23% report having a house- t
hold member whose health requires a.special diet, e.g., for diabetes, .
hypertensibn, or -allergy. The only subgroup differen;g.pn this ques-
tion, -as might be expected, is due to age. Older shogpers are more f
likely to have someone with a special dietary problem in their bouse-

.. .. hold. , , | _ .

\ . -

L 'Y

[ — , S \

" *Less than .5%. AR . . - DY

. . .

5 . o

. .
. .

) - -

v 4 . .
- .
= e
: - .

rovied o EHC .



3
[] \ \i
» \
N . Tabledl  -F T
Reasons for Household Member Kot Getting a Hel]-éa]anced Diet
) S ' ' . A1l fobd . :
. o . " ) shoppers
' (2 g Yase: 1,664
' Someone not getting a well-balanced diet 15%°
¥ o Fussy ®ater, hard-to-please ' .5, \’\ .
. Is away from home too much to LT3 - - g
get the right kinds of food : : . A
i Doesn't eat enowgh- ' 2 ' .
Does too much snacking, no appe-" vl : s
. tite, -no appetite left at meals " -
: .+ Only ‘Tikes foods thit aren 't 1, .
4 .+ good’ for you - . - S
e T T -7 . Only ‘hkes sweet F;)ods T 1 R .
- On 2 reducmg d1et ¢ "1 i
|~ Other T .
. ) | ; : . i
’ X s (fultifle responses) .

#

.
] . . . : .
. . . or >
. . %
. - L.
AT
h .
" s e ’ .‘ ’ .
.
B . .
.
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s . . ‘-
. OTHER HEALTH RELATED ISSUES -- VITAMINS AND DIETING . - -

About half of all food shoppers report Qitamin usage in their households.
¢
There are differences among shopper subgroups in terms of househo]d vita-

min -consumption:. ) . ?

¢ There is more reported vitamin consumption among the youngest
segment of the shopper population than among older shoppers.

‘e Yitamin coﬁsunptzon increases with socioeconpm1c status. _

¢ Blacks are less likely t0 report vitamin cdnsumption .in

’\
their\\puseholds tp;n—e(e others. . ,
in 1973 a somewhat greater ptgpgption of shoppers reported h0usehold
vitamin consumption
) “ 1973 food shoppers (1,500)
- . _ . . _54% someone .take¢ vitamins 3 T
! 462 no one takes vitamins
. -
.2 ’ *
. VAN S
v ,
‘5‘ ) - - \g . ~
4
v * v
+ » . ‘
0‘ . -_‘
R K\
y S0 T ~
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Differences in Vitamin Lonsumption by ‘Subgroups

Tab]e"42

. .
-

&

A1l food shoppers (1,664)

. N
- -
‘
’ ¢

Y AGE— ; .
" 18 - 34 '(659)
35 - 49 (561)

Someone in !

." - ‘héusehold

takes No one take .
vitamins vitamins °
ﬁ I ——————
44% 58
. AY i
" 53% 46 1
443 - 5l 54 «
44% . 96
4 3g 61
52% . 47
52% : 48
482
v 37% -

’

50 + (4333
SOCIOECOKOMIC STATUS -
; —
Low (545) - ’
MiddTe (600) : .
. I
High (519)<- & o
. . i {
RACE . o '
. White/other (1,485) -
- _Black (177) !
) R
) <
q »
N J* [
;,V
’ 4
/ - [ ‘ N

A

75
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In households where vitamins are consumed, it is the hbmemaker who most
frequently takes them,

v,

Spouses are reported next most freqﬂently as tak’mg *witamins.

~ ! Younger children are reported as takmg v1tam1ns more. vften
v than teen\agers . e N
. - r .
. ! L1 L .
.o — ' gable 43 , .
- . ! . b
g.? Reported Vitamin-Consumption by Household Member ,
. v K11 -food AGE i
.- v ~ shoppérs 18-34 35-49 50 +
S - base:  (1,664) (659)  (561)  (433)
"Someone in household .takes / ‘ '
vitamﬁs: ) - 47% 53% ~ 44% 443
—#ysel¥ {food stopper) .32 343 36% 35%
! - Spouse 16 14 17 17
Pie-teen child{ren) ) N 21 4 1
éaby ) 6 16 3 0
, * ~ -Teenage son{s}) < 3 1 8 2
: _ . . Teenage 'daughter(s) - 4 1 10 2
{ Elderiy person L2 * 1 3 g
1 - - e
A ) 1 o«
Other - 2 3 . 1 3
(multiple r~esponses)~
The main purpose of vitamin consumption is to "play it safe." MWithin
each group of household members the. majority is reported to take vita-
mins for this reason. Fewer shoppers say that someone in their house-
hold takes vitamins for a dietary_peed.
. Take Play it- ~Dietary
- vitamins =~ safe Yieed
Myself (food shopper) 32% 17 ‘/110 ]
«Spquse ‘16?\ 11 4
. Presteen child(ren) 112 g* 1
- Baby : 6% 3. %0
. Teenage son(s) 3% -~ 3 - *
.~ o Teenage daughter(s) ! ’ 4% 3¢ - 1 .
6"E}der]y person - 2% * 1
- Qther 2% . *
(Bpth, Not sure not shown )
. o
(. ¢
' *less than .5%. g ,
’ ) ' Sy 4
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Almost six food shoppers in ten (57%) say that somegne in therr household ) ’
1S try1ng.to gain or lose weight.

- L

,

Fost frequently, it is the shopper who is try1ng to lose 9r gain- - k//

- weight. Four shoppers.in ted say that they are trying to 1ose~werght

while 4% are trying to gain. About one-f1fth of spouses are reportedly
trying to lose we1ght

Tab]e 44 o
Household Menbers Hho Are Reportediy Try1ng to Gain' or,to Lose’ '
. Weight* . I
. ) Trying tor  Trying to
A1l food shoppers (1,664) - 1lose “gain . y
Myself . 41% 4
. . Spouse -~ & 19% . 4
' Teenage daughter ——_ 5% ]
3 . * ! //\\ {
' Teenage son i 12% 1
‘ Pre-teen child -\\\\_/// 13 - ] ot
The homemaker and spoose are the mgst fréquently reoorted dieters, across S
~all age groups. Teenage dieters are mentioned more often by shoppers in ‘
the 35-49 age group than by shoppers in other 3ge categories. -
Table 45 o \
) . ? . :
Household Members ¥ho AresTrying to Lose Height .
/,,/»/” ' By Age of Respondent* x . ,
A ! ‘ . .
= ) 18-34 35-49 50 +
base: ’ (659) (561) (433) Y.
Myself (homemaker) 42 . 42% - 397 \“\\\ ‘ '
. . .. . { S
. Spo - 20 .20 -8 e,
; pousg” ‘ . ' K‘__////
Teenage daugfiter’ 1 13 - 2" . )
‘ Teenage son : S 4 -2 ,
, . pre-teenchild .’ 2- 2 o o
Hhen asked whether this dietiqﬂ is being done under a doctor's care, a _ ~
majority in each case says no. -
: s
*Main §gntions. . . - . ¢
**LESS than a® S%Q N ‘ ” 9 -~ . . : .




FOOD SHOPPING PATTERNS

¥

Over half of food shoppers (55%) do the1r marketing once a week, wh11e
one -fourth say they go with more frequency, and one -fifth, go ]ess often.
Six shoppers in ten say they made a list before doing the1r most recent
grocery shopping, and about seven in ten (68%) say they read ads for
spec1als before going to the store the last t1me

4]

- Tible 46

“ Shopping Behavior

All food shoppers

base: (1,664)
T FREQUENCY OF FOOD SHOPPING
" Every day or nearly every day - . 6%
. Twice a wesk . 18
Once a week . 55
. Less -than once a week T 18 - ‘
* -, Other ' ‘ 2
MADE A LIST BERGRE SHOPPING
Yes, ‘made a list , o 62%
" No, did not'make & 1ist - - ’ 37
. READ ADS BEFORE $SHOPPING ‘
Yes, read-.ads for specials 68%
vy wajted until got to store ‘ 32
] ® . (Not sure not shown) % »
L e - -
' . -

The overall shopping patterns-reported on this ggggrare similar to_those
reported in"1973, except that there has.been an eight percent increase
in shoppers reporting that they readestore ads for specia]s before their
most recent food Shopping trip. ;

L
3

N
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Three-fourths of shoppers say they 1od?éd~for dates oh products the
last time they did their food shepping, and over four in ten say they
checked the list of irgredients on a food product.

0f the respondents who did not check ingredients on a food pro- _ -
duct the last time. they went grocery shopping, over half (32%)
did check ingredients at some previous time. This increases to
78% the proportion of shoppers who have checked ingredients at one

time or another. :

. Of the 63% of shoppers who say the store where they do their grocery
shopping shows unit pricing, two-thirds (41%) say that .they looked for
the unit price on some item during their most recent grocery shopping

experience. Q
Table 47
Reported In-Stere Behavion ? .
. A1l food shoppers
base: (1,664)
LOOKED FOR DATE ON PRODUCTS )
Yes, looked for date ' 75%
No, did not . L2
USED UNIT PRICING
Store® shows unit pricing ., 63% : ‘
Yes, looked for unit price . = 41% , .
No, did not= . ’ 20 ‘ .7 -

CHECKED LIST OF INGREDIENTS ’
Yes, checked list of ingredients 46?
Ho, did not 52
Have checked before ' _ 32%.
Have not checked before - 17 a4

- . (Not sure not shown)

Since 1973, more Shoppers report using open dating informatiom, prob- i
ably due to the increased availability of this_information.

[y

) 1973 food shoppers (1,500)

' 57% yes, looked for date -
) 42% no, did not
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An index of shopping behavior was developed which groups sthpers/adEord-
ing to their shopping style. Some shoppers, for example, seem to have a
more systematic approach to arocery shopping, while others are more
<asual about this task. The .term "careful shopper” in thé context of
this score refers to a systematic approach to shopping.

The index comes from several sources:" "% of
) . Shoppers
1 ppint -- made a list before last main shopping 62% -
. _ b "
> point -- read-ads for specials at home before last
: main shopping . ) 68%
1 point -- chegked list of .ingredients on cans or
packages either last time did main food
shopping or "ever" - _ 46%
. 1 point -- looked for unit price last time in store
. : . 41%
1 point -- looked for open dating last time djd main

food shopping 75%.

1 point -- have used nutrition-labels before (Q. 38) - 33%

Sﬁopbers-were grouped as follows:
P Low score -- 0-2 points *
Medium score --'3 o¥ 4 points :
High score -- 5 or 6 points

The table on the next page shows the subgroups in-which occur the main
differences among shoppers on this score:’ :

o HWomen shoppers score higher than men

* Shoppers in the m%ddTé’b;§high socioeconomic groups score
"higher than those in the low group '

-~

’ ) N '
- o As nutrition knowledge increases, so does a shopper's ‘score
’ on this index. - N \\\},
‘ . SRt ’ \
. - ‘t\
. . - . , \ ' .

! &

\N?
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Careful Shopper Score,

Table 48

Y

" .
® ¢
. , 2 .
rd (” "-
.5
v Al 1} food shgppe‘rs {1 ;‘6;645 ‘
[ . '\“__'/"

. SEX .

'

Low «Medium

H“gh.ﬁ r

22%

\

50

28

X

. Female- 1,298) 205 50 30
) O Male (366) - © ‘§2% _ 4§; 20
'+ SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS _
. Low (545), . 343, 46 20
‘ _.wMiddle (600) T - L 16% 53 31
: High (519) . 143 50, 36,
'\« NUTRITION KNOMLEDGE - ,
' Low (555) ~ 32% 48 20 /
' . -Moderate (542) ~ - . 21% . - 49 30 <
i * High (567) e 12% .53 3/ F A
Y . o . * . . !{
» . {*
. 4 ~ LY ‘
: . ;- “' . . ;
- Y co) a ‘ “
:, - . 1 PN
. . . »
» g K ) , :’: - .
~ - ! ' fgj t
— e . N ~ ¢
¢ ' ° :57' . \!\
: at T : S b ‘
e ~* - ¢ “ g : . ‘
i " 4 v \
. ' 7 ‘
. N . . . “‘.‘ s
' \. ) . —_ . . . "'5:, +
< Lo ‘ R "
. ) - . ‘.'\ N . \I
.’ . . . - s -;~ . 7 . ‘7
, < - .
, ¢ - ,7' A . ~I .
i 3 ' ' - :.:‘ ’ ‘\1‘ ‘
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Shoppers: were asked whethef’they had made ,any changes in theirhébp-
ping behayior, over the past year, and almgst half (46%) said t y have.
E 2R - ,

N - .Y
: .« Previously* it was shown that interest in ads and specials gelated to ’ ’
" food shopping has increased. - The table below shows, that éﬁﬁng shoppers,. é‘\1\
reporting @ change in their shopping -patterns over the past year, many .
. say they are watching for specials and/or usinb coupons, buying less .
sweefs and snacks and less meat. -, ’

L}

‘Those shoppers who fall, into the higher ?anges‘of the “careful shopper”
score are more apt to be making changes in their shopping behavior.

- Table .49
Changes in Shopping -Behavior Over the Past Yeaf.
H . » - .
. . "Careful Shopper" Score
. A1 food T
T . . shoppers Low . Medium High
’ ' base:  (1,664) (355) . (834)  (475)
2 ’ o . * 4
Yes . \ L 46% 324 48% . 56% '
Watch Specials/use coupons  15% ' 10% 14% 221
. Buy Tess- sweets/snacks - 13 6 14 17
Using less meat 12. "8 12 14~ S
Buying cheaper cuts of meat 10 S8 . 70 1 )
iUse less prepared foods 7 3 e 7 - g9 )
Use store brands 5 2 5 8 ) 0
Change in family composition 3 "9 16 A ,
Other. - 16, g 16 - 2] p
" No . 52 65 52 43
. (Buitiple responses; nof sure. not shown)
° v)
% : Z;
' +*
~ ‘9’; ,
i o o > ¢
5 L
[ 3 v '. .




4, "Forty-qne gercent of food- shoppers

~ 7 CHAPTER SUMMARY . .
. < |

1 "?he'ma30r1ty of food ‘shoppers (82”) rate their health as ”excel]ent,
"very good," or "good." A similar proport1on (79%) also believe that
. &11 members of their household get a well-balanced digt. About dne
-.shapper in six says sofieone in the househo]d i¢ ‘not’ gett1ng a well-
balanced diet. o, ' p .
. a3 . 4
Older shoppers arge more ]1ke1y to rate heir own nealth as -~
“fair" or "poor" than younger shoppers., Nevertheless, ol
shOppers are more likely to believe everyone in_ tkeir hpﬁﬁe
hold is getting a. we]] balanced diet. ) N J/ s

2. In households where someone is believed not to be get;zhg a well-

cited by homemakers nor is there any one reason gi for that

balanced diet, there is not one family member tyhjygyhswstent1y
-person not getting & we]] ba]anced diet.

3. About half {47%) 6?\food shoppers report that/gg;ednelzn their house-

hold takes ‘witamins, “and respondents Most fpquéntly say that they,
themselves, are the vitamin copsumer in t hpusehold. In most cases,
surf, and not

for any par-

vitamins are taken a precapt1onary -
ticular dietary neé '

port they are trying to lose
rying to gain. In fact, 57%
fn their household is trying to

e dieting i$ being done under a

weight, while only 4% say they ar
sof homemakers report that someon
gain or lose weight. Few say
- doetor*s .care. / )

do the1n shopping once .a week (55%),
¢t food shopping (62%), and read ads for
Three-fourths say they looked for
s durin th81r last shdpping, and about four {n ten
i£ pricing (41%) or checked a list of§1ngred1-

[}
1

change in fheir foof shopping behavior over the last year, and
- these chajges mainfy incJude watching spec1a1s and using coupons,

Fey

2,83
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A _ Deve]opméni (Pretesting) : . —

Sampling and Interviewing = . . .

Data ;Processing {indices and scbreé) R - -~

1

¢’ - ' \ ' Codes for Open Ended Questions
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Guide to Statistical Significance of Survey Results -

SN

--Results of all surveys based on a sample of a population are subject tp .
! sampling tolerances. The probable 1imits of such telerances can be esti-
' mated by standard statistical methods. The sampling tolerances vary with
"1~the,sjzé of the sample and the size of the percentage points. For exampTe,
* in a sample of.1,664 interviews if an observed percentage resslt is 60%,

) the chan 5 are approx1mate1y 95 in 199 that the range 57% t6 €3% includes
" the true percentage for the entire universe. g
L] ‘ , .
Approximate Sampling Tolerances ,
.. 1\ g 105 20%  30%  40%
. or. or or. . or .
Size of Sample 90z 89% 70%  60%  50%
1,650 2% 2% 3 3% 3%
" 1,500 - - 2% 3% 3% 3% 3%
800 - . 3% 3% 4% 4% 4%
700 3% 4% 4% 5% 5% .
600 s 3% 4% 5% 5. 5%
s00 T 3% 4r 5% 5% 53
400 - 65 5% 6r— 639 s
300 4 6% 6% 73 7% |
. 200 5% 7% 8% 8% ‘9%,
* 100 - 79 10%  N% 0 t2% 12 .
<> \
- T
.! ' -
N
t ] ‘;' ‘ -
§ '
1"&
:
—;_l - ‘c '<
" 101 y /
’ :A%-: ) - \\
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Tolerances are also invoived in the comparison of results from.two sub=
groups of respondenfs covered by the study, such.as college educated
homemakers (497) and those with less than high school education {212). -
If an_observeéd percentage result is at or near 60% for one group and, say,

50% in the dbther, and one wanted to compare the above two groups, there
would have to be a ‘difference of -at least 10% in order for it to. pe .

~—

v considered a real difference and not based on chance alone. -
a . ) Dirfferences- Required for Si«_:')nificanc'e S
- ' r --® 105 20%  30%, 40% '
v/ ¥+ "’Size of Samples ' . or or or or . -
" _Compared- %03 80z 0%  60% .50% _
1,650 and 1,500 3 . 4 43 4 42 N
},5Q0 and 200 o -sz' I R 9% 9%
. 1,300 and 400 . _ - 4% 6% Tz T 72 , )
- 1,100 ang 500 22 sz ex 7 TR L*v“
, . 900 apd 500 4z 6z v 63 7 7%
‘ ' 200 . e 8. 9% 9% 10
' T 800 and 500 | a2 6x 73 7% T3 : '
400 T st e 73, T3 8%
- 700 and 600 e 6« 6 7% Tt
' C 00 5% 6z 7r 8% 8%
' 600 and 500 . - 4% 6t 7% 7% 8%
. e Tl moe T & o
* 500°and 500 . . 3% 6% 7%- 8% 8%
400 53 7% 8% 8% 8%
- e 200 -«------éz-«'-wﬁs%--f-'-«ga;««'--m%«---I;s%« : .
s .. T 4op'andééo St oy 73 e 9% 9%
) o ",..'apo B 62 8% . 9% 9% . 9%
200 ~ £ m.owx 08 mE
N 1 ; ) ! ‘ #
. - . s (' . ﬁ ‘ «
7 - .~ - . W
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8% ' = °
A total of Tour pretests was conducted dur1ng the developmenta] phase ' o
.of the study. ) .
‘Develdgpmental Pretests =~ - ) : . ' ,
4 ' . ) * - .\.

<. Pretest 1 to 3.- consisted of nine interviews conducted by members - oo

, s » of the Respgnse Analysis staff and experienced

’ ) . local interviewers. Interviews were conducted
\ in the central New Jersey area.

‘.

. " Pretedt 4 - was conducted in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, area
‘ by members ¢f the’ professmna] field staff>* Nine
1nterv1ews were done in late November 1974. -

The quest1onna1re was rev1sed and refined after each wave of develop-
mentdl interviewing.

»

i

300 Case Pretest’ ‘ ’ o o
e ¥

In Hay 1975 Response ﬁna]ys1s conducted a 100 case pretest of the entire
questionnaire and a statistical analysis was performed.* The members

* . of the Response Analyg1s field staff completed the pretest between’May ]

- ) and May 7, 1975 in four locations: Springfield, Massachusetts; Gadsden,
. - Alabama; Detroit, Michigan; and Salem, Oregon. Interviewers received

) compTete sets of instructions and evaluated .the interviewing experience

on separate forms. In addition to the pretest with 100 food shoppers, .

the*nutrition knowledge quiz was administered to 85 students in an in- N

troductory nutrition course at Rutgers University. The purpose of tifis
. pretust was -to: : < . ’

*

\

L]

" Perform an’analysis of the rev1sed trition
knowledge test on the 1975 quest1onna1re * . .
= PROVIGE SOME THATEAtIon oF the TAternal re- : . R
. liability of data collected’on the 24-hour ‘- '
§ : ' dietary intaké section. Data from this sec-
- tjon of the interview are- notxreported in - g
o P this volume. '

- ——

v
L .- h - » ' * . ¥

s 0 *1975 Nutrition, Sufvey, Item Analysis - Nutrit1on Knowledge Quiz,

. Dietary Intake Pre Analxsis," prepared for Division of Consumer

.. Studies, Bureau of Foo Food and Drug Administration, by Regponse
* . Analysis ‘Corporation, June 1975.
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. Samp11ng and interviewing

, ) ‘ - \4‘

“The data were -collected usi

a natiorial ‘probabi#ity- sample of house-
holds.

In each household, the interview was conducted with the house-

_ hold mémber most responsible for the food shopping. Face-to-face personal

interviews were conducted during July and August, 1975 with 1,664
main food shoppers. - . R oY

~ -
\ L
. .
.

.

o

Sample Design

, The Response Analysis Corporation national probability sample was
. _rused for this study. Sample locations and households and particular
individuals to be interviewed; were specified by the sampling plan ~
and by explicit.instructions te the interviewers. None of the se-
lection steps wefe left to the discretion of the interviewer. '

The sample desig’ included the following study‘requiéements:

. . R ~
A national sample of homemakers or persons mast
respohsible for the food shopping in thé house-

An oversampling of men who doat least half of
the food shopping -for the househpld.

A larger sample of homemakerg, male.and female, -
> who are in the under 50 age groug than would
normally gfcur in a probability sample.

Both of the latter two steps were taken to increase the size of thesé
groups for, analysis purposes. Shoppers 50 and older were sampled
. at different rates than they would normally occur. in the population.
. Details on this procedure aré provided later on page 93. The over-
sampling of males and the uadersampling of the 50 * age group was
compensated for by appropriate weights in the computer _processing
' of the study results so that total survey resultg would reflect the
oo bt A4 Er bt 00 - younger- and-older -adulis -ahd males and females
in thé study population, i.e., main food shoppers. — — .

+ -
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The'sequ

R ¢ ‘ - -
ence of steps used in the deve]opment of.the sample

included: - ° - .

) .v . ) - v '-/ - T
" DetaiTs-on each of these “steps.are provided in the following section.

~———

4 <

v
-

Selectwon of a nat1bna] sample of 103" primary
areas (counties or groups of counties) stratified
by, geograph1c region, type of community, and

" other populdtion character1st1cs j g

. Select1on of 600 .interviewing locations or
-+, .secondary-areas (Census enumeration districts
or block- groups) for the natiomal sample. .

Selection of specific sample segments in each
interviewing location for field administration
« of the survey.

. Screening of sample househotds to determine °
.+ Who thg main food shopper was and the shopper's
\age and sex.

-

~*
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- . . - ~—
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- Se]ect1on of Samg;e Areas for Nat1ona1 Sample .. ~

Primary areas were se]ected as fo]]Pws: , T ' /{ -
1. The entire area of the coterminous United States was first’divided =~ . .. &
. into approximatety 1,140 primary sampl1ng units (PSU's). Each PSU
. is a well-defined geograph1c unit, usual¥y a county or group of
counties wigh a minimum populat1on of 50,000 in 1970.- PSU's are
- of ‘two general types: (1), metropolitan areas, or parts of metro-
2 po]itan areas; and (2) other areas. )
2.° Th1rty—e1ght large PSU's were 1nc1uded in the sample as self-repre- ’
sent1ng primary areas. These include the 25 largest metropo]1tan
p) . areas in, the Un1ted States

-

3. A1l other PSU's were grouped into 65 strata, with an average stratum v
. " population of approximately 2,000,000 persons in'1970. Basic cri-’
teria used in the stratification procedure were:
L . " Geographic division (within a stratum, all PSU's are in the -
‘ same Qensus geograph1c d1v1s1on)
- -

Metropo]1tan or nonmetropo]1tan character (with the excep-

tion of a few counties, strata consist emtirely of metropoli-

tan areas or entirely of other counties).
. . These two strat1f1cat1on features “are employ®d in reg1ona1 and com-
. . 'mun1ty-s1ze ana]ys1s,_ .

Add1t1ona] stratification criteria included popu]at1on dens1ty, rate
of population growth, and industrial character1st1cs

4. One PSU was se]ectEd w1th probability proport1onate to populat1on
© size fr0m each of the 65 strata that included two or more PSU's.

~  Each of the 103 primary areas (38 selected as self- represent1ng areas,
plus 65 selected as a result of the stratification procedure)sis a rela-

. tively heterogeneous area. Most include city, town, suburban and rural Y
residents. SQme«irgunnimanin«smalJ"tnwnmnn«nuzal"hutmanavsexezalucounties --------------------
1n size : .
’ Hithln the 103- primary areas we have def1ned and selected 600 secondary
— areas or specific sample locations. Secondary areas in the RAC 'sample
are areas of approximately 2,500 population in 1970, A secondary~area ., .
. may be as small geographically as a block or two in.a densely popu?ated
‘portion of a c1ty or it may be an entire’ county or even larger-ina -, - .
spafsely populated rural area. - .
S AR . J '
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L0UG J
/

12 ~a . /
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Secondary areas ysually consist of a' number of Census administrative untts .
-- either enumeration districts or bleck groups. ~ Census microfilm records \1

have been used to define and select secondary areas. These.units were s¢=” -
lected with probability proportionate to population-size. A ’ . A

- . Y
’

. A sabsample of 200 interviewiﬁg lqcatﬁops’ﬁas se1ecxed'ﬁon.this study.

. -:s.\ . .

» - . .

«*

. . . . - . L

Il

T .o - .
_,Segment and Housing Ynit Assignments”. — .

. ! . o .
For all interviewing locations. selected for this study, trained interviewers

o had made rough field counts, usually in ‘segments of about 10 to 25 housing
: units, to dfvide block groups and enumeration districts into agministratively

convenient survey units. Detailed maps, instructions, and count. sheets
‘e . Were provided for those assignments. Segments were clearly defined geo- .
: graphic units bounded by streets,.roads, sfrqus, or other Tandmarks, 6f by |, N\
Lo specific starting and stopping addresses, - ' *

r

Probability proceédures were used to select one or more segments 7-‘?nc1udﬁﬂg :
. a total, of approximately 20 housing .unjts -- for each interviewing 1opation
. in thjs survey: . L ’ ‘ .-

¥4 N A
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B Prbcedur,e

Within Sample Housing Units:

e - 4

© 4 A "face sheet™ for each Q{ thewsdmp]e‘hcusing units provided the inter-
" viewer with' a' series of, s

eps with which to obtain a listing of household

X\ membéers age 18 or.older who do food shopping. If, for any of a variety
of reasons, there was not a main fpod shodper in the housefold, the inter-

view was Mot continued.. Rules were provi
responsible for the food shopping and for

ed to ascertain the person most

the food shopping was-shared equally by 'more than one member of the house-
hold. . - :

- /s
I ' il

To accomplish. the undersamp1in§ of the 50 year or older group and the
". oversampling.of males, special face sheets were used which instructed

‘the interviewer whether or not to Tnterview the main-food shopper in
", -the household. - ’ "

Ve C e . S ' . .

The relative sampling rates were (person first had to qualify by doing
at Teast half of the household's food. shopping): .

14

s

- . Males,under 50: interview all
- Males 50 +: interview onme half
Females under 50: interview 8'out of 11

determining: whom to interview 'if

.~

Females 50+: interview § oyt of 22- - .
. : 5. out T
/
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< 94 - ] y
- ‘w .. . .
- N y 1 » s "]
- ] , 4 A z
\ N - ’ s [
. .ot ] - L . R ~ L
- Interviewing Experience. ., .~ * . - . : . : .
. Y [ . . -
' - ’ -~ * .' “ ! - ’ , \ -
A R ‘ -, o ’ , .
. . A. *Field tlassification of housing units-assighed - ; -
- . ) . .-~ . , . - : ’ »e ¥ 7' 1
SRR Housing units assigned . - 4280 ¢
’ . . . I ;
. ) L Vacant - * - . . R
‘ . /‘ . N .
" - - . - Occupied ° ' / .
s - ‘ . ~ . &% s
. - - Nt et h ‘ ' . b 4 :
X \ . - 'S . . ~\" ‘3. . .
B. Field experience for occupied households o e
- R . - . * o .
- M . .- : . 8t .
R ‘ Occupjed households . 3956 .
v N R - * ) * -t '
) S C El{gibiljty for interview
..o . unknow ‘ ' 536 :
s A ’ . . .4 :
3 % - . s ie . “ . ‘
- Not eligibje for 1nte&1ew 1386 S
, . ™ : . . Eligible for interview 1994 , 2 .
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N
~

. / !
Eligiblerrespondents®

RS A P Interviews included in -
analysis

. ¥

o . Households ndt completed - -

N P (no one at home? refused
. - and other incompletes)

. g ™, -

D. Verification of

’
» ’

Completed Materiatls

P terviews used
. & 5

* ’

Number

analysis *~ Verified

1,664
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;A * - B

] 96 - . ~ g . .

_ . . - . o >
. . . . * M .

» ’

~ - . . . 0 » . .. . *

v -_ E. ;ngpietidn Rates . ’ : L - ¢
g 7 Co . : . ,‘ * Completed
' . . Eligible _Number %

Total National Sample - U - S ) U= B

;., A ; T ST r f’ ’
. . Region of United Statesg K ! .

N
- " .’
~ed o e

ve . “ s -
v . " MNortheast - 593. | . . 419 * ~ 70.7
: North Central ° ’ 660. - , . 463 . 70.2
South I 687. - 519 . 75.6
West , T 7 - . 263 - 611,

¢ ~

5 Type of Community .- = . : -

L. “Largest metrqpolitan C 71030 . g78 .  65.8
v Other metropolitan ~ . T 649 - 478 73.6 .
, il Non-metropolitan Tt 658 -. 508 77.2
tad . “ *
° i b ’ . ) . . ) ,’ )
5 The final weight facjor for edch respondent was the product of the age/ -
sex and location weights. . ' . ' » |
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Data Processing ° . . ‘ \ ‘

vy * N ;

i

%,

Weighfing Progedures .

« Two kinds_of weight"factors were_aﬁp]ied in the progessing of surveg
data to compgnsate-for the undérsamp]ing\ef homemakers age 50 and
older, the oversampling of men, andto adjust for differences in inter-

. view completion éxperience.

1. Age and sex weighting

7

: v T ., - Sefection® *  Weight .
. L Ratd . Factor
. ( T ', . - —
>+ .Male under 50 S LA 1.00
Male 50 or ghder . /2 2.00
-t Female-under 50> =~ = 8/11 1.38 ¢
.~™ws. Female 50 or older 3 . 4/11 275
" 2. Location weighting - ) , .
B e

] R - . s .
, Jo adjust .for differences in completion rate, each iniervigwing
T Toeatioqxﬁgs given a weight equal to ‘
. ‘-\" . f

estimated eligible respondents

. A completed interviews
-~ v .
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Description of Analysis Variables

1 a

T A. Region . \
‘ Region of the country

States grouped as Northeast (€ensus

England and Midd1d Atlantic) -
" . Maine, New Hampshire, Vermopt,

classifications of Hew

Massachusetts, Rhode ~

Houston

—_——— . L - - - ’

S § I

U |
wg_i:) ~ Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsyl-
vania : .
‘P.J - 3 T ! (\ ' tos '
. States grouped as North Central (Census classifications of
. East North Central and West North Central) : ;
Ohio, Indiana,!I11inois, Mithigan, Wisconsin, Minne-
sota; lowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota,
‘ ‘ ‘Nebraska, Kansas
. ) H ] .
" States gﬁﬁhped,as Sodth (Census tlassifications of Séuth
- &  Atlantic, EBast South Central, and West South Central)
. _ Delaware,.Mﬁry]and, District of Columbia, Virginia,
 Mest Virginia, North Carolina, South Carelina,
Georgia, Florida, Kentucky, Tennessee, ATabama,
Mississippi, Arkansas, touisiana,@klahoma, Texas
- T L] .
) ) States grouped as West (Census classifications of Mountain
’ T and Pacific) ' : .
o Montana, ldaﬁo, Wyoming, €olorado, New Mexico,
- Arizona, {tah, Nevdda, Washington, Oregdn, €ali-
/ - , fornia .
_ ' - ' ‘
- B. Population Density
. < .
Large metro area includes the top 25 Standard Metropoligan Sta-
: tistical- Areas (SMSA): . . . - ‘
. ” Hew Yo}k' h Newdrk .
: . . Los Angeles . Minneapolis-St. Paul
. : €hicago . g - Dallas, ’ ‘ g
.- Philadelphia . Anaheim-Garden Grove-Santa Ana ’
L Detroit ’ Seattle
San Frdancisco . Milwaukee .
Washington . _ Cincinnati -
* Boston 3 ) Atlanta
, . Pittsburgh Paterson-C]ifton-qusaic
. . \. St. Louis Buffalo
. Baltimore . San Diego
“ Cleveland * Miami

* .

e
.
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C. HNutrition Knowledgé Score ' o .
Low = 0-64 points _ e
. Medium 65-82_points (Maximum poss1b1e z 134 -
. H}.gh g3+ pomts ) actual maximum = 1 5) )
. !
) *.Respondents received one point for each cerrect answer on the know]-
\ ) edge questions. Scores are based on the questions on the following
’ ~“page! Correct answers are circled. . .
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100 :
* r
* Scoring Key **
1. Hutrients easy and hard for the body to get . .
2. Nutrients stored by the body.. . . \
1. ' . 2.
‘' a. PROTEIN EASY-TO GET °  1.BODY STORES
\ : : HARD TO GET- DOES HOT STORE
= _ g 3 HOT SURE NOT SURE
R b. VITAMIN A 31 EAsy 10 GET @ 50DY STORES
| : 2 HAPD TO.GET  » 2 DOES K01 5T0PE
\ - ’ 3 KOT SURE 23 Pt auké
U c. THIAMIN (VITAHIN 3,) @ EASY TO GET 1_BODY STCRES
, - 2 HARD TO GET @ DOES KT STCPE
- L .;_ .3 NOT SURE NOT SURE
d. FAT (1) £asy TO BET @ 30DY STORES
~ % HARD T0 GET + DOES 1T 3307t
f / L 3 NOT SURE 5 Phor suRe &
. e. CARBOMYDRATES : (1) easy 70 GET ]__80DY STORES , - ;
. ' : 2 HARD TO GET @ DOES HOT STORE
o . 3 KOT SURE NOT -SURE
f. RIBOFLAVIR (VITAMIN B,) Q@) easy T0 GET 1 BODY STORES
) , % HARD TO GET @ DOES. K0T 'STGPE
) 3 HOT SURE ~ 4 NOT SURE .
‘ g. VITAMIN C ¥ 1 EAsY TO GET.  1_BODY STORES .
. 7 .2 HARD 70 GET  * (2) DOES XOT S7OPE
i 3 NOT SURE HOT SURE
h: IRON . . 1 __EASY TO GET (1)) ooy sTonES -
) S HERD TC GET 2 0ES ol STORE
' ‘ ~ 0 NOT SURE 3 KOT SURE
i. VITAMIN D EASY TO GET @ BODY STORES ’
y - HARD TO GET 2 D0ES K0T sxre'
/ % HOT SURE © - 3 NOT SURE
, j. calcim e JEASY TBGET @ BODY STORES
\ - " @ HARD- T0™6ET. 2 DODES HOT STCPE _
-1 S KOT SURE - 3 NOT SURE
/ - J/ * . . .;.» ¢
- "% Item noﬁ fncluded irr,s@_" o ) -
. **See page 107 for sources used to develop Nutrition Knovnedge Score.
« ’ ) S - . c—
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3. Foods having a lot of the same benefits as .miTk . . .

<

DO NOT HAVE

r\r

101

HAVE A LOT OF
SAME BENEFITS A -LOT OF THE
. ;.S MILK SAME BENEFITS
. .
“a. FISH D 2 ‘
“b. RICE’ ‘ @
*¢. ORANGES [O)
“d. ' CHIGKEN, L 2.
e. WHITE POTATOES - @
f. CARROTS @
' g, EGBS ] 2 g
h.  KACARONI 1L e ®
) . PORK AND BEARS O .2 »
L i
SR BROTCOLT M @
L k _:5;AHUT BUTTER | Q) )
> COTTAGE CHEESE QO - 2
A
.- 4. Hilk is a good source of . . . -
1 * t
g HILK )
MILK IS IS NOT"A

.
ra
o
badi

9.

+
. - i
- -
. L]
. .
. .
.

o

VITASEH A

. THIAMIN (vITAMIN B,)

RIBOFLAVIN (VITAMIN B
VITAMIN ¢
VITAMIN D -
PROTEIN
CARBOHYDRATES'
FAT

IRON

CALCIUM

o)

GOOD SQURCE GOOD SOURCE

1 @

1 O
n:® ’ 2<
PO
Yk
Yo g
L1 @
@ 2
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.+ 5. MilK'is important for . . .

@ 7 o
3

, . S . MILK 1S MILK IS
\ T IMPORTAHT  KOT IMPORTANT

, a, FORTHEEYES - . .  .'% 1 ® -
. b. FOR STRONG TEETH AND BONES .. (D) 2
P c.” FOR BUILDING BODY TISSUE ® 2
5 d. FOR BUILDIKC BLOOD CELLS _ @ v
~ e. FOR FIGHTING INFECTIONS 1 )
: 5 =+ f. FOR THE NERVOUS SYSTEM ~ @ 2
N d. FOR HEALTHY SKIN 1 @ -
6.: 'Foodé having a lot of the same benefits as beef . . .
! e - * ° ‘ _ N ﬁ -
= HAVE:A LOT OF DO NOT HAVE
SAME BENEFITS A LOT OF THE
P - | _ASBEEF _ SAME BENEFITS
T a. FIsh o 2
) b, RICE (¢ 1 B)
.' , C" Omﬁ‘{s ) ‘ } ? @ ) B
4. CHICKEN "3 ® _ 7. ~
A . e. WHITE POTATOES 1 ®
’ f. CARROFS * . 1 D)
g. 865 . - . @ 2 .
. h. MACARONI o P ® ‘
_ i, PORK AND BEANS ® 2 :
' " §. . BROCCOLI 1 ® K
/A k. PEAMUT BUTTER Q) 2
V.. COTTAGE CHEESE ~ @) .. . 2
~ ‘ .- %b" “ ’ ..
) ~ ; Fof _.\ -
/ e -
. _ ) ~ \
- - » ° _ — N . o * _
AT § ¥ A
I Ly




7.

8.

I ]

- . \:\‘

a. YITAMIN A

b, THIAMIN (VITAMIN B,)

c. RIBOFLAVIN (VITAMIN B,)
d.— VITRHIN C.

e. VITAMIN D'

f. PROTEIN

9
h A3

i, N - °

§. CALCTUM °

e

. CARBOHYDRATES

Beef-is importarnt for . L

=

FOR THE EYES

a \__1'
b. FOR STRONG TEETH AND BONES 1
c. FOR BUILDIRG BODY TISSUE - . @
" d. FOR BUILDING BLOOD CELLS ®
1
1
1

e. FOR FIGHTING INFECTIONS

f. FOR THE KERVOUS SYSTEM g

g. FOR HEALTHY SKIH

, Lot 103

's \
: BEEF '
BEEF IS 1S KOT A
600D SOURCE GOOD SOURCE
p @) -
1 @ -
- @ .
1 ®
1 @ Ty
O 2
1 @
0) 2
[ @ ‘2 "'
1 @.
.,’,:
BEEF IS - BEEF IS

IMPORTANT HOT IMPORTANT

\,

[EI B

el
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~ 9. Foods having a lot of the same'benef"rts—as—tomatees—%-..—.
: : 4 v . Los ' VT
- HAVE A LOT'OF  DOES NOT HAVE :

v, SAME BENEFITS A £OT OF THE ol
_AS TOMATOES  SAME BENEFITS '

o © A FISH . ’ : =7

1
RICE 1

o o

{
o

a . ORANGES . @
CHICKEN 1
WHITE POTATOES (D)
CARROTS )
EGGS

Bon

-

Y

1

HACARONI .
PORK AND BEANS L
]

1

.
P

BROCCOLI ~ . ®
PEANUT BUTTER- .
COTTAGE CHEESE

.

[}
- X . T -4 D O
- - - - -« . - -« L ]

OO ~ OO~ ~ O~ OO

"10; Tomatoes are a good source of ... . _
) { e ) [ i : “
L . T TOMATOES >

. . " TOMATOES ARE 1 ARE NOT A
\ . BOOD.SOURCE ™ 600B, SOURCE”

» . -

VITAMIN A . § ®. .o
THIAMIN (VITAMIN B,) . 1 ’

RIBOFLAVIN (VITAMIN B,) - 1

VITAMIN C , ®

. i

1

1

1

1

1

a o o o’
.« s =

S ‘e, VITAMIN D i
- PROTEIN . '

CARBOHYDRATES -

r ¥

IRON’

. 3. CcALCIGM .

>~/

®@€§®®~@@~

.
S

n
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. ;4 1. ToIatées are igportant for - '

e .. TOMATOES ARE TOMATOES ARE
‘ IMPORTANT _, - NOT_IMPORTANT

) y al FORTHEEYES ~ . - - Q@ 2

bl FOR STRONG TEETH AND BONES 1 ®

> ) . FOR BUILDING BODY TISSUE T ()

d. FOR BUILDING BLOOD CELLS -« - } - @

\e FOR FIGHTING INFECTIONS ® 2

) FOR THE NERVOUS SYSTEM ? 1 ®

9.t FOR HEALTHY SKIN Q) 2

- T )

- -

12.  Foods having a lot of the same benefit} as enriched bread . . .

¢ s

K HAVE A LOT OF DOES.MDT HAVE |,
* ‘ SAME BENEFITS A LOT OF THE
5 AS BREAD ENEFITS
= 7
a. FIsH S 1. @ \/
, b." RICE - @ 2 ‘ ,
. c. ORANGES 1 @ ‘
’ &+ d. CHICKEN 1, @ -
£ 7 Te wameedmaroes /@ 0 T 2,
. -7 v CARROTS o @ .
R g.-EG6S - T ] @
S h. MACARONI - @ |2
T 1. PORK AND BEANS . 1. . @
R 3. BROCCOLI R
S k. PEANUT BUTTER 1 @ - i
. 1. COTTAGE. CHEESE ' 1 N0
. . ¢ : o
] A
» ’; . -
!"/' ,‘\ "*
¥ . - 12’:}
. - v




13. Enriched breadlis a good source of v
— ) L7 ‘ - , )
\ . P . BREAD
L PR R . BREAD IS - IS NOT A
SINNE - L ‘ .~ G00D: SOGRCE goda‘ﬁuace
B ' B VITAMIN A . »\ - @
oo obe THAMIE (viTAnm B, N @1 L2
* ¢, RIBOFLAVIH (VITAMIN B,) - ® 2.
dooVITMINC .  — > .1 @
e VITAMIND. & S NOR
f. PROTEIN . - - 3 @
] g. ‘CARRDHYDRATES Q.- 2,
b RaT RS R OF
. 1. IRON ® e
) - . Ji. CALCTUM Lo ®
: 16 Lm;nad_.brm_impma+ oprsrrs '
. e ) . . ~
~ L BREAD IS BREAD IS
© .7 IMPORTANT. HOT IMPORTANT
a. FOR-THE EYES ] @
- b, FOR STROME. TEETH AND BOKES 1 O
2 FOR BUILDING BODY TISSUE Q¥ 2
d. FOR BUILDIHG BOOD CELLS (D)° 2
e. 'FOR FIGHTIHG INFECFiHS O
f. FOR THE NERYOUS SYSTEM - _ (D) 2 e
’ g. FOR HEALTHY SKIN 1\ @
| - : ' !
- t . / -
a o
- ' N 12;

|
'y
4
LS
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- D, Se]f-Cb?cgpt -- Nutrition Knowledge v
-5 High = 10,9,8,7 points S ——
" Medium = 6,5 points . ' ' :
- ‘.‘: -~ Lew =T433;g;1 pojntsf- N . ) B n‘
| Scale is as follows: - LN L

& 1 A\
“Th1s is a nutrition scale.» On the top end is where «
) professional food scientists and professional dieticians
r . would o, On the other end'is where you would put people
: who. know almost nothihg-about nutrition. Please give me
an idea of, where you would go on-this scate. Just givg -
" me the number;between 1 and 10 that shows aboutswhere you

7 fit."
‘ i ' T 'V
. ] \ Lo " A lot~(food scientists; home
“ economisys Mdieticians)
' >
e LT o s ) Quite.a bit N~ = ]
-t - ' &

“Some "

s

Not too much , |

F . . "
.\ - -

.
L]
7z
AR | Gl B oo‘xo:o
-,
~
,
.

] L 'A]most nothing E
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“E. Socioeconomic Status. )

’

“Medium = 8-10 points : - 2,

‘S ’
High = 11-15 points

.

Low-= 4-7 points ‘ S e

-

1.

»

*The score was based on the information pertaining to the chief wage
earner if possible.
. the chief wage earner, then the hoiemaker's

:: Score based on following questions:

nplease tell me which-of these comes closest to what
(the chief wage earner does/you do). Just.give-me

the number."*

- Points
. Professional/technical

Managers/officers

Other white collar

Blue collar ~ °

Housewife

Temporarily unemployed

Retired . .

Not reported . D

W W W WM W

"What is thsggjghest grade~for year) of school N
(the chief wWdJe earner hag/you,have) completed?"*

Points

College graduate or beyond

Some college

High schodl graduate

High school incomplete . -

Less than high school

qNot reported . .

W =R WO,

-~

"Could you tell me approximately whit your total family

income was last year before taxes? Just give the letter
from the J1ist."” T L -

. e

- » "Points

»

-

-

$20,000. or more

$15,000 to $19,999

3 0 to $14,999

$ 5,000 to-$ 9,999
* Under $5,000

Not reported

W =N W0
4

T

If sufficient information was not available on
OCCUpa;ion and/oyveduda-

2%f§qn-was.inc1uded in the score.

‘5

o

--f_*12<;:

L]
.
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Food ‘Beliefs Index

Well informed = 4-§ points

'y Co
Not well informed = 0-3 points ¢

’

"Score based on the following questions:

5

1.

Most people can

if they just eak things they like.

2. Any food from a supermarket is good
for you. } .
.3."  Between meal foods are never as good
\Es—ﬁi for you as the food that you get at
. regular meals,

4, Weighing the right amount you are prop-

erly nourished.

‘5.  Canned'or frozen vegetables are as:
nutritious as fresh vegetables.
- —— )
6. Is added vitamin C as beneficial as
fresh vitamin C?

enough nourishment

, depe

‘Disagree or
~ depends = 1 point

= -1 point

Disagnee or
s = 1. point

’ - L
Disagree = 1 point
Disagree or-

depends = 1 point
R .

Yes = 1 point
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G. ggfeful Shoppey Score

Low = 0-2 points o
Medium = 3-4 points
: . ® . .
. . High = 5-6 paings . >
:Score b)sed on.the following ~
o 1. Made a Tist before last main shopping. Yes = 1 point
N 2. Read adg for specials-at home befofe last fstT""”/"v/’
, ‘main shopping. o/ Yes = nt
.- 8. -Checked 1ist of ingredients on cans or .
) packages last time’did main food shopping. Yes = 1 point 7
" 4. Or . .. "Ever" checked 1ist of qingre- '
Y _dients. Yes = 1 point
) ' . 5. :‘Eookéd for unit price last time in store. Yes = 1 point 7]
’ . 6: _ Looked for open dating last time did main
- food* shopping. Yes = 1 point
- Lo . .
7} “Have used nutrition labels before. Yes = 1 point
. H.. Edication » .- o . )
, : Respondents ﬁhg had’ education beyond high school were included in the
o . " c61lege group which ranged from some college through the advanced
L college and professional degree level. _
T ' e i
, iy
¢ . * — 7
= -5 [ » . sl _‘f‘ 'Sf
- i - H ) N -
; N ;;‘ . . -~
- * - (/ﬂ R - . ’;*‘f) T r
. e, | ’., * . .wf‘
S e . v/ - ‘- ‘..,x:ua;qﬁ' » . -
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. CODES USED TO ANALYZE SELECYED - ‘ i
) _ OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS _ -
1. "On which kin'ds; of food or.beverages have you ‘
. made use of these (nutrition labeling) labels?®
’ * ‘ . . hY
, ] g 2. “Why,don't youw thirk you'll be using this kind,
Lk : v of information (nutrition labels)?" . K
’ 1
., )
. <.
¢ L - ) ’
r [ ~
P 4
Y . v Jf" -
0. \ . )
IS . N b x o - - b L.
1 4 o~ -
- <. T o1gy
e - _‘_EA —-— _‘..ﬁ—_ '._‘_ - -
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On which kinds ;? foods or-ﬁeverages,have you made use of thse labels?

. 4 =
'

ot

' MILK & MILK PRODUCTS:  cheese; ice cream; sour cream; cottage cheese

MEAT/POULTRY/FISH: ~canned meat; tuna; shrimp;.coineh beef hash

*
)
N

L]

. ] - 3 GhAIR PRGBQCTS: bread, ce;eal; pa;ta; noodles; crackers; rice

. 4 YEGETABLES

.
E

. ' L £ '
" 5 FRUITS: fruit cocktail
4, o T . ‘e _
LA "6 BEVERAGES (RON-DIETETIC): ~juices, soft drinks; iced tea; Kool
‘ Aid; Gatorade - o <i
p A‘> . 7. DIETETIC: soft drinks, etc.; diet colas; Diet Pepsi
. 8 . BABY FOODS
* t9 ERO7EN. PACKAGED, PREPARED FOODS: boxes of pudding; casseroles;
e Breakfast Squares; instant potatoés; Jell-0; canned stew; canned -
: - goo@s;(non—specific) . . M . .
- 4 0 FATS: - .butter, ﬁérgarine, oils, shortening; salagd dressing; ’
. : mayonnaise .~

'
v R
» ' ~. . . . _ ‘0
. - >
. .
.

, \
s . . ..X_ HISCELLANEOUS

Y DON'T KiOW/NO ANSHWER \\ e .

-
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" Why don't you think you'll be using tﬁis'kmd of information (nutrition labels)?

’

-
» R -

* A

1 1 DON'T UNDERSTAND THEM: Too much wording, too complicated;

s N " T don"t understand all that stuff about vitamins, calories,

and all that stuff.; °.

-

’

2 HON'T CHANGE MY HABITS/BUY WHAT I LIKE, WHAT I'VE ALWAYS USED:
I've always eaten-what I wanted to and don't think about it .
o * too much; I buy food I'm used to buying and 1?&2 to eat’; even if
L did I stil11 have been eating this way for yéars and nutrition
abeling would not help me; don't comparison shop and try lots
of new things; I won't be changing my way of buying or cooking
after all these years. .

ht ]

3 " -

3 . HOT_INTERESTED IN USING THEM: * Because don't pay attention to it;
L} 1t™s not important to me; don't use inforation on nutrition too

mich; I go to buy a cah of ‘beans? I don™t go to read labels,

4 TAKES T00 MUCH TIME: I probably would not take the time to read
- 7 . . abejs; don't have patience to analyze each detail; it would take
J too long to shop, - , ) »

=

) 5 ALREADY HAVE SUFFICIENT NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE/DON'T NEED LABELING:
i - Fost people know what they-are getting without Tabeling 1t; I know
: . raughly the nutrition content, I don't bother to look on the cans;
’ I fee¥ 1 balance'my meals now. : .

.rs .

6 ) DON'T BUY FOODS WITH NUTRITION LABELING: I Buy fresh meats, fresh
. vegetables and don’t. buy many packaged products any more. -
) ' -7 il A ! ‘
-7 . DON'T HAVE ANY SPECIAL DJETARY NEEDS

L4 ~ .
8 ] ‘t‘zﬁﬂ GET BALANCED MEALS WITHOUT NUTRITION INFORMATION ‘(Don't need
. . nutrition knowledge]: S sucn a variety of fqods available

- that youget your normal mutrition anyhow; I assume throughout the
week whatever I will make will balance out. '

.,

" 7 . _OTHER

Y - DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

.. 123 :
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" " otes on Detailed Tabulatjons | ‘ -

- . ”

vt Zach question included in the survey’is‘analyzed by twq banners:

) Janner 1 ) Banner 2° A
c Age: ' Socioeconomic Statust T
. 1
18‘25 . N Low . . -
18-34 - - . B ‘Médium s
.35-49 . ’ - . High
. " 50 dr over . ,
' - Race
Education: . o,
’ White, other
. Less than high school .~ Black
. High school graduate .
College . - Nutrition Knowledge*
Region* - Low 1
S . . . Fedium
Northeast: . High :
- North Central .
South , . } Self-Concept -- Nutrition Knowledge*
West: ’ ‘ ‘
- i . Low
Pdpulation Density* Fedium
. ‘ High
Large metro ) ‘
- Other metro Food Beliefs*
Non metro .
: ‘ . Hot wetl informed .
Sex . Well informed
Male . N d Careful Shopper Score* -
) * Female . -
- - L - ' Low °
- ) B . R P ) 1 . . MEdium
s . - .. ) High
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Frequency data

Detailed tabulations show unweighted frequencies for homemakers (actual num-
. bers of cases) for each-subgroup. In the_tables, these data are usually the
first 1ine of data fﬁ?—ﬁ;question and arg designated as "number of inter- .
views." 7 - e ‘ a .
The second Tine at the top of the tables, designated as "weighted total®
identifies the weighted frequencies. Probability sample data are conven-
tionally weighted ?that is, some classes of respondents are counted as more-
or less than thejr actual numbers in the sample) in order to adjust the sam-
ple so that it better reflects the population fromwhich it is drawp. Pex-
- centages are tabulated from the weighted data. The frequency entries in
2ach cell of the tables are weighted frequencies.

. Bescriptions. of the weighting procedures are on page 97,

\,
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. Interviewi rﬁ/Hatef'i als
[ -

”» -
’ ’ . v .

Selected Exhibit Cards

* ’ - Card D: Nutrition Scale ,
- 4 for self-rating -
S ’ : _of nutrition
. knowledge

. C Card G: Sample nutrition -
. - e label : : :

¥’,
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- - NUTRITION SCALE .
ABOUT HOW MUCH DO YOU KNO ABOUT NUTRITION?
C A _ FooD SCIENTISTS
X ‘ ) ALOT - 10 HoMe EcoNoMISTS
) -~ S _ DIETICIANS
- ’ - / ' — g
QLI/TE A - )
- COBIT (Y8 '
T \_ 7
r 6 )
- SOME { | |
: 5 .
. .
7 Py — 4 ~
, NoT T00 -
( THUGH T 3
- ‘// - “L ?—
T ALMOST
. NOTHING ;1
:}Zj - - .
,\ 133°
. _ - — -9
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Sample Labe}. R}
. \ - ‘. ¢ |

) i NUTRITION INFORMATION

. Per Servmg
5F "Serving size = 8.0z.
Servings per contalner = 2
Protein ...... e tieaenenereaaenen Ceeene .
Carbohydrate ...............ccc0iiiinen
(Percent of Calories from fat = 53%) '

) Polyunsaturated* ...7...... e 22¢g
o Saturated .................eeees e " 9g .
e Cholesterol* (20 mg/100 g) ....... e 40 mg,

7 - Sodium (365 mg/100g) ...... VAN 810 mg
. X ‘ ’
: Percentage of U.S. Recommended Daily
e - Allowances (U.S. RDA)
S Protein ...:....... 5 Niacin) ............ ‘
) Vitamin Bs ........
(|, JORR Vttamm B1z .........
- N
. b -#information on fat and cholesterol contentis pro-
. vided for individuals who, on the advice of a phy-
‘ ’ sician, are modifying their total _dietary intake of
- fat andcholesterof . - .
- _ ' ' . 13 % 7
R B ) o ) Y
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- ‘ T ' A
"INTRODUCTION = =

During 1973, Response Analysis condie¥ad a nationwide study for the Food

/dnd Drug Administration which provided information on hutrition knowledge,
beliefs about nutrition, and reactions to the concept and features of nu--
tritio%]abeﬁng among £888*Shoppers. In 1975, a subsample of 607 respon-

- dents wAs reinterviewed with questionnaires nearly identical to those used

in.1973. 3 ’ .
. » i g& . ‘

co . - .
Objectives i § ¢

The main object{Ve of the 1973 survey was to obtain a basetine measurement
of nutrition knowledge and attitues among persons primarily responsibie
for houséhold food purchases. A& principal objective of the panel study:is

to examine the formation, change, and development of attitudes, beliefs,
" and knowledge about nutrition. -

4

Approach T W

‘A panel study wh1éh collects information on idenif&a] sets *®0f questions
* from the same sample on two or more occasions permits the estimation of the

‘extent of gross: change 1n’the_popu]at{on. “The panel study in this.instance
atteppts to answer thrée questions: .

3 <

¢ What kinds of people are 1ikely to shiﬁ{dl: i-e., which
demographic subgroups? . )

Why do theségghifts take place -- what are ihe’(
predictive variables which change over ime -and have }
impact on knowledge, belfefs, and pracfices?

®.

] &n what directions are $hifts made -- 1.e;, are shoppers
 -gaining or losing knowledge?

”»

: ° he . ) » a ‘; '
One limitation of the panel study described herein is the problem of' con~. -
- tamination or conditioning in connection with successive measurement.*

This conditioning, contaminating, or educational effect may take at least
two forms:. . . - . .

. . - o .
» s s N

..~ ® Panel partic pation may increase the respondent's aware:
-+« ¢ . ness of the tssue covered by the ‘survey -- e.g., questions

pow about nutrition labeling might cause a respondent to be .

" .+ more aware,of labeling.\ This awareness, then, could be
. * attriputable efther tb an education campaign -or to the
v ,;;:2est1on1ng'proc355§ .

®~—The respondent's 1ﬁ3ti 1 statement of attitudes, opinions,
-~ and betefs.may lead him to provide ‘answers to the second ® .
.:i measure ;that are consistent with the first.’ ’

. <«
N . 1 . ¢
- "
.y .

_*PTeasé see the Apﬁend1§ forl'a discussion. of panel®effacs,

r]
A3 -




-

_*Respondent turnover (changes in one direction plus those in an opposite

direction) is assessed, throughout this report. We are also interested in
evaluating net changes within the panel group (changes in one.direction
subtracted from changes in the opposite direction). -

Both typologies (net and gross change)-may be found in this document.

Host tables. treat both gross and qﬁf.ih&age. ‘We have* included measures of
the marginal results for each year j.e., the total proportion reporting °
an attitude in 1973 and thé total proportiom reporting that attitude in~

- 1375. The difference between these results is the net changé from 1973 to
~* 1975. - . -

- We aIs&x?epopt the proportion providing identical responses on both mea-

sures, Taking the.difference between this figure and the 1973 marginal re-
sult plus the difference- between thé figure and the 1975 marginal result
equals the proportion of changers or shifteri between measurements. See

-pages ifi-vi for examples of how to read of this type.

Only a limited number of the total questionstdsked in the panel. question- '
naire were bdth of analytic interest apd amenable to measurement of.change.
The subset of questions analyzed was selected by Respotse Analysis in con-
junction with the Division of Consumer~Studies of the FDA. ,

These data are amenable to séveral analytic techniques which measure "re-
peated measures" data. One such technique, the "turnover table" of

switchers, is detailed in the Appendix. Tables found in_this. report are
descriptive in nature. See the Appendix for sampling tolerances for use
in ascertaining statistical significance of findings. A

>

.
.

Research’ Methods

S

— -

“Sampling and Interviewing:

The data wereréiahered by. means of a panel sample of people who
participated in the Nationwide Nutrition Study conducted in 1973.
These data were collected using a national probability sampie of
households. The panel sample was stratified by three groups frdm
the-ogiginal sample: respondents in-high, medium, and low nutri-
tion &rowledge groups. ~-
Personal face-to-face interviews were conducted beginning in _
-- July and concluding in September 1975. During that period, 607
interviews were completed. : R

*

o .[fIﬁstrumeﬁﬁ; i -
« .1 .

o

= The survey used one questionnaire for all interviews in two waves.

» - This questionnaire, except for a few minar changes, was the same

as that used in‘'the 1973 study, so comparisons of 1973 and 1975
data could be made. -
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> Explanation.of Gross and Net Change

This report contains references both to gross change and net change -between
’ : the initial interview in 1973 and the panel interview in 1975. .

Gross thange is the proportion of shoppers résponding in different
ways in 1973 and 1975. 1In this report, gross changes are the sum
of two figures. For example:

- Changes from a "negative" response in 1973 to a

"positive” response in 1975, plus .
i .- Changes from a r'Egsitive" response in 1973 to a

"negative” response in 1975.

Net change is the difference between the two figures.

C

>
Ilustration: . ‘ i
22% of shoppers changé from “negative" to “"positive" v
9% of shoppers change from "positive" to "negative"
- :, (The remaining 69% of shoppe;s:give the i..f
" same answer both years -- d&jther "posi- o +
. tive" both years, or "negatiVe" both ’ )
years.) ‘ ) _
Gross change = 22% + 9% = 31% ) ‘ - -
T Net change = 22% - 9% = 13% - .
A - . *
B The net change of 13% is-also the increase in percentage
‘ points in shoppers responding in a positive direction, as
. . Shown on the following page. : . : .
~ - . ) ‘ . 4
‘ - / g
d .
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- : Examp]e of Gross.and Net Changg .- g ;

o 3
- " The. foﬂowing exyg}gcan be used tp develop gross and net change.

e, .
5 .
. * . M e

| | Table § o
o . ‘ SR T, Prefer Nutrit'lon Labeling =
ot . ] ) : '

o e €. s v 6 :
- . - Total Yes Ro . I~ o
| ' . “Total T00%, 285 : N

SE 1975 Yes 41z 9% (2)

- - " \\: o > k" ’ ‘ -~ ; -
LT Mo . 59% \
. In this example, the top row represehts tptal. 1973 shoppers, those re-
-sponding "yes" “in ]973 (283;), and those responding “no" in 1973 (72%).

The Teft cotumn repr*esents total 1975 shoppers, those responding "yes"
_in 1975 (41g), and those r ponding Mno" in 1975 (59%).

#qures are 'thé shoppers who changed:

- "np 10,1973 to "yes" in 1975 - o
S from yes" in 1973 to no” in 1975 - T \ R

Tf“.:. e

o ', ) -_The gross’ ,hange or* ‘sum- of the\two figures is 31%.
e 8
‘The gt change,?,n’r‘* difference between the two ﬁgures 1s 13%. .

o The net changesof 13% is also he’ differénce in per- .
. centage points in. the overall distrigufion of shopper
..responses, -~ ° :

~ - -

v "¥es answers 1ncrease from 28% to 41% ' ( -

l B ‘_7 - ® - Eﬂo’.‘ —answers Qecrease from 72%. to 59% °

L 4




Examp1g of How to Read Tables in This Report

In our report, most tables follow this format:

X ,v\\2> . T : Table II

Percent Preferring Nutrition Labe1in§ .

a—

=

~

’ : ’ . Same Respgnse
: . 1973 1973 and 1975 . 1975
©o28% - 9% 41%
- 1 1 &

A full.table of gross and net change can be deve1oped using these three

proportions
| L - Table IIT

. e, ‘ ‘ ﬁrefe; Nuirition Labeling .
. ’ . N - 1973 T
o " Total 100% 283 7%

' 1975 Yes 413 1% 2%

No 9% . 9% 50% \\\\~__~’///

This table.fs derived as follows: ,
N ~ -

X Top. row -- ‘
- ' o 100% is the total panel.
¥ o . 28% said "yes" in 1973 rom Table _
~* e 72% is the difference be een 1008 nd is c
ST T the proportion who said-fno" in 1973 )
- Hiddle oW -~ - . :]
e =7 e #41%'said *yesd in 1975 {from-Table 1) _
toL e 19%:52id "yes\jn both 1973-and 1975 {from Table II). _
' T - e .22% said "no" if 1973 an "yes" in 1975, and can be ~ -
, - I -calculated by subtracti g the percent saying "yes" -
wei \"’/'3 both years from the percent saying "yes" in 1975.
. ot %_‘; . . . - ] 7 . . A -+ ';, )

~__:_-_-_“-__ .. _ . B ,14“.{‘.‘ _ . ] '




- . . Bottmrow-- - ¢ : _ :
’ o 59% said "no" in 1975, and is the differelice between. '
100% and those saying "yes" in 1975

S e 9% said “yes" in-1873 and "no" in 1975, and can be
. calculated by subtracting the-percent saying “yes"
both years from the percent saying "yes¥ in 1973,

- ' . ) 50% safd “no" both years, and can be calculated by
taking-the difference between 100% and the sum of: .

- - percent "yes" both years
- percent-"yes" 1973 and “no" 1975
. - percent “no" 1973 and “yes" 1975
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& i | HIGHLIGHTS ///A//

Nutrition Knowledge and Information U

1. ﬁ in 1973, a nutritio?n knowledge score was calculated.for panel re-
spondents. HMore than four in ten shoppers scored differently in

- . 1975 than in 1973. One-fourth of the panel shoppers scored higher, ' v
18% scored lower, resulting in a net knowledge 1pcrease of 7%. ’

- Younger shgppers gaified more in nutrition knowledge than |
o~ older shoppers. High socioeconomic status and college

educated shoppers were also more likely to increase their

‘nutrition knowledge.’ ,

' 2, JLontrary o the ‘actual knowledge score changes, colltege educated
shoppers were 1ikely to decrease their self-rating of nutritien
knowledge ‘while those with less than a high school education were
Tikely to increase their self-rating. .

*

Opinions about Food and Rutrition |

p 3. Providing families.with nourishment and saving money on food prices;,

* are two of the most important food-related concerns to shoppers &’
both i 1973 and 1975. . o :

The importance of&oviding families with nourishment
actually increased 9% among panel shoppers. .

4. About one-tHird of the panel shifted their beliefs about the equiva- _
lency of added and natural vitamins. The net result was a 3% increasé _
in the proportion correctly responding that they were, qqually beneficial -

-

: ,"/ 5. The belief that a vitamin pil1 can make up for missing breakfast was
) - rejected by the_same proportion of shoppers each year (81%).

B 6. On an "index of food beliefs,’ about two-thirds of the shoppe}s scored
v - differently’ in 1975 from 1973 -- 30% lower and 37% higher -- a net in-
: crease of 7%. | ’ .

. <
7. "The shopper proportion believing that the federal government makes,
sure food "advertising is honkst increased from 58% to 65%. More than
s _ half of the panel shoppers changed answers between surveys.
e = . . . . .
, 8. Majoritfes of pamel’ food shoppers believe the federal govermment should
\ . : make sure that: . \ : S

-, - Packaged, canned, and frozen foods are safe to
_ eat -~ 98% -+ no changg between surveys. . T

) ~ -Packaged, canned, and frozen foods are nutri- "\ \“;
o ) tious and good for you =«<.a 6% decrease-between —

1973 and 1975, 87% to-81%. . ="

{ A j., . - Food advertising is honest -: 97% in 1979,
_ " - 98% in 1973. -
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.Food Labels and Nutrition Labe]ing

9. Both in 1973 and 1975, brand names and prices claimed the attention of
y many food shoppers; of least consequence are recipes on the label and
- g percentage of main ingredient. ' Sixteen percent and 14% more shoppers
paid attent1on to date of expirat1on and nutritional value respectively.

’ 10. Little change. was noted in preferences for n§£r1t1on 1abe11ng over
i recipes or balanced meal information. .

-

- Prefer nutrition 1abe11ng over balanced meal
1nformat10n . 65% 61%

- Prefer nutrition Iébeling ver recipes 79% 81%
1e 11. About half of the panei shoppers chenged their opinions about_the im-

portance of having U. S. Recommended Daily Allowances of vitamins and~
of minerals on nutrition labels. On balance, the importance of each

. declined s]ight]y:‘ ‘ . ;
sy ‘ - = 1975 Less 1975 More
.- ' A ] ©o- Important Important
f UIS.R.D.A. for vitamins e 26% 22%
; " US.R.D.A. for minerals - - 28% 231
12. There was very little panel cheﬁge'in the perception of five possible
i benefits of nutrition labeling. Food shoppers still see one as more
1ikely than others:  helping to provide their families with more nu-
) tritious foods (25% in 1975?
_13. ﬂor was there much change in pahel shoppers' belief that they would use
) nutrition labels as a way to decide to buy a new brand. :
SR, | With respect to ww??xngness to pay somethzng extra each week for havwng
T " nutrition labels on food contalners' ' _ Z
—~ ,Tﬁenty-two percent of panel shoppers would pay more ) _
- . in 1973 than they would in 1975. - /
\‘/ , . g
] ] Twenty-four percent would pay more 1n,\\7§\than in
. - . 1973, . \#
s Most Iikeiy‘to be wz11ing to pay more were college educated shoppers
(18% would p@y'Iess, 27% would pay more).
= * : C . N
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- Use of Vitamins and Food Shopping Patterns .

f 4
15. There was a 5% decline
marily among low socio

16. Several consumer

Ao

ed

incidence of vitamin usage (53% to 48%), pri- -
nomic status respondents (46% to 32%).
~ .

in-storé behaviors were reported more fre-

quently by panel homemakers in 1975 than in 1973.

- Looked‘fc'nr dates on products
y Looked for unit pricing

. . . )
- Cﬂecked list of ingredients

1973 . 1975
54% 73%
40% 50%
43% . 49% -

3

17. About six of ten shoppers believed they could cut food costs and still
maintain proper nourishment.
within the panel period.

This proportion remained almost static
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1.:‘§ELF-QQUCEPT OF NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE —

, .
. “' i - ‘
s ) - r -

As in 1973; shoppers were asked to rate their nutrition knowledge on a
ten~point scale, with a rating of "1" representing the teast amount of -
nutritfon knowledge, and a rating of "10" being considered comparable
to that of food scientists.a ther nutritiongfexperts.

was a very small increase in ‘the prp-
portion reporting a h self-estimate of nutrition knowledg
T . (+1%). Less educ shoppers wer2 most likely to increase thei
. ‘ self-rating of futrition knowledge while men were most likely to

: . decrease their self-estimate. Analysis of.other tubgroups re-
A veals no consistent patterns of change.

Among panel shoppers ghe

v ' Table 1
Self-Concept of Nulrition Knowledge by Subgroups*

_’ -Panel Food Shoppers** (607)
. . . Higher ‘* Lower Net Change
: .o ) ) Self-rating Sglf-rating 1973-1975
. Panel food shoppers (607) 21% . 20% +1%

" AGE / , , . -

. 18-34 (190; : 24% 213 - ¥3% ™
< " 35 - 49 (216 198 - 23 ¢t -sx -
LoeY 50 + (193) .28 ,18% +3% -

. ——  SEX e o L
. Hale (56) 17% _28% 1%
Female (551) 22% 20% + 2%
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS . ~_ . ’ . v
~ - Low (188) 26% - 213 - + 5%
- Hoderate (194) ~ 20% -, 19% + 1%
High (225) ' 18% 213 - 3%
) EDUCATION
Less ‘than hfgh school
o - graduate (98)° 28% ’ 17% A 11%
- . High school graduate (343) . 20% 21¢ - - 1%
. College (164 17% 21% - 4%
- ' Te of how to read table: In 1975, 21% of all panel -

o [ PP ed themselves higher -in nutrition knowledge
’ ’ than in 1973} 20% rated themselves lower. .

Co #Basis for change 151973 self-rating -- i.e., "Higher self»rating" =
- . shioppers shifting from low to moderate and high groups, plus those from
) moderate to high groups.  “Lower self-rating” = shoppers shifting from
S - high self-concept to mode
muderate to Tow. .
. **In 1975, 33% of the pane1 shoppers gave themselves a hi

A N |
- .

self-rating,
48% gave themselves 2 ‘moderate”self-ratiny, and 19% a fow se?f-rating.




2. NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE SCORE
0 \. 4 .

r In 1973 @ nutrition knowledge quiz was developed to get a broad measure
., - of nutrition knowledge among food shoppers. , Although the quiz items
A were analyzed and subsequently revised substantially for the second na-

ftionwide study of nutrition knowledge, the identical quiz (from the -
— ﬂgza study) was administered to panel respondents.* .

. -Shoppers were divided into three groups -- low, moaerate, and high nu-
; trition knowledge. The analysis concentrated on movement between groups o
. from 1973 to 1975. L o ’

Orie-fourth of the panel responde hifted to a higher knowledge group
whiTe—38% shifted lower, a net knowlédge increase of 7%. Al demo-
graphic subgroups demonstrated some gains in nutrition knowledge,

. though some substantially more ‘than oghers,

-8 Yoynger shoppers gained morg in nutrition know]edge\\\\
than blder shoppers. . . .

¢ Proportional gains in nutrition knowledge were most
~ - " apparent within the highf socioecononic status group.
P 7 .
¢ Although there was a ngt 11% gain in self-concept of
nutrition know ng less educated shoppers,
actual -incrgases in knowledge were most apparent in the
college edlcated group.

\ . -

= - - _'ﬂi.‘/A‘- ‘ ) b4 .

. *See "Mational-Nutrition Survey, Questionnaire Item Analysis,” October 1974,
L and “Food and Nutrition Knowledge and Beliefs,* March 1974, prepared for

S ~Division of Consumer Studies, Food and Drug Administration, by Response
. ’ "~ Analysis Corporation. . o _ .7

.
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Table 2 -
Nutrition Knowledge Score -- 1973-1975

o . Panel Food Sh;ppers* (607)
‘ Net Change
] Increq§gr Decreage  1973-1975 -
’i_Panei food shoppers‘(607), 25% 18% o+ 7 ,
AGET . ' .
18 - 34 (190) 33% . 19% +14%
35 - 49 (216) . 25% 205+ 5%
50 + (193) 2+ R b ~F 4
- SEX .
Male (56) L _27% "24% + 3%
Female (551) . 25% \7 18% + 7%
- SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS e '
— Low (188) y -22% 17% + 5%
“—Foderate (194) . 263 22% + 83
_ High (225) 27% 163 ° +11% ,
EDUCATION : . - S
Less than high school : T —~
graduate (98) . 19% , 13% “F 6% )
High school-graduate (343) 27% i - 23 T 4% —
College (164) = . 218 - 143 +13%"

~Example of how to read table: Twenhty-five percent
of all panel food shoppers increased their nutri- ¢
tion knowledge scores from 1973 to 1975, while 18%
decregsed their scores, a net total of 7% higher
scores, .

-~

*In 1975, 31% of the panel shoppers had high scores, 33% had moderate scores,
ang 36% had Tow scores.
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s R B PREPARING NOURISHING ANB ECONOMIC MEALS ARE STILL PRIME C@NCERNS 15 .
a -« . HOMEMAKERS. : ) N
] ' . The f1rst series of. qtfestwns in the interview attempted to put into
C e A perspectwe some of those concerns a shOpper/homemaker ‘might_have:
B PR | Noum shment for- fami"l‘}" ”
- ' . r & Saving meney-on food -prices AR .
- - . Prepamng%le meals ) )
(77 7 - ) - [ L3 v ’ ® -
e . ;”/,\ . ] Fmdmg time to prepare mea}s,\
- N R ) Cookmg new and ifiteresting dishes
ST U P . :
’ ~er As Tablq 3 showgmd@ieI3nme: gand saving -money top the list of concerns
- both yea 3 salb. . e .
» o ® » " ~
R '315\ Table 3 - .
, 2 2 . : . K . .
o T T ot Food-Re]ated Concerns -= 1373 and 1975 .
v . o0 A / ) ' Pane] Food Shoppers (6(17)\
. ’ .. " - Same Response Net’
v . . . . . 1973 1973 and 1975 1975 197 %1975
PR . . s p L T
¥ » H_OStImpor;targt - . ot ;_
“ ' _ Saving money on food -
h «prices . < 35% L 18% 34% « o 1%
- ' . L A ,
AR . Preparing meals that fiy '
é T family wﬂl enjoy eating 17% . 5% ° 6% .« -5y A
o ~ "+ Making sure that my o '
. family ‘and [-get the -
. . nourishment that we need” 41% . 28% 50% -+ 9%
L Other 'response T ey, L - 29
A // . Example of how to read table: In 1973, 35%.ef the pane]
o . , food shoppers se]ected'"savmg ney" fr a Jist of food-
D , ~ related concerns as their piimary conce about f od
. L. Subtracu the proportion giving the same respon hoth
AR R - years (1 ? from th{zﬂﬂgure (35% = 18%= 17%), equals the
S TR o . .. proportion changing eir response from "saving money" to

" - ‘andthér response on the panel interview, Similarly,

L . taking the difference of the stafic figure, 18%, from the

S © . 1975 result, 34% (34% - 18% = 16%) gives the proportion '
k . snﬁtching to “saving mbney“ as 2 response "R E 74 A -
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s , 2, BELIEFS ABQUT.FOOD Aﬁ&NUTRITION . .
~ 0 ! . In the panel interview, food shoppers are as d1v1ded ‘on the 1ssue of
’ * natural vs. added vftamins as they were in 1973.
) ';2 . - -
3 $S1ightly more shoppers belpﬁe added vitamin C is as benef1c1a1 as
» sthe natural vitamin (+3%) h of the increase is due to this in-
’ creased belief among less educated shoppers (+10%) and low socioeco-
* nomic status shoppers (+9%).
. . This ‘question was ctgracterized, by shifts of one-third of the panel
L . s‘hoppers. .
) , o Fifteen percent correctly believed in the nutritional equality
‘ of added vitamin C,in 1973 but not in 1975.
i E1ghteen percent incorrectly rejected the notion of nutritional
equality of added vs. natural wrtamin C in 1973 but .
. accepted it in reinterview in_1975.
i s /‘ )
: - " CooLTabled . L
" H
Added v1tarmn C Has the Same Beneﬁt as Natura] Vitamin C
, Panel Food Shoppers* (607)
\ 7 N .. Same Response Net Change '
- 1973 1973 and 1975 19 1973-1975
- ",Pah*e]rfood shoppers. (667) -36% 51% .3 " + 3%
E AGE ‘ SN ' .
. @;-- 18 - 34 21903 40% 22% 43% + 3%
\ - -« 35 - 49 (216 4% . 25% .38% - 3%
aly < 50 + (193) 31z J17% . 38% + 7%
| P R
- Male (56) 33% A7% - 6% - 7%
. Female (551) ’ 36% - 21% 41% + 5%
s - .SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS . : ,
A (188) - . ' ©27% 14% 36% + 9z -
oo . Moderate (1949 37% - 18% 36% - 1%
. . High.(225) - - 44% - . 29% 46% + 2%
cooTe EDUCATION S NE .
. B Less ~than h‘{gh sgiool = .
T a graduate (98).)™ ¢ 126% 2%, 36% +10%
U e, s h'school. raduate (343) 35% 18% - 37% <+ 2%.
e o, CO ege (164? ,47%‘ 3%-" .46y .t - 1%
# o . “'
Lo T : ’ ¢
. *Percent nyes. M i L \ \
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Most shappers still do not feel that a vitamin pill can be substituted
for- breakfast. . .

AN * . ]

o In"an attempt to discover something about How vitamins and their func-
< . ‘ tions are perceived, respondents were asked if skipping breakfast can
- ) ~ be made up for by taking a vitamin pill. Most said "no" ih both io\ter-
“o o views. . i ) .

Table 5 &+ ’
. , Y
e r > 5 If You Skip Breakfast, You Can-Make Up for It
R . by Taking a Vitamin Pill
. ' ] , < . Panel Food Shoppers* (607)
‘ ' . " Same Response . MNet -Change
. » 1973 1973 and 1975 1875 1973-1975
* .. Panel food shoppers (607)  81% 708 gy
3 AGE : i
- ~ 18 - 34 (190) 85% J* +77% o, 85%
v 35 - 49 (216) 88% - 3 81% - 7%
F o (103) - 76% 63 79% + 3%
g SEX ‘ e - k ’ -
= - * Male (56) 73%- 603 - Z3 + 9%
‘ .Female (551) 82% AY 81 . -1%.
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS \ ]
5 Low {188) © V69 - 52% . 69%
K - Moderate (194) . 85% - 77% 87% - +2%
T High (225) : 8% 81% 89% ,
* EDUCATION. . '
. . JLess.than high school T 2 :
» graduate (98) 64% 45% 63 - 1%

, " High'schdol graduate (343) 84% |, 75% ‘863 £ 2%
.- * <7 College (164) . - 88 80% 87% = - 1%
S P 2

~ - ’ :i .
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In 1975, a fopd beliefs index was.developed for use in the second
nationwiae study of food and putritidn. s, <
. The index was deveﬁopea'as-followsﬁ
. 1 point -- "disagree" or 6depends" response to:r Most y
‘ " people can get enough nourishment if they K
. * . Just eat things they like.
e 1 point -- "disagree” with: Any food from the super-
- . market is good for you. -
1 point-:- ~"d{ségree" or "depénds" respdpsé to: Between-

meal foods are never-as goo for\you as foods
you get at regular meals. \

- - 1 point -~ "disagree" with: Heighmg;he ﬁght ‘amount
>7 . n§ans you are properly nourished. -
. 1 point -- "agree or "depends" response to: Canned
or frozen vegetables are as nutritious as
~ fresh vegetables. .
1 point -- a "yes" response to: Is added vitamin C as <

bereficial as fresh vitamin C?
- Shoppers were examined for shifts in their be11efs scores. between mea-
" surement periods e
Overall about two- thirds of the panel group ,scored d1fferent1y on the
two measures..- However, there were 7% more shoppers scoring higher in_
- 1975 than ‘in 1973.

Demographic suﬁgroup anaJysis reveals few coffsistent linear effects
.within any.variaMe T , .

Agg Only the middle age group decreased in score, while
_ younger dnd older shoppers-both had net fincreases of
~more than 10%;
§g§; A 1arge proportion of male shoppers scoring Tower
: (16%) is contrasted with a 9% gain by female shoppers.

%

Socioeconomfc Status: One in- ten shoppers in bgth high

- and .Jow groups showed net score inicreases, while the
‘middle group was stable. o .

-

Education: - AW groups had; higher beﬁefs scores, but
aimost twice as-many high schopl graduates as others
_increased in score.', .

- - L]
-~ e ) . - 4
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oL Tables - '
o | Food Belief Index: 1973 and 1975 -** °

Panel Food Shoppers* (607)
Higher Lower Net Change

- Ex ' Score  Score  1973-1975
" Banel food shoppers (607) 37% 30% +7% -
T NME : . .
) To 184 34 (190) 39% 28% +11%
. .35-49(218) - R 3 36% . - 7%
. 50 + (193) . 40 27% af
SEX : ’ .
Hale (56) .- 20% 36% -16%
Female (551) 38% 29% - +°9%
T/~ SOCHOECONOMIC STATUS — .
- Low (188) - . ) 401" 30% +10% ’
Hoderate (194)  —~—7". 333 B -3 ‘ ,
High {225) 36%. 26% +10% -
EDUCATION ., , .
Less than high school |
: graduate (98) 39% 34% + 5% )
/ High school graduate (343) 37% 28% + 9%
) ' College (164) . 35% - 30% +5%
— \/%‘ b s ) i
~ '"%‘i - (_/ '
RS -
i . -~ N, v .
o *In- 1975, the pane'l shoppers' scores break down ﬁows: (6 points =
. Jthe e highest score, 0 po nts = the lowest score) - - :
6 points - 8% . .3 points - 23% | 0 points - 1%
5 ppints - 23% - 2 points - 13% C -

34 points - 285 .- 1point - 4%
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: . 3. ASSIGNMEN{jéE:;;SPO&SIBILITY FOR NUTRITION

7

~ * )

The section in thefigterview dealing with responsibility for_proQiding

people with nutritfon includes several questions:

e - Who does the most now for making sure peoplé gei
nutritious and well-balanced§3T§f§?

" e Who should take more responsibility for making sure
N people get nutritious and wel]-balanced diets?

<

tion: .what is believed to be the current situation
. and what is the desired situation?

£

a
¥

_# Government participation relating to- food and nutri-

11
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About one-third of the shoppers shifted answers -- 7% ﬁbre shoppers &
in 1975 than 1973 said the government makes -sure that food advertising
is honest.” This awareness increased most among middle-aged shoppers

(+14%), men (+12%), middle socioeconomic group (+11%) Snd middle
education group (+11%). _

1 . ¥

Table 7

Does the Federal Government Make Sure that
Food Adverti§ing is Honest?

-7 T ) ’ vanel Food Shoppers* 16051*‘
~ . ’ Same Response Net Change
. . . 1973 1973 and 1975 1975 1973-1975
o /) - o N .
Panel food=shoppers {607) 58% 45% . 65¢ + 7%
ASE - - : '
- 18 - 34 (190) 543 . 42 60% + 6%
- 35 - 49 (216) © 57 47% NEL 44y
.50 + (193) 61% 45% 64% + 3%
. SEX : ' ‘ S
g Male (56) _ 64% , 54% 76% +12%
Female (551) 57% - 44% 64% + 7%
.4 i '
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS « : '
\ \\\32
.Low (188) 59% g 62% + 3%
Moderate (194) 55% 45¢ 66 +11%
. High (225) 59y \X 48% 67% + 8%
f“/C' EDUCATION

« Less ihan high schoo

) graduate {98) . 58% . " 39% 59% + 1%
;, T High school graduate/(343) 574 % 68% +11%
College (164) 59% - 46% 63% + 4%
* . ~ 4 L
— oo :
*Percent “yes or think so."
- " 157




, there was

. - While there was a moderate increase in the awareness of goyernment
action in the area of food advertising (+7%; he

. , the proportion saying the government should be doihg this.

change in
Neverthe-

less, an overwhelming majority still agrees the government should en-
sure that food advertiging is honest (only 3% shifted responses on

the panel interview).

. Nor was any change detected in the belief that.the federal government
should make sure that packaged, canned, or frozen food is safe to eat.
\ However, shoppers decreased their tendency to report that the federal

X government should make sure that packaged, canned, or frozen food is
, nutritious and good for you. :
Al 5 -1
Table 8
- Should the Federal Government Make Sure that Fach
! . Packaged, Canned, or Frozen Food is Safe to Eat?
. - Panel Food Shoppers (607)
C o Same Response -Net Change
. . 1973 1973 gnd 1975 1975  1973-1975
“Showld be doing 982 963 - 98% '
R Shoutd.not’ be doing ? 1% 8 2% + 1%
. - Don't know/no answer - 1% - 1%
Table 9

-

Should the Federal Government Make Sure

- n £

that Fach Packaged, Cahned, or Frozen Food

- is Nutritious and 6o00d for You?

Panel Food Shoppers {607)

= F

Same Response
1973 and 1975

Het Change

1975 1973-1975

‘ 3 1973
' Should be doing 187%
Should not be doing 102
[ o _ Don't know/no answer S 3%
’ ]
1 . €less than .5%.
) » 155

74%
5% 16%

-3

1}

o 8IgT ey s

+ 6%

~-%
»
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AR Table 10 .
' - Should the Federal Govemment Make Sure
‘//‘f L that Food Advertising is Honest? . -
L ad ~ - N T - \\ ' ]
.o , .;~§\( Panel Food Shoppers .(607) »H
N I
- .- . Same Response Net Change.
¢ . 1973 1973 and 1975 1975 1973-1975
Should be doing . " 98g %% - 97% . - 1%
ow. <+ - Stibldd not be doing . 1% 1% 1% -
Don't know/no answer . e -+ 12 . +13
" ~ + ; ‘ -
< ’ ,—T_—’;':_'/ . il
,é '
vy 2T
_ N .
S "
. Tz o . '
- -
- ; \
= ‘ ‘
A ’ ' '
i bl - . -
=
- * 1 ‘
, [l WY
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Nutrition Labeling
- Reactions to nutrition labeling
- Perceived benefits of nutrition labels
. . /’
- Evaluatiop of nutrition labels
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BOTH IN 1973 AND IN 1975, BRAND NAMES AND.PRICES CLAIM THE ATTENTION OF MOST
FOOD SHOPPERS: OF LEAST CONSEQUENCE ARE RECIPES ON THE LABEL AND PERCENTAGE
OF MAIN- INGREDIENT. ' . '

{}‘ . ”

Before nutrition labeliné was intmoduced into each interview, food shoppers
were asked tg select from a card those items which food companies include

on some or _all labels now, items which they -- the food shoppers -- pay at- ..

tention to, and items which they could get'aloqg without..

Majorities paid attention to brand name and price on both in;erviews. A
substantial proportion of shoppers changed answers from 1973 to the panel
interview. In 1975: -

¢ Sixteen percent more respondents say they pay attention
to date of manufacture or expiration.

i Fogrteen peréent more shoppers pay attention to nutritional
value. - - : )

¢ Eight percent more shoppers pay attention to ingredient'

amounts. ~

,
PR : Vet ’ '
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Table 11 _
Itgms on "All or Some Food Labels" Which Food Shipﬁers i
' Pay Attention to -- 1973 and 1975 N
= \ Panel Food Shoppers (607) o
Pay Pay
. Attention. Same Response Attention Net Change
- to (1973) ~-1973-and 1975 to (1975) 1973;1975 ,
- - ; N
Total price 744 . 56% 73% - 1%
Brand pame . . 58% { 36% 54% - 4%
Date of manufacturé or o ,
expiration -43% 29% 59% +16% )
Listing of ingrediéa;s 4% 283 4y + 5%
) >
Net weight or volume 43% . 23% 43% \—/
Food additives, ) r
preservatives 29%-- - - 16% 32% + 3%
Unit price (price per- - y
pound, or ounce). 28% 13% 30% + 2%
Nutritional value (calo- ~
ries, vitamins, . . :
_minerals) - - 27% 16% a3 +14f
Number o ings - 2% 1% . 28% + 6%
Percentagesof main Y .
ingredient 20% 4% 19% -8
Amounts of ingredients 188 - T3 . 268 + 81 %
Recipes 1% . 3% 13
None of them S ¥ | - e T
No opinion 1% B e R

-

-

. -
3 -

. Pless than 5%. | =

" {Each colum adds'to more than 100% because of multiple responses.)
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1. NUTRITION ?BELING-

- -

- . A main, objective of- the 1973 study was to establish baseline data for
consumer response to nutrition labeling before many food companies in-
cluded such 1abels on their packages, and before the possible benefits
of nutrition labeling were communicated thr?ugh FDA-sponsored adver-

} tising to consumers. ' -

The concept of nutrition Jabeling was a novelty to most shoppers in
1973 and had only recently been introduced prior to the time
of the panel reinterview. '

* e have here_reported those items where some change is obseryed.

¢ Importance of having percentage of U. S. Recommended
) Baily Allowance of each vitamin a food contains.

- ¢ Importance of having percentage of U-S. Recommended
Daily Allowance of each mineral a food contains.

o Preference for nutrition labeling or recipes on-pack-
age, label. * ’ .

¢ Preference for nutrition labeling or informatiop 0B
balanced meal on package label. ‘ ‘/’;//

¢ Likelihood of making use of nutrition labeling.

o Hillingness to pay for nutrition labelingl - -

i




Example of how to read table: Forty-seven: percent of the

panel shoppers preferred nutrition labeling in both inter-

- . views, while 11% who preferred labeling in 1973 reported

— .. . @ preferencg for balanced meal information in 1975. Each
L cell entry.As a percent of the total panel.

ow ~ -

“
- . N
. *

ST —\S-——— u ' ' B ) ) ’ .
: ®less than .52, - .

" <

- -,?‘: . 19
,_‘]‘ & -—; '\ P B -
L . . - o>
— _ Table 12-A
i Preference on I;ood Package Labels: .
* . Mutrition Labeling or Foods to"Serue with One in Package ‘
- ~ [\ . . to-Make a Well-balanced Meal
- ) . ) ', . , i - . .
R 2 . g @e] Food Shoppé (607)
S SR )
Balahced . No
o - Meal * . Opiniofi/
, ' ’ * Nutrition -Infor- No
- ) _TJotal Labeling mation Both Neither Answer
— 1975 - ' :
’) Total 008 65%  20% 8% ' 2% 5%
Co Nutrition labeling 61% - 47% ‘8% - 3% 12 7 2%
" Balanced meal T r
- " information 26% 11% 102 - 3% 2%
".Both 8% 5% 1™ gy e e -
3 . . 5 . - .
« Neither 2% 1% e (3 e
’ "No opinion/no answer = 3% @ 1% 1% 1%

.
-




A]though shoppers stﬂ'! prefer nutrition labeTing over. balanced meal

information, the proportion doing so decreased by 4% while those -

favoring balanced méal information -increased by 6%. This represents
. an overall shift t ard batanced meal information from 65%-20% 1n

,1973 (a 45% spread) to Bl% 26% {a 35% spread) . N .
T I . M - iy
S T AN | Tab]e 12- ‘
SR T = -
p Prefer,ence on Food Package tabels: : ‘.
.y ; Nutmtion LabeH_g ‘cr Foods to Serve mﬂ\ One 1n Package ° .
g - + To_ Make 3 Hell Balanced Heal A, - '
’ ’ F\ 'y . JPanel Food Shoers '( L), - .
’ : ~ ) * Balanced-Meal - &} . .
.‘ ) B ﬁltrition Labeling Information ) Both "
N : Net - Net ¢ " Net
il -, X thange , Change " Change
- . .1973- . 1973- e 1973-
. 1973 1975 1975. 1973 1975 1975 3973 1975 1975 <.
. * - . - ’ < * “ ° - .
» . Pdnelfood .. - .. < ’ : o
.- ‘ shoppevs—(607)  65% - 61% _ - 4% 204" 26% ¥ 6% 8% 8% . / S
‘ - . N o ©t ] ) . e
A,GE' s . .. . .
- T 18- (lgb 6% 69% +3% .205 2% +1% 8% 7% - 1%
35 - 49 °(216) 713 62% Foog 18y o vy 8y .- 1%
. \g 50+ (193) © 60% 573 8- 3. 21% 27%  + 6% 6% - 9% +3%
- SEX S ‘ o . :
Male (56) " 66% '54% - 8% - 14% 213 +7% ' B 144, + 6%
, Femalg (551) . 65% 62% - 3% 203 26% +6% . 8% 8%
. L. ] © . B - ¢
L socmscor(omg . _ N :
- sg’fus ‘ .t : N
' Low (188) Sos 1% «+ 1% "29% 3% . +3% 0% 7% - 3%
) ;’ Moderate (194) 58% . - 8% 19% 273 +8% 6% 12%  + 6%
S ufgh (225) = - 305. 75% -5% 1% 18%., +7% 6% 6%
- EDUCATIOH o -V ’
.+ .7 Less,than high. - -.. ~ - . S .
S schoql radu- " rgsn . ) -
o - ate (98? - 6% © 28% . 41 4138 - 3%

High' school  ° S A

. -~ ‘graduate {343) 67% 55% - 1% .20% 23% +3% 8 .81 ..
c 5 College (168)7 78~ TIA -7x 13 208 L £7% 5% 9K+ 4%
o Jo- - . 3 ! ‘ "if
\_’t; ' '
. PN ‘f . - = 165 ’
S . :
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VA £ , )
B L. » Table 13-A e . T - g
- . ‘ ~, Preference on Food Package be]s . :
- Nutnmqn Labeling or Recé g | P
. ¢ g . v . e . ., ’
_ . o , Panel Food Shoppers (607) ‘
- S R 1973 ,
-0 ET “‘_ . YL . Nutrition . No Opinion/ »
; ¢ =« - Total- Labeling Recipes Both Neither No Answer
- <% 1875 ‘ i . . i
hd v b - hY - ' " - -~
Total, . 100z, 79% - 1E 5% 2% 3%
T Notrition labeling  81% 68% A A S ¥ a
b Recipes - 8% A R BT
‘.~ Both - . 6% o 5% - 1% 1% @ )
.. Neither- 2 S [ e
No opinionyo T . ' %
’ . answer - 2% 1% 3 «@
’ L i ot . - ‘
Example of how to read table® Slxty-elght percent of the
pane1 shoppers preferred nutrition Iabehng in both nter-
V’l s, while 4% who prefarred labe llng in 1973 preferred ) .
* cipes in 1975, -Each -ceﬂ entry 1s a pergent of the to- .. -
: ) Ata1 panel, - . . ‘ N

\
©
-

r
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"'On being re?ntervzewed in ]975 ondents again overwhelmingly pre-
ferred nutrition ]abe]ing overf recipes on food package labels. The*
propertion doing so increased’by 2%, while that preferring recipes

decreased by 3%. This represents decreases across all butlone sub-
group in the proportion- repo:t1ng a—preference,for recﬁpes

- -

\v
h]

' 7
SR - Table 13-B 7
' . Preference on Food Packaga Labels:
v Nutrition Labeling or Recjbes
< ' Panel Food Shogpers-(GOZ)_
. ) . 0 Net Net .a Y N
: - '{;§f$r Change ;reger Change, - p  Change
e . eling 15732 ecipes 1973 Hant Bot 1973-

and v

SR 1973 1975 1975 _ 1973 1975- 1975 1973 107¥ 1975

Panel food =

shoppers {607) | 79%. 813 +2 1% 8t - 3 S Tex  +1%.

- hd -
v ’;
.

AGE |
I8 - M (190)\ 83 8% -.1% 74 9% 29 5% 5%
35 - 49 (216) 83% 8% -1% -10% 8L. -28 5% 7% %

- I

50+ (193). ‘74z 79x  +5%° 13% 8 -5% 5% 7%+ 2%
Male (56) ' 77% 75% -2%° 1% - 9% ~--2% 3% 6% +3%

+

‘ (551)- 80% 82% +2% 11% 8% -3% 5% 6% +1%
iEs . . . g0
-+~ SOCIOECONOMIC : : . S
STATUS R o . L) - _
- Low (188) °. 7% 763, +3% 15% 10¢ -5%. 4% 5% 4 1% .

Modérate (194) 803 82% +2% -°8% 7% - 1% 6% 73 + 1%

° 7 High (225) " 85% . 85% LT 8b . 7% - ¥~ T5% 7%+ 2%
» ’EDUCATIOR : ' c -
= Leégaﬁhan.high . 4 . e
RN " school grady= - T . ’ h .
©, o ate (98? 67 '73% . +6% . 20% 4% - 6% . 3% 4% .+1%

High school - . L ) ‘
-~ . graduate (343) 82% 8&? +-3% 8% 7% -.2% 6% 5% --1%

. College (164) ~ 85¢ 803 _-5% 7% 7% - . 5%- 1%+ 6%
. . - s S - - st~
~ e . h . ' } 16:

-7 - =

i _ . € - ‘,_‘

g T e e T - -
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Since 1973, the importance of hdving the percent of u. s. Recommended Daily—
Allowance of vitamins decreas,fd among 26% of food shoppérs in the panel and
increased among 22%, an overall decrefe of 4%. o -

Proportional net differedces varied by demographic subgroup.

e Xy

¢ Slight gain in importance among youngest shoppers
(+2%), and decrease among those 35 and older. -
¢ Low socioeconomic status respondents reported a -
net change of -8%, while mmoderate and high status
shoppers reported net cqﬂlges of -3%.

* .8 A substantial shift in importance took place among -
the least educated shoppers with 31% saying it was

. ' less important and 26% saying more important. . -
- T
. . Table 14
. Importance of Having i’ggcent U. S. Recommended
’ Daily Allowsnce of Vitamins on Nutrition Label
___Panel Food Shoppirs‘ (607)
Gain in Decrease in . .
Importance Importance Ket’ Change
1973-1975 . 1973-1975 - 1973-1975
- Panel food shoppers* (607) 22% 26% - 4% ,
o AN s
: 18 - 34 (190) ' 285 .- 223 + 2% i
. L .. 35 - 49 (216) . 21% .- 28%. - 7%
. : 50 + (193) - 22% . 27% - - 5%
) SEX S A .
“Male (86) .0 -7 33% .24 I
. Female (551) ~ - . . 21% 26% - . - 5%
" SOCIOECONOMIC STATU : -
. . Low (188) ’ ’ 23% 31% . - 8% - .
v - Moderate (194) 19% . 22 - 3%
: High (225) Co 28y 271 - 3% .
Y EDUCATION -~ ' B o ‘ ‘
w o~ .. -less than high schoel =~ . . S :
O graduate (98) . 26% 1 S S
e « High-schdol graduate (343) ™ 213 - - 23z - 2% '
: > | TCollege (154‘)’ 249 - 219 - 3%
~+ *In 1975, 46% of the panel shoppers responded ';'\}_'er} important, " 29% said
o “somewtiat important," and 25% said "net too important” or gave no. opinfon. .
, A M . % . 4 * B . . ° ' 4

+

. 1”'8 ... -

L]
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The results were nearly identical regarding percent of U. S. Recom-
mended Daily AFlowance of minerals on nutrition labels; more shoppers
on the 1975 panel interview said it was less important than did in _
. ‘e 1973.. — '
A1l subgroups reported such decreases.
g Table 15 % <
Imporfance of Having Percent U. S. Recommend DaﬂLAHowance
. of MisEfatson Nutrition Label j
. ‘ ; , Panel Food Shop ers\(~60])
o \.__/ r / - ' -
. Gain in - Decrease in ’
Importance Importance Ret'\Change "
1973-1975 1973-1975 1973-1975
’ SN , )\
Panel -food shoppers* (607) 233 28% " - 5%
R 4
;e o 18-38(190) S . 25% . 26% 1%
7 %\\, il 35 B9 (216) . 21% 26% %.
g 50 +7(193) , 23% 30% 7%
SEX >
Male (56) s 253 26% [ 1%
Female .(551) i . 23% 28% 5%
SOCIOECOHOMIC, STATUS '
‘ ) Low, (188) g . 23% &29% : _- 6%
] Moderate (194) 213 T 26% 5%
: - _ _High (225) - . ~ 26% 29% Ky 4
ST LT CEweAmon 0 - -
e .- Lles school .
R . graduate (93) ; 27% 30% 3%
. .. . 'High sehool gyaquaté) (343) 213", . 26% - 5% -
College: (164) s 263 T 31% 5%

.. ¥In 1975, 40% of the panel shoppers .responded '"ve‘ry_. important,” 32% said
» "someshat impprtant,” and 28% said "not too important™ or gave no opinion.

by
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Both in 1973 and 1975, arge ‘majorities of shoppers said that they
would use nutrition labeling as an aid in deciding whether to try a
new brand. Jhere is a small net increase (2%) in the proportion
saying "yes" to this question. - :

. - _ i S ¥y

Younger shop?ers (under 50) and high socioeconomic status respondents
reported an increased willingness to utilize nutrition labeling in
this decision-making process. tot ‘

Table 16
L

'ﬁould Make Use of Nutrition Label as a Way
to Decide Whether to Buy a New Brand

-

Panel Food Shoppe}s* (607)

- :.Same ‘Respons;e et Change
8 1973" 1973 and 1975 1975. 1973-1975

»

Panel food shoppers (607) 76% 643 . 78% + 2%

AeE ' .

18 - 34 (190) - 80 o 71% 85% + * + 5%
35 - 49/(216) 78% 69% 83% 2 5

& 50 + (393) 71% - 57% 7%

SEX . . ' :
Male (56) At TO59% 788 ¢ 4 7%
Female (551) - ©76% 65% _- 78%  +2%

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS k/ ,

- -Low\(188) * 69% '52% 682 - 1%
Boderate (194) - | 80% 708 . 82%. - +724
High (225) . 78% 71 84% + 6%

.. EDUCATION, - ,
“  Less than high school ) = X :
graduate (98) - . 63% 42% 61% - 2%
High schodl graduate*(343) 79%° - 728 86% - +7%
College {164) ° - 783 66% ©  78%

g ’ g }
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OF FIVE SUGGESTED POSSIBLE BENEFITS OF NUTRITION LABELING, FOOD
SHOPPERS SEE ONE OF THEM AS MORE LIKELY THAN THE OTHERS: HELPING
TO PROVIDE THEIR FAMILIES WITH MORE KUTRITIOUS FOODS. - i
4 ;
Titt1e difference can be noted from comparisons of findings from the
initial measurement to the panel reinterview.

l Shoppers do not show increased confidence in government protection of
,consumers -- e.4., a 4% proportional increase in repsrting more con-
fidence in government protection as_a least Tikely effect of nutri-
tion labeling. ;

' Table 17
. Evaluation of Five Suggested Benefits
. of Nutrition Labeling
. Panel Food Shoppers (667)
Most Likely Least Likely
. ) Same . Ket Sare Ket
Hutrition Res Response .Change
Labeling 1977 and 1973 and 1973-
wiln . . .- 1973 1972’ 39;:2 1973 1975 1975 1975
Help me to pro-
vide my family »
with more nutri-
tious foods 28% 1% pA 9% + 1%
Probably in-
crease my knowl-
edge about nu- b
trition in gen- .
eral 19% 5% 22% + 3% 29% 10% 27%. - 2%
Hake food manu- s
facturers pro-
duce food which :
is more nutri- .
tious 19% 5y 18z - 17 2% 7% 222+ 1%
Give:me confi- ‘ ' .
16% 5% 18§‘ +22 . 12% 33 162+ 4%
Give me more '
confidence in
the food 1
buy 14% 3% 12%‘ - 2% 17% )} 16% - 1%
Ho o’pjnion 4 -° 1%, 3% - 1% 4% - 8%
- ’ » . 1 Py .
-@LeSS than ;51. {‘J_
T N
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SLIGHTLY MORE SHOPPERS ARE WILLING TO PAY MORE FOR NUTRITION LABELING
IN 1975 THAJ\BERE WILLING IN 1973.

4
. w -
— — .

o ‘< We were interested in assessing changes in willingness to pay for
r]m;.ri.tion Tabeling among bot® those willing and unwilling to pay in -
973. ’ .
[wo grou'ps' compareé on the_ table below are: .
> - ‘s Shoppers umwilling to ;Jay for m;trii:ion labeling in
v 1973 and willing to pay in 1975; and those who would
R s have paid 10¢ or 30¢ in 1973 and are willing to pay
- more in 1975. ~
¥ e Those shoppers v;ho, in 1973, were willing to pay at
least 10¢, who are umwilling to pay anything at all
in 1975, L
. P - Tablels - -
N Hould be Willing to Pay for Nét#itjen Labeling
+ o ; RIS
‘ Willing to Hould Pay Change in
Pay ¥ore in Hore in Killing to
1973 Than 1975 Than Pay More
din 1975 im 1973 1973-1975 .
; Panel food shoppers {607} 223 24% BT
- " 18- 34 (190) : 20% 25% + 5%
35 - 49 (216) . 24% ‘ * 24% .
50+ (193) 22% 23% + 1%
: o7 s : ‘ '
S Male (56) . 3 16% -16%
o + Female (551) 21% 252 + 4% -
4 SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS .. o ' L
. « Low {188) . 232 26% + 3% s
S . Moderate (194) 26% 19% --7% .
S _. - High (225) _ 192 26% .+ 74 o
- 7. EDucaTIoN > ' : : :
! - - Less than high school - -

~ graduate (98) 25% 233 | © %2

"~ . " High school gradu e (343) % : 238 .
i : . . 27% .+ 9%

College (1

=
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~ 1. VITAMINS . . ‘

About, };'a'lf of pa?’l food shoppers report vitamin usage in the family
: -~ about 5% feger in-1975 than in 1973. :

One-fourth of the panel membérs switched reporting Qmups -- 15% were
- . 1973 vitamin -users and "became non-users, and 16% were 1973 vitamin nons,
users and became users. ‘ . -

- 3 »; .
- Differences among shopper subgfoups in vitamin consu comparing
the two measurements are: ,

—

¢ Younger shoppers$ increased in reported family usage of’

' vitaminsy middle-aged and older shoppers reported L
7% and 8% eclines respectively.
¢ Les Gcated respondents dectreased dramatically in
the proportion of family use<of vitamins. "
’ S .. L;w socioecorgmic status grfuﬁ also decreased .sub-. . ™™
. stantially in ¥wtamin usag , .
: ‘ = . <) Table 1:& : . ' \’
, "« pifferences in Yitamin Consumption B\ Subgroups 1973, 1975
.
) - Panel Food Shoppers (607)
e . T . - Someone in Family
Takes Yitamins, -
’ o Same -Response Ket Change
) ¢ 1973 1973 and 1975- 1975 1973-1975 \_\
» Panel. food shoppers (607) 53% 38% - 482 - 5%
- AGE .
18 - 34 (190) ) 59% 45% 61% + 2%
35:- 49 (216} 55% . 39% " 48% - 7%
. 50+ (193) Lo 48% 33% 40% - 8%
| U SE\ L L
S - £6) - < 41% . 25% 37% - 4%
s Femt/le (55T) - 55% - 40% - . 497 - 6%
o SOCEOELONOMIC STATUS o P4
B ’ “ow (188) " 46% .. 24% 32% - -14%
Moderate (194) . 55%. 44 56% + 1%
7 High (225)_ 58% . 46% 57% - 1%
* EDUEATION ) ‘3 o .-
. Less than high school T .
. : graduate -(98) wm 202 - 29% -13%
= & -High school graduate (343) 54% . 39% .- 49% . - 5%
W : ¥ollege {164) : 60% - 49% 59% - 1%
- - . . ‘ . . .‘ .
7 ‘ ’ 173
< v

e - .

vl

—- vy




2. FOOD SHOPPING PATTERNS

We looked at several areas within the broad topic of food shopping pat- ™V
"terns: : —

v =

¢ Open dating \

¢ Unit p}'i ce awareness
. 8 Use of irgredient\]Jist on label

- 1]
¢ Attitude toward balance of food costs and proper
nutrition ‘

-




OPEN DATING WAS SOUGHT BY CONSIDERABLY MORE SHOPPERS IN 1975 THAN IN
1973. : :

Only slightly more than half of panel shopper$ looked for open dating
A their last shopping trdp before the 1973 interview; nearly three-guarters
did so in 1975, 19% more shoppers.

The progoﬁtionlof shoppers: #ho Tooked for (Rt pricing the last time
they shopped increased by 10% over 1973. Nearly four in ten shoppers

were either unaware of or not sure about unit pricing -- this propor-
tion decreased to 30%-in 1975.

Finally, there was a 6% increase in the proportion of shoppers sayiné
they ‘checked the 1ist of ingredients on a food product;7

There were few demographic subgroup differences among any of these
- three items. . ’

| , Tablfo - -
. Reported In5tore Behavior . ' o
' \

1
’ Pane] Food Shoppers* (607)” .
- ¢ Same Response Ne£ Change
! .o o - . 1973 1973 and-1975 1975 1973-1975
Looked for dates on products 54% - 88% . 73% . +19%
Looked for unit pricing 40% 27% 50% +10%
~ Checked 1ist of ingredients 43% 28% 49% + 6%
Z ”
. : -
. ,_" ‘ F“\ -
.+ *Percent "Yes." . . "
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The be]wef that they could cut food costs and still maintain proper
nourishment changed on]y slightly from 1973 to 1975 (+22).

Food shoppers who changed the most were:

middle socioeconomic status group
recorded a decline in this belief,

ging it into closer alignment with the

ocioeconomic group regarding this issue,

¢ The 1owest education group and the highest socio-
economic group which established a 10% and 7%
increase, respectively, in this belief.

Table 21

Food, Shopper Belijefs on Whether They Could Cut
Food Costs and Still Maintain Proper Nourishment

Panel Food Shoppers* (607)

’ . Same Response Net Change
= ¢~ ‘_1973 1973 and 1975 1975 1973-1975

PaneT food shoppers (607) 59% 43% 61% + 2%

AGE . °
18 - 34 (190) 60% 45% 62% + 2%

35 - 49 (216) ‘ " 64% 51¢% 66% + 2%
50 + (193) 56% 35% N 57¢% + 1%

SEX - Do
Male (56) - 51% - 26% ! 49 - 2% .
Female (551) : 60 '+ 45% ° 2‘ q?% 24 g

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS -

" Low {188) 45% 28% 49% + 4%
Moderate (194) . 64% 41% - 57% | - 7%
High (225) : 69% . 58% 76% +7%

+ EDUCATION i
:Less than high schoq] - . .
- graduate (98) Cr 379 229 - 47% +10%
High school graduate (343) 62% - 437 - 60 - 2%
College (]54? L 2% - 59% 75% + 3%
. : - //‘\ -
A

"~;/j - ) . . \ \ ?:‘/

*Percent "Yes, could cut costs." _1*7'~
. ¢ []
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. 3% . - . v o o .\\ ,
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. , - <, Guide to Statistical Significance'of Survey.Results 7//" -2
Results of all surveys based on a sample of a‘population are subject to ' .

sampling tolerances. The probable 1imits-of such tolerantes can be esti-
mted by standard statistical 'methods. The sampling tolerances_vary with .
the size pf the sample and the size of the percentages. For example, in .
a sampTe of 600 interviews, if an observed percentage result is 60%, -the
., chances are approximately 95 in 100 that the-range 56% to 64% includes

-

the true pertentage for the.entire universe. o
4 ' ¢ - ) - . . \\_,./: ) o.' . a
- i _ . Approximate Sampling,ToIe#énces
‘ S0 size 0% °  20%. 0%  40% . ¥ -
) e ., o of . O or or or
T « ;)  Sample - 90%, 80% 703  60%  50%.
(Y . ] “~ B
600 v 3% 4 5% 5% + 5% -
T T T . 3% e sy 5% 5%
Carot o B0 \ 8 5% 6% g %,
ST sz 7% Tsx -9 95 . E
T 6% 8% %o 103 0% - g
S I 7% —Tox -N% ey 12% '
* ! . - : ¥ 7
T | 50 Tt 10% 143 163 17% . 17% -
> M b o R ] “»\ ’
g . : - I '. . Y
. —
. - . t:" - "
. \' . ot [ 4 —~
.. ’ . & ' ‘ -
’" 4 *P‘ ) R -
end . a ,
“o- . A\ ~ . /
.>:, .“" 3 ' . i -

>
+




. To)eranqes are a]so involved in the compamson of resu]t; from .two subgroups -
) of respondents “covered by the study,, such as adults ‘with 125‘5’ than a high £
+ _ school edugation (98)."and those with a. gh. schoo1 education (343).- If an . S
. observed percentage result is at or near § for one group and 50% for, the .
) . . other, ‘and one wanted to compare the tyo. groups, there would have to be.a
L difference of at=least 11% in order for.it to be considered d°real differ-
o / ence and not-based on ch¥ntée alone. , The redder should note that all sub-
- . 'group compamsons were made using two-;aﬂed tests\bf szgmﬁcance .
w -
C.ets .+ 7.+ ™ bifferences Required for Significance
Size of 1pg 0% v 36 402
PO Samples . <~ or *° or . or.a or - e
. Compared ~ -  90% 80% . = 0% 60% 50% :
e ) .'550 and 350 5% g _ ~-.8Z’" 9% 9%
. , - ¥ 200 62 . 8 9% : 0% - 10%
. : . 1’50 7% 9% 102 - Nz . - 1% . ] =
LT A (¢ N S | 13% 7 - 144 14% e
-0 e 1w sy 17 18 - 20% S
. 350 and 200 /N A | RS PR D
s ¢\ 150 % 9% . I~ 12% 12%
. , 100 9 g T 13 4% © 4%
> A 50 ° 1% .15% 7% 18% 19%
) Yo ‘ 200.and 150 8% . 1% - 12% +13% 13%
R 100 9 1% e 155 s »
. - ~so iz Losft e 193 19% A
: .. 150 and 300. 0% - 13% 4. Ter 162
f \ 50 . . 1{% 16% o 18% . 20% " 20% .

.77 100 and, 50 13 % 1 A% XMW,
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. One mode’ of analygis which colild be employed is the "turnover table" -wHich -,
. Gross-tabulates a given characteristic at more than onepoint in time. .- &

T . This tests whether the observed propoftion of changers is significantly
. different than .5. Tiis statistic is* , . oo o

“-

o Where X =
. © L p= b B S EEER o
: N = sample size . .
C P<.05ifz>1.96 . LT : )
P< .01 if 2 2.58 I R

‘proportion s}wi fting in one direction

.
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o YT v 8. . Panel ‘Effects " . ) .
" e T ' T 0
) In,the introduction we- aT‘Tuded to:the poss1b1epresence of a bias known as .
= *_ panel effect. Proper interpr-et*atwn of these-data must include some recog- P
. nition of the pdtehtial biases on the results, What might appear to be a
. significant change (or no change at all) might actually be caused by par-
. ticipation in" the research -or other facto,rs We are here primarily con-

.. cerned with the potentia] b1ases resul tihg from being interviewed prev1ous1y
X or ‘panel effect. , ) \\

s

- °, PaneT effect, -- one risk of repeated 1nterv1ews with respondent is that
they may be Ynade more sensitive to the subject matter through mere partici- .
»~ pation’in the research. The best means of_assessing panel sensitization or
~ <ontamination. is through comparisons with people who were not previously in- '
terviewed. All panel respondents had been interviewed once before. in" the
. first nationwide study and.again in 1975. There also-exfstswan qunpretested :

or new" group.of respcndents for comparison purposes -- the 1975 second
natiomwide survey respondents. -

Assessing overall panel effect involves a comparison of the panel group
mttka control group (1975 survey respondents)

[

- \ g Heasorement Period Sy .
S _ ymo . 1975 . g
- pamel X . L
o Second nation- . 7 }‘ Comparigon groups ]
wide survey .’ ) X e P

. .
+ . < . - .
5 -e .. - 1] %o - -~
.
- - ~
.
{3

-

- There were,six que tion }‘In both the panel survey and second nationa] surr.
- Yey avaﬂab"le for direc comparison ) .

- >
LY

=3 . Xy Preference for nutrition ]abe'ﬁng or 1nformat1on about
‘ . balanced meals .

L'.;.,'\ T ‘. ,P‘referenc'e for nutrition labeling or recipes -
‘ . . 8 Attention to-open dating ' )
s Attention to unit pricing

'.¢° Attention to 1isting of ingredients

- ¢ ) ~ ; - '
% R Know‘ledge that added vitamin C is as benefi cial -as the N -
L « . . magural vitamin ' : ' -
R -> v - -~ s € ) . i . ,' N -’ 1
; -t ’ .o " ) ' P : . : '-‘ : ) . ': '
= adh i 73 . ‘ . . : N - .
L - - ? - - -
L] ‘£ }, . P - - - ¢ F ) -
‘ f. - >3, 7 .D' : \J
_' ’ 15‘; : R -~ -
* B sk Q. : - { , e =
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Findings -
Panel respondents had higher p;'qportions in the primary answer categorj/ in
five of the six questions. In one’'question dealing withrespondent percep-

. - tion of the nutritional equality of added versus nattral Vitamin C, a knowl-
" -edge. question, panel shoppérs were more Tikely to agree that the added vita-

" min was as good as the natural. (Q. 2'6). D
- - Second Nation- .
) Panel (607) ~ ,wide Survey (1664) s
. Yes 39%€— 95— » 30 i ‘
' W . ¥ s ;L SRR
. . Qualified - .. i AT >
- . .~ answer- s 2. “Z - Y ' ﬂt,:
. . . ) i 4‘ - ‘T . s ’ ¥
' Don't know. 8 7 .
v -~ o = (%73 panel "yes" -- 36%) "’ _ ) . '
(1973 independent "yes® -s 34%)° ' - ® =

. . . . ) ' ‘ J ;
) ‘Panel shoppers also were more Tikely than fhe 1975 survey shoppers to re-
. port preferences of nutrition labeling over recipes and balanced meal in-

- - formation. . .

Preference of nutrition 1a5e1ing or balanced meal information. (Q. 46)

" " . ? ’ (-
- : . . - . Second Nation- .
J ' / : S, --Panel (607).  wide Survey (1664)
» P . s . ) }: " . e, . - = "
- © Prefer nutrition label. " 613 23198 s 425
? Prefer balanced meal . o . . -
) information - 26 e 370, <.
« Hant both -8 _ 12 ’ R
‘ . * , .\ . .
" Want-neither .2 . 4 . L.
- Lo o .. Y ooy T
. e (1973 panel "prefer label" -- 65%) oo ' N

- . (1973 independent Fprefer 18bel" -- 643) - . ; oo \,;, v




. . ’
& p
‘Preference of %txt_rH;wn labeling or recipes. (Q. 45)
L. R . ’ e Second Nation-
. < . . Panel,/{607) wide Survey (1664)

N . ) 5, . : / ’ .
- O Prefer nutrition.label 81% «— 234 —— 58% . /
" o ""—,Prefez’;‘rec‘:i es ‘ .8 SV

L N ot . -,

- oL L Wafit both I T - 16
e . Want neither 3 ‘ -4
7 * ‘ "j
. Co (1973 pane1 “prefer labelt -- 79 ) s ot
o (1973 independent "prefer 1abe1H -- 79%)
B . N et

- Panel members also had a hrgher tendency to réport 1ookmg for unit pricmg

. (Q 11)
- :'. '
- i < o ) Second Ration- ST

L . . ~ Panel {607) wide Survey (1664)

’ Looked for um’t pricing - 508 — 9% — 417 . .

‘ - (1973 pane] -- 40%) .- =~ . ) -
_ —" _ , (1973 'mdependent --'42g) 4 . | C
" : PN \\/ R . M ‘; ) ] - ,

. . } . r *

) On other preference data, the responses were closer.
- -\ Looked for dates on products. (Q. 9) - ] ~ T
e — N - ) ‘ ﬁ. { to.
_ - . } . . ¢ " . - . \
R . . <o - Second Nation- . ;

. , : Panel (607) . wide Survey {1664) . “?
- »‘. ) . 2 % - ‘ . . i . 3
e - - . tooked for dates on . . P A
. products , 137 «—. 28 —— 75% , ‘
| (1973 panel - 543) . . SO SR B

?

S (1973: independent -- 57%), , .
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42 . ... “Se ' | -

o .
) »
r

{ - .
; ‘Checked 1ist of ingredients. (Q..12)

I

- Second Nation-
Panel L6072 wide Survey.(1664) -

L

50% «— 4% ——» 46%

‘.. ?

Checked 1ist of

ingredients ’

- & . (1973 panel -- 43%)

\ .
(1973 independent -- 42%) ’ \\
The two labeling preference questions and the added versus natyral vitamin
question all reflect some panel effect. - In this instance, the panel data
- are relatively stable across measurement periods while the two independent’
samples reflect substantial.changg.' The experience of being interviewed
appears to act as a stabilizing factor on subsequent response and, as
- such, is a good predictor of later response. Whatever real change took
place among the population (as indicated by comparing 1973 and 1975 inde-
:ient samples) 1s not reflected in the panel. , -
R IR other-result ﬂithsign%t panel bias 95 *looking for unit pricing.”
It is reasonable to-assume the inflation in the 1975 panel response to be
a result of the prewious interview. The bias is not lessened when ad-
Justing for initial interview response and .must, then, be panel effect.

”

[

Only the one question dealing with open dating is Clearly free .from any

" panel bias. There is.a significant fncrease in Tooking for open dating

... within the panel shoppers, from 54% to 73%. The 1975 panel figure, 73%,
- ° 1s nearly identieal to the 1975 indepepdent sample resu}t, 75%. /

Care should be taken when generalizing from either -the preference or knowl-
edgé data where the effect of prior interviewing appears to predict sub-
sequent response. The reader should also note the other instance of pos-
~ sible effect mentioned above -~ that increased awarensss could set from
: prior interviewing and be behaviorally manifested -- e.g., looking for .
- unit gricing. This is, hcmeverZa panel analysis -- one wherg the topic
' of -interest is internal change @s well as net change. Th erpretability
of gross change {is unaffected. The interpretation of net ts or - S
" changes ‘shoulds be- tempered with reader knowledge of panel ntamination, —

-

N




C. Research Methodology: Research Methods,
=+ h Inferviewing Experience, Knowledge Scoring

e

Samplie Design for the 1973 Study

o~

The Response Analysis Corparation national probability sample was used f(u’
this study. Sample locdtions and households were specified by the—sample
plan and in instructions to.intervieWers. None of the selection steps was

. lefte®o the discretion of the interviewer. ’

The sample-design included the following study requirements: -

- A natipnal sample of homemakérs or persons most respon- - @
sibte{for the food shppping in the household -- referred

to as "min food Shopper.”

- A larger sample of the younger homemakers, 18 to 49
, . T years of age, than would naturally occur in a probabiTi-

ty sample.
This was accomplished by sampling the older group. at half the rate at '

T whith 1% normally occurs. The undersazzp%ing of the 50+ age group was

compensatkd for by appropiiate weights in the computer prgcessing of

- the study resé‘tts so that total survey results would reflect the actual
distribution of younger and oIder adults in the study popu]atwn, ji.e.,
chief food’ shoppers ‘ ‘

\ "
The sequence of s;eps used in the development “of the sample included:

e Selection of a national sample of W3 primary areds
{counties or groups of counties) stratified by geo-
/, graphig riaon, type of community, and other -popu- .
. ‘w,"lation ch %eristics E

.o . Se}ection of 600 interviewing 10’cat10ns or secbndary | .
5 areas (Cnsus enumeration districts: or block. groups) ot
* for the national samp'le‘ - ’

- . 4
s Selection of specific sampie segments in each inter- .
- viewing Ipcation for field administration of the sur-
vey. » , .
. N Screemng of sample households to determine whether .,

. or riot there.was a main food shopper in the house-
.. hold, and the shopper s age. :

»

+  Detail on each of these steps is provided in Food and Hu}ﬁtxon: Knaow1-

edge, Beljefs; 1974.




™~

"\ . Tt

Sample Design for the 1975 Panel Study . . -

A random selection of the 1500, 1973 main food-shoppers was employed for
the panel. The sample design included specifications that the selection
be equally distributed among the three Knowledge propensity groups. To
"accomplish this, respondents wie stratified by high, medium and low
nutrition, knowledge calculated ¥rom a series of questiens which tested o
nutrition\knoWwledge. This was admimistered in the 1973 questionnaire. .
-More detai\s on the scoring procedures can be found’ on page 46 . Edach of .

‘the propensity groups was listed in order, fifrét by location, then housing .
unit number. Intervals for selection were calculated and a-gample of 900 LA

v+ respondefits was selected,,300 from each group. e

A supplesment .of 170 respondents“ﬁas selected at a later time to cospe-rﬁa\’.g-,:

-

’ for the respondents who had dropped out of the sample,

=

N . - LA \
P , - . . 4 . »
Interviewing Experience . N . |
Respondents ‘xassigned ;//A - 71,070 _ . _ . |
Koved. or unable to Focate A - 245 -
Eligible for interview . - 825 - ' |
. Interview Completion Experiende S
‘ \ Eligible respondents T 825 - i o
" _~—1Interviews included in . . . . -
- . analysis. i . 607 -
Households: Qot coepleted ”
f Refused, _ ., 105, , ‘
Ko one at r)ose, ‘ / .
. other Ancomplete’ N3« £ - -
. 74% Cospletion Rate |
Yerification of Completed Méterials _ _
Interviews ‘Used . : vihgaber . o _, i . \\\
in. Analysis ) Yerified . %’
. - -~ : 4
T * 7607 - 103 .
. ' . X
. ’r ‘ , /\ 1
. ™t ' L
4 . ’5_ ) < ’ 5 -
r r i . ~
R hY
» * :
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Data Processing and Heighting‘ . \ -

The 1973 we%ght factors were prlzed '1n the progessing-of the survey data.
These weights were to compensate for ‘the undersamp )ag of homemakers age
50 or older and for dlfferences in completion rate among, interviewing, ﬁrfa-
tions. . .

1. Age weig'hting ‘

Homemakers age .50 or older were weighted up by a factor
‘ " of tWO - '

2. Locatlon welghtmg '

. Weights were assigned to compensate for diffefences in

- interview completion rAtes among interviewing Tocations.
The-weight: facton for each location was propartionate to

- the number of estmaied ehg%ble respondents in each

" Tocation.

The’ pane] weighted data-was compared with the 1973 survey data on

the following characteristics: ~
e Knowledge score ) ’
¢ Age '
8 Sex
]
¢ Education .
-8 Reg 1;011 .
Ho significant differences were observed .and. it was determined tﬁat no
further weighting was needed. . ’
. ’ o~
Description of Analysis Yariables for 1973 and 197SLData
Region 2. ' ) - . -/) .
) ) ] States grouped as Northeést 6stsus classifications of Hew .
. England and thdle Atlantic):
. Haine, Neﬂ Hampshire, Yermont, Hassachusetts;,khode .
: Is}and, Connectjcut, New York, Hew Jersey, PennSyl-
vania tf 2 SR
3 + @ States grouped as Horth Central (Cenéus cIassifications of ’ X
East Horth Central and West Horth Gentra]) T R

Ohio,- Indiana, Iﬂinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Hinne- - a
sota, Iowa, Missouri,’ Horth Dakota, §outh Dakota, A -
Nebraska, Kansas L. ‘ .
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¢ States grouped as South (Census classifications of South
At'lantic, East South Centra'l~ and West South Central):

De}awére, Maryland, District of Columbia, V‘lrg‘lma,

West Virginia, Horth Carolina, .South Carolina,”” -

- ' Georgia, Florida, Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama,

Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas

A

-

¢ States gro

-as West (Census classifications of Mountain .
v

Montana, Idaho, Wyomirg, Colorado, Hew Mexico,
Arizona, Utah, "Nevada, Washington, 'Dregen, Calis -
--- fornia

and Pacific):

LY

pu'lain‘an Dengity ’ w

Large metro area includes the top 25 Standard Metropolitan Sta-
tistical Areas (SHSA)

\).

ng York., ., 5  Hewark
e Los Angeles Minneapolis-St. Pau2
* Chicago ’ ‘  Dallas
PR Phﬂadelphia ! . Anaheim-Garden Grove-Santa Ana
* Detroit Seattle
E " San Francisco Milwaukee
Washington Cincinnati
Bostoh - Atlanta
. Pittsburgh Paterson-Clifton-Passaic
- St, Louis - Buffalo
. Baltimore T - San Diego
. t Cleveland Miami - |
s g Houston
Nutrition Knowledge Score / ;
Y

High =108+ points

s’ 4

Low = O - 93 points

f/ Hedium 94 - 107 pmnts '

=\ écorefbased on fo’ﬂmng. .
L - Is there one particu'lar food adults need to l@,.hea'lthy? '
P O S . y
. nb~1 - )
- : e . N’ot reported 0 - , ,
7 Can a person stay healthy if he/she is a vegetarian?
* i Yese= ] - .
: .. . /“— -
- . * Ko-=.0 /&P ’ )
- I I ‘ 7 - ‘ .-
- oot Wt reported = ¢ . ‘3'4 .

[ XY
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/_?\' . . /
- - - \ T -1 . d U -
Is added wit\:amin C as beneficial as fresh vitamin C7-
. . Yes=1 .. - :
No=0

Not reported = 0

On the following items, respondents were given 1 point for each correct
.+ . . answer selected and 1 point for each fncqrrect answer which was not
oo selected.
iCof"rect answers aye circled.

, Rutrients that are easy for the body to get:
< -1- Vitamin A o

»+ () Thiamin (vitanin-y) ,_
- ) ' ‘ @ Ribof]avin'(Vitamin B2) . -
‘ d Niacin ‘
' 5. Vitamin C ' o
L 6 VitaminD
. ‘ 7 Vftamin E (not included in score)
\)\ - o . Pr‘ote‘ln .
- . @ Carbohydrates e
. ' " Fat [ ) |
. @ Calories ;
. ) , ]2 ' Iron %, ¥ 7
o - .. -
13 ~ Calcium -
. " ' 3 'y
s S Al =7 poigg,,,
' ' ' ‘Non¢ ~ + = 5 points
- Not sere.= 0 points
~ - ‘3.;_?'

- - : . . _,,’ ;l
o . | - 1G0¢
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. N
P . -

. .
’ ~

Nutrients that are hard for the bedy to get: . .

. ) - ~
. (¥) vitanin A !
' | 2 Thiamin (Vitamin By) . | |
3 ijof]avin {Vitamin Bp) - ."
T ‘ 4 . Niacin '
(5) vitanin ¢
(6) vitamin D -
7 -Vitamin E (not included in score) Q
8 Protein | '
9 Carbohydrates >
- 10 - Fat - y,
11 Calories
. @ Iron .
! ~
(13 calcium |
] ' A1l =5 points ) ~
. . None = 7 posints - ’ 1 ‘
J _ Not sure = 0 points , .
e ‘ ) . P4
i\ . '




Nutrients that are stored by the body: . T ‘-\i

. @ Vitamin D =

= = - -

@ Vitamin A R \ .‘; ' o

[3 L IR ~ N ¥8

Thiamin {vitamin Bj) . T o |
Riboflavin (Vitamin.B,) ’
Niacin . .

V{tamin C . \ . ) - -

®.Vitqm‘inE . . \

8

" Protein h
" Carbohydrates
Fat
Catories
Iron -
Calcium
. AN = 7 points - .
7 None = 6 points _
. . Not sure = 0 points . //
» _/{\ )
{
. - \ ¢
. ' ' A .
« - ’ -~
4 2 ‘ : N )
_ . P
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-§D Lt ‘ SEEE 4 ’/ .
' g' T . ? ’ ,
. & ¢ - M . ’
) . ) '.' . « (S - ’ . .
- A A Y \ . :
S A © . beef,  Fom bhe . s
. Ty ,Th'!ngs: green peas does\for: the body; )
' 5 . r bread s » ‘ i .
‘ .o . o Green' ,
" . . Milk' . Beef * Peas Bread .
. 3 e - - v
. . - L4 kY
. ' * For the eyes o] 1 @ ] )
’ ’ ’ . .-‘ . \ / o {‘/ -
. . For strong teeth and bones - @ 2 2 2 - .
» R ® . . . : .
- : Builds fustle tissue ‘ @ @ @ "3, -
Y <« - . - ' . .
" "'+ .* To repair body tissues ) @ @ .4
" .77 . Builds blood cells ° s ) & 6.
. \“’ ' ’ ’ ) . 7
Lo Fights infections . « & 6 T s
.~ . For the nervous system” @ 7 @ . @
R T . c T . ’ o
L " 'Fdr healthy skin_ ’ . '
,‘ '] * . ' ‘ Ay . / - -
) ) For proper grgwth ‘f children @ @ @ @ ¢ -
' . ’. S 3° 4 i "5
. o< - Norie of-the above = points points point  points
‘ ' Don't know-or no . .
. ot answer -- pointg
o ) A asstgned to entire et -
Yoo, © question = 0 -0 ‘0-- 0,
1 ’ - * * - . N
- .I \ . v R ] ’ ;
. , \ - TrrEene - "\ ! '
> '“ ¢ ° .ot ’ * v ’
& . ! - .
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. 1( N I
L . * . /' ’ x .
K] s ) — P ) - » M
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J ) F a‘ S ' ‘ * hd
- .0 i R N . .
. PN * - - ” 4 - * .
R T Ig~ ‘ ‘ el
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. MK . —~ R C
- . Beef - | is & source of: - \ : : S '
S _+ Green peas{* * o C

’,‘7 .-‘.?read . . 4 . é-\

: . . Greén -
' . .7 Milk Beef Peas Bread

“\

T Vitamin.A S *
, : * Thiamin (Vitamin B1). | :
- i S N N,
. Ty RibofTavin {Vitagin Bp) - _
. - . e ’ ¢
, T “Hiacin- . -

.

“%@e»e@f@®@®®

Vitamin C
- 4 Vitamin D
¢ - - ’ Protein .

P

Carbohydrates -
° Fat S

@ > QO « =@~ -
@-@r = "OOO -

'e@m@?*6®ﬁ~

_Calories-.. ¢

——
—

——d
(A ]

L -Iron -
’ . ) /

« o talelum

ot
~n
-~
-

~ s ) Ho“items picked- -~
' points assigned to

g egtire. question - 0 0 0. 0
Iy N 4 S 3 -

+ - kY z
.‘: w ‘
v ' < '_ ‘ »
Wt ¢ ; *
- kY . 2 .
+ ¥ M . *
- :1 ‘; -
j : C ‘
} ’ ' -
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-
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e - .
"“ ' . ik SR S .
) gi:; peas has the same benéfits as: i )
-J-'- Bread ) I . s ‘ )
) ' . ’ Green-
C - Milk B;A?f ’Peas‘ Bread
.t ., Oatmeal y OO
S Fish -7 NOMONE: 2 ‘
Rice C L3 3 .04 @
) - Havy—Beans. ‘ o @ @ '
. Chicken .. G G s .
Potatoes - 2 & 6 : @ @ :
T Eggs R @ @ 7 7 ,'
“ 3 » " Macaroni ‘ ' ) Con 8 é
‘ \\ y ~P0,ri.:\‘and-.]amb - OMONK: 9.
i AL 'S'tr.n?g beans ' . 10 10 10
. fadots P L a n
Bananas_ ) . 12- 12 - @ .12
] . P?anut butter N @ @ 13 @
Cottage cheese : 14 ¢ 14 Y N
- - D<;n't know -- points
. ) ~ assigned to entire.-
question * . 0 - 0— .0 0 ,
f ~ - L . ’:-r' ‘
v \ - ' ~e— ~ . )
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( Cy s .
" ‘< Socioecfonomk Status SRR s o,
‘ R High = 9 - 13 points ‘ . : o S
' Hec!ium:- 7 - 8 points . ‘ ’ ' ’
‘ ',‘Lo;l=446po'in§ts- /
- B Sco'rjet based 0;1 foltowing; - .
. Occupation: . / . Points ,
Professiohai/technica]. N <o 4
W ~ Hanagers./offiCer:‘s,"-.‘ o s\ .
' " Other white collar 2 -
- , Blue co]lar‘ .2
: Tqapor:a?ﬁ I.y unemp]pyed < 3 -
.. retired . -7 RE ]
N , Kot reported S 3
| . | ; B | - ’, " .
Education: ) N . T . T
o e 8th grade or less - ‘ 1 :
’ ‘ High school incomplete _ ‘ -2 ‘ /
‘ ) i ' High' sc’hocrl gra&uate N | ‘3 \ J
oy * " Uollege Incomplete . 4 - ]
) College graduate ' / -
R ’ ' Be}?nd col.flege'-gr_aduate .: ‘ ) y 6
: Hot réported K /- Py T : N
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Type of Neighborhood:
(Wealthy, society neighborhood
High income and probably some
inherited wealth. g

An excellent. white collar
neighborhood. Doctors and
v

<
high paid -executives.

.good white collar neighbor-
hood, but not big executives.

]

as we

lar
wel

\

<

Mostly white collar; some
skilled blue collar craftsmen

Mostly middle level blue col-
; some. of fice workers as

11.
'

1. .

no white collar.
Probably many

Stum area.
families on welfare.

v

Jjudge*)

P

-

Mostly lower level blue collar;-

L
. Not reported (includes “"Hard to

ot

"y

m:' ..'11

nt-.;’,

-
L Be
Pty
Y

(‘l-‘((“(“f((((‘-(a((‘("ﬂ e
-
.

1 4
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) ‘ ', . ' \-} L. o " 255 ]
' ‘ S ; .
v . Sellf—-concept -- hufrition Knowledge ° ’ ' )
' - H'cgh 7-10 pomts - .. . ’
. -y Hedium= 5-"6_Do1nts\ N ‘ ) o . : . ’ .
) ', “Low = 1 - 4 points | L T C . o ) d
‘ "Score based on a mugrition scale as ‘follows: " e " )

/. _3' ' ]0 - Rnow a Tot about nutrition (food scientists, home
Co economists, dieticians)

8'>' Quite a bit ] \ ‘ L ) - Ny

~

. . 1 ' Know almost nothing about nutrition’ - S

-~

= .

. .
* . z .
B L D P h -
. . - -
. - . . N
/
.

. .
- [ - 1




