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ABSTRACT

The purpose was to examine and compare demographic character
istics, environmental behavior and environmental.attitudes of three 
groups of soft drink consumers in Tucson: customers of Pleasure Time 
Beverages, Shamrock Dairy, and grocery store soft drinks. One hundred

. i

persons from each group comprise the three samples. Data were analyzed 
by the two-way classification chi-square test, one-way analysis of 
variance and the Student-Newman-Keul1s test. Similarities occurred in 
the areas of ethnic background, number of adults in the household, 
consumer and spouse education and spouse occupation. Similarities 
existed regarding opinions which tended to agree with statements 
supporting personal responsibility for the environment and a belief that 
refillable containers reduce wastes somewhat. The majority in all 
three groups are not encouraged by school-aged children in the house to 
buy soft drinks in refillable containers. All three groups support 
returnable soft drink container legislation. ' Shamrock Dairy had more 
school-aged children than the other groups. Annual income was signifi
cantly lower for grocery store, customers. . Shamrock Dairy customers had 
higher occupational ratings than the other groups. Dairy consumers were 
significantly older than the.other consumers. Recycling behavior was 
noted by Pleasure Time and the dairy consumers but • not by those in 
grocery stores. Grocery store customers tended to buy more soft drinks 
in throwaway containers than the other groups.

x



INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

Introduction
Technology has provided American consumers with an abundance of 

material goods. Technology has also left us- with a great deal of waste 
from these goods. Aluminum and steel cans remain long after the pop or 
beer in them has been consumed. Yesterday's newspapers pile up in the 
garage. Our old refrigerator is hauled to the local dump when we pur
chase the latest model. Until recently, we left the matter of wastes 
in the hands of the trash man with little thought about the resources 
used or where the remains were going.

The Throwaway Ethic
Since World War II American consumers have adopted a throwaway 

ethic which has been a convenience with a price. A product is purchased, 
used briefly— or only once— and then discarded. Pollution evolving from 
the throwaway ethic can be seeneverywhere: aluminum cans strewn along 
roadsides, plastic bottles and bits of paper scattered in parks, frag
ments of glass left in the streets after the trash man has emptied 
overflowing containers. Yet litter is only one form of the pollution 
caused by our increasing wastes. We associate litter with pollution be
cause it is so visible. Wastes also generate pollution through 
increased energy consumption (U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 1974).

1
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- ' A

Beer consumption increased 37 percent since 1946 while non- 
returnable beer containers on the market increased 595 percent in the 
same period (Commoner 1972, p. 172). Soft drinks arid iced tea have 
appeared on the market in nonrefillahle containers and seem to be pre
ferred by manufacturers, grocers and consumers alike (League of Women 
Voters of the United States 1972, p. 23). Junk automobiles are abandoned 
by the roadside because the cost to haul them to a salvage yard often 
exceeds the price a scrap dealer will pay for them (U. S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 1972a, pp. 63-66). The wastes that have accumulated 
are highly visible. Energy consumption and loss of nonrenewable re
sources, although not so obvious, are enormous.

The Problems of Muriicipal Solid Waste
According to one expert, the municipal waste generated in 1967 

was enough to cover an area of 1,700 square miles— nearly the size of 
the state of Delaware— with a layer of garbage one foot deep. This 
accumulating waste is not without its price. The garbage bill for the 
City of New York is running well over a half million dollars a day 
(Testin 1974, p. 4). On a nationwide basis, cities spend approximately 
six billion dollars annually for collection and disposal of solid 
wastes (U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 1973, p. 2).

Although a large percentage of the collection and disposal costs 
involves wages for sanitary, workers, the energy consumed in hauling 
municipal wastes to dumps arid sanitary landfills is also a matter of 
concern^ Two hundred eighty-seven million gallons of gasoline and 326 
million gallons of diesel fuel are burned each, year in the process of
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picking up municipal wastes and transporting them to their final rest
ing place (Lowe 1974, p. 33).
| Recent shortages of oil, paper, textiles and other materials
have created feelings of anxiety among American consumers (Main 1974, 
pp. 26-30). People are becoming aware that our consumption of material 
goods and the throwaway ethic could mean acute shortages of items on 
which we depend.

Thus, various: problems have arisen over our.Increasing wastes: 
the problem of what to do with wastes and where to put them, the energy 
consumption involved, the drain on resources. Those knowledgeable in 
the area of waste management do not always agree on the best way to 
resolve these issues. Emerging public awareness is but a first step in 
solving our waste problems. New ideas are sorely needed as well as, 
perhaps, an adjustment in lifestyles.

Waste Disposal Methods Currently in Effect

Open :Dumping. The primary means of solid waste disposal today - 
is open dumping, whereby garbage and trash are hauled to a community 
site and deposited haphazardly. The wastes are left uncovered, an ideal 
breeding place for rats and a frequent source of fires (Brunner et al. 
1971). Few citizens want to live near open dumps, and as a result the 
dumps are usually located many miles from city limits .

'The 'Sanitary'Landfill. The sanitary landfill is another alterna
tive for waste disposal. In a sanitary landfill, wastes are spread in 
layers in a cavity in the' earth, compacted with heavy duty equipment



each day of operation and covered with a layer of earth. Eventually the 
sanitary landfill can serve a useful purpose. Parks, recreation areas . 
and shopping centers have heen built over filled-in areas. In Long 
Island, New York, a ten-run ski bowl is being created from a sanitary 
landfill (The American City 1975, p. 75). For many communities, however, 
the term "sanitary landfill" is often a euphemism for the open dump.
In a survey taken in the late 1960s, less than five percent,of the solid 
waste land disposal sites examined, by experts met the minimum require- . 
ments for sanitary landfills (Black et al. 1968). In. addition, leachate 
(polluted water) sometimes drains through the refuse and can enter water 
supplies in some areas where the water table, is high'and the ground 
porous.

Incineration. Incineration is another means of disposing of 
municipal solid waste. However, inefficient incinerators in the United 
States have given this method a bad image. It is estimated that 75 
percent of the present municipal incinerators are inadequate by standards 
set by the Bureau of Solid Waste Management. On the other hand, effi
cient incineration could reduce the volume of solid waste by as much as 
12 to 1 (The Society of Plastics Industry, Inc. 1970, p. 7).

Resource Recovery: A 'Possible Solution 
to the Solid Waste Problem

Using.the Allison, Mooser and Taylor (1973, p. 25) definition, 
resource recovery is "the. extraction and use of materials and values 
from the solid waste stream." Various, forms of resource recovery are 
being developed in the United States.today.



Using Wastes to Produce Fuel. One kind of resource recovery is 
the use of wastes to produce fuel. The U. S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA.) has encouraged programs of research and development in this 
area. The EPA is supporting efforts of the city of St. Louis and Union 
Electric Company to develop a soil'd waste utilization system in which 
combustible wastes will be burned along with coal to generate elec
tricity for metropolitan St. Louis. A prototype system has been in 
effect since 1972 and it is expected that the main operation will be 
running by mid-1977 when 8,000 tons of. raw refuse will be processed each 
day (Klumb and Wells 1974).' The EPA has sponsored other projects along 
this line. Government funds have helped develop a pyrolysis system in 
Baltimore, Maryland, in which, waste material is. heated in the absence or 
near absence of oxygen, resulting in heat, valuable organic liquids and 
gases (Allison et al. 1973, p. 13).

Garbage-for-fuel tests are also being conducted by industry..
In Toledo, Oregon, wastes were recently shredded, baled and burned as 
fuel at the Georgia-Pacific Corporation (Schenck 1974).

Fuel Conversion. Closely related are the fuel conversion experi
ments under way in various cities in the country. Until recently, the 
city of Tucson had a research project in operation at its sewage treat
ment plant where garbage, trash and sewage were ground up together and 
processed into fertilizer, carbon dioxide and methane gas (Hoenig and 
Russ 1974). Since 1971,. the U. S. Bureau of Mines, has been producing 
petroleum from wastes that have been processed in a large "pressure 
cooker" (Schaefer 1972, p. 246).



In an.article in Time (December 2, 1974, p. 102), Bowlby, an 
official with Connecticut's Resources, Recovery Authority, states that 
"there are ho technical problems with garbage anymore; all that is needed 
is initiative." . While this may be true for many of the garbage-for-fuel 
projects, more experimentation in the field is needed before fuel con
version systems are economically feasible. Hoenig (1975) believes that 
large-scale incorporation of fuel conversion systems is a long way from 
being realized. In an interview, he noted that while many of the •fuel 
conversion systems work well in the laboratory and, to a limited extent, 
in the field, to accurately predict the success of a system on a large- 
scale basis is difficult. .

Reclaiming Materials. In addition to energy recovery, resource 
recovery can mean the extraction of materials from the solid waste 
stream which can be reclaimed. For example, in the St. Louis project 
mentioned on page 5., magnetic metals, glass and non-ferrous metals will
be removed into separate components (KLumb and Wells 1974). In general,/ - "
materials, recovery systems combined with energy recovery systems offer 
a comprehensive method of retrieving over 90 percent of the material or 
energy in the solid waste stream (Colonna. and McLaren 1974, p. 106).. 
However, energy and materials recovery systems are enormously expensive. 
The St. Louis project, will cost at least 70 million dollars. Some, 
experts question whether benefits.of such systems would, in the long 
run, outweigh costs. Colonna and McLaren (1974, p. 107) believe in a 
strong emphasis on marketing groundwork as a first step in any resource 
recovery system. Abert, Alter and Bemheisel (1974) have created a



prototypical operating statement— a cost-henefit analysis— which could 
serve as an invaluable decision-making tool for a community choosing a . 
solid waste management system. Economic analysis before implementation 
of a system would undoubtedly indicate its feasibility.

Recycling: Another Possible Solution 
to the Solid Waste Problem

Another method for reducing the solid waste problem is recycling, 
which has been encouraged by government, some industries and many citi
zen action groups. Recycling is "the use of a waste material in the 
manufacture of the same or a similar product" (Allison et al. 1973, 
p. 25). Materials extracted from the solid waste stream— recovered 
resources— can be recycled. At the household level, steel (tin) cans, 
aluminum cans, glass and paper can be separated from other trash and 
taken to a recycling center where the materials generally undergo the 
first steps toward being processed into new cans, glass or paper.

Actually, most material wastes which are recycled come from 
industry itself. During the manufacturing process, relatively pure, 
homogeneous wastes are collected and returned to the operation. This 
is an efficient method of reducing wastes and. costs for the manufacturer 
(Kiefer 1973, p. 2). Materials recovery systems are being developed 
which would provide additional resources for recycling via the mining of 
municipal wastes.

Recycling at the ’Household Level. Recycling at the household 
level has received much attention during the past few years. The 
aluminum industry has been a leader in advocating recycling and



initiated a system whereby consumerg. may take their aluminum cans to a 
recycling center and sell them for 1 5 per pound, or $300 per ton. More 
than 1,300 recycling centers in the country are sponsored by aluminum 
companies and the beverage industry (The Aluminum Association 1974) • 
Besides aluminum, steel ('tin) cans and glass are accepted at some of 
these centers. Th addition, salvage companies usually accept steel and 
aluminum cans, while paper stock...companies accept newsprint, computer 
print-outs and computer cards for recycling, .

The value of materials taken to.recycling centers generally de
pends on market conditions and.geographic location, although the price

v . . ’ .

paid for aluminum is consistent, nationally (The Aluminum Association 
1974). The Beverage Industry Recycling Program in. Arizona (BIRP.) 
presently pays, one-half of a cent per pound for glass at its centers in 
Phoenix, Tucson and Mesa. Recyclers in other parts.of the country may 
receive a slightly higher price. In general, glass items are not 
accepted for recycling as readily as aluminum.. . Raw materials used in 
the production of glass are so abundant in nature that, at the present 
time, it is cheaper to use nature's offerings rather than transport and 
melt used glass for new products. Glass taken to Arizona1s BIRP centers 
is transported to California for further processing (Burns 1976).

Similarly, recyclers receive little reward for their steel (tin) 
cans. The present rate in Arizona is one cent per pound.' Markets, for 
steel (tin) cans are primarily the copper industry (where, the cans are 
used as a copper precipitator), and the de-tinning industry. The 
presence of tin and other contaminants in steel cans renders them
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almost worthless in the steel industry (U. S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 1974, p. 52).

Prices paid for paper products fluctuate widely. In Tucson, 
Consolidated Fibers and L.E.R.N. (Let's Each Recycle Now) each pay $20 
per ton for newsprint. In comparison,, computer cards and print-outs 
draw a much higher price because of the quality of the paper (Strickler 
1976). In 1974, when there was little demand for recycled paper, the 
price of newsprint dropped to $2 per ton; some companies were unable to 
accept even donations.

The. Voluntary Nature of Household Recycling. Recycling at the 
household level has been done primarily through volunteer efforts. Boy 
Scouts and other organizations have periodically collected aluminum, 
steel, glass and paper items in order to build up their treasuries.
Before the advent of recycling centers, a consumer had to let his re
cyclable materials pile up until the next drive materialized, or he 
threw them in the trash can. Now convenient collection points are 
located in neighborhood shopping centers, recreation areas, school yards 
and at some industrial sites. This has been a convenience for individuals 
who want to donate materials for recycling but do not want to drive to a 
recycling center or wait for a collection.pick-up. Some cities have 
provided for the collection of recyclable materials which have been 
separated (Witschi 1975). Many recycling programs, however, are short
lived. A primary reason is that householders, in general, have not 
cooperated. In 1972, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency studied 
metropolitan housewives', attitudes toward solid waste and concluded that



10
few housewives in the past have taken any action in spite of an ex
pressed concern about the problem (U. S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 1972b).

Thus the notion prevails that recycling at the household level 
is primarily a charitable, do-gooder type of operation that people par
ticipate in sporadically. At the same time, statistics on household 
recycling behavior can be confusing. In an advertisement in Time 
(inside front cover), Alcoa Aluminum (September 23, 1974) announced that 
in 1973 "about 36 percent of all cans used in Arizona were recycled—  

over 94 million cans." On the other hand, Rathje (1976) estimates that
33,000,000 all-aluminum cans were thrown away in Tucson in 1974, ending 
up in the landfill instead of at the B1RP center.

Low Remuneration for"Recyclable Materials. The majority of con
sumers consider the sorting and return of recyclable materials too much 
trouble for the financial return. The reasons for low remuneration are 
many. Primarily, it is still cheaper for a manufacturer to use virgin 
materials than utilize secondary (recyclable) materials. Technology for 
processing raw materials is highly developed. We are just beginning to 
learn how. to separate, and recover materials from the municipal trash 
heap. Manufacturers: who process virgin materials work with a pure, 
clean ingredient. Secondary materials-are expensive to separate and 
impurities often render them worthless to the manufacturer (Kiefer 1973, 
p. 32). ■
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Manufacturers- are further- encouraged to use virgin materials • 

because of the depletion allowances they often receive. Secondary 
materials agents receive few tax incentives in comparison.

Freight rates for secondary materials are traditionally much 
higher than rates for virgin materials (League of Women Voters of the 
United States 1972, pp. 8-18), In addition, distances involved in 
transporting recyclable materials to a manufacturing center can exceed 
several hundred miles. The high cost to transport used glass to a manu
facturing plant means that the recycler will receive little when he 
takes his bottles to a recycling center. And, as noted previously, the 
raw materials needed for the manufacture of glass are so abundant in 
nature that the energy consumption and costs for hauling and melting 
used glass make little economic or ecological sense, Although much less 
energy is used in the manufacture of aluminum items, from fecycled cans 
than from aluminum in bauxite, aluminum cans deposited in Tucson's BIRP 
center are shredded and loaded on rail cars for further processing in 
Alabama (Burns 1976). Thus, the demand for virgin materials exceeds 
that for secondary materials at this„time. Financial incentives for 
household recyclers are few,, and the trash collector’s regular visits 
are a national assumption.

Source Reduction: A Third Possible 
Solution to the Solid Waste Problem

Another method for resolving.the solid waste problem is by source 
reduction. According to Allison et al. (1973, p. 25), source reduction 
is "any policy or action which has the effect of decreasing the amount
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of potential solid waste produced.". Reducing the amount of packaging 
that encases products in the marketplace is an example of source reduc
tion.

The Benefits of Packaging. Consumers often scoff at the bag-in- 
the-box-covered-with-cellophane. Frequently, however, this type of 
packaging sells the product inside. At the same time, packaging pro
ducers say that they are actually reducing the amount of waste with 
which the. consumer must deal. For example, vegetables are cleaned and 
trimmed before being placed in the box or can during the manufacturing 
process, eliminating the consumer’s having to do this while preparing a 
meal. The packaging industry also notes that when husks, peelings and 
pods are removed from food prior to packaging, the food processor can 
make more efficient use of these by-products than could the consumer. 
Frequently, manufacturers turn discards into animal feed or fertilizer. 
The consumer would probably grind them in the garbage disposal or drop 
them in the trash can (Testin 1974, pp. 11-12).

While many consumers complain that excessive packaging of tiny 
items is wasteful, store owners believe that bubble-packs and the like 
help prevent shoplifting (Kiefer 1971, p. 6).

The Refillable Container. Innumerable ways exist in which 
packaging could be effectively reduced to benefit the consumer, business 
sector and environment alike. The refillable container is a packaging 
method which helps to reduce wastes. A refillable container is any 
container which can be cleaned and reused by a manufacturer. It may or



may not have a deposit required and a refund value. A distinction should 
he made between the terms "refillable container" and "returnable con
tainer." The returnable container may or may not be refillable but the. 
price includes a deposit which will be refunded when the empty container 
is returned to the store.

Soft drinks are examples of products which can be purchased in 
.'•'""'refillable containers. Over the years: the shift has been from refill- 

able bottles to throwaway bottles.or cans (U. S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 1974, pp. 82-85). Yet the consumer, in many instances, still 
has the choice between the two packaging.types. ,

Purpose
In this so-called era of ecology or resource conservation, 

consumers purport— profess or claim:— attitudes and behaviors supportive 
of environmental preservation. In reality do such attitudes and be
haviors support (or, fail to support) resource conservation? That is, 
do consumers' behaviors affirm their attitudes, or, are consumers' 
behaviors and attitudes contradictory?

The purpose of this research is to examine and compare attitudes 
and behaviors of three groups of soft drink consumers in Tucson,
Arizona.

Demographic characteristics, environmental behavior and environ
mental attitudes of three groups of soft drink consumers will, be 
analyzed:

Group 1: consumers of Pleasure Time Beverages soft drinks.
Group 2: consumers of Shamrock Dairy soft drinks.
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Group 3: consumers of fucstin, Arizona, grocery store soft drinks. 

Specifically, the questions investigated are:
1. Is there a difference among the three consumer groups according 

to the demographic characteristics of:
Age
Education of respondent and spouse (if any)
Ethnic background 
Hopsehold composition 
Income
Occupation of respondent and spouse (if any)? t

2. Is there a difference among the three consumer groups according 
to their environmental behavior pertaining to:
Amount of soft drink purchased monthly in throwaway containers 
Encouragement received from school-aged children in the house

hold to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers 
Participation in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 

or glass items?
3. Is there a difference among the three consumer groups according 

to their environmental attitudes pertaining to:
Returnable soft drink container legislation 
Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale responses 
The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society as 

measured by Tobias' scale 
The difference refillable containers make in reducing solid 

waste as measured by Tobias' scale?
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In the next section, literature reporting research related to 

this study is reviewed, while section three describes the methods and 
procedures followed in conducting this research. Section four includes 
a description of the respondents in each of the three groups and the 
results of statistical tests performed in testing the hypotheses. Con
clusions reached in this study and recommendations for further research 
are presented in section five.



REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Background

The Decline of Refilla'ble Soft Drink Containers
In the early 1950s the soft drink consumer did not have the

' option to purchase these beverages in throwaway bottles or cans. He 
bought them in refillable/retumable bottles and the deposit he paid was
credited when he returned the empties to the store. Since that time the
packaging of soft drinks has evolved from refillable bottles to throwaway 
bottles or cans (either aluminum or steel).

Closely related to the change in soft drink packaging is the 
shrinking number of soft drink bottlers, in the country. In 1947 there 
were 5>200 soft drink bottlers. By 1970 there were only 1,600. The 
forecast is that by 1980 there will be only about 600 bottlers left in 
the country (lerza 1974> p. 5). In what way has the shift to throwaway 
containers been related to the shrinking number of soft drink bottlers?

A refillable/returnable system involved a bottling plant which 
sent its product into the community via delivery trucks that left 
filled bottles at stores and, in turn, picked.up empty bottles, return
ing them to the plant to be cleaned and reused. The limitation on this 
system was the distance the delivery truck had to travel to deliver and 
return bottles. In order to market beverages under the refillable 
system, thousands of local bottling companies were necessary.

16
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Eventually, the large bottlers recognized that their products could be 
shipped much greater distances by using containers which could be 
discarded. . There would be no need for trucks to return empties. The ' 
grocer would not have to store empty bottles. The entire operation of 
marketing soft drinks could be accomplished via larger, more centralized . 
plants. The number of containers needed in the new system would greatly 
increase, but the cost of these new throwaways, could be passed on to 
the consumer.

In order to lure the consumer away from soft drinks packaged in 
refillable containers, large companies temporarily priced soft drinks in 
the new throwaways below cost. The convenience factor was stressed.
The small, intermediate bottlers were on their way out, and the shift 
to the throwaway system had begun (Lerza 1974, p. 5). In 1972 about 61 
percent of all soft drinks were packaged and sold in throwaway cans or 
bottles (U. S. Environmental. Protection Agency 1975, p. 2).

Throwaway Soft Drink Containers:
The People1s Choice?

With approximately 61.percent of soft drinks being sold in
throwaway containers today, it would seem that the consumer has been1 . . ■
weaned from refillables. The primary reason appears to be that the 
consumer prefers a container which can be used and discarded (League of 
Women Voters of the United States 1972, p. 23). There may be other 
reasons as well. During the course of this research several persons 
volunteered information. Some noted that they purchase more soft drinks 
in throwaway containers because their favorite brand of diet cola is
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not available in refillables. Others mentioned that they purchase 
throwaways when traveling because most vending machines only sell soft 
drinks packaged that way. Whatever the reason, the fact remains that 
the refillable soft drink container is the victim of limited choice.

Returnable Beverage Container Legislation:
One Way Back to Refillables

Oregon's Bottle Bill. In an effort to encourage the use of re
fillable containers and thereby reduce the litter and solid waste 
associated with throwaway beverage containers, Oregon passed its "Bottle 
Bill" in 1971 (Gudger and Bailes 1974, p. 1). Since October 1, 1972, 
all beer and soft drink containers sold in Oregon have been required to 
carry a refund value. Cans with pull tabs have been banned ("Bottle Bill" 
as enacted by Oregon Legislative Assembly— 1971 Regular Session and 
amended by Oregon Legislative Assembly— 1973 Regular Session 1972). Al
though the Oregon "Bottle Bill" does not ban any kind of container except 
for those having detachable tabs,' soft drink sales have shifted to those 
sold in refillable bottles. (Chambers 1973, p. 4). Cans and non- 
ref illable glass containers are considered luxury items when consumers 
pay a deposit in addition to commodity price. Vermont has had similar 
legislation since July 1, 1973 and South Dakota has passed legislation 
which will go into effect July 1, 1978. Several cities, including Bowie, 
Maryland, and Ann Arbor, Michigan, have enacted returnable bottle 
ordinances (Allison et al. 1973, p. 22). Legal, challenges, however, 
have hampered implementation of these local laws (Quarles 1974, p. 7).



19 .
Industry's Response. Soft drink, beer and container industries 

have spent a great deal of time, money and effort fighting these laws 
and defeating similar legislation proposed in other states, counties and . 
cities (Brandt 1975). Techniques•have ranged from court battles ques- 
tionning the constitutionality of beverage container legislation to the 
promotion of campaigns to Keep America Beautiful simply by encouraging 
individuals to throw wastes in the trash can (Taylor 1973, p. 3)• 
Aluminum,.beverage and can industries have promoted recycling centers in 
order to encourage the continued use of soft drinks and beer packaged in 
cans and throwaway bottles. The consumer can recycle instead of purchas
ing his drinks in refiilables. .The industries involved can continue pro
ducing throwaway cans and bottles (League of Women Voters of the United 
States 1972, p. 23).

One emotional issue raised has been the possibility of the loss 
of jobs should a major shift from throwaway to refillable containers 
occur. For example, "Bottle bills will create at least.a micro-recession 
in the container industry— a loss of as many as 100,000 skilled jobs" 
(Lewis 1974, p. 3). A report issued relating to the Oregon experience 
indicates that employment in that state has actually increased as a 
result of the law. ' There has been a shift in employment, with job gains 
estimated between 55 and 365 full-time jobs (Waggoner 1974, pp. 31-32). 
The shift., however, appears to be toward lower-paying, labor-intensive 
jobs.

r

Proposed Legislation at the National Level. For the past several 
years returnable container legislation has been introduced at the
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national level, most notably by Senator Hatfield of Oregon. This legis
lation has usually died in committee. In July 1976 Senator Hatfield 
introduced an amendment, similar to his returnable bottle proposals, 
to the Solid Waste Utilization Act (3.2150). S.2150 was approved by 
the Senate but the amendment was defeated by a vote of 60 to 26 on June 
30, 1976 (Baldwin 1976, pp. 3-5).

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Guidelines.' The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency has gone on the record as "endorsing the 
underlying premise . . . that a national requirement of mandatory de
posits for beverage containers can make, a significant contribution toward 
the solution of the environmental problems associated with np-deposit, 
no-return containers" (Quarles 1974, p. 14). However, the EPA does not 
recommend the enactment of proposed legislation to date "because of the 
difficulties we have with the provisions" (Quarles 1974, p. 14). EPA 
objections stem primarily from the immediacy of the proposed legislation 
and the Agency has recommended legislation that would be phased in over 
a period of years in order to reduce employment dislocations (Quarles 
1974, p. 12).

.For its part, the EPA proposed guidelines, which appeared in the 
Federal Register on November 13, 1975. These proposed guidelines would 
place a mandatory deposit on all soft drink and beer containers sold on 
federal property, such as government office buildings, national parks 
and military bases. The EPA believes such guidelines would reduce the 
amount of beverage container waste and litter, saving the Federal Govern
ment substantial waste collection and disposal costs (Federal Register



November 13, 1975, pp. 52967-52970). The guidelines would serve two 
other purposes. ' They would indicate to American consumers that the 
Federal Government is serious'about reducing litter and waste by support
ing the concept of returnable beverage container legislation. The 
guidelines would also provide an information base as to the feasibility 
of nationwide legislation. .

At the present time the proposed guidelines are in the process 
of being revised (see Appendix A).

Industry's Retort. Industry questions whether federal beverage 
container legislation would be in the best interests of American con
sumers. While the Oregon and Vermont laws appear to be accepted by 
citizens of those states, consumers and their living situations vary 
across the country. According to Curtis (1976), it is difficult to 
purchase soft drinks in New York City in'refillable containers, unless 
they are bought at a bar, packaged in the small-sized containers. The 
reason is that consumers living in big cities prefer throwaways, creat
ing a lack of demand for refillables. There is no deposit required on 
throwaways. Throwaways are also lighter in weight and therefore easier 
to carry home, which is often a small apartment several flights above 
ground level. Further, living quarters in large cities frequently lack 
storage space where empty refillables might be kept until they are re
turned to the store (Curtis 1976). Still, in the days before throwaway 
containers were used to package soft drinks, customers in large cities 
somehow managed to deal with refillable bottles. Throwaway containers: ■
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might he an example of a luxury which has become a necessity (Jolly
1976, pp. 282-286). ^

Need for This Research 
In view of our diminishing resources, including energy, and con

sidering the problems our country faces in trying to dispose of ever- 
increasing piles of solid waste, this researcher believes that 
' utilization of packaging methods which promote source reduction is 
an imperative. The refillable soft drink container is one example of 
such a packaging method. Today, the consumer has the option to purchase 
his soft drinks in refillable containers, although in some instances 
(diet colas, for example) the choice is hampered.. What— if anything—  

will encourage the soft drink consumer to make the shift back to the
refillable bottle? Is legislation necessary or will consumer demand
goad industry into refillable container production? Will industry make 
the shift of its own volition?

The Socially Conscious Consumer
In a study by Kinnear, Taylor and Ahmed (1974, pp. 20-24), 

results indicated that there may exist an ecologically-oriented segment 
of consumers in the marketplace, although at the same time, there is a 
"substantial segment that exhibits little or no concern about the pollu
tion aspect of products."

According to Kinnear et al. (1974, pp. 23-24), the primary in
ference for public policy makers is that "in some instances they are 
going to have to act to control the sale and use of polluting products
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. . .it is not likely that consumers will voluntarily do this."
Further, the socially conscious consumer, according to this study, tends 
to be defined psychologically rather than demographically.

Research specifically in the area of refillable beverage con
tainers, particularly regarding the consumer who purchases soft drinks, 
has not been done. Pertaining to reasons why soft drinks are purchased 
in either refillable or throwaway containers, a void currently exists. 
The general consensus is that people buy soft drinks in throwaways be
cause of the convenience of a no-deposit, no-return system (League of 
Women Voters of the United States 1972, p. 23).

Refillable Soft Drink Bottles Disappear from Circulation. 
Ecological motivations may not be the factor behind purchasing soft 
drinks in refillable containers. While many feel that a refund value 
placed on all soft drink containers would cause customers to switch to 
refillable bottles, many refillables sold.today are not returned for the 
refund. When large numbers of refillable bottles disappeared from 
circulation in New York City, industry reacted by supplying stores 
primarily with throwaways (Curtis 1976). . In some states, refund values 
were recently increased on refillable soft drink containers in an effort 
to encourage consumers to return them for further circulation. At the 
present time it is estimated that refillable soft drink bottles circu
late ten times each before their demise (Quarles 1974, p. 4).

Pleasure Time Beverages' Rate of Return. In an interview, the 
owner of Pleasure Time Beverages in Tucson, Arizona, stated that his



refillable bottles circulate approximately 4-2 times each before they 
disappear from the market. Bacon (1975) feels that his customers are 
extremely loyal to the concept of refillable bottles. Signs posted in 
each of Bacon's, four Tucson retail stores tell customers how much the 
bottles cost and note that they save money by promptly returning their 
empties. Bacon offers his soft drinks only in refillable bottles.

' Allied Supermarket Study. In a study of customers in Michigan 
grocery stores (Allied Supermarkets, Inc. 1971), results indicated that 
86 percent' of the respondents said they would return deposit bottles 
to the store; 14 percent said they would probably throw them out. At 
the same time, respondents said that they favor a possible government 
ban on non-returnable beverage containers by a 67 percent to 33 percent 
margin. Sixty-seven percent indicated their preference for refillable 
beverage containers. However, actual store sales indicate that throw
away containers outsell refillables. This is not necessarily incon
sistent— the minority preferring throwaways may buy disproportionately 
larger amounts of soft drinks and beer.

■ Peters (1973) Study of Madison, Wisconsin Recyclers and 
Non-recyclers: Peters ( 1973) studied attitudes and demographic character
istics of recyclers and non-recyclers in the Madison, Wisconsin area 
and concluded that recyclers tend to have higher incomes, higher educa
tional levels and are employed in the professions to a much higher 
degree than non-recyclers. Although consumption patterns were not 
investigated, recycling behavior might well be considered ecologically- 
oriented and could be associated with the socially conscious consumer.
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Consumer Economics Relating to Refillable 
Soft Drink Containers

Consumer economics relating to refillable bottles indicates that 
persons who purchase soft drinks in refillables come out money ahead.
A beverage cost survey undertaken in Dade County (Miami), Florida showed 
a cost savings to the consumer who purchases refillables of^20-41 per
cent (Brandt 1975, p. 9).

A market survey in Tucson by this researcher in June 1976 sup
ports the conclusion that purchasing soft drinks in refillable containers 
is considerably less expensive than throwaways. Table 1 shows a cost 
comparison.

Table 1. Cost .comparison: soft drinks in throwaway cans versus 
refillable bottles.

Brand Container Type Price per 
24 Containers

Pepsi Cola 
Pepsi Cola

12 ounce throwaway cans 
12 ounce refillable bottles

$5.56 
3.72*

* Plus a $2.40 refundable deposit.
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As the consumer- can see, Pepsi in throwaway cans is considerably 

more expensive than Pepsi in refillables ($1.84 plus tax per 24 con
tainers).

Summary
Research in the area of refillahle -soft drink containers is 

limited. It concentrates on consumer preference for refillahle versus 
throwaway containers and consumer opinion on returnable beverage 
container legislation., Peters' (1973 ) Wisconsin study on recycling 
delves more into demographic characteristics and attitudes of respond
ents. ^

This study examines and compares the demographic character
istics, environmental behavior and environmental attitudes of three 
groups of soft drink consumers: customers of Pleasure Time Beverages, 
Shamrock Dairy and 20 grocery stores in Tucson, Arizona. By learning 
more about soft drink consumers, information will be compiled that may 
be a step toward encouraging soft drink customers to select a packaging 
mode which stresses the concept of source reduction: the refillahle soft 
drink bottle.

The following section. Methods and Procedures, includes the\ -
steps followed in conducting this research. Included in Methods are 
Assumptions, Limitations, Operational Definitions, Identification of 
Variables and Hypotheses tested. In addition, there is a description 
of (l) the Populations and (2) processes of Data Collection and Analyses. 
The Procedures followed in testing each hypothesis are then outlined.



METHODS AND PROCEDURES

. Methods

Assumptions
1. Pleasure Time Beverages respondents are representative of

Pleasure Time consumers in Tucson, Arizona.
. 2. Shamrock Dairy respondents are representative of Shamrock Dairy

consumers in Tucson, Arizona.
3. Grocery store respondents are representative of grocery store 

consumers of soft drinks in Tucson, Arizona. ■ -
4. Information obtained from Pleasure Time respondents is accurate.
5. Information obtained from Shamrock Dairy respondents is accurate.
6. Information obtained from grocery store respondents is accurate.
7. Attitudes can be measured.

Limitations
1. The results of this study will be applicable only to soft drink

consumers at Pleasure Time Beverages, Shamrock Dairy and grocery 
stores in Tucson, Arizona.

2. The study was conducted only in the spring of 1976.
3. The amount of soft drinks purchased by respondents each month in

throwaway containers is ah estimate.

27
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Operational Definitions

Definitions for the Research in General. These operational 
definitions pertain to the research in general.

1. Demographic Characteristics— demographic characteristics of re
spondents include age, education of respondent and spouse (if ' 
any), ethnic background, household composition, household income 
and occupation of respondent and spouse (if any). Each, demo
graphic characteristic is further defined on pages 31-33.

2. Environmental Attitudes— attitudes toward returnable soft drink 
container legislation, Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion 
Scale responses, responses toward Tobias' scale, measuring'the 
seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society and 
responses toward Tobias' scale measuring the difference refill- 
able containers make in reducing solid waste. Each of these 
attitudes is further defined on pages 34-36.

3. Environmental'Behavior— -amount of soft drinks purchased each 
month in throwaway containers; encouragement received from 
school-aged children in the household to buy soft drinks in 
refillable containers; participation in recycling programs for 
aluminum, steel, paper or glass items. Each behavioral char
acteristic is further defined on pages 33-34..

4. ’ Grocery Stores-— food stores .in Tucson, Arizona, where respondents
were surveyed: Afco Family Mart, 1302 East Prince Road; A. J. 
Bayless, 2816 North Campbell Avenue; Country Club Market, 3801 
North. Country Club; El Rancho Market, 26 El. Con Center; A. J.



Bayless, 6030 North Oracle Road; Fry's Food Store, 4130, East 
22nd Street; Low Cost Discount Mart, 5560 East Broadway; Safeway 
Stores, Inc., 3721 South 12th Avenue; Food Giant, 3656 East 
Fort Lowell Road; Food Giant, 625 West Valencia Road; E-Mart,
7025 East Broadway; Sun Valley Market, 1350 West Wetmore Road;
Fed Mart, 7030 East 22nd Street; El Grande Market, 605 North 
Grande Avenue; Safeway Stores, Inc., 8740 East Broadway; Woodland 
Supermarket, 2840 North Pantano Road; Globe Discount City, 555 
East Grant Road; San Marcos Grocery, 1844 West San Marcos;
Farmers Market, 1333 Miracle Mile Strip; Lucky Stores, Inc.,
1219 South Cherry (see map, Appendix B). Soft drinks are sold 
at all of the above grocery stores in both refillable and 
throwaway containers,

5. Grocery Store Respondent-— an individual 18 years of age or older
who completed a self-administered questionnaire at any one of
the above grocery stores. Each respondent is a soft drink 
consumer.

6. Groups'— in this study the term'will refer to three groups of 
soft drink consumers in Tucson, Arizona: consumers of Pleasure 
Time Beverages soft drinks, Shamrock Dairy soft drinks and soft 
drinks sold in Tucson grocery stores.

7. Household— "all the persons who occupy a group of rooms or a
single room which constitute a housing unit" (U. S. Bureau of
the Census 1972, p. App-4).

8. Municipal Waste--"community solid waste, usually generated from 
residential and commercial sources" (Allison et al. 1973,
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p. 25). In this, study, the term is Interchangeable with solid 
waste.

9.' Pleasure Time Beverages— a soft drink "bottling company and cash 
and carry retail organization in Tucson, Arizona. Retail stores 
• (see map. Appendix B ) are located at 951 South Park Avenue, 920 
South Craycroft Road and 2602 North Camphell Avenue. A fourth 
retail store included in the survey was located at 140 South. 
Samoff Drive. This store closed March 24, 1976, and a new . 
location opened in July, 1976. Soft drinks sold at Pleasure 
Time Beverages are packaged and sold only in refillahle bottles 
which require a deposit and carry. a refund value.

10. " "Pleasure Time Respondent— an individual 18 years of age or older
who completed a self-administered questionnaire at any one of 
the four Pleasure Time Beverages retail stores. Each respondent ' 
is a soft drink consumer who purchased Pleasure Time soft drinks 
on at least two occasions.

11. Refillahle Soft Drink Container— a glass soft drink bottle which 
can be cleaned and reused by a soft drink bottler. It may or . 
may not have a deposit required and a refund value. • The phrase 
is interchangeable with refillahle, refillahle bottle and re- 
fillable beverage container.

12. ' "Shamrock "Dairy— Shamrock. Dairy Division of Shamrock Foods
Company, Tucson, Arizona, provides for home delivery of dairy 
and other products including soft- drinks which are packaged and 
sold in refillahle containers.



13. Shamrock Dairy Respondent— an individual 18 years of age or
/ older who completed a self-administered questionnaire at home.

The Shamrock Dairy respondent is a soft drink consumer and a 
member of a household that has received a delivery of Shamrock 
Dairy soft drinks on at least two occasions.

14-. Soft Drink— a non-alcoholic, carbonated beverage,
'15. Solid Waste— -municipal waste, usually generated from residential

and commercial sources. The term is interchangeable with 
municipal waste.

16. Source Reduction— "any policy or action which has the effect of 
decreasing the amount of potential solid waste produced"
(Allison et al. 1973, p. 25).

17. Throwaway Soft Drink Container— any soft drink container ' 
(plastic, glass or metal) which cannot be refilled and reused 
by a bottler. The phrase is interchangeable with nonrefillable 
and throwaway.

18. Tucson, Arizona— Metropolitan Tucson and. the surrounding areas 
of Catalina, Marana, Tanque Verde, Benson Highway, San Xavier 
Indian Reservation, Arivaca and Oro Valley (see map, Appendix 
Appendix B).

Definitions for Demographic Characteristics, In addition, the 
following operational definitions pertain to the demographic character
istics of the respondents from Pleasure Time Beverages, Shamrock Dairy • 
and the grocery stores.
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19. Age of Respondent— ;as noted on the questionnaire according to 

these ranges: 1,8-25, 26-35, 36-45, 46-55, 56 and over.
20. Education— -the highest level of education attained by the 

respondent and spouse (if any) as noted on the questionnaire. 
Educational categories included are: eight years or less of 
school; some high school; graduated high school; some college; 
other-T-for example, nursing school, a trade school or similar 
type of vocational education; graduated college; graduate work.

21. Ethnic Background-— of respondent, either Anglo-American, 
Mexican-American or other, as noted by respondent on question
naire. Self-reports of white, Caucasian, Italian-American and 
German-American are reported herein as Anglo-American. Self- 
reports of Mexican or Chicano are herein reported as Mexican- 
American. The category 1 other1 includes Blacks, American 
Indians and Asians.

22. Household Composition— the number of adults (persons 18 years 
of age or older), teens (persons 13 to 17 years of age), and

. grammar-schoolers (persons 6 to 12 years of age) residing in the 
household of each respondent as noted on the questionnaire.

23. Income— total 1975 income before deductions for each respondent's
household as indicated on the questionnaire according to the/
following levels: less than $5,000; $5,000 to 7,499; $7,500 to 
9,999; $10,000 to 14,999; $15,000 to 19,999; $20,000 to 24,999; 
$25,000 to 39,999; over $40,000.
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24. Occupatlon--self-reported for respondent and spouse (if any).
A population decile scale score for each reported occupation 
was applied by the researcher using the Socioeconomic Index for 
Occupations (Reiss 1961, pp. 263-275). The score applied for 
each listed occupation was based on a ten-point scale, with a 
score of one given to the lowest rated occupation and a score 
of ten given the most highly rated occupation (Reiss 1961,
pp. 128-129). In this study, population decile scale, scores 
were used as the basis of comparison for occupations among the 
three groups.

Definitions for Environmental Behavior.. In addition, the follow
ing operational definitions pertain to environmental behavior of the 
respondents from Pleasure Time Beverages, Shamrock Dairy and the grocery 
stores.

25. Amount of Soft Drinks Purchased Monthly in Throwaway Containers 
— the estimated quantity of soft drinks, purchased each month for 
each respondent's household as reported by number of 12 ounce 
cans or bottles in various sizes. The researcher converted the 
amounts given, by each respondent into ounces. Ounces are the 
basis of comparison among the three groups.

26. Encouragement Received from School-aged Children in the House
hold to Purchase Soft Drinks in Refillable Containers— whether 
or not respondents are prompted to buy soft drinks in refillable 
bottles by school-aged children (if any) in the home as noted by 
each respondent.
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27. Participation in Recycling. Programs for Aluminum, Steel, Paper

or Glass Items--whether or not respondents take part in programs 
to recycle aluminum, steel, paper or glass items.. The basis 
for comparison among groups was the respondents' "yes" or "no" 
answer to the question.

Definitions for Environmental Attitudes. Finally, the following 
operational definitions pertain to the environmental attitudes of re
spondents from Pleasure Time Beverages, Shamrock Dairy and the grocery 
stores.

28. Returnable Soft Drink Container Legislation Attitude— whether or 
not respondents favor legislation which would outlaw nonreturn- 
able containers for soft drinks. Each respondent also had the 
option to state that he did not know.

29. Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale Responses— an 
eight-item set of opinion statements by Harrison (1976) was 
utilized to measure attitudes toward personal responsibility 
for environmental conservation. The statements are in classic 
Likert (1932) form, with a five-level scale of response alterna
tives (Strongly Agree, Agree, No Opinion/Undecided, Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree). The responses were assigned values of one 
to five, with a low score indicating responses which reflected 
acceptance of personal responsibility for the environment. 
Statements are expressions of desired behavior or opinion and 
not statements of fact. The attitude scale included the follow
ing statements.
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1. .1 think I personally have a responsibility to help clean up

the environment.
2. I agree with the old adage, "Waste not, want not."
3. I think the world is facing a crisis because we won't be

able to feed all the people in the world in a few years.
4. I think individuals cannot do much for the environment;

big business and government are the only ones who can make 
a difference.

5. It is important for children to learn to clean their plates.
6. I think old things should be used up or worn out before new 

ones are bought.
7. I think recycling of newspapers, cans and glass containers is 

important and more people should do it.
8. I think it's sinful to waste food if you can help it.

Statement Number 4 is the only statement which was presented 
negatively. When data were coded for computer analysis, the 
order of answers for question Number 4 was reversed. Each re
spondent received one summated score for answers to all eight 
items in the set. Statistical analysis was based on the summated 
scores for each group. The lower the summated score, the higher 
the indication that the response reflected acceptance of person
al responsibility for the environment. A summated score of 
eight reflected a "strongly agree" opinion; a total score of 
40 reflected a "strongly disagree" opinion.
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30. Attitude Toward, the Seriousness of the Solid Waste Problem in

■ Our Society as Measured by Tobias' Scale— the researcher de
veloped a five-point scale to measure respondents' attitudes 
toward the seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society. 
Each respondent indicated whether solid waste is a very serious 
problem in our society, a somewhat serious problem in our 
society, a minor problem in our society, or no problem in our 
society. The respondent also had the option to state he did not 
know. Responses were assigned values of one to five, with a 
low value indicating that solid waste is a serious problem in 
our society. "Don't know" responses (with a value of five) 
were not included in the statistical analysis.

31. Attitude Toward the Difference Refillable Containers Make jn
Reducing Solid Waste as Measured by Tobias' Scale— the research
er developed a four-point attitude scale to measure respondents' 
attitudes toward the difference refillable containers make in 
reducing solid waste. Each respondent noted whether refillable 
.containers greatly reduce waste, reduce waste somewhat or do 
not reduce waste. The respondent also had the option to state 
he did hot know. Responses were assigned values of one to four, 
with a low value indicating that refillable containers greatly 
reduce waste. "Don't know" responses (with"a value of four) 
were not included in the statistical analysis.
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Dependent Variable Identification

.Demographic Characteristics Level of Data1
Age. ' 0
Education. 0
Ethnic "background N
, Household composition / 0
Income 0
Occupation 0

Environmental Behavior
Amount of soft drink purchased each, month, in
throwaway containers I

Encouragement received from school-aged children . 
in the household to purchase soft drinks in 
refillable containers N

Participation in recycling programs for alumi
num, steel, paper or glass items N

Environmental Attitudes
Returnable soft drink container legislation N

• Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale
responses 0

The seriousness of the solid waste problem in
our society as measured by Tobias' scale 0

1. N- = nominal, 0 = ordinal, I = interval.
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Level of Data

•The difference refillable containers make in 
reducing solid waste as measured "by Tobias' 
scale 0

Hypotheses
The purposes investigated and hypotheses tested in this research 

are as follows.

Purpose 1. Is there a difference among the three consumer groups 
according to the demographic characteristics of:- 

Age
Education of respondent and spouse (if any)
Ethnic - background 
Household composition 
Income
Occupation of respondent and spouse (if any)

Hypotheses 1.
Hg: There is no difference among the three consumer groups
according to the demographic characteristics of:
Age
Education of respondent and spouse (if.any)
Ethnic background 
Household composition

IIncome
Occupation of respondent and spouse (if any)
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There is a difference among the three consumer groups 

according to the demographic characteristics of:
Age •
Education of respondent and spouse (if any)
Ethnic background 
Household composition 
Income
Occupation of respondent and spouse (if any).

Purpose 2. Is there a difference among the three, consumer groups 
according to their environmental behavior pertaining to:

. Amount of soft drink purchased monthly in throwaway containers. 
Encouragement received from school-aged children in the house
hold to purchase soft drinks in refillahle containers. 

Participation in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass items. •

Hypotheses 2.
Eg: There is no difference among the three consumer groups
according to their environmental behavior pertaining to:
Amount of soft drink purchased monthly in throwaway containers. 
Encouragement received from school-aged children in the household 
to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers.
Participation in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass items.

Ĥ : There is a difference among the three consumer groups
according to their environmental behavior pertaining to:
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Amount of soft drink purchased monthly in 'throwaway containers.
Encouragement received from school-aged children in the household 
to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers.

Participation in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass items.

' Purpose 3. Is there a difference among the three consumer groups 
according to their environmental attitudes pertaining to:

. ' • Returnable soft drink container legislation.
Harrison's (1976).Environmental Opinion Scale responses.
The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society as 
measured by Tobias' scale.

The difference refillable containers make in reducing solid 
waste as measured by Tobias' scale.

Hypotheses 3- -
Hg: There is no difference among the three consumer groups
according to their environmental attitudes pertaining to:
Returnable soft drink, container legislation.
Harrison's (1976) Opinion Scale responses.
The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society as 
measured by Tobias' scale.

The difference refillable containers make in reducing solid 
waste as measured by Tobias' scale.

Ĥ : There is a difference among the three consumer groups
according to their environmental attitudes pertaining to:
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Returnable soft drink container legislation.
Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale responses.
The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society as 
measured by Tobias' scale.

The difference refillable containers make in reducing solid 
waste as measured by Tobias' scale.

Populations/Samples
Three groups of soft drink consumers in Tucson, Arizona, com

prise the three populations in this study. A sample of 100 customers 
from each population provided data for the research. The three sample 
groups are composed of customers-of Pleasure .Time Beverages, Shamrock 
Dairy and 20 Tucson grocery stores.

According to Fox (1969, pp. 346-348), sample representativeness 
is far more important than sample size: "the question of how large a 
sample should be is basically unanswerable, other than to say it should 
be large enough to achieve representativeness." In addition. Fox states 
that "the statistical dividing line between large and small samples is a 
sample size of 30." The researcher believes that the three samples of 
100 respondents each are sufficiently large enough to insure a repre
sentative sample of the target populations.

■ Pleasure Time Beverages. Pleasure Time Beverages is a local 
bottling and cash and carry retail organization which is family owned 
and operated. Soft drinks are bottled and sold only in refillable glass 
containers. They are available in 26 flavors, including diet drinks and 
club soda and are sold by the case (24 bottles per case) in 12 ounce
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bottles. The pri.ee of a case of Pleasure Time Beverages soft drinks is 
$2.49 plus tax. In addition, a $1.50 deposit is required for case and 
bottles.

Pleasure Time stores also sell milk and bakery products at below 
supermarket prices, and beer, in both: refillable and non-refillable eon-' 
tainers. . -

There are four Pleasure Time stores, in Tucson (see map, Appendix 
B). The far eastside. Samoff store (which moved its operation since com
pletion. of the survey) was located in a middle income area (U. S. Bureau 
of the Census 1972, p. P-25) where persons primarily reside in single de
tached houses. The Campbell Avenue store is centrally located, rela
tively close to The University of Arizona. It is surrounded by a variety 
of shops.and stores in a middle income area (U.S. Bureau of the Census 
1972, p. P-23) where people dwell in single detached houses, apartment 
complexes and university housing facilities.. The Craycrbft store is. 
located near Davis Monthan Air. Force Base on the.east side of Tucson.
It is in a middle income area (U. 8, Bureau of.the Census 1972, p. P-24) 
where people live in single detached houses and apartment complexes.
The Park. Avenue store is south, centrally located in a lower income area 
(U. S. Bureau of .the. Census 1972, p. P-22) where there is a large 
Mexican-Ameri.can population. People residing near the Park Avenue store 
live, primarily in single detached houses. Bacon (1976) has stated that 
it would be. difficult to estimate the number of Pleasure Time customers. 
Twenty-five customers at each of the four Pleasure Time stores comprise 
the Pleasure Time sample of. 100 respondents.
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Shamrock Dairy. Shamrock Dairy is a division of the Shamrock 
Foods Company. Shamrock Dairy milkmen sell hundreds of products includ
ing dairy and other food items, detergent and some cosmetics. Milkmen 
deliver soft drinks to route customers. The soft drinks are bottled 
only in refillable glass containers and there are two flavors: Cola and 
Zing. These soft drinks are sold in 28 ounce bottles, 12 bottles to a 
case. Like Pleasure Time Beverages, Shamrock Dairy soft drinks are com
petitively priced. Although each milkman prices the soft drinks for 
each customer, the average rate is about 30 cents per 28 ounce bottle 
(Stash 1976). Unlike customers of Pleasure Time soft drinks. Shamrock 
Dairy consumers pay no deposit for their bottles or case. However, it 
is assumed that the milkman will leave a filled case only upon receipt 
of an empty.

Shamrock Dairy milkmen make deliveries to all areas of metro
politan Tucson, including ranches, mine areas and Indian reservations. . 
Approximately 1,000 householders purchase Shamrock Dairy soft drinks in 
Tucson. One hundred of these customers make up the Shamrock Dairy sample 
in this research.

'Grocery'Stores. ' Tucson grocery stores serve the needs of more 
than 450,000 persons living in.metropolitan Tucson (Tucson Newspapers, 
Inc., and the Valley National Bank of Arizona 1976, p. 10). One hundred 
respondents, five customers from each of 20 grocery stores, comprise 
this sample in the study. Soft drinks are sold at each of the 20 stores 
in both refillahle and throwaway containers. ■
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Grocery stores included; in the survey were randomly selected.
The researcher wrote names, addresses and telephone numbers' of stores 
listed in the yellow pages of the Mountain Bell Telephone Directory for 
Tucson and Surrounding Communities (July 1975) on slips of paper and put 
them into a paper hag. If one store had several locations, the name of 
the store and each location were listed on separate papers. Names of 
convenience stores such as Circle K's and U-Totem’s were not included.
The researcher then shook, the bag, selected one slip of paper and .re
corded the information. This process of sampling, was continued until 
names, addresses and telephone numbers of 20.grocery stores had been 
selected and recorded. The manager of each store was telephoned and the 
project was explained. The researcher requested permission to conduct a. 
survey of five customers per store. Only one grocery store manager re
fused permission because he felt his customers, might be annoyed. Another 
store was selected and approval was received. Locations of the 20 
randomly selected grocery stores are shown on the map in Appendix B.

Rationale for the Populations Selected. The. researcher wanted 
to compare populations of soft drink consumers who purchase the product 
under different marketing systems. Both Pleasure Time Beverages and 
Shamrock Dairy soft drinks are packaged in refillable glass bottles. 
However, Pleasure Time consumers must travel.to and from a Pleasure Time 
store to purchase soft drinks and return empty bottles. Milkmen, on the 
other hand, deliver soft drinks to Shamrock Dairy consumers. Grocery 
store consumers of soft drinks, may. select their product in. either 
refillable. bottles or throwaway bottles or cans. Like Pleasure Time



45
consumers, they make the trip to the store for soft drinks. However, 
there are only four Pleasure Time stores in the Tucson area compared 
with hundreds of grocery stores (Mountain Bell Telephone Directory for • 
Tucson and Surrounding Communities 1975, pp. 344-346)•

The researcher felt that customers who purchase soft drinks from 
Pleasure Time Beverages, Shamrock Dairy and grocery stores in Tucson 
would provide comparative, data for the research because of the different 
marketing systems in effect.

Instrument Development
The research project was. discussed .with Brad Bacon, owner and 

manager of Pleasure Time Beverages, and Walter Stash, retail sales 
manager of Shamrock Dairy. Both approved the project and agreed to 
cooperate fully with the researcher.

A questionnaire was developed for customers of each company. 
Identical questions were formulated pertaining to demographic character
istics, environmental behavior and environmental attitudes. Harrison's 
(1976) Environmental Opinion Scale was included. The. researcher de
veloped a list of 16 problems facing our society from which respondents 
were to select and rank the five most important problems in their opin
ion. This list was based on Peters' (1973) attitude scale developed 
for the Wisconsin study of recyclers and nonrecyclers. A scale was 
developed by the researcher to measure respondents' attitudes toward the 
seriousness of the. solid waste problem in our society. Another scale 
was developed to measure respondents' opinions,toward, the difference 
refillable containers make, in reducing wastes.
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In addition to identical questions, the researcher developed ; 

questions which pertained to Shamrock Dairy and Pleasure Time customers 
separately. Both groups were asked to select one main reason for pur
chasing soft drinks from each respective company.. Because of the differ
ent marketing systems involved, choices varied. Both, groups'were also 
asked to select one main problem (if any) in purchasing soft drinks from 
each respective company. Again, choices were tailored to the company. 
Pleasure Time customers were asked how far they-must drive to the store 
and whether or not they make a special trip for their soft • drinks.
This question was not necessary for Shamrock Dairy customers.

Bacon of Pleasure Time and Stash of Shamrock Dairy reviewed the 
instruments and made suggestions for changes. In addition, clerks at 
Pleasure Time stores and Shamrock Dairy milkmen also reviewed the ques
tionnaires and suggested changes. The researcher's advisors and col
leagues also critiqued the instruments and revisions were made accordingly.

The questionnaire for Pleasure Time Beverages was field-tested 
at the Campbell Avenue store. Seven customers completed the form and 
made suggestions for possible changes. At the completion of the field 
test, final forms were prepared and printed (see Appendices C and D) for 
both Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy respondents.

The grocery store survey form was.then developed. It contains 
the same questions on demographic characteristics, environmental behavior 
and environmental attitudes asked of the other two groups. In addition, 
the researcher asked whether or not grocery store customers had ever 
heard of soft drinks sold by Pleasure Time Beverages and Shamrock Dairy, 
and whether or not they purchase soft drinks from these two . companies.
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The researcher's advisory committee .reviewed the grocery store ques- ; 
tiorinaire and made suggests, for changes. " A final copy was prepared and 
the grocery store questionnaire was printed (Appendix E).

Aside from individual descriptive questions asked on each of the 
three questionnaires, the forms are further identifiable by a code of 
PT (Pleasure Time), SD (Shamrock Dairy) and GS (grocery store) printed 
at the top of each page of the questionnaires. All completed question
naires are anonymous and were self-administered by respondents.

Human Subjects Committee . ,
A letter was sent to the Human Subjects Committee at The Uni

versity of Arizona requesting approval to carry out the research (see 
Appendix F). A copy of the Pleasure Time questionnaire was included.
The project was administratively approved.(see Appendix G).

Data Collection; Pleasure. Time Beverages
The Pleasure Time sample consists of 100 respondents, 25 from 

each of the four stores. The schedule for administering the Pleasure 
Time Survey is shown in Table 2. To be eligible for inclusion in this 
research, the respondent had to meet specific criteria.

1. Respondent must be at least IS years of age.
2. Respondent must be returning an empty case of Pleasure Time

soft drink bottles and shopping for a new case.

The. researcher approached every customer, who was . returning an 
empty case and shopping for.a filled case.of soft drinks during the 
weekdays. On Saturdays, when there is more traffic, every fifth customer
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Table 2. Pleasure Time survey schedule.

Location of Store Date Time

140 South'Sarnoff Drive Saturday, March 20, 1976 . 9 am-6 pm
Tuesday, March 23, 1976 9 am - noon.
Wednesday, March 24, 1976 noon - 6 pm

2602 North Campbell Avenue Saturday, April 3, 1976 9 am - 4 pm
Tuesday, April 6, 1976 9 am - 1 pm
Thursday, April 8, 1976 1 pm - 5 pm .

951 South Park Avenue Saturday, April 10, 1976 9 am - 5 pm
Tuesday, April 13, 1976) .

9 am - noon
Thursday, April 15, 1976 1 pm 5 pm

920 South Craycroft Avenue Saturday, April 17, 1976 9 am - 3 pm
Tuesday, April 20, 1976 9 am - noon

. Thursday, April 22, 1976 1 pm - 3 pm
Saturday, April 24, 1976' 9 am - 3 pm
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was approached. The researcher explained the project to each possible 
respondent, noted that it would require about ten minutes of time and 
invited the customer to participate in the research by completing a 
questionnaire. If the person appeared to be quite young, the researcher 
asked his age. If the customer was at least 18 years old and agreed to 
participate, he was given a questionnaire, clipboard and pencil.

All respondents were told that the survey results would be 
posted in the store later in the year. A large poster explaining the 
project was hung in each store during the survey.

Only one exception to the Saturday-Tuesday-Thursday schedule 
arranged for Pleasure Time stores occurred... The Samoff store closed 
its operation on Thursday, March 25, and it was necessary to complete • 
the survey on Wednesday, March 24 (see Table 2). A new Pleasure Time 
store opened in July, 1976, approximately two blocks east of the Sarnoff 
location.

Data Collection: Shamrock Dairy
Twenty-four Shamrock. Dairy milkmen deliver a large variety of 

dairy products and foodstuffs to residents.of Tucson, Arizona. The 
researcher asked these milkmen if they would randomly select ten names 
and addresses of customers who had purchased soft drinks on at least 
two occasions. From the anticipated total of 240 soft drink customers, 
100 could be chosen for the sample by randomly selecting slips of paper 
with names and addresses from a paper bag.

The researcher met with.great difficulty in trying to obtain 
lists from all of the milkmen. On the days when she visited the dairy.
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some of the men did not have their route hooks with them, others were in 
a hurry, still others promised to prepare the lists at home and then 
forgot. A total of 14 milkmen submitted 174 names from which the 
researcher randomly selected 100. Each selected customer's name and 
address was entered in a notebook... Telephone numbers were located in 
the July 1975 Mountain Bell Telephone Directory for Tucson and Surround
ing Communities. However,. 35 persons had no telephone listing. .

The. researcher telephoned each customer who had a listed number, 
explained the project and invited the person to participate in the study 
by completing a questionnaire. If the person agreed to participate, an 
appointment was made for the researcher to deliver the questionnaire.
If the person chose not to participate.., another name was randomly 
selected.

The researcher delivered, questionnaires to Shamrock Dairy soft 
drink customers according to the appointment schedule set up between 
researcher and respondents. Five.respondents did not want the question
naire delivered. They requested that it be mailed with a self-addressed, 
stamped return envelope enclosed so that they could, complete the form 
without personal contact with the. researcher.

The researcher then visited the residences of the 35 Shamrock 
Dairy customers who had no telephone number. If someone over 18 years 
of age was home, the project was explained and the customer was invited 
to participate in the study. Questionnaires and self-addressed, stamped 
return envelopes were left with ten of these customers who agreed to 
participate, but wanted to mail the form to the researcher. If no one. 
was home, the researcher left a questionnaire, note explaining the
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project and self-addressed, stamped return envelope in the possible 
respondent's mail box or door. Fifteen Shamrock Dairy consumers of soft 
drinks with unlisted telephone numbers returned questionnaires and are 
included in the survey.

All Shamrock Dairy respondents were given the opportunity to 
write their names and addresses on a separate list if they wanted a 
copy of the research results later in the year. Eighty-five respondents 
chose to do so.

To be eligible for inclusion in this research, the Shamrock 
Dairy respondent had to meet specific criteria:

1. Respondent must be at least 18 years of age.
2. Respondent must have purchased Shamrock Dairy soft drinks on at

least two occasions.

Shamrock Dairy customers were surveyed between April 1, 1976, 
and May 12, 1976. One hundred respondents comprise this sample.

Data Collection: Grocery Stores
Data were collected from a sample of 100 soft drink consumers, 

five at each of the 20 grocery stores randomly selected. The schedule 
for conducting the grocery store survey is shown in Table 3-

To be eligible for inclusion in this research, each grocery 
store respondent had to meet specific criteria:

1. Respondent must be at least 18 years of age.
2. Respondent must purchase soft drinks in grocery stores.
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Table 3- Grocery store survey schedule.

Name and Location 
of Store Date Time

Lucky Stores, Inc.
1219 South Cherry
Farmers Market
1333 Miracle Mile Strip
Fed Mart Stores, Inc.
7030 East 22nd Street
Safeway Stores, Inc.
8740 East Broadway
Woodland Supermarket 
2840 North Pantano Road
Food Giant
3656 East Fort Lowell Road
A. J. Bayless
2816 North Campbell Avenue
Afco Family Mart 
1302 East Prince Road

Monday, April 5, 1976

Monday, April 5, 1976

9 am-11 am

3 pm-5 pm

Wednesday, April 7, 1976 9 am-10 am

Wednesday, April 7, 1976 10:30 am-noon

Friday, April 9, 1976

Friday, April 9; 1976

Monday, April 12, 1976

noon-3 pm

5 pm-7 pm

3 pm-5 pm

Wednesday, April'14, 1976 9 am-noon,
El Grande Market
605.North Grande Avenue
Country Club Market 
2801 North Country Club 
Road

El Rancho Market 
26 El Con Center
Food Giant
625 Valencia Road
Sun Valley Market 
1350 West Wetmore
San Marcos Grocery 
1844 West San Marcos.

Monday, April 19, 1976

Friday, April 20, 1976

9 am-noon

6 pm-8 pm

Saturday, April 24, 1976 5 pm-7 pm

Tuesday, April 26, 1976 4 pm-6 pm

Wednesday, April 28, 1976 9 am-1 pm

Friday, April 30, 1976 11 am-1 pm
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Table 3*— continued.

Name and Location 
of Store Date Time

Safeway Stores, Inc. 
3721 South 12th Avenue Friday, April 30, 1976 2 pm-5 pm '
A. J. Bayless
6030 North Oracle Road Friday, April 30,.1976 7 pm-8:30 pm
Fry's Food Stores 
4130 East"22nd Street Saturday, May 1, 1976 noon-2 pm
Low-Cost. Discount Mart 
5560 East Broadway Saturday, May 1, 1976 2:30 pm-4 pm
E-Mart
7025 East Broadway Saturday, May 1, 1976 9 pm-11 pm
Globe Discount City 
555 East Grant Road Sunday, May 2, 1976 3 pm-5 pm
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Respondents were systematically selected for the. grocery store 
sample. At each grocery store, the researcher approached every fifth 
customer entering the store, explained the project, noted that it would 
require about ten minutes of time and invited the customer to partici
pate in the research by completing a questionnaire» It was specified 
that participation Was limited to persons 18 years of age or older who 
purchase soft drinks in grocery stores. If the individual met the 
specifications and agreed to fill out a questionnaire, he was given a 
form, clipboard and pencil. The respondent was also given a notice 
explaining the survey (see Appendix H). If the respondent wanted a copy 
of the results of the survey, he left his name and address with the 
researcher on a separate list. Twenty-six grocery store respondents 
signed for research results.

Grocery store respondents completed questionnaires while 
shopping and returned questionnaires and tools as they left the store.

Unacceptable Data
The objective of the study was to produce a set of statistics 

that describes and compares the three populations as accurately and 
clearly as possible. To meet this objective, incomplete questionnaires 
were excluded from the study.. Data were collected from the three sample 
groups between March 20 and May 12, 1976. From a total of 318 question
naires, 300 are included in this study. Eighteen incomplete ques
tionnaires were excluded from the study— nine from Pleasure Time 
respondents, one from a Shamrock Dairy respondent and eight from grocery 
store respondents. There seemed to be no pattern to the incompleteness
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of these 18 forms. Three customers skipped'one entire page each, 
possibly by oversight. The other 15 respondents did not answer various 
questions on one or more pages.

Nonparticipants
Not everyone invited to participate in the research chose to 

do so. A total of 28 persons from Pleasure Time Beverages did not want 
to be in the study. Fifteen of these nonparticipants were in.a hurry 
and did not have'time. Ten of these 15 persons were invited to partici
pate at the Craycroft store the Saturday before Easter. In addition, 
five persons did not speak English at the Park Avenue store. Three 
persons could not read, two of them at Park Avenue and one at Campbell 
Avenue. Five persons gave no reason for declining to participate; most 
of these were from the Sarnoff Drive store.

Twenty-five Shamrock Dairy customers chose not to participate. 
Eight were from the Yaqui Indian settlement. New Pascua Village; two 
were from the San Xavier Indian Reservation; 15 were from different 
geographic areas. Most of the nonparticipants were persons who had no 
telephone listing whom the researcher visited without prior notice.
Only five persons contacted by telephone chose not to participate.
Most of the personally contacted nonparticipants said they were simply 
not interested in being in the study.

In the grocery stores, a total of 169 invited persons did not 
participate. Of this total, 31 did not meet the specified criteria of 
being 18 years of age and/or a soft drink customer at grocery stores.
An average of seven persons declined participation at each of the 20
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stores. In Mexican-American neighborhoods (El Grande Market, Safeway . 
Stores, Inc. on South 12th Avenue and Farmers Market), refusal to par
ticipate was especially high. Twenty persons did not speak English at 
these three stores.

Most of the nonparticipants from the grocery stores did not 
give a reason. It may have appeared that the researcher was trying to 
"sell" something which might have discouraged these persons from accept
ing. The poster at the Pleasure Time Beverages stores and the re- 
searcher's obvious acquaintance with the sales clerks may have encouraged 
a higher participation rate at Pleasure Time Beverages. There was also ■ 
a feeling of trust when the researcher explained to Shamrock Dairy 
customers that their names were supplied by milkmen. In general, this 
feeling of rapport was not apparent with the grocery store customers who 
declined the invitation to participate.

Data were coded for computer statistical analysis (see Appendix 
I). Analysis was done using the computer program Statistical Program 
for Social Sciences, Version 6.0.5, developed by Vogelback Computing 
Center, Northwestern University.

' 'Data Analysis .Including. Statistical Procedures
Frequency counts and percentages were computed for all data, 

providing a descriptive account of the groups. Statistical procedures 
were applied to hypotheses-testing data.

Levels of Measurement. Stevens (1946) developed a format for 
classifying measurement according to distinct levels: nominal, ordinal,
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interval and ratio. Stevens further proposed that certain statistical 
operations are suitable only for data of certain measurement levels.
Some statisticians (Siegel 1956, Senders 1958) believe that Stevens' 
measurement levels are useful for determining the appropriate statistical 
procedures for certain kinds of data. Others (Boneau 1961, Gaito I960, 
Marx 1976) feel that measurement level has led to an overemphasis on the 
use of nonparametrical techniques in psychological research.

Nonparametric Statistical Test. Chi-square (x ) is a honpara- 
metric statistical test "based on the idea that if the hypotheses upon 
which the expected frequencies are computed is correct, deviations of 
actual frequencies from the expected ones will be random" (Chase 1967, 
p. 175). The two-way classification chi-square test is performed when 
two variables of classification are being investigated (Chase 1967, 
pp. 178-183).

Results of the chi-square test are meaningless when the expected 
frequencies in each cell are too small (Siegel 1956, p. 178). When the 
number of cells is greater than two, if more than 20 percent of the 
expected frequencies are smaller than five, adjacent categories must be 
combined.

The two-way classification chi-square test is used in this 
research to test the hypotheses which utilize nominal data. Cells were 
collapsed for the data included in ethnic background of respondent. The 
categories Asian, Black and American-Indian were combined and called 
"other."
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Parametric Statistical Tests.

Parametric tests are useful whenever a measurement operation 
exists such that one of several possible numbers (scores) 
can be assigned unambiguously to an item of behavior without 
considering the relation of that item of behavior to similar 
items, i.e., without ranking. This is typically the case with 
attitude scales, performance measures and rating methods. . . .

■ We make absolutely no assumptions about any underlying dimen
sion and we deal only with the numbers assigned by the measure
ment operation (Boneau 1961, pp. 260-261).

One-way analysis of variance is a parametric statistical test 
that analyzes all of the variation in a set of data (Fox 1969). This 
analysis "consists of determining mathematically how much of the varia
tion is attributable to the variation within each of the separate groups 
and how much is attributable to the variation from group to group"
(Fox 1969, pp. 305-306).

According to Gaito (i960, p. 277), "The important consideration 
for the use of analysis of variance is that the data can be related to 
the normal distribution, plus approximating the other assumptions of 
independence and homogeneity of errors."

One-way analysis of variance can be applied to data on a single 
variable for two or more groups. It indicates whether or not there is a 
statistically significant' difference between the groups on a particular 
variance. If a significant difference is evident, additional, procedures 
(the Student-Newman-Keul1s test, for example) must be applied to 
identify these specific differences (Fox 1969, pp. 309-314)»

Chase (1967, p. 170) lists three conditions that must be assumed 
to be present when using analysis of variance: "(1) all populations from 
which samples have been drawn are normally distributed; (2) variances
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for the populations from which samples have been drawn are normally 
distributed; and (3) the individuals being observed have been randomly 
selected from the population."

The procedure for testing hypotheses using the one-way analysis 
of variance is: "(l) the original raw data are put into a formula in ' 
order to obtain a calculated value, the F ratio; (2) the F ratio is com
pared against a critical value; and (3) the null hypothesis is rejected 
if the calculated value (F ratio) is larger than the tabled critical 
value" (Buck, Cormier and Bounds 1974, p. 58).

One-way analysis of variance is the statistical method used to 
analyze ordinal and interval data in this research. In order to insure 
the homogeneity of variance, the Cochran's C test and Bartlett's test 
were employed.

. In order to determine which specific groups were statistically 
different, the Student-Newman-Keul's test was applied. The Student- 
Newman-Kuel's test compares sets of means and indicates which means are 
different and which are not. The Student-Newman-Kuel's test was applied 
to all ordinal and interval data which had been statistically tested by 
the one-way analysis of variance.

The Statistical Hypothesis.
A statistical hypothesis is a statement about a statistical 
population which, on the basis of the information obtained from 
observed data, one seeks to support or refute. A statistical 
test is a set of rules whereby a decision about the hypothesis 
is reached; The decision rules depend in part upon what the 
experimenter considers critical bounds on arriving at the wrong 
decision (Winer 1971, p. 10).
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Probability Statements. "The probability of an event is the pro

portion of times that the event would occur if the chances for occurrence 
were infinite" (Chase 1967, p. 119). The researcher can relate proba
bility statements to his decisions by using the decision rules as guides 
in summarizing test results. These probability statements predict what 
may be expected to occur if the experiment, under similar conditions, 
is repeated many times. The hypothesis is supported if the observed 
data have a relatively high probability of occurring. However, if the 
probability of an observed set of data is relatively low when the 
hypothesis is true, the data contradict, the hypothesis (Winer 1971, 
pp. 10-11). The statistical sign for probability is "p."

Level of Significance.
The level of significance of a statistical test defines the 
probability level that is to be considered too low to warrant 
support of the hypothesis being tested. If the probability of 
the occurrence of observed data (when the hypothesis being tested 
is true) is smaller than the level of significance, then the 
data are said to contradict the hypothesis being tested, and 
a decision is made to reject this hypothesis (Winer 1971, p. 11).

Probability of Error: Type I and Type II. Statistical test 
rules pertain to the rejection or support of the null hypothesis (Hq ).
Two types of error may be associated with a statistical test. A Type I 
error rejects the Hq when it is in fact true. A Type II error accepts 
the Hq when it is.in fact false (Siegel 1956, p. 9).

The significance level of the test indicates the probability 
of making a Type I error. The possibility of a Type I (alpha or a) 
error exists only when the Hq is rejected.
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The possibility of a Type II (beta or 3) error exists only when 

the Hq is not rejected. The probability of a Type II error is "deter
mined in part by the alternative hypothesis being tested, and therefore 
there are as many different Type II errors as there are alternate 
hypotheses" (Fox 1969, p. 258). There is also a greater chance for a 
Type II error the closer the alternative hypothesis is to the null 
hypothesis. Thus, "the potential magnitude of a Type II error depends 
in part upon the level of significance upon which one of the possible 
alternative hypotheses actually is true" (Winer 1971, p. 11). And, 
according to Minium (1970, p. 337), the larger the sample size, the 
lower the probability of a Type II error.

It is desirable that both types of error be small. Yet Type I
and Type II errors are interdependent: the smaller the Type I error, the
larger the possible Type II error. Thus, decreasing the level of sig
nificance increases the potential for a Type II error (Winer 1971, 
p. 12).

Power of a Test. Power is "the ability of the inferential 
procedure to reject a null hypothesis when it should be rejected"
(Fox 1969, p. 250). The power of a test can be increased by increas
ing the level of significance.

Present Research. The level of significance (alpha level)
used is 0.05 with 0.01 being noted where the results are at that level.
The probability of a Type I error when rejecting a null hypothesis is no 
greater than five percent. There are three samples, each containing 
100 respondents.



Identification of Dependent Variables 
Demographic Characteristics 
Age
Education 
Ethnic background 
Household composition 
Income
Occupation ,

Environmental Behavior
Amount of soft drink purchased each month in 
throwaway containers 

Encouragement received from school-aged children 
in the household to purchase soft drinks in re- 
fillable containers 

Participation in recycling programs for aluminum, 
steel, paper or glass items

Environmental Attitudes
Returnable soft drink .container legislation 
Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale 
responses

The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our 
society as measured by Tobias' scale 

The difference refillable containers make in re
ducing solid waste as measured by Tobias' scale

1. N'= nominal, 0 = ordinal, I = interval.



Procedures

Purpose 1
Is there a difference among the three age consumer groups 

according to the demographic characteristics of:
Age •
. Education of respondent and spouse (if any)
Ethnic background 
Household composition 
Income
Occupation of respondent and spouse (if any)

Hypotheses 1.
Eg: There is no difference among the three consumer groups
according to the demographic characteristics of:
Age
Education of respondent and spouse (if any)
Ethnic background 
Household composition 
Income.
Occupation of respondent and spouse (if any).
H^: There is a difference among the three "consumer groups
according to the demographic characteristics of:
Age
Education of respondent and spouse (if any)
Ethnic background
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Household composition 
Income
Occupation of respondent and spouse (if any).

The level of data for age, education of respondent and spouse 
(if any), household composition, income and occupation of respondent and 
spouse (if any) is ordinal. One-way analysis of variance was the . 
statistical procedure used to analyze this demographic data. Bartlett's 
test and Cochran's 0 test were employed to-insure homogeneity of vari- . 
ance. The Student-Newman-Keul's test was applied to test differences 
of means.

The level of data for ethnic background is nominal, and the 
two-way classification chi-square test was utilized to test the differ
ence among groups. The variable ethnic background includes Anglo- 
American, Mexican-American and "other." "Other" refers to Asian, Black 
and American Indian.

Purpose 2
Is there a difference among the three consumer groups according 

to their environmental behavior pertaining to:
Amount. of soft drink purchased monthly in throwaway containers. 
Encouragement received from school-aged children in the house
hold to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers. 
Participation in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass items. •,



Hypotheses 2.
Eg: There is no difference among the three consumer groups
according to their environmental behavior pertaining to:
Amount of soft drink purchased monthly in throwaway containers. 
Encouragement received from school-aged children in the house
hold to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers. 
Participation in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass items.
Ĥ : There is a difference among the three consumer groups
according to their environmental behavior pertaining to:
Amount of soft, drink purchased monthly in throwaway containers. 
Encouragement received from school-aged children in the household 
to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers.
Participation in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass items.

The researcher converted the estimates of soft drinks purchased 
monthly in throwaway containers into ounces. Ounces are the basis for 
comparing the three groups on this variable. The level of data is 
interval. One-way analysis of variance was the statistical procedure 
used to analyze this variable. Bartlett's test and Cochran's C test 
were employed to insure homogeneity of variance. The Student-Newman- 
Keul's test was applied to test differences of means among the groups."

Encouragement received from school-aged children to purchase 
soft drinks in refillable containers, and participation in recycling 
programs are examples of nominal data. Two-way classification chi-square
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was the procedure used to statistically, analyze these two variables for 
differences between observed and expected frequencies. If there were 
no school-aged children in the household of a respondent, that informa
tion was not statistically included in the analysis of the variable of 
school-aged children encouraging the use of refillable soft drink con
tainers .

Purpose 3
Is there a difference among the three consumer groups according 

to their environmental attitudes pertaining to:
Returnable soft drink container legislation.
Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale responses.
The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society as 
measured by Tobias scale.
The difference refillable containers make in reducing solid 
waste as measured by Tobias' scale.

' Hypotheses 3.
Hg: There is no difference among the three consumer groups
according to their environmental attitudes pertaining to: 
Returnable soft drink container legislation.
Harrison's (1976). Environmental Opinion Scale responses.
The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society as 
measured by Tobias' scale.
The difference refillable containers make in reducing solid 
waste as measured by Tobias' scale.
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There is a difference among the three consumer groups 

according to' their environmental attitudes pertaining to: 
Returnable soft drink container legislation.
Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale responses.
The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society as 
measured by Tobias1 scale.
The difference refillable containers make in reducing solid 
waste as measured by Tobias' scale.

Whether or not respondents favor returnable soft drink container 
legislation is nominal data. The two-way classification chi-square test 
was ■ utilized to statistically analyze the difference between observed 
and expected frequencies. The respondent had the option to state he 
did not know whether or not he favored returnable soft drink container 
legislation. "Don't know" responses were included in the statistical 
analysis for this variable.

Responses to Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale are 
ordinal data. Statistical analysis was based on the summated scores 
for each group (see definitions, pp. 34-35 ). The lower the summated 
score, the higher the indication that the response/ reflected acceptance 
of personal responsibility for the environment. A summated score of 
eight reflected a "strongly agree" opinion; a score of 40 reflected a 
"strongly disagree" opinion. One-way analysis of variance was the 
statistical procedure used to analyze this variable. Bartlett's test 
and Cochran's C test were employed to insure homogeneity of variance.
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The Student-Newman-Keul1s test was applied to test differences of means 
among groups.

Attitudes pertaining to the seriousness of the solid waste 
problem in our society (see definitions, p. 36),. and the difference 
refillable containers made in reducing solid waste (see definitions, 
p. 31) are ordinal data. The one-way analysis of variance was used to 
statistically analyze these variables. Bartlett's test and Cochran's C 
test were employed to insure homogeneity of variance. The Student- 
Newman-Keul's test was applied to test differences of means among the 
groups.

Ranked Data
Data resulting from respondents' selecting and ranking the five 

major problems in our society were not statistically tested. However, 
the researcher used the following procedure to determine the three most 
important problems as selected and ranked by each group.

Points were assigned to each selected and ranked problem:
Most Important Problem in Our Society 5 Points
Second Most Important Problem in Our Society 4 Points
Third Most Important Problem in Our Society 3 Points
Fourth Most Important Problem in Our Society 2 Points
Fifth Most Important Problem in Our Society 1 Point

Frequency counts of the specific rankings for each problem 
were made for all three groups. These frequency counts were multiplied 
by assigned points, listed above. Thus, each problem for each group 
received a total number of points. The problem receiving the highest



number of points in each group is considered the major problem by each 
group, the problem receiving the next highest number of points is con
sidered the second most important problem, and the problem receiving the 
third largest number of points is considered the third most important 
problem by each group.



FINDINGS

The purpose of this research is to examine and compare demo
graphic characteristics, environmental behavior and environmental 
attitudes of three groups of soft drink consumers in Tucson, Arizona: 
consumers of Pleasure Time Beverages soft drinks, Shamrock Dairy soft 
drinks and Tucson grocery store soft drinks. Results of this study are 
based on completed questionnaires of 300 respondents— 100 from each 
group. .

Characteristics of Respondents 
The geographic area of Metropolitan Tucson included in this 

study contains a total of 63 census tracts. Soft drink consumers from 
Pleasure Time Beverages who participated in the study represented 41 
of these census tracts. Grocery store respondents came from a total of 
49 different census tracts and Shamrock Dairy consumers were from 27 
different census tracts.

Demographic Characteristics
Table 4'presents a description of the demographic characteristics 

of respondents. Because the total number in each group is 100, numbers 
and percentages are the same with the following.exceptions: household 
composition, spouse education, occupation, spouse occupation and "if 
respondent not employed." In addition, percentages in the "all

70
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Table. 4. Demographic characteristics of respondents in percentages.

Demographic Pleasure Shamrock Grocery All
Characteristics Time Dairy Stores Respondents

N = 100 N - 100 N - 100 N = 300

Sex:
Male 54 21 22 32
’ Female. ' 46 79 78 68

Age:
18-25 • 26 7 30 21
26-35 30 34 31 32
36-45 23 29 21 24
46-55 17 21 13 17
56 and over ' 4 9 5 6

Marital Status:
Single 16 6 22 15
Married 78 , 84 ' 59 74
' Couple Living Together. 1 2 8 4
Separated/Divorced 3 8 7 6
Widowed 2 0 4 2

Ethnic Background:
Anglo-American 78 85 77 80
Mexican-American 15 11 13 13
Other 7 4 10 . 7

Housing:
Own 77 96 58 77
Rent 23 4 42 23

Type of Housing:
Apartment 13- 2 17 11
Mobile Home. . 10 10 9 10
Townhouse 3 2 . 5 3
Single Detached House 71 85 66 74
Other 3 1 3 2

Household Composition: N = 391*' N = 459 N = 361 N = 1211
Adults 59 53 65 59
Teenagers 16 17 11 15
Grammar Schoolers 16 20 14 17
Preschoolers' 7 8 7 7
Infants 2 2 3 2
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Table 4.— Continued.

Demographic
Characteristics

Pleasure 
Time 
N = 100

Shamrock 
Dairy 
N = 100

Grocery 
Stores 
N = 100

All
Respondents 
N = 300

Respondent Education:
Less 8th Grade 2 5 . 5 4
' Some High School 6 15 8 10
High School Graduate : 26 23 26 25
Some College 45 23 3$ 35
College Graduate 5 15 8 9
Graduate Work 13 . 10 12 12
Other 3 9 . 3 5

Spouse Education: N = 79* N = 86 N = 67 N = 232
Less 8th Grade . 7 5. 5 6
Some' High School 5 9 5 6
High School Graduate 18 26 27 - 23
' Some College . 30 21 43 31
College Graduate 18 17. 10 16
Graduate Work 18 15 7 13
Other 4 7 3 5

Yearly Income: 
Less $5,000. 8 7 18 11
$5,000-7,499 6 5 13 8
$7,500-9,999 11 . 6 11 9
$10,000-14,999 25 27 25 26
$15,000-19,999 16 15 11 14
$20,000-24,999 18 15 12 • 15
$25,000-39,999 11 . 19 7 12
$40,000 and over 5 6 3 5

Respondent Occupation
by Decile Scale Scores: II 8 * N = 37 N = 45 'H - 145

1 0 0 0 . 0
2 ii 0 11 8
3 0 0 0 0
4 13 11 9 11
5 3 0 9 4
6 11 3 0 6
7 11 8 7 9
8 17.5 27 22 21
.9 17.5 19 22 19
10 16 32 20 22
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Table 4.— Continued.

Demographic Pleasure Shamrock Grocery All
Characteristics Time Dairy Stores Respondents

N = 100. N = 100 N = 100 N = 300

Spouse Occupation by 
Decile Scale Scores: 1IIS25. N - 68 N f 52 N = 169

1 0 . 1.5 0 1
2 2 4 2 3
3 0 1.5 0 l
4 12 6 10 9
5 2 6 2 4
6 0 6 15 7
7 6 7 6 7
8 23 12 23 18
9 16 13 21 15
10 39 . 43 21 35

If Respondent Not Employed: N = 37* N F 63 N = 55 N = 155
Homemaker 51 79 53 64
Student 41 5 33 23
Retired 5 3 5 5
Unemployed 3 11 7 7
Other 0 2 2 1

* Percentages computed for each category using actual number.
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respondents" column are based on 300 respondents or on actual numbers, 
as indicated.

Sex. Fifty-four percent of- the Pleasure Time respondents are 
male, 46 percent are female. The Shamrock Dairy sample consists of. 21 
percent male respondents and 79 percent female respondents. Twenty-two 
percent of the grocery store respondents are male, 78 percent are female. 
Of all 300 respondents, 32 percent are male, 68 percent are female.

Age. Twenty-six percent of the Pleasure Time respondents are 
between 18 and 25 years old as compared with seven percent of Shamrock 
Dairy respondents and 30 percent of grocery store respondents. In the 
26-35 age bracket are 30 percent of the Pleasure Time respondents, 34 
percent of the Shamrock Dairy respondents and 31 percent of the grocery 
store respondents. The 36-45 year age bracket consists of 23 percent 
of the Pleasure Time sample, 29 percent of the Shamrock Dairy sample and 
21 percent of the grocery store sample. Seventeen percent of Pleasure 
Time respondents, 21 percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 13 per
cent of grocery store respondents are in the 46-55 age group. Four 
percent of Pleasure Time respondents, nine percent of Shamrock Dairy 
respondents and five percent of grocery store respondents are aged 56 
and over.

Marital Status. Seventy-eight percent of Pleasure Time 
respondents are married as are 84 percent of the Shamrock Dairy respon
dents and 59 percent of the grocery store respondents. Sixteen percent 
of Pleasure Time respondents, six percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents
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and 22 percent of grocery store respondents are single. One percent of 
the Pleasure Time sample, two percent of the Shamrock Dairy sample and 
eight percent of the grocery store sample are couples living together.
In the separated or divorced category, three percent are from the 
Pleasure Time sample, eight percent from Shamrock Dairy and seven percent 
from the grocery stores. Two percent of the Pleasure Time sample are 
widowed, as are four percent from the grocery store sample. No one in 
the Shamrock Dairy sample is widowed.

Ethnic Background. The Pleasure Time sample consists of 78 
percent Anglo-Americans, 15 percent Mexican-Americans and seven percent 
other. Shamrock Dairy percentages are: 85 percent Anglo-American, 11 
percent Mexican-American and four percent other. Seventy-seven percent 
of the grocery store sample are Anglo-American, 13 percent Mexican- 
American and ten percent other.

Housing. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents in the 
Pleasure Time group are buying their own housing as compared with 96 
percent for Shamrock Dairy and 58 percent for the grocery store 
respondents.

Type of Housing. Seventy-one percent of Pleasure Time respon
dents, 85 percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 66 percent of 
grocery store respondents live in single detached houses. Ten percent 
of Pleasure Time respondents, ten percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents 
and nine percent of grocery store respondents live in mobile homes. 
Apartments: are the reported dwellings for 13 percent of the Pleasure
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Time respondents, two percent of the Shamrock Dairy respondents and 17 
percent of the grocery store respondents.

Household Composition. A total of 391 persons reside in the 
homes of the Pleasure Time respondents. Of this total, 59 percent are 
adults, 16 percent are teenagers, 16 percent are grammar-schoolers,
. seven percent preschoolers and two percent are infants. Four hundred 
fifty-nine persons reside in Shamrock Dairy sample homes: 53 percent 
are adults, 17 percent teenagers, 20 percent grammar-schoolers, eight 
• percent preschoolers and two percent infants. In the homes of grocery 
store respondents, a total of 361 persons reside: 65 percent of the total 
are adults, 11 percent teenagers, 14 percent grammar-schoolers, seven 
percent preschoolers and three percent infants.

Education. The highest level of education for 26 percent of 
Pleasure Time respondents, 23 percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 
26 percent of grocery store respondents is graduation from high school. 
Forty-five percent of Pleasure Time respondents attended some college 
as compared with 23 percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 38 percent 
of grocery store respondents. Five percent of Pleasure .Time respondents, 
15 percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and eight percent of grocery 
store respondents are college graduates. Thirteen percent of Pleasure 
Time respondents, ten percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 12 per
cent of grocery store respondents have done graduate work.

Spouse Education. High school graduation as the highest level 
of education is noted for 18 percent of the Pleasure Time spouses.
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26 percent of the Shamrock Dairy spouses, 27 percent of the grocery 
store spouses and 23 percent of all spouses. Thirty percent of the 
spouses from Pleasure Time attended some college as compared with 21 
percent from Shamrock Dairy, 43 percent from the grocery stores and 31 
percent of all spouses. Eighteen percent of Pleasure Time spouses are 
college graduates as are 17 percent from Shamrock Dairy and ten percent 
from grocery stores. Sixteen percent of all spouses are college 
graduates. Graduate work has been undertaken by 18 percent of.Pleasure 
Time spouses, 15 percent of Shamrock Dairy spouses and seven percent 
of grocery store spouses. Thirteen percent of all spouses have done 
graduate work.

' ' , '

Income. Total annual incomes of less than $5,000 are reported 
for eight percent of Pleasure Time respondents' households, seven percent 
of Shamrock Dairy respondents' households and 18 percent of grocery 
store respondents' households. Six percent of Pleasure Time respondents,
five percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 13 percent- of grocery

v '

store respondents note annual incomes of $5,000-$7,499 for their house
holds. Eleven percent of Pleasure Time households, six percent of 
Shamrock Dairy households and 11 percent of grocery store households 
have annual incomes of $7,500 to $9,999. Incomes of $10,000 to 14,999 
are reported by 25 percent of the Pleasure Time sample, 27 percent of 
the Shamrock Dairy sample and 25 percent of - the grocery store sample . 
Sixteen percent of Pleasure Time respondents, 15 percent of Shamrock 
Dairy respondents and 11 percent of grocery store respondents have 
annual incomes of $15,000 to $19,999. Eighteen percent of Pleasure
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Time respondents, 15 percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 12 per- 
'cent of grocery store'respondents report annual incomes of $20,000- 
$24,999 for their households. Annual incomes of $25,000 to $39,999 are 
received by 11 percent of the Pleasure Time sample, 19 percent of the 
Shamrock Dairy sample, and seven percent of the grocery store sample.
Five percent of the Pleasure Time sample, six percent of the Shamrock 
Dairy sample and three percent of the grocery store sample households 
receive total incomes of over $40,000 per year.

Occupation. Sixty-three respondents from the Pleasure Time 
sample, 37 from Shamrock Dairy and 45 from the grocery stores are em
ployed. A population decile scale score for each reported occupation 
was applied by the researcher using the Socioeconomic Index for Occupa- • 
tions (Reiss 1961, pp. 263-275). The score applied for each listed 
occupation is based on a ten-point scale, with a score of one given to 
the lowest rated occupations and a score of ten given the most highly 
rated occupations (Reiss 1961, pp. 128-129). Forty-nine percent of 
Pleasure Time respondents in the labor force are employed in occupations 
which fall below the eighth decile as compared with 22 percent of 
Shamrock Dairy respondents and 36 percent of grocery store respondents. 
Seventeen and one-half percent of Pleasure Time respondents in the labor 
force work in occupations with a decile score of eight as compared with 
27 percent of Shamrock Dairy and 22 percent of grocery store respondents. 
Seventeen and one-half percent of Pleasure Time respondents, 19 percent 
of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 22 percent of grocery store respon
dents in the labor force are employed in occupations with a decile



score of nine. Sixteen percent of Pleasure Time respondents, 32 percent 
of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 20 percent of grocery store respon
dents in the labor force have occupations with a decile score of ten.

Spouse Occupation. A total of 49 spouses of Pleasure Time 
respondents are employed as are 68 spouses of Shamrock Dairy respondents. 
and 52 spouses of grocery store spouses. Twenty-two percent of the 
Pleasure Time spouses' in the labor force work at occupations with a 
decile score of less than eight; 32 percent of Shamrock Dairy spouses 
and 35 percent of grocery store spouses are also working in occupations 
with a decile score of less than eight. Thirty-two percent of all 
spouses work in occupations with a decile score of less than eight. 
Twenty-three percent of Pleasure Time spouses in the labor force work 
in occupations with a decile scale score of eight as compared with 12 
percent in the Shamrock Dairy group, 23 percent from the grocery stores 
and 18 percent of all spouses. A decile scale score of nine has been 
assigned to occupations for 16 percent of Pleasure Time spouses in the 
labor force, 13 percent of Shamrock Dairy spouses in the labor force and 
21 percent of grocery store spouses in the labor force. Fifteen percent 
of all spouses have occupational scale scores of nine. Thirty-nine 
percent of Pleasure Time spouses, 43 percent of Shamrock Dairy spouses 
and 21 percent of grocery store spouses who are employed have decile ' 
scores of ten. Thirty-five percent of all spouses are employed in 
occupations with decile scale scores of ten.
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Not Employed. Thirty-seven Pleasure Time respondents, 63 

Shamrock Dairy respondents and 55 grocery store respondents are not 
employed. Fifty-one percent of the Pleasure Time respondents not 
employed outside the home are homemakers as compared with 79 percent 
of the Shamrock Dairy respondents and 53 percent of the grocery store 
respondents. Forty-one percent from Pleasure Time are students as 
compared with five percent from Shamrock Dairy and 33 percent from the 
grocery stores.

■Environmental Behavior
Table 5 presents a description of environmental behavior per

taining to encouragement received from school-aged children in the 
household to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers and partici
pation in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper or glass.

Encouragement Received from School-aged Children in the Household 
to Purchase Soft Drinks in Refillable Containers. Fifty-eight Pleasure 
Time households have school-aged children as do 75 Shamrock Dairy 
households and 51 grocery store households. Forty-one percent of the 
Pleasure Time consumers with children in the household said their 
children do encourage them to purchase soft drinks in refillable con
tainers as compared with 37 percent of Shamrock Dairy consumers with 
children and 43 percent of grocery store consumers with children in. the 
household.

Participation in Recycling Programs for Aluminum, Steel, Paper 
dr Glass. Sixty percent of all Pleasure Time respondents recycle
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Table. 5. Environmental behavior of respondents in percentages.*

Environmental' 
Behavior

. Pleasure. ■ • 
Time

■ Shamrock ■ 
Dairy

Grocery
Stores

Encouragement Received from 
School-aged Children in the :
Household to Purchase Soft 
Drinks in Refillable
Containers? N - "58 N = 75 N = 51
Yes • 41 37 43
No ' ' 59 63 57
Total 100 100 100

Participation in Recycling 
Programs for Aluminum, 
Steel> Paper or Glass? N - 100 N = 100 N = 100
Yes 60 57 39
No ' 40 - 43 ..,.61

100 100 100

* Percentages computed for each category using actual number (N).
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aluminum, steel, paper or glass as compared with 57 percent of all Sham
rock Dairy respondents and 39 percent of grocery store respondents.

Amount of Soft Drink Purchased Monthly in Throwaway Containers. 
Table 6 shows the mean (average) ounces of soft drinks purchased monthly 
in throwaway containers. Pleasure Time respondents purchase an average • 
of 151.94 ounces monthly in throwaways (from sources other than Pleasure 
Time) as compared with 207.46 .ounces for Shamrock Dairy respondents 
(who purchase throwaways from sources other than Shamrock Dairy) and 
273.30 for grocery store respondents.

Environmental Attitudes
Table 7 indicates environmental attitudes pertaining to whether ' 

or not respondents favor legislation outlawing nonreturnable containers 
for soft drinks, the seriousness of the solid waste problem in our 
society and the extent to which refillable containers reduce wastes.

Do You Favor Legislation Outlawing Nonreturnable Containers for 
Soft Drinks? Fifty-three percent of pleasure time respondents, 56 
percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 55 percent of grocery store 
respondents favor such legislation. Twenty-four percent of Pleasure 
Time respondents, 22 percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 27 percent 
of grocery store respondents oppose such legislation. "Don't know" 
responses came from 23 percent of the Pleasure Time sample, 22 percent

1

of the Shamrock Dairy sample and 18 percent of the grocery store 
sample.
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Table 6. Environmental behavior of respondents in mean ounces.

Soft Drinks Purchased in Pleasure Shamrock Grocery
Throwaway Containers Time Dairy Stores

N = 100 N = 100 N.= 100

Mean Ounces 151.94 207.46 273.30
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Table 7. Environmental attitudes of respondents In percentages.

Environmental
Attitudes

Pleasure 
Time 
N = 100

Shamrock - 
Dairy 
N = 100

Grocery 
Stores 
N = 100

Do .You Favor Legislation
Outlawing Nonretumable
Containers for Soft Drinks?
Yes 53 56 55
No 24 22 27
Don't Know 23 22 18
Total 100 100 100

Solid Waste Is
A Very Serious Problem : 43 59 55
A Somewhat Serious Problem 37 34 36
A Minor Problem 11 3 5
No Problem 2 0 0
Don't Know " 7.. 4 4
Total 100 100 100

Refillable Containers
Greatly Reduce Wastes ■ 44 48 47

Reduce Wastes Somewhat 45 48 38
Do Not Reduce Wastes 2 2 . 6
Don't Know 9 . 2 9
Total 100 100 100
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The Seriousness of the Solid Waste Problem in Our Society as

Measured hy Tobias' Seale. Forty-three percent of the Pleasure Time 
respondents "believe that solid waste is a very serious problem in our 
society as compared with 59 percent of the Shamrock Dairy respondents 
and 55 percent of the grocery store respondents. Solid waste is con
sidered a somewhat serious problem by 37 percent of the Pleasure Time 
respondents, 34 percent of the Shamrock Dairy respondents and 36 percent 
of grocery store respondents. Eleven percent of the Pleasure Time sample, 
three percent of the Shamrock Dairy sample and five percent of the 
grocery store sample believe solid waste is a minor problem.

The Difference Refillable Containers Make in Reducing Wastes as 
Measured by Tobias' Scale. Forty-four percent of Pleasure Time respon
dents, 48 percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents and 47 percent of 
grocery store respondents believe refillable containers greatly reduce 
wastes. Forty-five percent of Pleasure Time respondents believe refill- 
able containers reduce wastes somewhat as compared with 48 percent of 
Shamrock Dairy consumers and 38 percent of grocery store customers.

Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale Responses. Table 8 
presents the results of Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale • 
scores. The mean score for Pleasure Time respondents is 16.3300, for 
Shamrock Dairy respondents is 17.0400 and for grocery stores is 15.9900.
In each case the mean score represents an opinion which indicates agree
ment of accepting personal responsibility for the environment (see defini
tion herein, pp. 34-35).
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Table 8. Environmental attitudes of respondents in mean scores.

Harrison's (1976) 
Environmental 
Opinion Scale

Pleasure Time 
N = 100

Shamrock Dairy 
N = 100

Grocery Stores 
N = 100

Mean Scores 16.3300 17.0400 15.9900

Most Important Problems in Our Society. Table 9 shows the 
results of selection and ranking of the most important problems in our 
society (see explanation on ranked data,pp. 68-69). Crime has been 
selected as the major problem by all three groups. The economy is the , 
second most important problem in the opinion of the Pleasure Time and 
Shamrock Dairy respondents. Grocery store respondents believe unemploy
ment is the second most important problem. Unemployment has been 
chosen by Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy respondents as the third 
most important problem, while grocery store respondents chose "the 
economy.

Description .of Pleasure Time Respondents
Table 10 presents a description of Pleasure Time respondents.

How Long Have You Been Purchasing Pleasure Time Soft Drinks? 
Fifty-two percent of Pleasure Time respondents have been purchasing •' 
these soft drinks for more than two years, while 19 percent have been
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Table 9• Environmental attitudes of respondents: points and ranking 

results.

Three Major 
Problems of 
Society

Pleasure . 
Time

Shamrock
Dairy

Grocery
Stores

Points Problem 
Number

Points Problem 
Number

Points Problem
Number

Crime 385 1 302 1 261 1
The Economy 194 2 220 2 194 3
Unemployment . 185 3 188 3 ..234 2
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Table 10. Description of Pleasure'Time respondents in percentages.

Question Percentage

How long have you been purchasing Pleasure Time
soft drinks? N = 100
Less than 6 Months’ 11
6 Months-1 Tear; ) 18
1-2 Years 19
More than 2 Years 52

How frequently do you purchase Pleasure Time
soft drinks? N = 100
More than Once a Week 2
Once a Week 27
2-3 Times a Month 34
Once a Month 15
Less than Once a Month 22

How many cases of Pleasure Time soft drinks
do you purchase - monthly? N= 100
0-3 56
4-6 35
7-9 7
More than 9 2

How did you first learn of Pleasure Time? N = 100
Another Person
Radio
TV
Newspaper 
Noticed Store 
Don’t Know 
Other

46
5
2
2
31
10
4
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Table 10. — continued.

Question Percentage

Do you purchase other products from Pleasure Time? N = 100
Yes 62
No 38

Are any of. these other products in refillahle
containers? N = 62
Yes 23
No 77

Do you purchase Pleasure Time soft drinks
primarily for: N = 100
Home 89
Club or Organization 1
Special Parties 4
Company Where You Work 5
Other 1

How far must you drive to Pleasure Time? N = 100
Less than 1 Mile 26
1.-5 Miles 57
More than 5 Miles 17

Do You Usually: N = 100
Make a Special Trip 50
Stop When Going Other Places 50
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Table 10.— continued.

Question Percentage

Main reason for purchasing Pleasure Time soft drinks: N = 100
Price 71
location of Store 4
Taste ■ 7
ReTillable Containers 4
Size of Bottles 0
Variety Offered■ 11
Other 0Sold in Case 3
How much trouble it is to purchase soft drinks from
Pleasure Time: N = 100
A Great Deal of Trouble 1
Some Trouble 3
A Little Trouble 25
No Trouble 71

Main problems in using Pleasure Time soft drinks: N = 100
Deposit 2
Storage 16
Cleaning Bottles 0
Bottles Breaking o
Transportation 4
Lack of Time 8
.Size of Bottles 1
Sold in Case 1
Sold in Bottles 3
Other 1
No Problem 64

Do You Purchase: N - 85 *
More Soft Drinks in Throwaways than from Pleasure Time 5
Same Amount of Soft' Drinks in Throwaways as from
Pleasure Time 13
Less Soft Drinks in Throwaways than from Pleasure Time 82
* Percentages computed for category using actual number (N).'
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customers for one to two years and 18 percent have "been customers from 
six months to one year.

How Frequently Do You Purchase Pleasure Time Soft Drinks? 
Thirty-four percent of the respondents purchase Pleasure Time soft 
drinks between two and three times each month, while 27 percent purchase 
them once a week. Twenty-two percent purchase the soft drinks less than 
once a month, 15 percent purchase them once a month, and two percent

i

buy Pleasure Time soft drinks more than once a week.

Number of Cases Purchased Monthly. Fifty-six percent of the 
Pleasure Time respondents purchase from zero to three cases monthly,
35 percent purchase between four and. six cases monthly, seven percent 
buy between seven and nine cases each month and two percent buy more 
than- nine cases each month.

How Did You First Learn of Pleasure Time? Forty-six percent 
of the sample learned about Pleasure Time from another person, while 31 
percent noticed the store.

Do You Purchase Other Products from Pleasure Time? Sixty-two 
percent of the customers do purchase other products from Pleasure.Time. 
The other products purchased include milk and bakery products, and beer 
in refillable and nonrefillable bottles.

Are Any of These Other Products in Reflllable Containers? Of 
the sixty-two persons who buy other Pleasure Time merchandise, 23
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percent "buy products other than soft drinks (specifically, beer) in re- 
fillable containers.

Why Do You Primarily Purchase Pleasure Time Soft Drinks? 
Eighty-nine percent of the Pleasure Time respondents buy these soft 
drinks primarily for their homes, five percent buy them mostly for the 
company where they work and four percent buy them mainly for special 
parties.

■ HOW Far Must You Drive to Pleasure Time? Twenty-six percent of
the customers drive less than one mile, 57 percent from one to five miles

. \and 17 percent more than five miles.

When do You Usually Purchase Pleasure Time Soft Drinks? Fifty 
percent of the sample make a special trip to the Pleasure Time store 
while 50 percent stop by Pleasure Time when going other places.

Main Reason for Purchasing Pleasure; Time Soft Drinks, Price is 
the reason noted by 71 percent of the respondents for purchasing these 
soft drinks. Eleven percent like the variety of flavors offered.

' How Much Trouble It is to Purchase Soft Drinks.from Pleasure
Time. Seventy-one percent of the Pleasure Time sample feel it is no
trouble to purchase soft drinks from Pleasure Time while 25 percent 
feel it is a little trouble.

Main Problem in Using Pleasure Time Soft Drinks. Sixty-four 
percent of the Pleasure Time respondents said they have no problem at 
all in using Pleasure Time soft drinks. Sixteen percent, said they
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have storage problems, eight percent noted a lack of time and four per
cent feel that transportation is their main problem.

Purchase of Soft Drinks in Throwaways as Compared with Pleasure 
Time. Eighty-two percent of the Pleasure Time respondents purchase less 
soft drinks in throwaways (from other sources) than from Pleasure Time, 
13 percent purchase about the same amount of soft drinks in throwaways 
as from Pleasure Time and five percent buy more soft drinks in throw
aways than from Pleasure Time.

Description of Shamrock Dairy. Respondents .
Table 11 presents a description of Shamrock Dairy respondents.

How Long Have You Been Purchasing Shamrock Dairy Soft Drinks? 
Forty-eight percent of Shamrock Dairy respondents have been purchasing . 
these soft drinks for more than two years while 25 percent have been 
purchasing them for one to two years. Fourteen percent have been buying 
the soft drinks for less than six months and 13 percent have been buying 
them from six months to one year. ,

How Frequently do You Purchase Shamrock Dairy Soft Drinks?
Thirty percent purchase these soft drinks two to three times a month, 
while 29 percent buy them about once a week. Nineteen percent purchase 
the soft drinks once a month, 13 percent less than once a month and nine 
percent more than once a week.

Number of Cases Purchased Monthly. Sixty-nine percent of the 
Shamrock Dairy sample purchase from zero to three cases monthly, 26



Table 11. Description of Shamrock Dairy respondents
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in percentages.

Question . Percentage

How Long Have You Been Purchasing
Shamrock Dairy Soft Drinks? N=- 100
Less than 6 Months 14
Six Months-1 Year. 13 .
1-2 Years 25
More than 2 Years 48

How Frequently Do You Purchase Shamrock
Dairy Soft Drinks? N = 100
More than Once a Week 9
Once a Week 29
Two-3 Times a Month 30
Once a Month 19
Less than Once a Month 13 '

How Many Cases of Shamrock Dairy Soft
Drinks Do You Purchase Monthly? N = 100

0-3 69
4—6 26
7-9 5 '•
More than 9 0

How Did You First Learn of Shamrock Dairy? N - 100
Another Person 15
Radio 0 .

TV 0
Newspaper 0
Noticed Delivery Truck , 16
Milkman 58
Don't Know 3
Other 8
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Table 11. -— Continued.

Question Percentage

Do You Purchase Other Products from
Shamrock Dairy? N = 100
Yes . 100
No 0

Are Any of These Other Products in -
Refillable Containers? N = 100
Yes ; 41
No 59

Do You Purchase Shamrock Dairy Soft
Drinks Primarily for: N = 100
Home
Club or Organization 
Special Parties 
Company Where You Work'
Other

Main Reason for Purchasing Shamrock Dairy
Soft Drinks N = 100
Price 29
Milkman Delivers 60
Taste _ 4
Refillable Containers 2
Size of Bottles 0
Sold in Case 1
Variety Offered 0
Other 3
No Deposit 1

97
0
.2
0
1
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Table 11.--Continued

Question. Percentage

How Much. Trouble It Is to Purchase Soft
Drinks from Shamrock. Dairy N = 100

■ A Great Deal of Trouble 0
Some Trouble ' 0
A Little Trouble • 6
No Trouble 94

Main Problem in Using Shamrock Dairy Soft Drinks N = 100
Storage 16
Cleaning Bottles ... 2
Bottles Breaking 1 1
Lack of Time 0
Size of Bottles 1
Sold in Case. 2
Sold in Bottles 0
Other 10
No Problem 68

\

Do You Purchase.: §II£5

More Soft Drinks, in Throwaways
than from Shamrock Dairy 7
Same ,Amount of Soft Drinks in
Throwaways as from Shamrock. Dairy 11
Less Soft Drinks in Ghrowaways than
from Shamrock. Dairy 82

* Percentages computed for category using actual number (N).



97
percent purchase four to six cases per month and five percent purchase 
seven to nine cases per month.

' How Djd You First Learn of Shamrock. Dairy? Fifty-eight percent 
of the respondents learned about Shamrock Dairy from the milkman, 16 
percent noticed the milk delivery truck in. the neighborhood and 15 
percent were told about Shamrock.Dairy by another person.

Do You Piircha.se Other Products from Shamrock Dairy? One hundred
f. / ■

percent of the respondents purchase other products from Shamrock Dairy, 
In addition to dairy products and soft drinks, Shamrock Dairy customers 
purchase hundreds of other items including foodstuffs, detergent and 
some cosmetics. -•

' -' Are Any of These Other Products in Refillable Containers? 
Forty-one percent of the sample buy other products packaged in refill- 
able containers, specifically milk in refillable plastic bottles.

' Ihy Dp You Primarily Purchase Shamrock Dairy Soft Drinks? 
Ninety-seven percent of the respondents buy these soft drinks primarily 
for their homes; two percent buy them mostly for special parties.

' Main Reason for Purchasing Shamrock Dairy. Soft Drinks. "The 
■milkman delivers" is the main reason why 60 percent of these respondents 
buy Shamrock Dairy soft drinks. Twenty-nine percent buy them because of 
the price.



98
How Much Trouble It Is to Purchase Soft Drinks from Shamrock

Dairy. Ninety-four percent of the sample believe that it is no trouble 
to purchase Shamrock Dairy soft drinks. Six percent feel it is a little 
trouble.

■ ’ ' '

■. Main Problem in Using Shamrock Dairy Soft Drinks. Sixty-eight
. percent of the respondents believe that they have no problem in using 
these soft drinks. Sixteen percent have storage problems.

Purchase of Soft Drinks in Throwaway Containers as Compared 
with Shamrock Dairy. Eighty-two percent of the respondents purchase 
less soft drinks in throwaways (from other sources) than from Shamrock 
Dairy, 11 percent buy about the same amount and seven percent purchase 
more soft drinks in throwaways than from Shamrock Dairy.

Description of Grocery Store Respondents
Table 12 presents a description of grocery store,respondents.

Have You Ever Heard of Soft Drinks Sold by Pleasure .Time? 
Seventy-eight percent of the grocery store respondents said that they 
had heard of soft drinks sold by Pleasure Time Beverages.

Do You Purchase Soft Drinks Sold by Pleasure Time? Twenty-three 
percent of these respondents buy Pleasure Time soft drinks.

Number of Cases of Pleasure Time Soft Drinks, Purchased Monthly. 
All twenty-three respondents who purchase Pleasure Time soft drinks buy 
between zero and three cases per month.
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Table 12. Description of grocery store respondents in percentages.

Question Percentage

Have you ever heard of soft drinks sold by
Pleasure Time? N = 100
Yes ' 76
No 22
Do you purchase soft drinks sold by Pleasure
Time? N = 100
les 23
No 77
How many cases of Pleasure Time soft dirnks
do you purchase monthly? N = 23
0-3 100
Have you ever heard of soft drinks sold by
Shamrock Dairy? N = 100
Yes 37
No 63
Do you purchase soft drinks sold by
Shamrock Dairy? N = 100
Yes 8
No 92
How many cases of Shamrock Dairy soft drinks
do you purchase monthly? N = 8
0-3 100
Do you purchase N = 85'
More soft drinks in throwaways than in
refillable containers 33 ’
Same amount of soft drinks in throwaways as in
refillable containers 26
Less soft drinks in throwaways than in refill-
able containers 41
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Have You Ever Heard of Soft Drinks Sold by Shamrock Dairy?

Thirty-seven percent of the grocery store respondents have heard of 
soft drinks sold "by Shamrock Dairy.

Do You Purchase Soft Drinks Sold "by Shamrock Dairy? Eight 
percent of the grocery store respondents "buy Shamrock Dairy soft drinks.

Number of Cases of Shamrock Dairy Soft Drinks Purchased Monthly. 
All eight respondents who purchase Shamrock Dairy soft drinks buy be
tween zero and three cases per month.

Purchase of Soft Drinks in Throwaway Containers as Compared 
with Refillable Containers. Forty-one percent of the grocery store 
respondents purchase less soft drinks in throwaway containers than in 
refiliables, 33 percent buy more soft drinks in throwaways than in 
refillables and 26 percent buy about the same amount•of soft drinks in 
throwaways as in refillables.

Results of Hypotheses

Purpose 1
Is there a difference among the three consumer groups according 

to the demographic characteristics of:
Age _
Education of respondent and spouse (if any)
Ethnic background 
Household composition
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Income.
Occupation of respondent and spouse (if any)?

' Hypotheses 1.
Hq " There is no difference, among the three consumer, groups 
according to the demographic characteristics of:
Age
Education of respondent.: and spouse (if any)
Ethnic background 
Household composition
Occupation of respondent and spouse (if any).
Ĥ : There is a difference among the three consumer groups
according to the demographic characteristics of:
Age
Education of respondent and spouse (if any)
Household composition 
Income
Occupation of respondent and spouse (if any).

Age. Table 13 illustrates the results of the one-way analysis 
of variance test for consumers' ages. There is a statistically signifi
cant difference at the 0.01 level. The. differences are greater than 
can be attributed to chance alone. The null.hypothesis is rejected and 
the alternative hypothesis accepted.

Table 14 shows the results of the Student-Newman-Keul1 s test 
for differences of means among the groups. There is' a statistically
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Table 13. One-way analysis of variance of age.

Source, of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean

Square F

Between Groups 1672.3467 2 836.1733 6.971*
Within Groups 35627.0000 297 " 119.9562 .
Total 37299.3467 299

. * Statistically significant at 0.01 level. 
p = .001

Table 14. Student-Newman-Keul's procedure for group means of age.*

Pleasure 
Time .

Shamrock"
Dairy

Grocery
Stores

Group Mean 34.8200 33.8000
Group Mean 39.2400

* Statistically' significant at 0.05 level: between Pleasure Time and 
Shamrock Dairyj "between grocery' stores and Shamrock Dairy.



103
significant difference between Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy con- _ 
sumers of soft drinks according to age. There is also a statistically 
significant difference between Shamrock Dairy and grocery store 
consumers of soft drinks according to age. There is no statistical 
significance between Pleasure Time and grocery store consumers according 
to age. The Pleasure Time mean is 34.82 years, the Shamrock Dairy mean 
is 39.24 years and the grocery store mean is 33.80 years of age.

Education. For respondents' education. Table 15 indicates that 
there is no statistical difference and the null hypothesis is not 
rejected. Any differences do not exceed those produced by chance alone. 
One-way analysis of variance was the statistical test applied.

Table 16 illustrates group means for soft drink consumers' 
education. The group means for Pleasure Time (3.885), Shamrock Dairy 
(3.715) and grocery store (3.765) consumers approximate the "some 
college" level.

Education of Spouse. Table 17 indicates that the one-way 
analysis of variance shows no statistical difference among groups for 
the education of spouse. The null hypothesis is not rejected. Any 
differences do not exceed- those produced by chance alone.

Table 18 illustrates group means for spouses' education. The 
means for education of Pleasure Time (4.1392) and Shamrock Dairy 
(4.1047) spouses approximate the "graduated from college" level, while 
the mean for the grocery store spouses (3.8507) is almost the same 
level.



Table 15. One-way analysis of variance of education.
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Source of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares - df Mean

Square F

Between Groups 1.5267 2 .7633 . .497
Within Groups 455.7825 297 1.5346
Total 457.3092 299

p = .609

Table 16. Group means of education.

Pleasure Shamrock Grocery
Time Dairy Stores

Group Mean 3.8850 3.7150 3.7650
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Table 17. One-way analysis of variance of spouse education.

Source of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean

Square F

Between Groups 3.5350 2 1.7675 .826
Within Groups ' 490.0340 229 2.1399
Total 493.5690 231

p = .439

Table 18. Group means of spouse education.

Pleasure
Time

Shamrock
Dairy

Grocery
Stores

Group Mean 4.1392 4.1047 3.8507
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Table 4 cm page 71 illustrates that 79 percent of the Shamrock 

Dairy sample and 78 percent of the grocery store sample are female as 
compared with 46 percent of the Pleasure Time sample.

Ethnic Background. The chi-square test applied to ethnic back
ground data for consumers of soft drinks shown on Table 19 indicates
that there is no statistical significance at the 0.05 level. There are

2four degrees of freedom, X is 3.66 and the probability level is .4537. 
The null hypothesis is not rejected.

Table 19. Ethnic background: numbers, percentages and chi-square.*

Ethnic
Background

Pleasure
Time
N=100

Shamrock
Dairy
N=100

Grocery
Stores
N=100

Anglo-American 78% 85% 77%
Mexican American 15 11 13
Other 7 4 10
Total 100% 100% 100%

* X2 = 3.66, 4 d.f., p = .4537.
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' Household Composition: Number of Adults In Household.. The one

way analysis of variance test shown on Table 20 indicates that there is 
no statistical significance at the 0.05 level for the number of adults . 
in the households of the three groups. The null hypothesis is not 
rejected. Any differences do not differ from those produced by chance 
alone.

Table 21 illustrates the similarity among means for the three 
groups on the variable. There were two or more, adults in the homes of 
respondents for each group.

Household Composition: Number of Teens, in Household. There is a 
statistically significant difference among the groups on the variable, 
number of teens in the household. The null hypothesis is rejected and 
the alternate hypothesis accepted. The differences are greater than 
can be attributed to chance alone. The one-way analysis of variance, 
charted on Table 22 shows the significance at the 0.01 level..

The Student-Newman-Keul1s test for.group means shown on Table 
23 indicates that there is a statistical significance at the 0.05 level. 
The difference is between number.of teens in Shamrock Dairy and the 
grocery stores' households.. There is no statistical significance between 
number of teens, in. Pleasure Time (.62) and grocery store (.38) house
holds. and no statistical significance between number of teens in 
Pleasure. Time and Shamrock Dairy (.79) households.

' Household Composition; Number of Grammar-schodlers in Household.- 
Results illustrated on Table 24 justify a rejection of the null
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Table 20. One-way analysis of variance of the number of adults in

household.

Source of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares

Mean
Square F

Between Groups .4067 2 .2033 .228
Within Groups 264.9900 ■ 297 ,8922
Total 265.3967 299

p = .796

Table 21. Group means of the number of adults in household.

V
Pleasure
Time

Shamrock
Dairy

Grocery
Stores

Group Mean 2.3200 2.4100 2.3600
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Table 22. One-way analysis of variance of the number of teens in

household.

Source of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean

Square F

Between Groups 8.4867 V 2 4,2433 5.633*
Within Groups 223.7100 . 297 .7532 ,

Total 232.1967 • 299

* Statistically significant at 0.01 level, 
p = .004

Table 23. Student-Newman-Keul's procedure for group means of the 
number of teens in household,*

• Pleasure 
Time

Shamrock
Dairy

Grocery
Stores

Group Mean .6200 .3800
Group' Mean . . 6200 .7900

* Statistically significant at 0.05 level: between Shamrock Dairy and
grocery stores.
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Table 24. One-way analysis of variance of the number of grammar-

schoolers in household.

Source of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean

Square F

Between Groups 7.8867 . 2 3.9433 4.374*
Within Groups 267.7500 297 .9015
Total 275.6367 299

* Statistically significant at 0.05 level, p. =■ .013.

hypothesis and acceptance of the alternate hypothesis. Differences are 
greater than can be attributed to chance alone and are statistically 
significant at the 0.05 level. One-Way analysis of variance was the 
test used.

Results of the Student-Newman-Keul1s test on Table 25 indicate 
that there is a statistically significant difference between Pleasure 
Time, and Shamrock Dairy consumers of soft drinks and Shamrock Dairy and 
the grocery store consumers of soft drinks, and there is no statistical 
significance between Pleasure Time and grocery store consumers of soft 
drinks on the number of grammar-schoolers in the home. The Pleasure 
Time mean is .61 grammar-schoolers, Shamrock Dairy is .90 and grocery 
stores is .52 grammar-schoolers per household.
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Table • 25. Student-Ne-wman-Keul1 s procedure for group means of the 

number of grammar-schoolers in household.*

Pleasure
Time

Shamrock
Dairy

Grocery
Stores

Group Mean■ 
Group Mean

.6100
.9000

.5200

* Statistically significant at 0.05 level: between Pleasure Time and 
Shamrock Dairy; between Shamrock Dairy and grocery stores. / :

Income. The one-way analysis of variance applied to the vari
able, income, indicates a statistically significant difference at the 
0.01 level. The null hypothesis Is rejected and the alternate hypothesis 
accepted. Differences are greater than can be attributed to chance 
alone. Results are charted on Table 26.

The Student-Newman-Keul's test for this Variable shown on Table 
27 indicates that there is a statistically significant difference between 
grocery store soft drink consumers' incomes' and Pleasure Time soft drink 
consumers' incomes. There is also a significant difference between 
grocery store and Shamrock Dairy soft drink consumers' incomes. How
ever, there is no statistically significant difference between Pleasure 
Time and Shamrock Dairy incomes. The grocery store mean income is 
$13,750 per year, for Pleasure Time it is $17,587 per year and for 
Shamrock Dairy it is $19,562.50 annually.



Table 26. One-way analysis of variance of income.

Source of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean

Square F

Between Groups 1747072916.6670 2 . 873536458.3335 7.024*
Within Groups ' 36936343750.0000 297 124364793.7710
Total 38683416666.6670 299 ,

* Statistically significant at 0.01 level.
p = .001

Table 27. Student-Newman-K'eul' s procedure for group means of income. *

Pleasure
Time

Shamrock
Dairy

Grocery
Stores

Group Mean 13750.0000
Group Mean 17587.5000 19562.5000

* Statistically significant at 0.05 level: between grocery stores and
Pleasure Time; between grocery stores and Shamrock Dairy.
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Occupation. Table 28 indicates that there is justification for 

rejecting the null hypothesis and accepting the alternate hypothesis.
There is a statistically significant difference at the 0.05 level. 
Differences are greater than can he attributed to chance alone. One-way - 
analysis of variance was the statistical test applied.

The Student-Newman-Keul1s test 'illustrated on Table 29 indicates
that there is a statistical significance at the 0.05 level between

\

Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy soft drink. consumers1 occupational 
decile scale scores. ■ There is, however, no statistical significance 
between Pleasure Time and grocery store soft drink consumers1 occupational 
decile scale scores or between Shamrock Dairy and grocery store soft 
drink consumers' decile scale scores. Pleasure Time soft drink consumers1 
occupations have a mean decile scale rating of 6.8889, while Shamrock . 
Dairy occupations have a mean decile scale rating of 8.2703. The mean 
decile scale rating.for the grocery store consumers is 7.2667.

Occupation of Spouse. Table 30 presents results of the one-way 
analysis of variance test for the variable, occupation of spouse. There 
is no statistical significance at the 0.05 level and the null hypothesis 
is not rejected. Any. differences do not exceed those produced by chance 

. alone.
Table 31 presents group means for occupational decile scale 

scores for spouses' occupations. The means are: 7.7115 for grocery 
store consumers' spouses, 7.9265 for Shamrock Dairy soft drink consumers' 
spouses and 8.2041 for Pleasure Time soft drink consumers' spouses.
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Table 28. One-way analysis of variance of occupational decile scale 

scores.

Source of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean

Square F

Between Groups 45.0322 2 22.5161 3.832*
Within Groups 834.3195 / 142 5.8755
Total 879.3517 144

* Statistically significant at 0.05 level, 
p = .024

Table 29. Student-Newman-KeulTs procedure for group means of occupa
tional decile scale scores.*

Pleasure Shamrock Grocery
Time Dairy Stores

Group Mean 6.8889 7.2667
Group Mean 8.2703 7.2667

* Statistically significant at 0.05 level: between Pleasure Time and
Shamrock Dairy.
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Table 30. One-way analysis of variance of spouse occupational decile 

scale scores.

Source of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean

Square F

Between Groups 6.1437 2 3.0718 .585
Within Groups 871.2646 166 5.2486 .
Total 877.4083 168 .

p = .558 ■

Table 31. Group means of spouse occupational decile scale scores.

Pleasure
Time

Shamrock
Dairy

,  . . . . . . . . . .  X -

Grocery
Stores

Group Mean 8.2041 7.9265 7.7115
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Table 4 on page 71 Illustrates that' 79 percent of the Shamrock Dairy 
sample and 78 percent of the grocery store' sample are female as compared 
with 46 percent of the Pleasure Time sample.

Purpose 2
Is there a difference among the three consumer groups according 

to their environmental behavior pertaining to:
Amount of soft drink purchased monthly in throwaway containers. 
Encouragement received from school-aged children in the house
hold to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers. 

Participation in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass?

Hypotheses 21
Hq : There is no difference among the three consumer groups
according to their environmental behavior pertaining to:
Amount of soft drink purchased monthly in throwaway containers. 
Encouragement received from school-aged children in the household 
to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers.

Participation .in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass.

H^: There is a difference among the three consumer groups
according to their environmental behavior pertaining to:
Amount of soft drink purchased monthly in throwaway containers. 
Encouragement received from school-aged children in the household 
to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers.
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Participation in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass.

Amount of Soft Drink Purchased Monthly in Throwaway Containers. 
According to the results charted on Table 32, there is a statistically 
significant difference at the 0.05 level for this variable. The null 
hypothesis is rejected in favor of the alternate hypothesis. Differences 
are greater than can be attributed to chance alone. The one-way analysis 
of variance test was applied to data for this variable, amount of soft 
drinks purchased monthly in throwaway containers.

The Student-Newman-Keul' s test, charted on Table 33, shows that 
while there is statistical significance at the 0.05 level.between Plea
sure Time and the .grocery: stores, there is no statistical significance 
between Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy nor between Shamrock Dairy and 
grocery .store consumers of soft drinks on this variable. Pleasure Time 
consumers of soft drinks purchase 151.94 ounces of soft drinks monthly 
in throwaway containers on the average, Shamrock Dairy soft drink con
sumers purchase an average of 207.46 ounces monthly and grocery store 
customers of soft drinks purchase an average of 273.30 ounces of soft 
drinks in throwaway containers each month.

Do School-aged Children in the .Household Encourage You to 
Purchase Soft Drinks in Refillahle Containers? The chi-square test 
applied to the variable pertaining to encouragement received from 
school-aged children to buy soft drinks in refillable containers indi
cates that there is no statistical significance among the groups.
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Table 32. One-way analysis of variance of amount of soft drink in 

throwaway containers (in ounces) purchased monthly.

Source of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean

Square F

Between Groups 738187.5200 2 369093.7600 4.090*
Within Groups 26804357.4800 297 90250.3619
Total 27542545.0000 299

* Statistically significant at 0.05 level.
p = .018

Table 33. Student-Newman-Keul1 s procedure for group means of amount of 
soft drink in throwaway containers purchased monthly (in 
ounces).*

Pleasure Shamrock Grocery
Time Dairy Stores

Group Mean 151.9400 207.4600
Group Mean 207.4600 273.3000

* Statistically significant at 0.05 level: between Pleasure Time and
grocery stores.
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The null hypothesis is not rejected. Chi-square is .37, there are two 
degrees of freedom and the probability level is .869. The majority of 
soft drink consumers in each group (59 percent from Pleasure Time, 63 
percent from Shamrock Dairy and 57 percent from grocery stores) are not 
encouraged by school-aged children in the household to purchase soft 
drinks in refillable containers. Results are charted on Table 34.

Participation in Recycling Programs for Aluminum, Steel, Paper 
or Glass. Table 35 shows the results of the chi-square test applied to 
the variable, participation in recycling programs. There is a statisti
cally significant difference at the 0.01 level. The null hypothesis 
is rejected in favor of the alternate hypothesis. Differences are 
greater than can be attributed to chance alone. The majority of soft 
drink consumers from Pleasure Time (60 percent) and Shamrock Dairy (57 
percent) participate in recycling programs. Thirty-nine percent of soft 
drink consumers from the grocery stores participate in such programs. 
Chi-square is 9.33, there are two degrees of freedom and the probability 
level is .009.

Purpose 3
Is there a difference among the three consumer groups according 

to their environmental attitudes pertaining to:
Returnable soft drink container legislation.
Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale responses.
The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society as 
measured by Tobias' scale.
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Table 34-. School-aged childrens' encouragement to purchase soft drinks 

in refillable containers: numbers, percentages, and chi- 
■ ■ square. , 1

Do School-aged Children in the.
Home Encourage You to Purchase Pleasure Shamrock Grocery
Soft Drinks in Refillable Time Dairy Stores
Containers? N=58 N=75 N=51 .

Yes 41% 37% 43%
No 59 ' 63 57
Total 100% 100% 100%

X2 = .37, 2 d.f., p.-=.869.

Table 35. Participation in recycling programsnumbers, percentages 
and chi-square.%

Do You Participate in Recycling 
Programs for Aluminum, Steel, 
Paper or Glass?

Pleasure
Time
N=100

Shamrock
Dairy
N=10Q

Grocery
Stores
N=100

Yes 60% 57% 39%
No 40- 43 61
Total 100% 100% 100%

* Statistically significant at 0.01 level. 
X2 = 9.33, 2 d.f., p = .009.



. 121
The difference refillable containers make in reducing solid 
waste as measured "by Tobias1 scale.

Hypotheses 3• •
Hq ! There is no difference among the three consumer groups 

. according to their environmental attitudes pertaining to: 
Returnable soft drink container legislation 
Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale responses.
The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society as 
measured by Tobias' scale.

The difference refillable containers make in reducing solid 
waste as measured by Tobias' scale. •

Ĥ : There is a difference among the three consumer groups
according to their environmental attitudes pertaining to: 
Returnable soft drink container legislation 
Harrison's (.1976) .Environmental.,Opinion Scale responses.
The seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society as 
measured by Tobias scale.

The difference refillable containers make in reducing solid 
waste as measured by Tobias' scale.

Returnable Soft Drink Legislation Attitudes. The chi-square 
test illustrated in Table•36 indicates that there is no statistical 
difference, among the three groups on their attitude toward returnable 
soft drink container legislation. Fifty-three percent of Pleasure Time 
soft drink consumers favor such legislation as do 56 percent from
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Table 36. Returnable soft drink container legislation attitudes: 

numbers, percentages and chi-square.

Are You in Favor of Legislation Pleasure Shamrock Grocery
Outlawing Nonreturnable Contain- Time • Dairy Stores
ers for Soft Drinks? N=100 N=100 N=100

Yes 53$ 56$ 55$
No 24 22 27
Don't Know • 23 22 18
Total 100$ 100% 100$

X2 = 1.27, 4 d.f., p = .866.

Shamrock Dairy and 55 percent from grocery stores. The null hypothesis 
is not rejected. There are four degrees of freedom, chi-square is 1.27 
and the probability: level is .866.

Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale Responses.
Table 37 indicates that there is no statistical difference among the 
groups on Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale responses. The 
null hypothesis is not rejected; any differences do not exceed those 
produced by chance alone. One-way analysis of variance was the statisti
cal test utilized.

Table 38 illustrates group means on the variable, Harrison's 
(1976) Environmental Opinion Scale responses. The Pleasure Time mean 
for the summated scores is 16.33, Shamrock Dairy's mean is 17.04 and
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Table 37. One-way analysis of variance of scores on Harrison's (1976) 

Environmental Opinion Scale.

Source of 
Variation.

Sum o f 
Squares

^  Mean
Square F

Between Groups 57.4067 2 28.7033 2.119
Within Groups . 4022.9400 297 13.5453
Total 4080.3467 299

Table 38. Group means of 
Opinion Scale.

scores on Harrison's (1976) Environmental

Pleasure
Time

1 Shamrock 
Dairy

Grocery
Stores

Group Mean 16.3300 17.0400 15<9900
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grocery store scores have a mean, of 15.99. All three groups approximate 
the "agree" level of acceptance of personal responsibility for the en
vironment, with grocery stores being more accepting and the other two 
groups being less accepting.^

The Seriousness of Solid Waste. The one-way analysis of variance 
test was utilized to test differences on respondents' opinions about the 
seriousness of solid waste. There was a statistical significance at the 
0.01 level and the null hypothesis was rejected. Table 39 shows the 
level of probability to be .007.

The Student-Newman-Keul1s test illustrated on Table 40 indicates 
that there is a statistical difference between the means of Pleasure 
Time and Shamrock Dairy respondents as well as between Pleasure Time and 
grocery store respondents; however, thereiis no statistical significance 
between Shamrock Dairy and the grocery stores. Since a value of one 
indicates that solid waste is a very serious problem in our society and 
a value of four indicates that solid waste is no problem at all.
Pleasure Time respondents believe the solid waste problem is less 
serious than the other groups believe it to be. Results for all three 
groups approximate the attitude that solid.waste is a somewhat serious 
problem. The group mean for Shamrock Dairy was 1.4167, for the grocery 
store respondents was 1.4792, and 1.6989 for Pleasure Time respondents.

The Difference Refillable Containers Make in Reducing Waste as 
Measured by Tobias' Scale. The null hypothesis, for the difference re
fillable containers make in reducing wastes is not rejected. There is
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Table 39. One-way analysis of variance of opinions about the serious

ness of the solid waste problem in our society as measured 
by Tobias' scale.

Source of 
Variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean

Square F

Between Groups 4.1349 2 2.0675 4.989*
Within Groups 116.8616. 282 .4144
Total 120.9965 284

* Statistically significant at 0.01 level. 
P = .007-

Table 40. Student-Newman-Keuls' procedure for group means of opinions
about the seriousness of the solid, waste problem in 
society as measured by Tobias' scale.*

our

Pleasure
Time

Shamrock.
Dairy

Grocery
Stores

Group Mean 1.4167 1.4792
Group Mean 1.6989

* Statistically significant at 0.05 level: between Pleasure Time and
Shamrock Dairy; between Pleasure Time and grocery stores.
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no statistical difference at the 0.05 level. Any differences do not 
exceed those produced hy chance alone. Results of the one-way analysis 
of variance are charted on Table 41.

Table 42 shows group means on this variable. The means indicate 
soft drink consumers in all three groups believe that "refillable con
tainers reduce wastes somewhat." The mean for Pleasure Time is 1.54, 
for Shamrock Dairy is 1.53 and for grocery store soft drink consum-. • 
ers 1.55.

Summary of Results

Purpose 1
Is there a difference among the three consumer groups according 

to demographic characteristics?

Age. Rejection of the null hypothesis and acceptance of the 
alternate hypothesis is indicated by data pertaining to age of soft 
drink consumers from Pleasure Time Beverages, Shamrock Dairy and Tucson 
grocery stores. There is a statistically significant difference between 
Shamrock Dairy soft drink consumers (average age— 39.2 years) and 
consumers of Pleasure Time and grocery store soft drinks.. There is no 
significant difference between the age of Pleasure Time consumers (on 
the average, 34.8 years of age) and grocery store consumers (on the 
average, 33.8 years of age). Data indicate that younger consumers of 
soft drinks go into the marketplace to purchase these products. The 
milkman delivers to a somewhat older group of soft drink consumers.
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Table 41. One-way analysis of variance of opinions about the difference

refillable containers made in reducing wastes as measured by
Tobias' scale. -

Source of 
Variation

Sum of Mean „ 
Squares Square

Between Groups .0168 2 .0084 .026
Within Groups 89.5510 277 .3233
Total 89.5679

p = .974

Table 42. Group means 
■ tainers made

of opinions about the difference refillable con- 
in reducing wastes'as measured by Tobias' scale.

Pleasure Shamrock Grocery 
Time ■ Dairy Stores

Group Mean 1.5385 1.5306 1.5495
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Education. The data indicate support for the null hypothesis 

regarding education of soft drink consumers in the three groups. The 
educational level for each group is "some college." Since The University 
of Arizona and Pima Community College are located in Metropolitan Tucson, 
opportunities for higher.education are available to persons in the area.

Education of Spouse.. The null hypothesis is supported for educa
tion of spouses of the three groups of soft drink consumers.. Pleasure 
Time and Shamrock Dairy spouses are, on the average, college graduates, 
while grocery store spouses are at a slightly lower level. Again, the 
location of a university and a community college in Metropolitan Tucson 
may account for this high level of education. ■ Also, as Table 4 indi
cates, Shamrock Dairy and grocery store soft drink respondents were 
largely female (79 percent and 78 percent respectively) as compared with 
Pleasure Time respondents (46 percent female), which may have influenced 
this statistical outcome.

Ethnic Background. Seventy-eight percent of Pleasure Time soft 
drink consumers are Anglo-American as compared with 85 percent of Sham
rock Dairy consumers of soft drinks and 77 percent of grocery store 
consumers of soft drinks. The Mezican-American representation among the 
groups is 15 percent from Pleasure Time, 11 percent from Shamrock Dairy 
and 13 percent from the grocery stores. . The category "other," which 
includes Asian, Black and American Indian, is seven percent from 
Pleasure Time, four percent from Shamrock Dairy and ten percent from the 
grocery store. The null hypothesis is supported because there is no
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significant difference among the groups according to ethnic back
ground .

Household Composition; Number of Adults in Household. There is 
no statistically significant difference among the three groups according 
to the number of adults in the household. Pleasure Time households in
clude 2.3 persons over 18 years of age as compared to 2.4 for Shamrock 
Dairy households and 2.4 for grocery store households. The null hypothe
sis is supported.

Household Composition: Number of Teens in Household. The null 
hypothesis is rejected in favor of the alternate hypothesis for number 
of teens in the household. The statistically significant difference is 
between teenagers in Shamrock Dairy households (mean .79) and teenagers 
in grocery store households (mean .38). There is no significant differ
ence between the Pleasure Time group (with a mean of .62) and the 
grocery store group (with a mean of .38), nor is there a significant 
difference between the Pleasure Time group and Shamrock Dairy (with a 
mean of .79). Thus, the Shamrock Dairy households contain significantly 
more teenagers "than grocery store households.

' Household Composition: Number of Grammar-schoolers in Household. 
Shamrock. Dairy households contain more grammar-schoolers (an average of 
.90) than Pleasure Time households (.61) and grocery store households 
(.52). The null hypothesis is rejected in favor of the alternate 
hypothesis. The statistically significant difference is between the 
number of teenagers in Shamrock Dairy households and both Pleasure Time



and grocery store households. There is no significant difference in 
the number of grammar-schoolers between Pleasure Time and grocery store 
households.

Income. Both Pleasure Time consumers (with a mean yearly income 
of $17,587) and Shamrock Dairy consumers (with a mean yearly income of 
$19,562.50) significantly -differ from grocery store consumers (with a 
mean yearly income of $13,750) on this variable. The null hypothesis 
is rejected in favor of the alternate hypothesis for income. There is 
no statistically significant difference between the income means for 
Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy consumers of soft drinks.

Occupation. There is a statistically significant difference 
between the occupational decile scale scores of Pleasure Time consumers 
of soft drinks (with a mean score of 6.9) and Shamrock Dairy consumers 
of soft drinks (with a mean score of 8.3). Since a score of one is 
given to the lowest rated occupations and a score of ten is given the 
most highly rated occupations (Reiss 1961, pp. 128-129), Shamrock Dairy 
soft drink consumers' occupations are more highly rated than the occupa
tions of Pleasure Time soft drink consumers. There is no statistically 
significant difference pertaining to occupational decile scale scores of 
Pleasure Time consumers of soft drinks and grocery store consumers of 
soft drinks (with a mean score of 7.3). Nor is there a statistically 
significant difference pertaining to occupational decile scale scores 
of Shamrock Dairy consumers of soft drinks and grocery store consumers 
of soft drinks.
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Occupation of Spouse. The null hypothesis is supported for the ' 

occupationalfdecile scale scores of spouses among the groups. There is ' 
no statistically significant difference for Pleasure Time spouses (with 
a mean decile scale score of 8.2), Shamrock Dairy spouses (with a mean 
decile scale score of (7.9) and grocery store spouses (with a mean 
decile scale score of 7.7) on the variable, spouse occupation. Again, 
Table 4- indicates that the percentage of female respondents for the ■ 
Shamrock Dairy and, grocery store surveys was high (79 percent and 78 
percent respectively) as compared with females participating at Pleasure 
Time (46 percent of the sample), which may have influenced this outcome.

Purpose 2
. . ' ■ •

Is there a difference among the three consumer groups according
to their environmental behavior?

Amount of Soft Drink Purchased Monthly in Throwaway Containers. 
The null hypothesis is rejected in favor of the alternate hypothesis 
pertaining to the amount of soft drink purchased monthly in throwaway 
containers by the. three groupsThe significant difference is between 
the amount of soft drink purchased monthly in throwaways by Pleasure 
Time consumers (mean of 151.9 ounces) and grocery store consumers 
(273.3) of soft drinks. There, is.no significant difference between 
Pleasure Time consumers (mean of 151.9 ounces) and Shamrock Dairy con
sumers (mean of .207.5 ounces). Nor is there, a significant difference 
between the average amount of soft drinks purchased each month in 
throwaway containers between Shamrock. Dairy consumers (mean of 207.5
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ounces) and grocery store consumers (273.3). Grocery store soft drink

\consumers tend to purchase significantly more soft drinks in throwaway 
containers monthly than Pleasure Time customers.

Do School-aged Children in the Household Encourage You to 
Purchase Soft Drinks in Refillahle Containers? Children in the house-■. 
holds of Pleasure Time, Shamrock Dairy and grocery store consumers of 
soft drinks do not tend to encourage the purchase of soft drinks in 
refillahle containers. There is no significant difference among the 
groups, and the null hypothesis is supported. Fifty-nine percent of 
Pleasure Time soft drink consumers are not encouraged to purchase soft 
drinks in refillahle containers hy school-aged children in the household 
as compared with 63 percent of Shamrock Dairy consumers and 57 percent 
of grocery store consumers of soft drinks.

Participation, in Recycling Programs for Aluminum, Steel, Paper 
or Glass. Rejection of the null hypothesis in favor of the alternate 
hypothesis is indicated for participation in recycling programs for 
aluminum, steel, paper or glass. Both Pleasure Time consumers and 
Shamrock Dairy consumers of soft drinks recycle more than grocery store 
consumers of soft drinks. Sixty percent of Pleasure Time soft drink 
consumers recycle, as compared to 57 percent of Shamrock Dairy soft drink 
consumers and 39 percent of grocery store soft drink consumers.

Purpose 3
Is there a difference among the three consumer.groups according 

to their environmental attitudes?
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Returnable 'Soft Drink Container Legislation Attitudes'. The null 

hypothesis is supported pertaining to returnable soft drink container 
legislation attitudes. The majority of Pleasure Time consumers (53 
percent), Shamrock Dairy consumers (56 percent) and grocery store 
consumers (55 percent) are in favor of legislation that would outlaw 
nonretumable containers for soft drinks. Twenty-four percent of 
Pleasure Time consumers of soft drinks oppose such legislation compared 
to 22 percent for Shamrock Dairy and 27 for grocery store consumers. 
Twenty-three percent of Pleasure Time consumers of soft drinks "do not 
know" whether or not they support such legislation as compared to 22 
percent for Shamrock Dairy and 18 percent of the grocery store consumers 
of soft drinks.

Harrison's (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale Responses. The 
null hypothesis is supported pertaining to responses on Harrison's 
(1976) Environmental Opinion Scale. Grocery store consumers' mean 
rating on this variable is 15.99, the Pleasure Time mean rating is 16.33 
and the Shamrock Dairy rating is 17.04. All three means approximate an 
overall rating of "agree" by all three groups, indicating that they do 
have attitudes which.indicate an acceptance of personal responsibility 
for the environment.

The Seriousness of the Solid Waste Problem in Our Society as 
Measured by Tobias' Scale. For this variable, a score of one indicates 
that solid wastes are a very serious problem in our society; a score of 
four indicates that solid waste is no problem in our society.
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Pleasure Time consumers of soft drinks believe that solid waste is a 
less serious problem in our society than do Shamrock Dairy and grocery 
store consumers of soft drinks. Pleasure Time consumers (with a mean of 
1.7) believe solid waste is a "somewhat serious problem in our society," 
but significantly less strongly than either Shamrock Dairy or grocery 
store consumers of soft drinks. The null hypothesis is rejected in favor 
of the alternate hypothesis. There is no statistically significant 
difference between the opinions of Shamrock Dairy and grocery store soft 
drink consumers whose responses indicate that both groups feel "solid 
waste is a somewhat serious problem in our society." The Shamrock Dairy 
mean is 1.4 as compared with 1.5 for the grocery store consumers of soft 
drinks.

The Difference.Refillahle Containers Make in Reducing Waste as 
Measured by Tobias' Scale. There is no significant difference pertaining 
to attitudes held by Pleasure Time, Shamrock Dairy and grocery store 
consumers of soft drinks about the difference refillahle containers make 
in reducing wastes. All three groups believe that "refillahle containers 
reduce wastes somewhat," with the mean for Pleasure Time 1.5., Shamrock 
Dairy 1,5 and for grocery store consumers 1.5.



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

", Conclusions
Examination and comparison of demographic characteristics, en

vironmental behavior and environmental attitudes of three groups of 
soft drink consumers in Tucson, Arizona, each served by a different 
marketing system, leads to these following conclusions.

I _ ■

The typical Pleasure Time Beverages consumer is an Anglo- 
American male, nearly 35 years old, who has had some college training. 
The employed Pleasure Time consumer tends to have an occupational decile 
scale score of 6.9 (a score of ten is given to the most highly rated 
occupations). When present, the Pleasure Time spouse has a college 
degree and a higher occupational decile scale score of 8.2. There are 
nearly four persons per Pleasure Time household, including 2.3 adults,
.6 teenagers and .6 grammar-schoolers. The annual income for Pleasure 
Time households is $17,587.

The Pleasure Time customer purchases approximately 152 ounces 
of soft drinks each month in throwaway containers (from sources other 
than Pleasure Time Beverages) and is not encouraged by school-aged 
children in the household to buy soft drinks in refillable bottles. In

i

addition, the Pleasure Time consumer tends to participate in recycling 
programs for aluminum, steel, paper or glass.

Legislation that would outlaw the sale of soft drinks in non- 
returnable containers is favored by the Pleasure Time consumer. The

135
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Pleasure Time customer agrees with the concept of personal responsibility 
for the environment, believes that solid waste is a "somewhat serious 
problem in our society" and feels that "refillable containers reduce 
wastes somewhat."

The typical Shamrock Dairy consumer of soft drinks is a 39-year- 
old Anglo-American female who has had some college training. The typical 
Shamrock Dairy consumer is a homemaker, not employed outside the home. 
However, of those Shamrock Dairy consumers who did report occupations, 
the occupational decile scale score is 8.3. The Shamrock Dairy spouse, 
when present, has a college degree and an occupational decile scale 
score of 7.9. There are approximately four and one-half persons per 
Shamrock Dairy household, including 2.4 adults, .79 teens and..90

Vgrammar-schoolers. The annual income for the typical Shamrock Dairy 
household is $19,562.50.

The Shamrock Dairy customer purchases about 207.5 ounces of soft 
drinks monthly an throwaway containers (from sources other than Shamrock 
Dairy) and is not encouraged to buy soft drinks in refillable containers 
by school-aged children in the home. Participation in recycling programs 
for aluminum, steel, paper or glass is a. behavior noted by the typical 
Shamrock Dairy customer.

Legislation that would outlaw the sale of soft drinks in non- 
returnable containers' is favored by the Shamrock Dairy consumer. The 
typical Shamrock Dairy customer agrees with the concept of personal 
responsibility for the environment, believes that solid waste is a
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"somewhat serious problem in our society," and feels that "refillahle
containers reduce wastes somewhat." •

The typical grocery store customer of soft drinks is an Anglo- 
American female nearly 34 years old, who 'has had some college training. 
The grocery store consumer tends to be a homemaker, not employed outside 
the home. However, of the grocery store consumers who did report occupa
tions, the occupational decile scale score is 7.3. The grocery store 

I 'spouse, when present, has almost attained the educational level of 
college graduate and has an occupational decile scale score of 7.7.
There are 3.6 persons in the household of the typical grocery store 
customer of soft drinks, including 2.4 adults, .4 teenagers and .5 
grammar-schoolers. The annual income for the typical grocery store 
household is $13,750.

The grocery store soft drink consumer purchases approximately 
273 ounces of soft drinks monthly in throwaway containers and is not 
encouraged by schOol-aged children in the household to buy soft drinks 
in refillable containers. Participation in recycling programs for 
aluminum, steel, paper or glass is.hot a behavior noted by the typical 
grocery store consumer of soft drinks. •

Legislation that would outlaw the sale of soft drinks in non- 
returnable containers is favored by the grocery store consumer, who 
also agrees with the concept of personal responsibility for the environ
ment. The typical grocery store consumer of soft drinks believes that 
solid waste is a "somewhat serious problem in our society" and feels 
that "refillable containers reduce wastes somewhat."
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Similarities among the three groups of soft drink consumers 

occur in the areas of consumer and spouse (if any) education, spouse 
occupation and number of adults in the household. There are also no 
significant differences among the three groups pertaining to ethnic 
background. There are no significant differences among Pleasure Time, 
Shamrock Dairy and grocery store customers pertaining to opinions on 
Harrison’s (1976) Environmental Opinion Scale and the. difference re
futable containers make in reducing wastes.. Finally, there are no 
significant differences among the three.groups regarding the support of 
returnable soft drink container legislation and in a lack of encourage
ment from school-aged children in the home to purchase soft drinks in 
refillable bottles.

Differences among the groups occur with the annual income 
variable. Shamrock Dairy and Pleasure Time soft drink consumers tended 
to have significantly higher annual incomes than grocery store soft 
drink consumers. There is also a difference in household composition 
pertaining to grammar-schoolers and teenagers, with the Shamrock Dairy 
group containing significantly more grammar-schoolers than grocery store 
consumers and more teenagers than. both of the other groups. Age is 
another area of difference among the groups,, with Pleasure Time, and 
grocery stores being somewhat similar.on this variable (34 and 35 years, 
respectively) and the Shamrock Dairy soft drink consumers somewhat 
older (about 39 years of age). Employed Shamrock Dairy consumers have 
significantly higher occupational decile scale scores than Pleasure Time 
soft drink consumers. Differences among the three groups are also found
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in recycling "behavior— -Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy soft drink 
consumers profess to recycle more than grocery store soft drink con
sumers. Grocery store soft drink consumers tend to "buy more soft drinks 
in throwaway containers each month than the other two groups. The 
difference is significant between grocery store and Pleasure Time . 
consumers of soft drinks. Finally, there is a significant difference 
among the three groups regarding their opinions about the seriousness 
of solid waste in our society. While all three groups indicate solid 
waste is a "somewhat serious problem," Pleasure Time consumers of soft 
drinks do not feel solid waste is as serious a problem as do consumers 
of soft drinks from Shamrock Dairy and the grocery stores.

.The Peters (1973) study in Wisconsin found that recyclers tend 
to have higher incomes, higher educational levels and are employed in 
the professions to a much higher degree than non-recyclers. While the 
present research is hot an attempt to compare groups who purchase soft 
drinks only in refillables with groups who only buy soft drinks in 
throwaway containers, data from the present research indicate that both 
Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy consumers of soft drinks have higher 
incomes than persons who buy soft' drinks (in either refillable or 
throwaway containers) in grocery stores. There is no statistically 
significant difference among the three groups, however, on education of 
soft drink consumer and spouse (if present). There is some difference 
in occupational decile scale scores among employed consumers in the 
three groups, although the difference is between the Shamrock Dairy 
consumers who are employed (with higher occupational'scores) and
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Pleasure Time soft drink consumers who are employed (with lower occupa
tional scores). Grocery store soft drink consumers are not statisti
cally different from either of these groups on occupational scores of 
the consumer. There is no significant difference among the three, groups 
pertaining to occupational decile scale scores of spouse (if present). 
Thus, results of the present study do not indicate as extensive demo
graphic differences among the groups of soft drink consumers as Peters'
•( 1973) results indicate for recyclers and nonrecyclers. The significant 
difference, in income may indicate that Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy 
consumers of soft drinks are attempting to maximize financial resources 
"by purchasing soft drinks from these sources.

The Kinnear, Taylor and Ahmed (1974? pp. 20-24) study of 
consumers indicates that the socially conscious consumer tends to be 
defined psychologically rather than demographically. . In the present 
study, attitudes among the groups are similar on Harrison's (1976) 
Environmental Opinion Seale, the Tobias scale measuring the difference 
refillable containers make in reducing wastes and on the favoring of 
returnable soft drink container legislation. There is only an atti- 
tudinal difference relating to the Tobias scale measuring opinions about 
the seriousness of the solid waste problem in our society.

Data not statistically tested provide some interesting results. 
When asked why they purchase Pleasure Time Soft drinks, consumers of 
the Pleasure Time products overwhelmingly (71 percent) chose price as 
the main reason. A large majority (60 percent) of Shamrock Dairy 
customers said that delivery by the milkman is the main reason for their
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ehoiee of this productj 29 percent of the Shamrock soft drink consumers 
said price is the main reason. Eefillahle containers as the packaging 
medium received very few votes by either group (four percent for Plea
sure Time customers and two percent for Shamrock Dairy).

It is frequently stated that people buy soft drinks in throw
away containers because of the convenience factor (League of Women 
Voters of the United States 1972, p. 23). Yet when presented with a 
list of problems relating to the use of soft drinks in refillables, 
including storage, transportation and lack of time, Pleasure Time soft 
drink consumers (64 percent) stated that they have no problem in using 
this product. Shamrock Dairy soft drink consumers were presented with a 
similar list (excluding, however, the choice of transportation), and 
68 percent stated they have no problem using these beverages.

When the groups selected the major problems, in our society 
today, all three chose crime to be the main problem, with the economy 
ranking second for Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy customers and third 
for grocery store customers. .Unemployment was chosen as the third most 
important problem by Pleasure Time and Shamrock Dairy soft drink con
sumers, second by grocery store soft drink consumers. Environmentally- 
oriented problems, such as population control, lack of resources and 
the environment, received few votes from any of the groups.

Recommendations 
Replication of this study utilizing researchers. who speak 

Spanish may or may not produce a difference in research results. If 
this were accomplished, a questionnaire form printed in Spanish would
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"be helpful. In addition, a verbally administered questionnaire might 
encourage a higher rate of response among those consumers who cannot 
read.

To continue validation of Harrison1s (1976) Environmental 
Opinion Scale, Tobias' scale measuring attitudes about.the seriousness 
of the solid waste problem in our society and. Tobias' scale measuring 
attitudes about, the difference refillable containers make in reducing, 
wastes, replication is also recommended.

Replication of this study in larger metropolitan areas where
more people live in apartments and do not depend on automobiles would. . \
also shed new light on people who buy soft drinks in refillable soft 
drink containers and those who may or may not purchase them in refill- 
able s .

Media education, on a local basis might make the general public 
more aware of the cost savings of purchasing soft drinks from Pleasure 
Time Beverages, Shamrock Dairy, or in grocery.stores in refillable ■ 
containers. This would save the soft drink consumer money and would 
foster behavior more conducive to environmental preservation than does 
our present throwaway society. This education might be in the. form of 
advertisements or public service announcements in the newspapers and 
on the radio and television. Further, education in the local schools 
about the benefits of using refillable soft drink containers might 
cause school-aged children to encourage the use of such containers in 
their households.
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A final recommendation would be the acceptance of U. S. Environ

mental Agency guidelines which would place a mandatory deposit on all 
soft drink and beer containers sold on federal property. This would 
indicate to American consumers that the Federal Government is serious 
about reducing litter and waste by supporting the concept of returnable 
beverage containers. An information base for possible future legisla
tion on a national basis would also be provided.



APPENDIX A

LETTER FROM YAL GREY, U. S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

July 1, 1976

Miss Mary Tobias
Family Economics and Home Management 
School of Home Economics 
College of Agriculture 
The University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 85721
Dear Miss Tobias: .

' This is in response to your letter to Administrator Train of 
June 15, inquiring about the current status of EPA's proposed Federal 
Guidelines on Beverage Containers.

As you know, these Guidelines were published in proposed form on 
November 13, 1975, and 1 am enclosing a copy as they appeared in the 
Federal Register. In the period since mid-January 1976, revisions have 
been made to the Guidelines on the basis of the comments ERA received 
from the general public. Currently, a draft of the proposed final 
version of the Guidelines is undergoing final review by various Federal 
agencies, in accordance with established procedures for actions of this 
nature. We expect to publish the. final Beverage Container Guidelines ' 
on or before September 17, 1976. I anr enclosing some information 
materials that discuss these particular Guidelines and the schedule for 
promulgating these and other solid waste management guidelines.

With respect to your inquiry on whether or not these Guidelines 
pertain to pending legislation in Congress, I should say that the 
answer is a qualified "yes." That is to say, there are a number of 
efforts underway, particularly in the House of Representatives, to 
prevent the final Guidelines from being published. There are efforts 
being made, also, to block the drafting of National beverage container 
legislation. These efforts have been stimulated by the industry and 
labor opponents of these Guidelines and any National law that would
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require a mandatory deposit on beverage containers. The Guidelines 
would pertain to any such law to the degree that the data and experience 
gained over several years, as the result of implementing the Guidelines 
for Federal agencies, would contribute to a more meaningful public and 
legislative debate on any such proposed National legislation.

You specifically requested a copy of the Guidelines as they now 
stand. I am enclosing a current copy of the revised version of the 
proposed Guidelines, but I would like to emphasize that between now and 
September 17 other changes could be made'as a result of the review 
process that I have mentioned above.

I hope this information will meet your needs.
Sincerely yours,
/a/
Vai Grey 
Acting Director 
Regional, State and Local 
-' Affairs Staff (AW-462)

Enclosures



APPENDIX B

MAP OF METROPOLITAN TUCSON, ARIZONA, WHERE THE SOFT DRINK 
CONTAINER RESEARCH WAS UNDERTAKEN
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Legend to Map of Metropolitan Tucson

Pleasure Time Beverages Locations 
A 140 South Sarnoff Drive 
B 2602 North. Campbell Avenue 
C 951 South Park Avenue 
D 920 South Craycroft Road

Grocery Store Locations
1 Lucky Stores, Inc., 1219 South Cherry
2 ' Farmers Market, 1333 Miracle Mile Strip

■ • /

3 • Fed Mart, 7030 East 22nd Street
4 Safeway Stores, Inc., 8740 East Broadway
5' Woodland Supermarket, 2840 North Pantano Road
6 Food Giant, 3656 East Fort Lowell Road
7 A. J. Bayless, 2816 North Campbell Avenue
8 Afco Family Mart, 1302 East Prince Road
9 El Grande Market, 605 North Grande Avenue
10 Country Club Market, 3801 North Country Club
11 El Rancho Market, 26 El Con Center
12 Food Giant, 625 West Valencia Road
13 Sun Valley Market, 1350 West Wetmore Road
14 San Marcos Grocery, 1844 West San Marcos
.15 Safeway Stores, Inc., 3721 South 12th Avenue
16 A. J. Bayless, 6030 North Oracle Road
17 Fry's Food Store, 4130 East 22nd Street
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18 Low Cost Discount Mart,' 5560 East Broadway
19 E-Mart, 7025 East Broadway
20 Globe Discount City, 555 East Grant Road



APPENDIX C

PLEASURE. TIME BEVERAGES QUESTIONNAIRE

1. SEX ( ) male
( ) female

2. AGE ( ) 18-25
( ) 26-35 
C ) 36-45 
( ) 46-55

3. MARITAL STATUS 
( ) single 
( ) married 
( ) couple living

( ) 56 and over together
( ) separated or

divorced
( ) widowed

4. HOW DO YOU PREFER TO BE IDENTIFIED?
. .(' ) American Indian 

( ) Anglo-American 
( ) Asian 
( ) Black.
( ) Chicano 
( ) Mexican 
( ) Mexi c an-Amer i.c an 
( ) Other (please specifY)

5. Do you ( ) own housing facility?
( ) rent housing facility?

6. Do you live in ( ) an apartment

7. How many people live in your .home? Please include yourself.
8, Number of adults in your home (18 or older). Please include your-

9. Number of teens in your home (13 to 17),
10. Number of grammer-schoolers in your home (6 to 12).

( ) mobile home
( ) townhouse
( ) single detached house
( ) furnished room
( ) dormitory
( ) fraternity house
( ) sorority house
( ) other (please specify)

self.
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11. Number of preschoolers in your home (2 to 5).
12. Number of infants in your home (younger than 2).___
13. Highest level of education for you and your spouse:

YOU YOUR SPOUSE
( ) 8 years or less of school ( )( ) some high school ( )( ) graduated high school . ( )
( ) some college ( )( ) graduated college ( )( ) graduate work c )( ) otherx: nursing, trade ( )school, etc.

(please specify)
14. Occupation
15. Occupation of spouse___________________________      ._
16. If not employed outside the home, are you ( ) retired

( ) student 
( ) homemaker 
( ) unemployed, looking 

for work 
( ) other (please specify)

17. Total 1975 income before deductions for your household:
( ) Less than $5,000 per year 
( ) 5,000-7,499- per year 
( ) 7,500-9,999 per year 
( ) 10,000-14,999 per year 
( ) 15,000-19,999 per year 
( ) 20,000-24,999 per year 
( ) 25,000-39,999 per year 
( ) Over 40,000 per year

18. How long have you been purchasing soft drinks from Pleasure Time?
( ) less than 6 months 
( ) 6 months to one year 
( ) one to' two years 
( ) more than two years
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19. How frequently do you purchase Pleasure Time soft drinks ?

( ) more than once a week 
( ) once a week
( ) about two or three times a month 
( ) once a month
( ) less than once a month ■

20. About how many cases of Pleasure Time soft drinks do you purchase
• each month? '  .   ' ' ' . .

21. How did you first learn of Pleasure Time Beverages?
( ) another person told me
( ) radio .
( ) tv
( ) newspaper
( ) noticed store as I passed by
( ) don't know
( ) other (please explain) _____ _________________________ _____

22. What other products do you purchase at the Pleasure Time store? 
Please list below:

22a. Are any of these products (listed in question 22) in refillable 
containers?
( ) yes 
( ) no

22b. If your answer was "yes," which products, besides soft drinks, are 
in refillable containers? Please list below:

23. Do you purchase Pleasure Time soft drinks primarily for your 
( ) home
( ) club or organization 
( ) special parties 
( ) company where you work
( ) other (please specify) .____________ _____________

24. About how far must you drive to the Pleasure Time store?
( ) less than one mile 

■ ( ) one to five miles
( ) more than five miles
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25. Do you usually ( ) make a -special trip to come to the Pleasure Time
store?•

( ) stop hy Pleasure Time when going other places?
26. What is your main reason for purchasing soft drinks from Pleasure 

Time? Please check one answer.
( ) the price is right 
( ) convenient location of store 
( ) I like the taste
( ) I prefer to use refillahle containers
( ) the size of the bottles
( ) sold in the case
( ) the variety of soft drinks offered
( ) other   , ________ '

27. How much trouble, (time and effort) do you find it takes to purchase 
soft drinks from Pleasure Time?
( ) a great deal of trouble 
( ) some trouble 
( ) a little trouble 
( ) no trouble at all

28. What is the main problem you have in using Pleasure Time soft 
%drinks? Please check one answer.
( ) the deposit .
( ) storage problems
( ) problems in cleaning the bottles before they are returned to 

the store 
( ) bottles breaking 
( ) transportation problems 
( ) lack of time 
( ) size of the bottles 
( ) sold in case
( ) sold only in bottles .
( ) other (please. explaiii) . . . ........ . ......
( ) no problem at all, ;'

29. If there are school-aged children in your household, do they en
courage you to purchase soft drinks in refillahle,containers?

. (  ) yes
( ) no
( ) no school-aged children ,
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30, , Do you purchase soft drinks in throwaway containers?

( ) frequently 
( ) occasionally .
( ) hardly ever 
( ) never

. If your answer to this question was "never," please go on to 
question 31.

30a. Do you purchase
( ) more soft drinks in throwaways than from Pleasure Time 
( ) about the same amount of soft drinks in throwaways as from 

Pleasure Time
( ) less soft drinks in throwaways than from Pleasure Time

30b. About how much soft drink in throwaway containers do you purchase 
each month? Please make an estimate below:

31. Some states and several cities have passed laws outlawing non- 
returnable containers for soft drinks. Are you personally in favor 
of legislation like this?
( ) yes 
( ) no
( ) don't know

32. Do you participate in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, 
paper, or glass Containers?
( ) yes 
( ) no
If your answer to this question was "no," please go on to question 
33.

32a. If your, answer to this question was "yes," please explain what
items you recycle, where you take them (or who picks them up), and 
how often you take them to a recycling center:
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33. Do you feel, that solid waste (trash) is

( ) a very serious problem in our society 
( ) a somewhat serious problem in our society 
( ) a minor problem in our society 
( ) no problem in our society 
( ) don't know

34° What difference do you feel refillable containers make in reducing 
solid waste (trash)?
( ) refillable containers greatly reduce wastes 
( ) refillable containers reduce wastes somewhat 
( ) refillable containers do not reduce wastes 
( ) don't know

35. What do you feel are the five most important problems facing our 
society? Please number them in rank order 1 through 5 on this list 
(1 is most important, etc.).
( ) crime
( ) women's rights 
( ) medical care
( ) unemployment - -
( ) world peace 
( ) the economy 
( ) environmental problems 
( ) problems of the aged
( ) lack of needed resources •
( ) lack of child care centers 
( ) population control 
( ) problems in human relations 
( ) drug abuse 
( ) race discrimination 
( ) education
( ) other (please specify) _____ . .... .... ............

36. For each of the following statements, show whether you strongly 
agree, agree, are undecided or have no opinion, disagree, or 
strongly disagree.
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EXAMPLE: 1 think public schools should be
open all year.

36a. 1 think I personally have a responsibility
to help clean up the environment. 1 2 3 4- 5

36b. I agree with the old adage, "Waste not, 1 2  3 4 5
want not."

36c. I think the world is facing a crisis 
because we won't be able to feed all 
the people in the world in a few
years. 1 2  3 4 5

36d. I think individuals cannot do much for 
the environment; big business and 
government are the only ones who can
make a difference. 1 2  3 4 5

36e. It is important for children to learn to
clean their plates. 1 2  3 4 5

36f. I think old things should be used up or
worn out before new ones are bought. .1 2 3 4 5

36g. I think recycling of newspapers, cans, 
and glass containers is important and
more people should do it. 1 2 ;  3 4 5

36h. I think it's sinful to waste food if
you can help it. 1 2 3 4 5

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!
Please write the hundred block of the street where you live: 
(EXAMPLE: 500 South 4th Avenue)
Please write your zip code: ________ _________



APPENDIX D

SHAMROCK DAIRY QUESTIONNAIRE

5.

6.

7.
8.

SEX ( ) male 
(. ) female

2. AGE ) 18-25 
) 26-35 
) 36-45 
) 46-55 
) 56 and over

4. HOW DO YOU PREFER TO BE IDENTIFIED?
) American Indian 
) Anglo-American 
) Asian 
) Black 
) Chicano 
) Mexican
) Mexican-American 
) Other (please specify)

Do you ( ) own housing facility?
( ) rent housing facility?

Do you live in ) an apartment 
) mobile home 
) townhouse
) single detached house 
) furnished room'
) dormitory 
) fraternity house 
) sorority house 
) other (please specify)

MARITAL STATUS 
( ) single 
( ) married 
( ) couple living 

together 
( ) separated or 

divorced 
( ) widowed

How many people live in your home? Please include yourself.____
Number of adults in your home (18 or older). Please include your
self. ....

9. Number of teens in your home (13 to 17).
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10. Number of grammer-schoolers In your home (6 to 12).
11. Number-of preschoolers in. your home (2 to 5).

. 12. Number of infants in your home (younger than 2).
13. Highest level of education for you and your spouse:

YOU .. TOUR SPOUSE
X J 8 years or less of school ( ) —
( ) some high school .( )
( ) graduated high school ( )
( ) some college ( )
( ) graduated college! ( )
( ) graduate work ( )
( ) other: nursing, trade (' )

school, etc.
(please specify)_____ .________ ;

14. Occupation
15. Occupation of spouse    .
16. If not employed outside the home, are you ( ) retired

( ) student 
( ) homemaker 
( ) unemployed, looking 

for work 
( ) other (please specify)

17. Total 1975 income before deductions for your household:
( ) Less than $5,000 per year 
( ) 5,000-7,499 per year 
( ) 7,500-9,999 per year 
(...) 10,000-14,999 per year 
( ) 15,000-19,999 per year 
( ) 20,000-24,999 per year 
( ) 25,000-39,999 per year 
( ) Over 40,000 per year

18. How long' have you been purchasing soft drinks from Shamrock Dairy?
( ) less than 6 months 
( ) 6 months to one year 
( ) one to two years 
■( ) more than two years
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19. How frequently do you purchase soft drinks from Shamrock Dairy?

( ) more than once a week
( ) once a week
( ) about two or three times a month 
( ) once a month
( ) less than once a month

20. About how many cases of Shamrock Dairy soft drinks do you purchase 
each month?  ' <• . .. . - ' . / - ' . ;

21. How did you first learn of Shamrock Dairy?
( ) another person told me 
( ) radio
( ) tv
( ) newspaper
( ) noticed delivery truck in my neighborhood
( ) milkman
( ) don't know
( ) other (please explain)________  ;_____ . ____ ________ _

22. What other products do you purchase from Shamrock Dairy? Please 
list below:

22a. Are any of these products (listed in question 22) in refillable 
containers?
( ) yes 
( ) no

22b. If your answer was "yes," which products, besides soft drinks, are 
in refillable containers? Please list below:

23. Do you purchase Shamrock Dairy soft drinks primarily for your 
( ) home
( ) club or organization 
( ) special parties 
( ) company where you work 
( ) other (please s p e c i f y ) _________
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24- What is your main reason for purchasing soft drinks from Shamrock 

Dairy? Please check one answer.
( ) the price is right 
( .) milkman delivers to home 
( ) I like the taste
( ) I prefer to use refillahle containers
( ) the size of the bottles
( ) sold in the case
( ) the variety of soft drinks offered
( ) other • _______ ;._________  .. .
( ) no deposit required .

25. How much trouble (time and effort) do you find it takes to purchase 
soft drinks from Shamrock Dairy?
( ) a great deal of trouble 
( ) some trouble 
( ) a little trouble 
( ) no trouble at all

26. What is' the main problem you have in using Shamrock Dairy soft 
drinks? .Please check one answer.
( ) storage problems
( ) problems in cleaning the bottles before they are returned to 

the milkman 
( ) bottles breaking 
( ) lack of time 
( ) size of the bottles 
( ) sold in case 
( ) sold only in bottles
( ) other (please explain) ,
( ) no problem at all

27. If there are school-aged children in your household, do they en
courage you to purchase soft drinks in refillahle containers?
( ) yes 
( ) no
( ) no school-aged children

28. Do you purchase soft drinks in throwaway containers
( ) frequently 
( ) occasionally 
( ) hardly ever 
( ) never
If your answer to this question was "never,,r please go to question
29.
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28a. Do you purchase

( ) more soft drinks in throwaways than from Shamrock Dairy 
( ) about the same amount of soft drinks- in throwaways as from 

Shamrock Dairy
( ) less soft drinks in throwaways than from Shamrock Dairy

28b. About how much soft drink in throwaway containers do you purchase 
each month? Please make an estimate below:

29. Some states and several cities have passed laws outlawing non- 
returnable containers for soft drinks. Are you personally in favor 
of legislation like this?
( ) yes 
( ) no
( ) don't know

30. Do you participate in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass containers?
( ) yes
( ) no •
If your answer to this question was "no," please go on to question
31.

30a. If your answer to this question was "yes," please explain what
. items you recycle, where you take them (or who picks them up), and
how often you take them to a recycling center:

31. Do you feel that solid waste (trash) is
( ) a very serious problem in our society 
( ) a somewhat serious problem in our society
( ) a minor problem in our society
( ") no problem in our society
( ) don't know

32. What difference do you feel refillable containers make in reducing 
solid waste (trash)? •
( ) refillable containers greatly reduce wastes 
( ) refillable containers reduce wastes somewhat
( ) refillable containers do not reduce wastes
( ) don't know
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33. Wtiat do you feel are the five most important problems facing our

society? ' Please number them in rank order 1 through 5 on this list 
(1 is most important; etc. ). " ' ~~
( crime
c women's rights
c medical care
c unemployment■
c world peace
c the economy
c environmental problems
c problems of the aged
c lack of needed resources
c lack of child care centers
c population control
c problems in human relations
( drug abuse
( race discrimination
( education ,
( other (please specify)

34. For each of the following statements, show whether you strongly 
agree, agree, are undecided or have no opinion, disagree, or 
strongly disagree.

EXAMPLE: I think public schools should be
open all year.

34a. I think I personally have a responsi
bility to help clean up the environment.

34b. I agree with the old adage, "Waste not, 
want not."

34c. I think the world is facing a crisis 
because we won't be able to feed all 
the people in the world in a few years.

34d. I think individuals cannot do much for 
the environment; big business and 
government are the only ones who can 
make a difference.
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34e. It is important for children to learn
to clean their plates. . 1 2  3 4 5

34f. I think old things should he used up or
worn out before new ones are bought. 1 2 3 4 5

34g. I think recycling of newspapers, cans, 
and glass containers is important
and more people should, do it. 1 2 3 4 5

34b. I think it's sinful to waste food if
you can help it. 1 2 3 4 5

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP]
Please write the hundred block and the street where you live: 
(EXAMPLE: 500 South 4th Avenue)
Please write your zip code:



APPENDIX E

GROCERY STORE QUESTIONNAIRE

SEX ( ) male 
( ) female

AGE ) 18-25 
) 26-35 
) 36-45 
) 46-55 
) 56'and - over

4. HOW DO YOU PREFER TO BE IDENTIFIED?
) American Indian 
) Anglo American 
) Asian 
) Black 
) Chi cam 
) Mexican
) Mexican American 
) Other (please specify)

5.

6.

Do you ( ) own housing facility?
( ) rent housing facility?

Do you live in ) an apartment 
) mobile home 
) townhouse
) single detached house 
) furnished room 
) dormitory 
) fraternity house 
) sorority house 
) other (please specify)

MARITAL STATUS 
( ) single 
( ) married

) couple living 
together 

( ) separated or 
divorced 

) widowed

(

(

7. How many people live in your home? Please include yourself._____
8. Number of adults in your home (18 or older). Please include your

self.
9. Number of teens in your home (13 to 17).
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10. Number of grammer-schoolers in your home (6 to 12).
11. Number of preschoolers in your home (2 to 5)._____

14.
15.

12. Number of infants in your home (younger than 2).
13. Highest level of education for you and your spouse:

YOU
( ) 8 years or less of school 
( ) some high school 
( ) graduated high school 
( ) some college 
( ) graduated college 
( ) graduate work 
( ) other:, nursing, trade 

school, etc.
) (please specify)____

YOUR SPOUSE

~TT
{ )
( )( )

Occupation
Occupation of spouse

16. If not employed outside the home, are you ( ) retired
( ) student 
( ) homemaker 
( ) unemployed, looking 

for work
. ' ( ) other (please specify)

17. Total 1975 income before deductions for your household:
( ) Less than $5,000 per year -
( ) 5,000-7,499 per year
( ) 7,500-9,999 per year
( ) 10,000-14,999 per year
( .) 15,000-19,999 per year
( ) 20,000-24,999 per year
( ) 25,000-39j999 per year
( ) Over 40,000 per year

18. Have you ever heard of soft drinks sold by. Pleasure Time Beverages?
( ) yes
( ) no

19. Do you purchase soft drinks sold by Pleasure Time Beverages?
( ) yes 
( ) no
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If you answer was "no," go on to question 20.

19a. About how many cases of Pleasure Time soft drinks do you purchase 
each month?   ~____________

20. Have you ever heard of soft drinks sold by Shamrock Dairy?
( ) yes 
( ) no

31. Do you purchase soft drinks sold by Shamrock Dairy?
( ) yes 
( ) no
If your answer was "no," go on to question 22.

21a. About how many cases of Shamrock Dairy soft drinks do you purchase 
each month?_____ ______________ _______ _________ _____________ ___

22. If there are school-aged children in your household, do they en̂ . 
courage you to purchase soft drinks in refillable containers?
( ) yes 
( ) no
( ) no school-aged children

23- Do you purchase soft drinks in throwaway containers
(,) frequently 
( ) occasionally 
( ) hardly ever 
( ) never
If your answer to this question was "never," please go on to 
question 24.

23a. Do you purchase
( ) more soft drinks in throwaways than in refillable containers 
( ) about the same amount of soft drinks in throwaways as in 

refillable containers 
( ) less soft drinks in throwaways than in refillable containers

23b. About how much soft drink in throwaway containers do you purchase 
each month? Please make an estimate below:
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24. Some states and several cities have.passed laws outlawing non- ■ 

returnable containers for soft drinks. Are you personally in 
favor of legislation like this?
( ) yes .
( ) no
( ) don't know

25. Do you participate in recycling programs for aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass containers?
( ) yes •
C ) no
If your answer to this question was "no," please go on to 
question 26.

25a. If your answer to this question was "yes," please explain what
items you recycle, where you take them (or who picks them up), and 
how often you take them to a recycling center:

26. Do’ you feel that solid waste (trash) is
( ) a very serious problem in our society 
( ) a somewhat serious problem in our society 
( ) a minor problem in our society 
( ) no problem in our society 
( ) don't know

27. What-difference do you feel refillable containers make in reducing 
solid waste (trash)?
( ) refillable containers greatly reduce wastes 
( ) refillable containers reduce wastes somewhat 
( ) refillable containers do not reduce wastes 
( ) don't know

28. What do you feel are the five most important problems facing our 
society? " Please number them in rank order 1~ through 5 on this list 
(l is most important, etc.) ' — '
( ) crime
( ) women's rights 
( ) medical care 
( ) unemployment 
( ) world peace 
( ) the economy 
( ) environmental problems
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( ) problems of the aged 
( ) lack of needed resources 
( ) lack of child care centers'
( ) population control
( ) problems in human relations
( ) drug abuse
( ) race discrimination
( ) education
( ) other (please specify)

29. For each of the following statements, show whether you strongly 
agree, agree, are undecided or have no opinion, disagree, or 
Strongly disagree.

o "d®ri CD CD CDi-4 "d CD H CD
£?. <1) •H P bo U<D Pi o bO". • p bOO CD CD O CD cd o cdU U - Fi rd CO p CO'4-3 m bO O ti -pCO < < A CO A

EXAMPLE: I think public schools should be
open all year. 1 2  3 |T) 5

29a. I think I personally have a responsibility
to help clean up the environment. 1 2  3 4 5

I29b. I agree with, the old adage, "Waste not,
want not." 1 2 3 4 5

29c. I think the world is facing a crisis
because we wonr t be able to feed all
the people in the world in a few years. 1 2 3 4 5

29d. I think individuals cannot do much, for 
the environment; big business and 
government are the only ones who can
make a difference. 1 2  3 4 5

29e. It is important, for children to learn
to clean their plates. 1 2  3 4 5

29f.' I think old things should be used up
or worn out before new ones are
bought.' 1 2 3 . 4  5



169
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29g. I think recycling of newspapers, cans, 
and glass containers is important and .
more people should do It. 1 2 3 4 . 5

1 - ■ ■29h. I think it's sinful to waste food if
you can help it. 1 2 3 4 5

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!
Please write the hundred block and the street where you live: 
(EXAMPLE: 500 South 4th Avenue)
Please write your zip code:__________  '

/



APPENDIX F

LETTER TO DR. MILAN NOVAK, HOMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE, 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

February 26, 1976

Dr. Milan Novak, Chairman 
Human Subjects Committee 
Room 2305
Arizona Medical Center 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 85724
Dear Dr. Novak:
This letter is a request for approval from the Human Subjects Committee 
of my research project and interview schedule. : This project is being 
conducted in partial fulfillment of the Master of Science Degree in 
Home Economics. My major professor is Dr. Janet L. Vaughn, Division of 
Family Economics-Home Management, School, of Home Economics (884-2281 - 
or 884-1075).
The title of the research is "Soft Drinks in Refutable Containers:
Who Will.Buy?" The purpose of this research is to learn demographic 
characteristics of and attitudes held by consumers of soft drinks sold 
in refillable containers by Pleasure Time Beverages and Shamrock Dairy, 
both in Tucson, Arizona. The results will be useful in learning reasons 
why these consumers purchase soft drinks in reusable containers rather 
than subscribing to throwaway containers. It may shed light on atti
tudes toward .returnable .container 'legislation now .being proposed in many- 
state legislatures.
The sample from Pleasure Time will be selected by systematically in
viting every third customer of Pleasure Time Beverages to participate 
in the survey by completing a questionnaire. All Pleasure Time ques
tionnaires will be completed at the store.
The sample of Shamrock Dairy consumers will be randomly selected from 
lists provided by Shamrock Dairy which have been drawn up on the basis 
of the geographic distribution of the Pleasure Time consumers. The
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researcher will contact each Shamrock Dairy possible respondent by 
telephone, explain the survey, and make an appointment should the con
sumer agree to participate. The researcher will deliver the question
naires to the homes of the Shamrock Dairy respondents.
The researcher will not identify interviews by name, address, or tele
phone number in any of the data analysis or ensuing reports. Each 
respondent will be assured of confidentiality before the questionnaire 
is administered. I am enclosing a copy of the interview schedules to 
be used.
I would appreciate receiving your decision at the earliest convenience 
so that I can proceed with this project.

Sincerely,
/s/
Mary Tobias
Family Economics-Home Management

cc: J. L. Vaughn
Enclosure



APPENDIX G

MEMORANDUM FROM DR. MILAN NOVAK, HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE, 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA, ADMINISTRATIVELY APPROVING 

SOFT DRINK CONTAINER RESEARCH

February 27, 1976
MEMORANDUM TO: A. Richard Kassander, Jr., Ph.D.

Vice President for Research
FROM: Milan Novak, M.D., Ph.D., Chairman ,

Human Subjects Committee
Re: Mary Tobias, "Soft Drinks in Refillable Containers:

Who Will Buy?"
Ms. Tobias is getting a masters degree in Home Economics and would like 
to do a study that would help her find out more about the demographic 
•characteristics and attitudes of consumers who chose to buy soft drinks 
in returnable containers rather than in the more common throw away 
variety. She plans to randomly administer a short questionnaire which 
is anonymous and confidential. Since there is no risk involved in this 
project, I recommend approval without submission to the Human Subjects 
Committee.

tk
Enclosure
Administratively Approved: 
/s/
Charles H. Peyton 
Assistant Vice President 
for Research



APPENDIX H.

EXPLANATION OF THE SOFT DRINK CONTAINER SURVEY 
GIVEN TO GROCERY STORE RESPONDENTS

Permission has "been given to Mary Tobias, a University of 
Arizona graduate student in Home Economics, to conduct a survey of 
customers at this store who purchase soft drinks. Your help is greatly 
appreciated.

All questionnaires are anonymous. If you would like to receive 
a copy of the results, please leave your name and address with Mrs. 
Tobias on a separate list. Hopefully, the results will be completed by 
August or September. "

Thank you for your assistance.
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APPENDIX I

Card
Number
Card 1

CODING SYSTEM. USED

Column
Number

2-4
5
6

Description
Group

Respondent number 
Card number 
Sez of respondent

Age of respondent

Variable
Value
1. Pleasure Time
2. Shamrock Dairy
3. grocery stores

Respondent marital status

10

Respondent ethnic back
ground

Ownership of housing

1. male
2. female
1. 18-25
2. 26-35
3. 36-45
4. 46-55
5. 56 and over
1. single
2. married
3. couple living 

together
4. separated or 

divorced
5. widowed
1. American Indian
2. Anglo-American ..
3. Asian
4. Black
5. Mexican-American
1. own
2. rent
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Card
Number

Column
Number Description
11 Type of housing facility

12-13 Number of people in
household

14 Number of adults in
household

15 Number of teens in
household

16 Number of grammar-
schoolers in household

17 Number of preschoolers
in household

18 Number of infants in
household

19 Respondent education

20 Spouse education

Variable
Value
1. apartment
2. mobile home
2. towhhouse
4. single detached . 

house
5. furnished room
6. dormitory
7. fraternity house
8. sorority house 
9» other

1. 8 years or less
2. some high school
3. graduated high school
4. some college
5. graduated college
6. graduate work
7. other ■
1. 8 years or less
2. some high school
3. graduated high school
4. some college
5. graduated college
6. graduate work
7. other
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Card
Number

Column
Number Description
21-22 Respondent occupation

23-24 Respondent occupation— 
decile scale score

25-26 Spouse occupation

27-28 Spouse occupation—
decile scale score

Variable
Value
1. professional and 

technical
2. farmers and farm 

managers
3. managers, officials, 

proprietors
4. clerical
5. sales workers
6. craftsmen, foremen
7. operatives
8. operatives
9. private household 

workers
10. service workers
11. farm laborers and 

foremen
12. laborers
1. low rated occupation

10. high rated occupation
1. professional and 

technical
2. farmers and farm 

managers
3. managers, officials, 

proprietors
4. clerical
5. sales workers
6. craftsmen, foremen
7. operatives
8. operatives
9. private household 

workers
10. service workers
11. farm laborers and 

foremen
12. laborers
1. low rated occupation

10. high rated occupation
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Card
Number

Column
Number 1
29

30

31
32

Description
If respondent not 
employed outside the 
home

Income

Space
Do school-aged children 
in the home encourage 
you to purchase soft 
drinks in refillable 
containers?

Variable
Value
1. retired
2. student
3. homemaker
4. unemployed
5. other
1. less than $5,000 yr
2. 5,000-7,499 yr
3. 7,500-9,999 yr
4. 10,000-14,999 yr
5. 15,000-19,999 yr
6. 20,000-24,999 yr
7. 25,000-39,999 yr
8. over 40,000 yr

1. yes
2. no
3. no school-aged 

children

33

34-36

37

38

39

Do you purchase soft 
drinks in throwaway 
containers

Ounces of soft drink 
purchased monthly in ■ 
throwaway containers
Are you in favor of 
legislation outlawing 
nonreturnable containers 
for: soft drinks?
Do you participate in 
recycling, programs for 
aluminum, steel, paper 
or glass containers?
Solid waste is

1. frequently
2. occasionally
3. hardly ever
4. never

1. yes
2. no
3. don1t know

1. yes
2. no

1. a very serious problem
2. a somewhat serious 

problem
3. a minor problem
4. no problem
5. don't know
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Card
Number

Column
Number
40

41-56

57

58

59

60

61

Description 
Refillable containers

Select and rank the five 
most important problems 
facing our society

"I personally have a 
responsibility to help 
clean up the environment,

"I agree with the old 
adage, 'Waste not, want 
not

"I think the world is 
facing a crisis because 
we won’t be able to feed 
all the people in the 
world in a few years."

Variable
Value '
1. greatly reduce wastes
2. reduce wastes some

what
3. do not reduce wastes 
4» don't know
blank— -not chosen
1. most importnat 

problem
2. 2nd most important 

problem
3- 3rd most importnat 

problem
4. 4th most important 

problem
5. 5th most, important 

problem
1. strongly agree
2. agree
3. no opinion/ 

undecided
4. disagree
5. strongly disagree
1. strongly agree
2. agree
3. no opinion/undecided
4. disagree
5. strongly disagree
1. strongly agree
2. agree
3. no opinion/unde ci de d
4. disagree
5. strongly disagree

"I think individuals can- 1, strongly agree
not do much for the 
environment; big business 
and government are the 
only ones who can make a 
difference."
"It is important for 
children to learn to 
clean - their plates.”

2. agree
3- no op ini on/undecided
4. disagree
5. strongly disagree

1. strongly agree
2. agree
3. no opinion/undecided
4. disagree
5. strongly disagree
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Card
Number

Column
Number
62

63

64

65-68
69
70

71

Description
Variable
Value

"I think old things should 1. 
be used up or worn out 2.
before new ones are .3.
bought." 4„

5.
"I think recycling of 
newspapers, cans and glass 
containers is important . 
and more people should 
do it."
"1 think it's sinful to 
waste food if you can 
help it."

Census tract number ' 
Space
Pleasure Time 
respondents only:
How long have you been 
purchasing soft drinks 
from Pleasure Time?

Shamrock Dairy 
respondents only:
How long have you been 
purchasing soft drinks 
from Shamrock Dairy? .

Grocery store 
respondents only:
Have you ever heard of 
soft drinks sold by 
Pleasure Time Beverages?
Pleasure Time 
respondents only;
How frequently do you ■ 
purchase Pleasure Time 
soft drinks ?

strongly agree 
agree
no opinion/undecided 
disagree
strongly disagree

1. strongly agree
2. agree
3. no opinion/undecided
4. disagree
5..strongly disagree
1. strongly agree
2. agree
3. no opinion/undecided
4. disagree
5. strongly disagree

1. less than 6 months
2. 6 months-1 yr
3. 1-2 yrs
4. more than 2 yrs

1. less than 6 months
2. 6 months-1 yr
3. 1-2 yrs
4. more than 2 yrs

1. yes
2. no

1. more than once/wk
2. once/wk
3. 2 or 3 times/month
4. once/month
5. less than once/month.
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Card

''Number
Column
Number

'Shamrock Dairy 
respondents only:
How frequently do you 
purchase Shamrock Dairy 
soft drinks?

Grocery store 
respondents only:
Do you purchase soft 
drinks sold by Pleasure 
Time?

Variable
Value .

1. more than once/wk
2. once/wk
3. 2 or 3 times/month
4. once/month
5. less than once/month

1. yes 
2 . no

72-73

74

Pleasure Time ■ 
respondents only:
Number of cases of Pleasure 
Time soft drinks purchased 
monthly
' Shamrock'Dairy 
respondents only:
Number of cases of Shamrock 
Dairy soft drinks purchased 
monthly
Grocery store 
respondents only:
Number of cases of Pleasure 
Time soft drinks purchased 
monthly
Pleasure Time 
respondents only:
How did you first learn of 1. 
Pleasure Time Beverages? 2.

3.
another person 
radio 
tv

4. newspaper
5. noticed store
6. don1t know
7. other



/Card
Number

Column
" Number Description

Shamrock Dairy 
respondents only: 
How did you first 
learn of Shamrock 
Dairy?

Grocery store 
respondents only;
Have you ever heard of 
soft drinks sold by 
Shamrock Dairy?

75 ' Pleasure Time
respondents only;
Do you purchase other 
products from Pleasure 
Time Beverages?
Shamrock Dairy 
respondents only:
Do you purchase other 
products from Shamrock 
Dairy?
Grocery store 
respondent s • only:
Do you purchase soft 
drinks sold by Shamrock 
Dairy?

76 .Pleasure Time and 
Shamrock Dairy re
spondents only:
Are any of these 
products, besides soft 
drinks, in refillable 
containers?

Variable
Value

1. another person
2. radio
3. tv
4. newspaper
5. noticed delivery 

truck
6. milkman
7. don't .know
8. other

1. yes
2, no

1. yes
2. no

1. yes
2. no

1. yes
2. no

1. yes
2. no
3. not applicable
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Card
Number

Column
Number
77

76-77

78

Description
Variable
Value

Pleasure Time 
respondents only;
Do you purchase Pleasure 1. home
"Time soft drinks primarily 2. club or organization
for 3. special parties

4. company where you
work

5. other
Shamrock Dairy 
respondents only;
Do you purchase Shamrock 
Dairy soft drinks pri
marily for

1. home
2. club or organization
3. special parties
4. company where you 

work
5. other

Grocery store . 
respondents only;
Number of cases of Sham
rock Dairy soft drinks 
purchased monthly
Pleasure Time "
respondents only;
How far must you drive 1. less than 1 mile 
to the Pleasure Time store 2. 1-5 miles

3. more than 5 miles
Shamrock Dairy 
respondents only;
Main reason for purchas
ing Shamrock Dairy soft ■ 
drinks

1. price
2. milkman delivers
3. taste
4. refillable containers
5. size of bottles
6. sold in case
7. variety of soft 

drinks
8. ■other
9. no deposit
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Card
Number

Column
Number

79

Description
Grocery store 
respondents only;
Do you purchase
Note: this is the final 
column for grocery 
store respondents

Pleasure Time 
respondents only: 
Do you usually

Shamrock Dairy 
respondents only: 
Trouble it takes to 
purchase soft drinks 
from Shamrock Dairy

Variable
Value

1. more soft drinks in- 
throwaways than in 
refillables

2. same amount of soft ' 
drinks in throwaways 
as in refillables

3. less soft drinks in 
throwaways than in 
refillables ■

4. not applicable

make a special trip 
to the Pleasure Time 
store
stop by Pleasure 
Time when going 
other places

1. a great deal of 
trouble

2. some trouble
3. a little trouble
4. no trouble

80 Pleasure Time
respondents only:
Main reason for pur- 1. price
chasing Pleasure Time 2. convenient location
soft drinks of store

3. taste
4. refillable contain

ers
5. size of bottles
6. sold in case
7. variety of soft 

drinks
8. other
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Card
Number

Column
Number Description _ ■ •

Shamrock Dairy- 
respondent s only:
Main problem in using. 
Shamrock Dairy soft 
drinks

Variable
Value

1. storage
2. cleaning bottles
3. bottles breaking
4. lack of time
5. size of bottles
6. sold in case
7. sold in bottles
8. other
9• no problem

Card 2 1 Group 1. Pleasure Time
2. Shamrock Dairy

2-4 Respondent number
5 Card number .
6 Pleasure Time 

respondents only:
Trouble it takes to 1. a great deal of
purchase soft drinks trouble
from Pleasure Time 2. some trouble

3. a little trouble 
‘ . 4. no trouble

Do you purchase
Note: this is the final 
column for Shamrock 
Dairy respondents

7-8 Pleasure Time
respondents only:
Main problem in using 
Pleasure Time soft 
drinks

more soft drinks 
in throwaways than 
from Shamrock Dairy

2. same amount of soft 
drinks in throw- • 
aways as from 
Shamrock Dairy

3. less soft drinks in 
throwaways than from 
Shamrock Dairy

4. not applicable

1. deposit
2. storage
3. cleaning bottles

Shamrock Dairy 
respondents only:
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Card Column
Number Number " Description

9 ' 'Pleasure Time
respondents only: 
Do you purchase

Variable
Value.
4. bottles breaking
5. transportation
6. lack of time
7. size of bottles
8. sold in case

■ 9- sold in bottles
10. other 
11 no problem

1. more soft drinks in 
throwaways than from 
Pleasure Time

2. same amount -of soft. 
drinks in throwaways 
as from Pleasure Time

3. less soft drinks in 
throwaways than from 
Pleasure Time

4. not applicable ,
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