Attitudes Toward Parking and Related Conditions in Columbus

C. T. JonassEN, Department of Soctology, Ohio State University

This study demonstrates a method of determining the relative importance of such factors as
parking and traffic conditions in the matrix attitudes which motivate different kinds of people
to use one or another place to procure goods and services. A schedule of significant items was
systematically administered to an areal random sample in each of six preselected tracts in
Columbus, Ohio. From these questionnaires, accurate, valid, and reliable scales were developed
from which it was possible to measure the power of the several items to discriminate between
downtown and suburban shoppers.

Using these attitude scales as instruments for analysis, it was found that several relation-
ships exist between shopping satisfaction and such group socio-economic factors as income,
education, age, sex, and urban-rural background. The fact that persons in the higher income
group are particularly attracted to the downtown shopping section, even though they are the
ones more concerned with traffic and parking, appears to indicate that the attraction of greater
selection of goods may sometimes outweight the disadvantages of parking and traffic conditions.

@ THIS is an investigation of attitudes which people
living in various sections of the Columbus metropolitan
area have toward the use of downtown or suburban
facilities. Tt seeks to determine the relative importance
and position of such factors as parking, traffic condi-
tions, crowding, ete. in the matrix of factors which
motivate different kinds of people to use one or the
other place to procure goods and services.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THI PROBLEM

The development first of cities and then of metropoli-
tan districts in the United States has been accompanied
by significant reordering of the structural and func-
tional patterns not only of the central city but also of
its surrounding area. This phenomenon has great practi-
cal implications involving the tax resources of the city
and the millions of dollars invested in the central
business district.

Whether or not the central business district of Ameri-
can cities is a sinking ship, which business men should
desert while something can still be saved, is by no means
a settled question. An article in Fortune, called “Race
for the Suburbs,” starts with the unequivocal state-
ment, “The frontier of American retailing is the sub-
urban branch department store,”! and ends with the
admonition, . . . they [the downtown department
stores] had better roll with the punch and head for the
suburbs.” Business Week, on the other hand, in an

1 Dero A. Saunders, “Race for the Suburbs,” Fortune, Dec., 1951, p. 99.

article entitled “There Are Lots of People Downtown,”
asks the question, “Have the merchants given up their
downtown stores?”” and answers it by saying, “The
answer is a flat No.” Tt goes on to say that since World
War II there has been as much development downtown
ag in new suburban centers, if not more.2

If experts differ in a very positive manner on the
fundamental question of whether downtown is “to he
or not to be,” it is quite natural that they should also
differ as to the causes for whatever trends they think
they see. A number of causes of decentralization are
given, such as changed shopping habits, more auto-
mobiles, accelerated suburban growth, traffic conges-
tion, inadequate parking facilities, and poor public
transit. Parking in particular is most-frequently cited
as the Number One cause for the decentralization of
retail stores in all American cities.?

On the other hand, those who believe that the down-
town retail section is not passé hold that, despite traffic
hazards, the downtown store can make a good case for
itself because it is stocked as most suburban stores can
never hope to be stocked. They further feel that the
psychological lure of the big store i$ an important at-
traction for many suburbanites.*

It would seem that there is no lack of ideas as to
what the situation is and what the causes of that situ-

21(33g_.£21tsiness Week, “There Are Lots of People Downtown,” October 6, 1951,
Pp- ;

3](]3;. EGJ Seltzer, “Where Shall T 8hop?” The Appraisal Jowrnal, Jan., 1947,
pp. 114, 116.

4 Cf. Business Week, Opus cil., p. 116.
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ation are, but there seems to be a dearth of reliable
quantitative data that would allow us to make a confi-
dent decision concerning the various hypotheses sug-
gested. It would therefore seem desirable to choose a
research design which would give conclusions in precise,
quantitative terms.

Furthermore, the quantitative data used should bear
directly on attitudes which are the focus of our study.
Statistics of land values, population movements, and
business activity are only indirect and partial indices
having a tenuous relationship to the human behavior
which they presumably mirror. People act because they
have certain values or attitudes; that is, they have a
set or predisposition to react in characteristic fashion
to the various factors of the environment which sur-
rounds them. Thus it seems reasonable to assume that
if we want to understand why people reject or patronize
suburban or downtown facilities, we should adopt the
most direct approach to the problem, which is a study
of the underlying attitudes that motivate such action.

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

The present study has focussed on answering the
question: To what degree does congestion of auto-
mobiles and the resulting parking problem discourage
the use of downtown facilities for buying goods and
services? It is realized that other factors act as repelling
and attracling forces aflecling people’s decisions (o buy
or not to buy in the downtown area. An analysis of this
web of interrelated motivating factors is required if the
significance of the parking factor is to be determined.
To put it another way: Dollar sales of goods and
services at a given place are determined by sets of
motivational factors entering into individual decisions
to buy there rather than elsewhere.

Thus, the problem resolves into three main com-
ponents: (1) the discovery of motivating factors, (2)
the determination of the weights of these factors, and
(3) the disclosure of how they affect decisions of dif-
ferent people with different characteristics to buy at
a particular place.

Let us examine the implications of these three aspects
of the study in greater detail. We suspect that other
elements besides parking, such as highway accessibility
to areas, conditions of roads, price, and availability
of a wide range of choice of goods and services in a
small area are important factors. Yet, many people
may patronize downtown facilities for different reasons.
They may, for example, like the excitement, the crowds,
the sociability, the adventure of a downtown trip, and
the psychological stimulation they get from all this.
Others may avoid the downtown area because these

conditions distress and upset them. The importance
and range of these motivating factors or the patterns
they form are not known; hence, these facts must be
established by research which probes for motivating
factors.

It is hypothesized further that the same factors will
affect people having different value systems in different
ways and thus affect their buying habits and attitudes
differently. The assumption is made that people who
differ as to age, sex, education, occupation, socio-eco-
nomic status, and place of residence have different
attitudinal systems, and therefore that the charac-
teristics of the downtown area would have different
meaning for them or that they would value them dif-
ferently.

The third aspect of the study will attack this problem.
It will seek to find out how motivations differ for cate-
gories of persons who vary in certain observable at-
tributes. The results of such investigation should enable
us to state what importance such factors as parking,
accessibility, and cost have for certain categories of
people, and thus enable merchants to relate their policies
to the felt needs of the particular clientele they seek
to attract.

To provide the insight so necessary to achieve a
proper focus, to determine the probable relative im-
portance of various factors, and to achieve a sound
rationale, the fundamental factors of the problem must
be isolated and simply stated; and, secondly, these
factors must be analyzed within a theoretical frame-
work which includes the community phenomena under
investigation.

Human activities assume an order in space, tending
to arrange themselves about given points. Men tend
to distribute themselves or move in space so as to
achieve the greatest satisfaction in realizing their needs
and values. In modern urban communities these needs
are met by the orderly operation of the institutional
agencies placed at strategic points in space. These
agencies might be referred to simply as facilities. Thus
a bank, a department store, a doctor’s office, or a
theater would be considered a facility. What we want
to know essentially is: What are the attitudes which
determine the facility-use pattern of certain people or
groups of people in metropolitan Columbus? From
another point of view we are asking, “What are the
factors which influence the spatial distribution of com-
munity facilities?”

When a person is motivated to use one facility or
another, he may consider the attractiveness of alterna-
tive places where the facility is available and the im-
pediments that must be overcome or the cost that must
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be borne in order to get what he wants there. There thus
appear to be two main categories of factors that must
be taken into account: (1) the nature and character of
the good, value, or objectives sought and (2) the cost
or the impediments which must be overcome or the
conditions which must be tolerated to achieve the good
or objectives.

Buying groceries, hardware, furniture, or an expen-
sive gown would be considered under the first category;
whether one walked, took a bus, or drove, whether one
had to drive through heavy traffic and how far, and
whether parking were available at the destination would
be factors to be considered under the second category.

While it might be possible to investigate the at-
tractive or repulsive factors of a great number of city
areas relative to a great number of social, cultural, or
economic needs, it is necessary in a particular investiga-
tion to limit the scope. We shall, therefore, limit this
study to the attitudes and related behavior that people
display toward shopping at retail institutions.

The kinds of goods bought at retail are usually de-
fined in two broad categories, convenience goods and
shopping goods. Convenience goods are those purchased
daily or weekly and with a minimum of effort. Purchases
are frequent and represent a small cost per unit, the
goods being largely standardized. Examples of con-
venience goods would be groceries, meat, drug items,
hardware, or automobile services.

Shopping goods are those which require a compara-
tively large outlay of money per unit and are purchased
only infrequently. Sometimes shopping goods are sub-
divided into two categories, fashion goods and service
goods. In the first category are found apparel and furni-
ture and in the second, mostly hard goods such as re-
frigerators, washing machines, and automobiles. The
buyer of fashion goods requires an ample range of
styles, sizes, color, patterns, quality, etc. Another term
used to designate certain types of shopping goods is
specialty goods. These are articles thought to possess
a distinctive attraction, a quality inherent in the article
itself, such as apparel of high style, fancy groceries,
jewelry, or objects of art.

STRUCTURE OF RETAIL FACILITIES IN COLUMBUS
Central Business District (Downtown)

The majority of the retail trade in Columbus is done
in the central business district. Here are located the
greatest numbers of shopping goods stores, large de-
partment stores, governmental agencies, law offices,
offices of medical specialists, insurance firms, banks,
and a few convenience goods stores. In Columbus this

area is bounded on the north by Chestnut Street, on
the east by Fourth Street, on the south by Main Street,
and on the west by Front Street® (see Fig. 6).

Secondary Shopping Areas and Suburban Shopping
Centers

Goods sold here are like those in the central business
district, but the stores are smaller, the selection more
limited, and people are attracted from a smaller area.
The sale of convenience goods is relatively more im-
portant here than downtown. These centers are of two
types, the traditional ribbon or string development,
where stores are located at either side of a main
thoroughfare with little provision for parking; and the
newer suburban shopping centers where a great number
of stores are concentrated in a small area with ample
parking facilities. At the present time there are two of
the latter type of centers in operation: Lane Shopping
Center, located at West Lane Avenue between North-
west Blvd. and Beaumont Road in Upper Arlington,
and Town and Country, an area on East Broad Street
between Maplewood and Collingswood Avenues.® A
number of other suburban shopping centers are under
construction or in the planning stage.

Neighborhood Business Streets

These are more numerous small clusters of predomi-
nantly convenience goods stores, although a few of the
smaller shopping goods stores may be found here. These
retailers depend primarily on neighborhood patronage.

Scattered Individual Stores

These are usually stores that deal primarily in con-
venience goods.

The above, then, is the retail structure within which
a person must satisfy his shopping needs in Columbus.
Since the investigation is primarily interested in as-
certaining attitudes toward shopping downtown and
in the suburban shopping center, it should, to get a valid
comparison, be limited to questions regarding goods or
services obtainable in both places. Presumably if a
person shops downtown for goods obtainable elsewhere,
he does so because the perceived advantages to him
of shopping downtown outweigh the disadvantages.

FRICTION OF SPACE

The costs of acquiring a given good are of two kinds:
(1) the direct monetary outlay for the article or service
and (2) the expenditure of money, time, and physical

5 The boundaries of the downtown business district are sometimes given as
north, Naughten Street; east, Grant Street; south, Mound Street; and west,

I'ront Street, ) L
¢ For a more detailed description of these shopping centers see Appendix B,
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and nervous energy in getting to and from the place
where the article or service can be obtained. A number
of resistances to movement in space are generalized
in the phrase friction of space. Friction is always related
to a given mode of transportation or communication;
hence, community structure, patterns of facility use,
or patterns of facility location tend to change as the
mode and efficiency of transportation change. The phe-
nomenon of urban decentralization, which is the broader
aspect of our study, results from the operation of these
factors.

Great change in the local community structure re-
sulted from the revolution of movement created by the
electric street car, the subway, the telephone, and the
automobile and motor bus. The old diversified centers
which characterized the pre-street-car city underwent
a rapid transformation as soon as the electric railway
connected them with the city’s center. Rapid trans-
portation enabled the population to spread out and
still use the facilities and services of the central city.
The more specialized services, both retail and profes-
sional, were centralized in the downtown section. The
person who wanted certain types of shopping goods
had little choice; he had to get them in the only place
they were available, the central business district. The
new transportation enabled a given facility to draw on
a large population for patronage, and as a result, de-
partment stores, restaurants, and entertainment places
grew to undreamed-of size. The fixed lines of the electric
railway just about determined that these facilities would
be located at the termini or intersections of these lines,
where they would be accessible to the greatest possible
number of people. These facilities became tremendous
traffic generators.

The age of automobile transport inherited this com-
munity structure. The location of the most vital points
of interest and need for the largest part of the popula-
tion was already fixed, and individual automobile
owners, each with his own car, attempted to crowd into
this small area to work and shop. The result, as we
know, has been the traffic congestion and parking
problems that plague every American city and threaten
the dominance of the central cities and their well being.

As the congestion increased, the ecological distance
to the center increased, or in other words, the friction
of space was aggravated. Furthermore, automobile
transportation was flexible; any point on a road became
accessible to a fairly large number of people. Thus dis-
tances in less-congested parts of the city decreased and
enabled new subcenters to be created and exist. The
person now had a choice, for he had alternate places
where he could acquire shopping goods.

PARKING AND TRAFFIC SITUATION IN COLUMBUS

The development in Columbus generally followed
this pattern. By 1863, horse cars appeared, and about
30 yrs. later, in 1890, the first electrically operated car
was put into operation. Lines were constructed to serve
all parts of the city, and nearly all of these converged
on the downtown section. The typical concentration of
retail stores, entertainment centers, and other service
facilities resulted. As the congestion increased and the
population of the city grew and spread out, secondary
shopping centers made their appearance along main
avenues of communication. Since 1948, the trolley bus
and motor bus have supplanted the street car. In spite
of the rapid inerease of roads and automobile owner-
ship, the overwhelming dominance of the central city
and the community structure which this implied con-
tinued to prevail. In 1950, for example, the central
business district accounted for 90 percent of the total
retail shopping-goods trade in Columbus.”

That the friction of space was greatly augmented by
these historical developments, will become clear in the
following appraisal of traffic and parking conditions
in the central business district. The Franklin County
Traffic Survey of 1949 revealed a tremendous pile-up
of vehicles in the central business distriet. The sum of
all inbound traffic in a 24-hr. period was 166,000 ve-
hicles, with the outbound traffic also of equal volume.
The accumulation, including vehicles parked and mov-
ing in the central business district during a 24-hr. day
in 1949 varied from a low of 3,500 between 3 A.M. and
4 A.M. to a high of 11,400 between 2 p.m. and 3 p.m.3

In a typical weekday in 1949, 53,516 motorists had

- destinations within the 90-block central business dis-

trict. Tn 1951 there were 30,000 passenger car destina-
tions in the central business district on an average
weekday between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.* This figure repre-
sents the number of motorists who desired to park for
varying lengths of time during the business day within
the 90-block area.

A parking survey made in 1951 revealed that on-a
typical day 25,000 cars were parked in this area, the
balance being parked on the fringes of the area or on
the west side of the Scioto River. There are available
7,349 off-street car spaces in lots and garages; 3,075 on-
street spaces metered and unmetered, or a total of
10,424 legal parking spaces available. The survey indi-

7 The data on retail buying are from: Marvin Toffmnn, Analysiz of Shift
in Retail Shopping Goods Trado Within Columbus and Selected Suburban Cities’
Shopping Districts, 1950-1048. Unpublished M.B.A. Thesis, Ohio State Univer-
sity, 1940, Another study by the same author, Shifts in Shopping Goods Trade,
Metrapolitan Columbus, 1940-1950, brings this information up to 1950,

' A'%apnrl of the Columbus-Frapklin County Traflic Survey, 1040, p. 58.

" Datn on paeking in Columbus are from Report on a Proposed Parking Pro«

gram for tho Contral Business Districl of Columbus, Ohin, Sept., 1851, made by the
engineering firm of Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Hnll, nnd Mnedonald.
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cated that the parkers overstayed the legal limit in
both metered and unmetered street, spaces. The average
length of parking was 2 hrs., 58 mins., while the legal
limit is 1 hr. Other cars were parked in loading zones,
at fire hydrants, and in alleys where parking is pro-
hibited.

The greatest demand for parking in the central busi-
ness district is in the inner core between Chestnut

percent of the motorists whose destinations are in the
inner core park for long terms outside of this area in
free or low cost facilities.

TREND OF SHOPPING GOODS TRADE IN COLUMBUS

One might expect that such conditions would indeed
frighten away shoppers if they had other places to go.
And a comparison of the shift in shopping-goods retail

Figure 1. Major desire lines. Adapted from Franklin County Regional Planning Commission expressway system.

Street and Main Street, between Third Street and
Front Street.

The number of passenger car destinations in the
inner core of the district on an average weekday be-
tween 8 A.m. and 5 p.m. is 15,246, Of these, 7,415 pas-
senger cars were parked in legal spaces in this area
during the same period. This indicated a present un-
satisfied demand for convenient free facilities to park
7,831 cars during an average business day. About 20

trade in Columbus between 1940 when the downtown
section did 94.25 percent of the city’s retail shopping-
goods trade, and 1950 when this section accounted for
89.66 percent, would seem to indicate that a shift had
taken place. The central business district is divided into
two parts, the northern and southern parts. A further
analysis of the figures indicates that the northern part
accounted for most of the loss. The percent change be-
tween 1940 and 1950 for all shopping areas in Columbus
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was as follows: downtown-north, —8.53; downtown-
south, 3.94; and all secondary shopping centers, 4.59.
Thus the trend is not altogether clear, since the down-
town southern part increased almost as much as the
secondary shopping centers, and most of the increase
in secondary shopping centers must be attributed to
better economic conditions and population increases in
these sections. Indeed, one should have expected a
much-greater increase in the secondary shopping areas
on the basis of population increase alone during this
period. However, it must be remembered that the Hoff-
man study of trends was made in 1950 and that the
modern shopping centers in the suburbs went into
operation not long before, in 1949,

The first modern suburban shopping centers, Town
and Country Shopping Center and Lane Shopping
Center, opened ‘in 1949. Both of these centers sell a
variety of convenience and shopping goods. The Lane
Shopping Center comprises 171,117 sq. ft. of retail
store space, and 435,674 sq. ft. of parking space, the
ratio of parking space to store space being 2.54 to 1.

The Town and Country shopping center totals 170,000
sq. ft. of store space, and had 510,000 sq. ft. of parking
space, giving a ratio of parking space to store space of
3 tol.

It is apparent that the citizen of Columbus has the
possibility of choice. Do the comparative figures of
1940-1950 indicate a long-time trend? It seems obvious
that traffic and parking are factors of great importance,
but it is not known whether they are strong enough to
reorder the structure of the community radically again.
Do people consider the traffic congestion and parking
difficulties so bad that they would rather stay away
and use the facilities of suburban centers? Or are there
other factors downtown that give this section an at-
tractive power outweighing the repulsive elements?
Which categories and groups of people are attracted,
which repelled by downtown or suburban conditions?
The problem is to decide what the factors are, and the
relative weight of the factors which will tip the scales of
people’s judgment in one direction or another.

Development and Administration of Schedule

1t was decided that the data for the study should be
obtained by interviews, using a schedule tested for
reliability and validity and administered by trained
interviewers Lo a swple populalion, chosen by the
areal sampling technique within selected areas.

POSSIBLE METHODS OF APPROACH

To a large extent the considerations analyzed in the
preceding sections determine the selection of a certain
approach to the problem from a number of alternatives:

1. The study might have been made from the point
of view of the facility, finding out how different facilities
serve residents. This would involve knowledge of fa-
cility patronage and interviews would be made at the
facility.

2. A second alternative would be to attack the prob-
lem from the view of residents, studying how selected
residents use shopping facilities and what they think
about using them. This would necessitate interviewing
residents directly, at home, or with the aid of groups or
associations.

3. A third possibility would combine 1 and 2.

4. Another necessary decision concerns these alter-
natives: (a) study rather intensively certain selected
areas of the city or (b) attempt complete coverage of
the entire city.

SELECTED APPROACH

In view of the facts brought out in the preceding
discussion and for other reasons given below, it was
decided to make the study from the resident’s point
of view and to confine it to several residential areas in
metropolitan Columbus:

1. It would seem that the resident’s point of view
could yield a more-adequate knowledge of facility use.
Interviews at the facility would require knowledge of
its patronage; and business men, even if they know all
their customers, are not eager to supply such lists. An
interview at a facility would involve a variety of diffi-
culties. It would interfere with retail selling and buy-
ing, and thus invite antagonism both of seller and buyer.
It would also make contact only with those who use
the particular facility, and information about the atti-
tudes and habits of nonusers would not then be ob-
tained.

2. The resident approach would also facilitate socio-
logical analysis of the relationships between facility
use patterns and attitude patterns and the background
data on individuals and families, found in Parts I1I
and IV of the schedule (Appendix A).

3..The resident can also provide information about
differential use of different types of facilities. By es-
tablishing categories such as “convenience goods,”
“shopping goods,” ete., it can be determined what kind
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of facilities—neighborhood, municipal, or metropolitan
—are characteristically used by the resident to satisty
the different categories of needs.

4. Tt was felt that the approach selected best allows
study of residents’ attitudes which is central to our
purpose.

5. Since there are only two suburban shopping cen-
ters comparable to the central business district in the
range of shopping goods and services provided, it would
seem that the areas to be sampled should be chosen
with the comparable shopping centers as reference
points. Facility accessibility and geographical repre-
sentation should also be taken into account. Further,
it would seem desirable to sample areas where one could
expect a wide range of such variables as education,
economic status, and occupation. And since the friction
of space is probably an important variable, it seems
necessary to select areas located at various distances
and in various geographical relationships to the sources
of shopping satisfaction.

CONSTRUCTION OF THE PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE

Guided by the considerations discussed above, the
items to be included in the schedule were drawn from
the suggestions indicated by the literature, from case
study interviews, and from statements made by a pre-
liminary sample of respondents. The first draft of the
schedule was administered to forty respondents using
students as interviewers. This method of preliminary
testing proved to have certain advantages: (1) It pro-
vided a quick, economical test of the schedule under
field conditions. (2) The inexpertness of the interviewers
put heavy demands on the schedule; flaws and am-
biguities which might be overcome by more expert inter-
viewing were revealed. (3) It provided a larger number
of reactions of both interviewers and respondents. (4)
The responses on this first draft provided additional
items, enabling us to be more certain that pertinent
items had been included. (5) Certain ambiguities and
repetitions were revealed and eliminated. (6) It indi-
cated the type of training that would have to be given
to interviewers before the systematic interview.

On the basis of the analysis of responses to this first
draft, it was possible to draw up a preliminary schedule
with greater assurance. The schedule was composed of
four main parts: Part One sought to determine the
actual shopping behavior pattern of the respondent;
Part Two attempted to discover the attitudes that
people hold toward conditions and situations they con-
front as they go shopping, downtown or in the suburban
shopping center; and Parts Three and Four inquired
into the characteristics of the individual to which the

shopping behavior patterns and attitudes might be re-
lated.

Section A of Part Two contained open-ended ques-
tions that sought to evaluate the relative importance
of various factors in the value system of the respondent.
This section also suggested new phases of the investiga-
tion not already provided for. Part B of this section
compared the downtown and suburban shopping centers
with regard to what appeared to be important factors.
Six items were concerned with service, ive with goods
and prices, and fifteen with conditions which the shop-
per might meet in his quest for goods and services.
Part C of the same section tested the intensity of atti-
tudes held toward certain aspects of shopping thought
to be pertinently related to the problem under in-
vestigation.

PILOT STUDY

The preliminary schedule was tested by field inter-
views and statistical analysis. The purposes of these
operations were to revise or eliminate items which did
not seem to give valid or reliable responses, to check
interpretations put on questions by respondents, and
to discover significant aspects of the problem not antici-
pated in the preliminary stages.

Fifty persons were interviewed with the preliminary
schedule. The sample was chosen from two areas of the
city, census Tracts 27 and 38 (see Fig. 2) because
analysis of block statistics seemed to indicate that these
areas would approximate the characteristics of the
population to be used in the extended interview of
Phase Three. The interviewing was done by the chief
investigator and the research assistant, since it was
felt that it was desirable at this stage for the persons
guiding the research to get the feel of the interview
situations through a first-hand knowledge of the re-
spondent’s reaction to every item. Item analysis using
the critical ratio technique indicated that the schedule
possessed items of high discriminative value. A scale
constructed from these items and tested for reliability,
yielded a coefficient of correlation of 0.95. Validity
tests, using the critical ratio technique, yielded critical
ratios well beyond the 99-percent level of confidence.
The techniques used to test reliability and validity
and discriminative power of individual items of the
preliminary schedule were later used in testing the
final schedule.

Although the analysis showed that the preliminary
schedule contained many discriminating items which
met criteria of accuracy, reliability, and validity, it
was apparent that some revisions were in order. Items
which appeared to be ambiguous or not discriminative,
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on the basis of the analysis, were eliminated or changed.
A few items were added on the basis of further interview
experience. Changes of this kind, however, were not
many. The major change was in format. The final
schedule was largely structured to facilitate statistical
analysis. It had been almost completely precoded, with
each item number representing a field on the IBM
punch card. The design of the schedule was also altered
to facilitate the punching of cards so that clerical mis-
takes would be kept to a minimum.

Score Score
12 12
10 o)

8 8
6 6
4 4
2 2
(o] (o]
Suburban Do Not Downtown
Know

Kind of Shopper

Source: Text Table No. |6

Figure 2. Degree of downtown shopping satisfaction indicated
by scores on Scale IIB of persons who consider themselves
suburban or downtown shoppers.

With regard to Section II-A, the pretest indicated
that most respondents could not or would not name
more than three advantages or disadvantages. A fre-
quency count of the responses to these questions on the
preliminary schedule used in the pilot study was made,
and those advantages and disadvantages most-fre-
quently named were included as possible choices in the
more-structured final form of the items. The final
schedule as used may be found in Appendix A.

SAMPLE

Tt is possible that extended research would establish
that there are certain factors which would remain

constant in all types of cities, but the probabilities are
that a number if not all of the phenomena observed
will be closely related to the size and type of cities. In
this investigation we shall limit our inquiry to one city.

The sample was drawn from six selected areas of
Columbus. This community of 376,000 is a very diversi-
fied city, being important as a manufacturing, whole-
saling, retailing, governmental, transportational, and
educational center.'® It is probable that this combi-
nation of population characteristics and diversity of
function explains why many research organizations
consider this ares as having within it representative pro-
portions of workers in industry, commerce, agriculture,
government, and education, and as having a population
whose characteristics resemble those of the nation in
many respects. These factors have made the city a
favorite place for private and governmental research
agencies to test products and methods. The Bureau of
the Census, for example, used Columbus as one of the
places in which to try out the new method of self-
enumeration in the 1950 Census.

Using census maps showing various housing statistics
by blocks, transportation maps, and base maps, it was
possible to choose six areas that would meet the criteria
indicated previously. We took samples of 100 each in
the following areas:

1. Census Tract 37, (Area 2) located east from the
center of the city, approximately at the midpoint be-
tween the downtown area and the Town and Country
Shopping Center and served by public transportation
in either direction.

2. Whitehall, Census Tract 92, (Area 3) an incorpo-
rated area lying farther east, beyond the Town and
Country Shopping Center and connected with it and
the downtown area primarily by auto transport, with
bus transport available at longer intervals and greater
cost than in census tracts of the city.

3. Census Tract 19, (Area 5) located northwest mid-
way between Lane Shopping Center and downtown,
also served by public transportation and streets to
both.

4. Census Tract UA 64 of Upper Arlington, (Area
6) an area northwest beyond the Lane Shopping Center,
principally dependent on auto transport, with occasional
bus service at higher cost than in the city areas.

5. Census Tract 1, (Area 1) directly north from the
center of the city, proximate to neither suburban shop-
ping center but connected to both by comparatively
long public or auto transport.

6. Census Tract 61, (Area 4) located directly south,

10 See Appendix B for statistical data on these aspects of Columbus.
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also not proximate to either of the two modern sub-
urban shopping centers, but served by busses and roads
to both suburban shopping centers and downtown,
transportation to the Town and Country Shopping
Center by bus being longer and more difficult than to
the downtown district.

These areas were sampled by the areal sampling
technique. The areas were divided into blocks, and the
blocks to be sampled were chosen by using a table of
random numbers. Since the chances of getting a repre-
sentative sample are increased by choosing widely scat-
tered blocks rather than a few concentrated clusters,
25 blocks in each area and four respondents within each
block were chosen. The block respondents were selected
at regular intervals starting in the first block with the
second house from the northwest corner and taking the
next nth house, and so on around the block. The next
block was started at the third house from the north-
west corner, and so on.

DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE

The composition of the sample will be described in
terms of sex, age, race, nativity, marital status, educa-
tion, home ownership, occupational rating on the North-
Hatt Scale, income of family, and cultural background
as represented by the population of the community in
which the respondent spent most of his life.!

Most of the respondents, 87.2 percent, were females.
This prevalence of females in our sample resulted from
the fact that most of the interviewing was done during
the day. It was felt that this was about the right pro-
portion, since the women in our culture do most of the
shopping; it is estimated that women do about 85 per-
cent of the shopping. Many studies of this nature use
only female respondents; however, this study sought
the possibility of male-female differentials and there-
fore included a number of males.

The majority of our sample, 88 percent, were married;
white, 95.3 percent; and native born, 97.5 percent.
About 70 percent were house owners. The heaviest age
concentration, 62.2 percent of the sample, was in the
age bracket 25 to 49. Their education and income weve
above average, 36.7 percent of them having completed
high school; and 17.3 percent were college graduates.
The modal family income fell in the $4,000 to $5,999
bracket.

TRAINING OF INTERVIEWERS

Six interviewers were hired to work on an hourly
basis. To insure uniformity, each interviewer was re-
quired to participate in a period of training using the
final schedule. A manual covering directions, rules, and
practices was written and distributed to the inter-
viewers. To eliminate bias, the order in which the
choices in Part I1-A and categories of Parts II1 and IV
were presented to respondents for rating was random-
ized by using sets of cards. The respondent made his
choice from cards on which the order of choices varied.

INTERVIEW OPERATION

Each interview averaged 25 min. Counting travel
time to and from the area of operation and call-backs,
the amount of time required for each interview was 38
min. Interviewers worked on a part-time basis.

As each completed schedule was returned to the re-
search office, it was thoroughly checked for omissions
and mistakes, and if any were discovered they were
corrected. Record of all interviews made and com-
pleted was kept continuously, thus showing how many
and which interviews had been completed at any given
time.

PROCESSING OF COMPLETED SCHEDULES

The processing of the completed schedules was greatly
facilitated by precoding a majority of the items. How-
ever, it was necessary to number each schedule, add up
totals and scores, and code these. The schedules were
then given a final check before punching on tabulating
cards.

CARD PUNCIHING OPERATION

The data were taken from the schedules and punched
into two master data cards, filling one card completely
and 78 columns of the second card. Later, when some
computations had been completed, additional scores
were punched into a third master data card utilizing
eight columns. The punching operation and 100 percent
verification consumed 64 hr. of a skilled operator’s
time. Dummy tables were then prepared, and with these
as guides three sets of detail or working cards were
machine-punched with the data arranged in combina-
tions to permit the different types of statistical analysis
considered necessary.

Construction of Shopping Habit and Shopping Attitude Scales

If the objectives of this study are to be realized, it
becomes necessary to develop instruments that can

11 T'ables showing these data may be found in Appendix B.

measure shopping habits and shopping satisfaction. If
motivating factors and the weight of such factors as
they affect decisions of different categories of people to
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buy at a particular place are to be discovered, instru-
ments must be created that will diseriminate, as to be-
havior and attitudes, between downtown shoppers and
suburban shoppers.

SHOPPING HABIT SCALE

The first task is to define a downtown shopper. A
downtown shopper can be defined operationally as one
who indicates by his responses to questions on the first
page of the schedule that he uses downtown facilities
predominantly more than other respondents, particu-
larly for shopping. A scale was constructed using
answers indicating the location where the respondents
did their shopping for clothing (Item 92)!, for furniture
(Item 103), where they went to the movies (Item 114),
and Item 136, “About how often do you go downtown
shopping?”’. The score was divided as follows: If a
person went downtown for clothing he received 1, for
furniture 1, for movies 1; if he did not use downtown
facilities he received 0; if he went downtown shopping
once a week or more he received 3, two to three times
a month 2, and once a month 1; less than once a month
0. This scale was called the “Downtown Shopping Habit
Scale” (D.S.H.S.).

It was thus possible to place the respondents on a
continuum with the downtown shoppers at the high
end and the suburban shoppers at the lower end. The
highest score possible was 6; the lowest 0. The range
for the sample was from 0 to 6.

DISCRIMINATIVE POWER OF INDIVIDUAL ITEMS
OF ATTITUDE SCALES

Sections IT-B and IT-C of the schedule attempt to
test the attitudes that people have towards conditions
they observe in the stores and streets of suburban and
downtown shopping centers. The question that we wish
to answer is, “Do the responses indicate that these items
will diseriminate between downtown shoppers and sub-
urban shoppers as defined by the Downtown Shopping
Habit Scale?”. Or, to put it in another way, will this
part of the schedule provide enough significant items
go that attitude scales of the desired discriminative
power can be constructed?

To answer this question the critical ratio technique
of analysis was used. A critical ratio (C.R.) may be
defined as the difference between two statistics divided
by the standard error of the difference. For example,
the difference between the means of two groups, dis-
tinguished because they have reacted differently to an
item, is divided by the standard error of the difference.

12 Nori: Unless otherwise stated, parts, seet 'mnn, and items numbered in this
report, will refer to the Final Schedule, See Appendix A,

The difference may be between two means, or between
two percentages or proportions. The amount of fluctu-
ation in a difference between sample means is naturally
related to the amount of fluctuation in the means them-
selves. The size of the critical ratio depends upon N,
the number of cases in the subgroup, as well as upon
the difference between means or proportions, and is
basically a measure of the probability that a specific
difference is due or is not due simply to chance.

Score Score
25 25
20 20
15 — 15
10 —10

S —5
o

$2,000 $4,000 $6,000
and

to to
$3,999 $5,999 OVER
Family Income Group
Source: Text Toble No.2l

Figure 3. Downtown shopping satisfaction scores on Scale IIC
of three income groups in Area 3.

The method of calculating the discriminative power
of individual items is summarized below:

1. A Downtown Shopping Habit Score was obtained
from the responses on Part I of the schedule, which
indicated the location of facilities which each person
used.

2. Schedules were then arranged in rank order of the
Downtown Shopping Habit Score.

3. The extremes were separated, putting the 100 top
scorers in a category called ‘“Downtown Shoppers,”
and the 100 low scorers in a category called “Suburban
Shoppers.”

4. Responses to the 23 attitude items of Part II-B
of the schedule were tallied for each group, and then
computed as percentages preferring the downtown area.
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5. Responses to the other nine attitude items of
Part ITI-C of the schedule were given arbitrary weights
ranging from 1 to 5 (see schedule), a weight of 1 indicat-
ing dissatisfaction with a given downtown condition
and one of 5, satisfaction. Responses were tallied for
each group and the means of each item for each group
obtained.

6. The critical ratios of the differences between per-
centages and means of high and low scorers were then
calculated for each item. Illustrations of the method of
computation follow.

TABLE 1
CarcvrarioN oF Crimical Rarios For PERCENTAGE
DirreERENCES IN RESPONSE T0 AN lrTem BY PERsons
IN Two SEGMENTS OF THE SAMPLE

Item 38: Greater variety of styles and sizes

High (D.T.)*| Low (SSC)® Total
Response = — —
f Py i | P { P Q
DT ssnvannsigonic 95| 95| 74| 74169 | 84.5| 156.5
SSC e Lanisies 1 1 7 7 8 4.0 96.0
TN iz stine s ien 4 4] 18| 18| 22| 11.0 89.0
NQC St adtitdviess 0 0 1 1 1 5 99.5
Total. ..o 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 200 | 100.0

& The 100 individuAals scoring highest on the ‘Downtown
Shopping Habit Scale.
b'll‘he 100 individuals scoring lowest on the Downtown

Shopping Habit Scale.

Table 1 and its accompanying computations illus-
trate the method of calculating the critical ratio of the
difference between percentages for items on Part I1-B
of the schedule.

The formula used for computing the critical ratio
for differences between percentages is:

Pl——Pg

7/l 1

PN, T Nz)

The proportion of cases in which an

event occurred in Subgroup 1.

P, = The proportion of cases in which an
event occurred in the second subgroup.

P = The proportion of cases in which an
event occurred in the combined samples,
i.e. N 1 + N P)

@ = The proportion of cases in which the
event did not occur in the combined
sample, i.e. 1 — P

N; = The number of cases in the first sub-

group
N, = The number of cases in the second sub-

group

CR. =

Where: P,

il

Substituting these values in the standard formula indi-
cated above, we have:

95 — 74

1 1

,‘/(84.5)(15.5) (ﬂ) I @)
B 95 — 74
" 1V/(84.5)(15.5)(0.02)

21
V/26.20
21
5.12
CR. = 4.10

CR. =

The odds are over 15,770 to 1 against obtaining a
critical ratio as high as 4.10 by chance. There is there-
fore a significant difference between the high and the
low subgroups on this item, and the item does dis-
criminate between the downtown and suburban shop-
pers.

TABLE 2
CaLcuLATION OF CRITICAL RATIO FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
MEANS OF RESPONSES TO AN ATTITUDE ITEM IN TWO SEG-
MENTS OF THE SAMPLE

Item 71: I go downtown only when I cannot avoid it.

st;g:\egely agree undecided disagree fsﬁ;:gﬂg
1 | 2 3’ | 4 5
| Wi | High (0T) Low (S5C)
Response j — 1 —
I X | i ' fx fx2 | i fx2
Strongly agree. . .... ‘ 1 4 4 4| 31| 31| 31
ARLee i, w5« s 2 26 | 52| 104 | 56 | 112 | 224
Undecided . . ........ 3 8| 24 72 8| 21| 63
Disagree............ 4 54 216 | 864 5| 24| 96
Strongly disagree....' & 8 i 40 | 200 0 ol o
Totalziwamw e Zuie ! 100 ' 336 | 1244 | 100 188 414
I 1
Mic iviciin s mmses asms | 3.36 1.88

Critical ratios were also calculated for items in Part
I1-C of the schedule. The method of computation is
illustrated below for the data in Table 2.

Using the formula: ¥ C.R. = Z‘fo_’imzz
\/Z.fdl + > fds

where: Zfd? = Zfx,* — N(M2)

x = Weights of the various responses to
items
I = Frequency of the responses

1 Cf. R. I, 8Sletto, Construction of Personalily Scales by the Criterion of Internal
Consislency, p. 3.
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N = The total number of cases in the com-
bined groups

M, = The arithmetic mean of the high scor-
ing group
M, = The arithmetic mean of the low scoring
group
Substituting:
N 336 — 188
CR. = /1244 — 100335)" 1 414 — 100(1.88)°
148
T A/(1244 — 1129.00) + (414 — 353.44)
148
~ /115 + 60.56
148
= A/175.56
_ 148
T 13.24
CR. = 11.18

Nore: The above formula is applicable only when
the two parts are equal in number; if the parts are un-
equal the formula becomes:

CR. = M; — M,
El‘d‘ 7 Zi{lg
RER

The obtained critical ratio is 11.18. Thus, as far as
responses to this item are concerned, there is a very
significant difference between the high and low scoring
subgroups.

Critical ratios were calculated for all items in Part
I1-C of the schedule. The critical ratios for all items
are given in Tables 3 and 4 (see also Appendix C).

It will be seen from the following tables that all the
items except one in the two scales have critical ratios
above 2.00. This means that aside from Item 47, all the
items will diseriminate between downtown and suburban
shoppers, including the one reversal, Item 68 in Scale
II-C. The best versions of the scales would eliminate
Ttem 47 from Scale II-B and reverse the weighting of
Ttem 68 in Scale 11I-C.

An item having a high critical ratio diseriminates well
between one group and another group in terms of an
established criterion, in this case the habitual shopping
pattern of respondents as reported by them. For ex-
ample, an item with a high power of discrimination will
tend to be answered one way by a person who regards
downtown conditions as satisfactory, and it will tend

to be answered the contrary way by one who is repelled
by downtown conditions.

The response to an item does not necessarily coincide
with the true situation or reality, but rather it reflects

TABLLE 3
CriTicaL Ratios oF Items 3355 INcrusive (ScaLe II-B)»
Lo ttem Ceitca
33 | Better delivery serviee 3.34
34 | Ilasier to establish a charge account 2.14
35 | Basier to return and exchange goods bought | 3.74
36 | Beller place to establish a eredit rating 3.62
37 | Greater variety and range of prices and| 3.13
quality
38 | Greater variety of styles and sizes 4.10

39 | More bargain sales 4

40 | Better quality of goods 3

41 | Cheaper prices 2.44
42 | Takes less time to get there 2

43 | Better place to combine different kinds of, 6
sho(})ping and other things one may want
to do

44 | Less walking required 3.:21
45 | Goods more attractively displayed 5373
46 | Less tiring 2.97
47 | Cost of transportation less 0.77
48 | More convenient to publi¢ transportation 2.83
49 | liasier Lo take children shopping 2.03
50 | It’s the better place for a little onting away 4,37
from home
51 | The right people shop here 3.33
52 | More dependable gnarantees of gools 4,76
53 | Best place to meet friends from other parts of  3.81
! the city for n ahum)mg trip tozether l
54 | Keep open more convenient hours 4.39
55 | Better places to eat lunch 1.15

» See Appendix A for com};le?e seale.

TABLIL 4
CriTicaL Rarios or Items 66 To 74 IncrLusive (Scane I1-C)»
Item Critical
No. Ttem ratio

66 | When I go shoppuu, downtown by car, find-|  5.97
ing a plice to park for me is:
67 | As far as I am concerned the cost of parking!  3.18
downtown matters:
68 | Itake the busrather than drive my car down- —4.53
town: ...
69 Wgen I drive downtown, I find the traf-| 4.00

(S
70 | With regard to downtown crowds, I can truly| 6.26
say that L:. ..
71 | I go downtown only when I cannot avoid| 11.18
1t:
72 | With' myu d to the hustle and bustle down-|  7.47
town, I can truly say that I:
73 | Downtown shopping is a ple:ts-n.nt. change| 8.31
from the every day routine:
74 | One of the things I dislike about shoppmg 5.78
downtown ig that I have to dress up:

= See Appendix A for ¢ complete scale.

what the respondent perceives or believes to be true.
An objective fact may be viewed differently by and
have different meanings for different persons. If a re-
spondent checks downtown (DT) for Item 38, “Greater
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)3

variety of styles and sizes,” it does not necessarily
mean that there is a greater variety of styles and sizes
downtown, although there may be; but whether there
is or not, the respondent’s answer will act as an indicator
or indirect measure of satisfaction or dissatisfaction,
and reveal a motivating factor in his behavior. The
discriminative power of the item (4.10) tells us that
downtown shoppers believe one thing to be true and the
suburban shoppers another. With no further informa-
tion as to why they answer differently, the item can be
used as a measure of persons’ reactions to factors as-
sociated with shopping areas, if it is combined with
other items in a scale. Then, in further analyses, the
scores of such scales may be correlated with individual
and family background items of the last two parts of the
schedule.

Thus the critical ratio analysis indicates the pos-
sibility of constructing two scales which can measure
shopping satisfaction or attraction. One will be called,
“Shopping Satisfaction Scale II-B,” and the other
“Downtown Shopping Satisfaction Scale I1I-C.” How-
ever, before these can be used for further analytical
purposes their validity and reliability must be demon-
strated.

VALIDITY OF SCALES

A scale is valid when it measures what it presumes
to measure. The question here is: “Do the items of the
scales actually indicate tendencies or attitudes which
favor the use of downtown facilities or the use of sub-
urban facilities?” We shall attempt to answer this ques-
tion for both scales.

One of the most difficult aspects of the validity prob-
lem is that of obtaining adequate criteria of what is to
be measured. It is particularly desirable to get an out-
side criterion, one that is at least somewhat independent
of the test itself. The actual shopping habits as reported
by the respondents on the first part of the schedule
would seem to be a good criterion.

The 100 respondents of our sample who scored highest
on the D.S.H.S., those who reported that they actually
used downtown facilities frequently and for many pur-
poses, were placed in one group (the downtown shop-
pers). The 100 respondents who scored low or did not
use downtown facilities were put in another group (the
suburban shoppers). By adding the total items checked
D.T. (downtown) in Scale II-B, a score was derived
for each respondent in each group which may be re-
garded as a downtown shopping satisfaction or attrac-
tion score. Means on Scale 1I-B for each group were
caleulated. If the scale to measure satisfaction with
downtown conditions can be related to the actual use

of downtown facilities, evidence of its validity would be
available.

If these assumptions are justifiable, and if the Down-
town Shopping Satisfaction Scale 1I-B is valid, there
should then be a significant difference between the
mean scores of the two groups separated on the basis
of our criterion. Calculating the means of each group
reveals that the downtown shoppers have a mean of
11.04 on Scale II-B and the suburban shoppers a mean
of 6.03. Using the standard formula for the critical
ratio of a difference between means, we get 3.15.

Using the same type of technique, the validity of
Scale II-C was tested. The mean of the downtown
shoppers on Scale II-C was 28.38 and that of the sub-
urban shoppers 22.29. The critical ratio was 6.62.

The critical ratios for the two scales are statistically
very significant, and we can be confident that the dif-
ferences between means are not due to chance. Since
these groups were originally separated on the basis of
the Shopping Habit Scale, the high critical ratios indi-
cate that the two attitude scales can effectively dif-
ferentiate respondents on the same basis as the criterion
scale which measures reported shopping habits. The
conclusion is therefore that the scales are valid since
they measure what they purport to measure.

RELIABILITY OF SCALES

By a reliable scale is meant one that gives repro-
ducible scores so that successive measurements of the
same universe of phenomena under like conditions will
yield approximately the same values. It must be de-
termined if the two scales will meet statistical criteria of
reliability. This purpose might be achieved by various
methods, but the one which seems most suitable to this
situation is the split-half correlation method. For this
purpose 100 cases were selected at random from the
total sample and both scales were then tested for re-
liability. Using the Pearsonian or product-moment co-
efficient of correlation (r) for ungrouped data!® an
uncorrected split-half correlation of 0.65 with a standard
error' of 0.058 was obtained for Scale II-B; correction
by the Spearman-Brown formula for attenuation!?

1 OR. = M, — M. )
B =
N, N
- NzZXY — =X) (2Y)
Fey = e
T VINEXT = EX) [NEYE — &)
1 _ 12
% Standard error of r = \/ﬁl
2ry
174, = = -
= (1 + ru)
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yielded a correlation of 0.79, and the estimated standard
error’® of the corrected coefficient was 0.042.

For Scale TI-C the uncorrected split-half correlation
was 0.471 with a standard error of 0.078. Correction
of attenuation as above yielded a coefficient of 0.64
and an estimated standard error of 0.072.

If the weighting of Item 68 of Scale ITI-C is reversed,
the uricorrected split-half correlation for this scale is
0.64 with a standard error of 0.03. Correction by the
Spearman-Brown formula for attentuation yields a co-
efficient of correlation of 0.78 with an estimated
standard error of 0.037.

We may infer from these coefficients of correlation
that the scales are reliable enough for group comparisons
and that successive measurements of the same universe
under like conditions would yield similar values.

INTERCORRELATION OF SCALES

The intercorrelation of the three scales was then
computed. The result was as follows: Downtown Shop-

ping Habit Scale I with Shopping Satisfaction Scale
1I-B, 0.40, 0.034 standard error; Scale I with Down-
town Shopping Satistaction Scale II-C, 0.39, 0.043
standard error. The correlation between Scales II-B
and II-C was 0.23, and the standard error of this cor-
relation, 0.049.

These correlations are all statistically significant and
confirm what our critical ratio analysis indicated above,
namely, that there is a close relationship between down-
town shopping habits and favorable attitudes toward
downtown. The comparatively low intercorrelation be-
tween the two attitude scales indicates that they are
largely independent. Apparently each one measures a
somewhat different dimension of shopping satisfaction.

The answer to the fundamental question “Can shop-
ping satisfaction attitudes be measured?” is “Yes.” We
now have instruments and can proceed with further
analysis.

Analysis of Factors Affecting Shopping Satisfaction

It is essential to know on the one hand how a mass
of people feel about the use of downtown or suburban
facilities, and on the other hand to determine, if pos-
sible, whether there are major differences between dif-
ferent categories of people in these attitudes. It will
be remembered that the problem resolved itself into
three main components: (1) the discovery of motivating
factors which either repel or attract persons to down-
town or suburban shopping centers, (2) the determina-
tion of the weights of these factors, and (3) deciding
whether shopping satisfaction with one or the other
type of shopping center is associated with such items as
income, sex, and education. We shall then go on to see
if the data obtained indicate what the causes of such
differences may be.

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH RELATIVE ATTRACTION
OF DOWNTOWN AND SUBURBAN SHOPPING
CENTERS

Section II-B of the schedule permits a direct com-
parison of downtown and suburban shopping centers
with such shopping factors as service, character of
goods, and prices, and with conditions which the shop-
per encounters when he goes shopping. The respondent
was asked regarding 23 items (See Appendix A), “When
you go shopping for suits, dresses, furniture, household
equipment, or jewelry, certain things may be of con-

n(l — r?
VNI + @@=

8 [y, =

cern to you. Please tell me with regard to each item
where you find the better condition, downtown or in the
suburban shopping center.” Respondents were asked
to make, for each item, one of four replies: “‘downtown,”’
“suburban shopping center,” “undecided,” or ‘“the item
is of no concern to me.” The results are tabulated in
Table 5. A total of 13,800 choices were possible for the
600 cases. Of these it will be seen that 5,334 or 38.7
percent were for downtown; 3,576 or 25.9 percent were
for suburban shopping centers; 3,268 or 23.7 percent
were undecided; 1,602 or 11.6 percent of the choices
indicated no concern.

The difference between downtown and suburban per-
centages is very significant, the critical ratio for the
difference being 12.61. It will be seen that the re-
spondents felt that the suburban shopping centers had
the advantage in only 7 out of 23 situations. These
seven were: takes less time to get there, less walking
required, less tiring, cost of transportation less, easier
to take children shopping, the right people shop there,
and keep open more convenient hours. On all other
items downtown was the preferred place. Thus it will
be seen that when people go shopping for shopping
goods the downtown section is definitely preferred to
suburban shopping centers as far as this list of items is
concerned. This preference is supported by the fact,
noted previously, that about 90 percent of all shopping-
goods trade in Columbus is done in the downtown sec-
tion.



PART ONE: COLUMBUS SHOPPER ATTITUDLS 1

COMPARATIVE IMPORTANCIS OF DIFFERENT FACTORS
DETERMINING SHOPPING SATISFACTION

The second part of the problem concerns itself with
the discovery of the comparative weights of factors
that affect decisions of people to buy at a particular
place. The pilot study indicated that items in Parts
II-A, I1-B, and II-C of the schedule relate to the most-
important motivating factors. We shall now attempt
to ascertain which of these seem most crucial.

indicated for each item were then multiplied by the
appropriate weight, and the sums of the products for
each item determined the rank position of the item.
These percentages and ranks are given in the tables
following.

The greatest advantage for downtown was that this
section had the largest selection of goods; 51 percent
indicated this as the most-important advantage. The
item having the largest number of second choices,

TABLLE 5

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE INDICATING SUPERIORITY OF DOWNTOWN OR SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTERs WITH REGARD TO 23 SHOPPING
SaTisFAacTION FACTORS

N = 600 per item

Shopping satisfaction factors

33 | Better delivery service

34 | Kasier to establish a charge account

35 | Ilasier to return and exchange goods bought

36 | Better place to establish a credit rating

37 | Greater variety and range of prices and quality
38 | Greater variety of styles and sizes

39 | More bargain sales

40 | Better quality of goods

41 | Cheaper prices

42 | Takes less time to get there

43 | Better place to combine different kinds of shopping and
other things one may want to do

44 | Less walking required

45 | Goods more attractively displayed

46 | Less tiring

47 | Cosl of transportation less

48 | More convenient to public transportation

49 | Easier to take children shopping

50 | It’s the better place for a little outing away from home

51 | The right people shop there

52 | More dependable guarantees of goods

53 | Best place to meet friends from other parts of the eity
for a shopping trip together

54 | Keep open more convenient hours ‘

55 | Better places to eat lunch

8 DT;Downtown

Rank Order of Advantages and Disadvantages of Down-
town Shopping

Respondents were asked ‘“Which do you think are
the most important advantages of shopping downtown,
starting with the most-important advantage first, the
next-most-important next, and so on, numbering them
1, 2, 8, in the order of their importance?” This question
was repeated for disadvantages of downtown and for
advantages and disadvantages of suburban shopping
centers.

To determine the rank order of advantages and dis-
advantages, a composite rank was determined for each
item by giving a weight of 3 units for the first choice,
2 for second choice, and 1 for third choice. Percentages

SSC—Sdbul'ban Sh(;pping Center —[}N—Undeciai~ NC—Item ié of no concern

Choices®

DT | ssc | UN | wc | Nodata . Total

No. | 825 | Mo | Be | mo. | B | o | B | Mo | Bo | Beg
223 |} 872 ’ 33 | 5.4 | 217 | 86,2 | 127/121.2 ' 0 0.0 | 100
181 | 30.1 31 [ 5.2 | 244 | 40.6 | 143 | 23.9 1 0.2 | 100
237 | 39.5 ; 81| 13.5 | 196 32.6 86 | 14.4 0 0.0 ‘ 100
231 | 38.5 29 l 4.8 | 221 36.8 | 118 | 19.7 1 0.2 - 100
487 | 81.1 ‘ 10] 1.7 93 ' 15.5 9 1.5 1 0.2 100
518 | 86.3 | 14 | 2.3 62 . 10.4 4 0.7 2 10.3] 100
393 | 65.5 16 J 2.0 86 | 14.3 | 105 | 17.5 0 0.0 | 100
164 | 27.3 90 15,0 | 325 | 54.1 19 3.3 2 0.3 | 100
280 | 46.6 47 | 7.9 | 248 | 41.4 23 3.8 2 0.3 | 100
74 | 12.3 473 78.9 48 | 8.0 b 0.8 0 0.0 | 100
338 | 56.3 178 | 29.7 60 | 10.0 23 3.8 1 0.2 | 100
98 | 16.3 I 419 ' 69.9 72 112.0 11 1.8 0 0.0 | 100
265 | 44.1 98 , 16,3 | 201 | 33.5 36 6.1 0 0.0 | 100
56 9.3 ' 450 75.0 87 | 14.5 74 1.2 0 0.0 | 100
94 | 15.7 | 356 ' 59.3 | 104 | 17.3 44 7.4 2 0.3 | 100
315 | 52.5 85 ' 14.2 | 101 | 16.8 97 | 16.2 2 0.3 | 100
15 2.5 | 286 : 47.6 36 6.1 | 263 | 43.8 0 0.0 | 100
231 | 38.5 | 199 l 33.2 87 | 14.5 81 | 13.5 2 0.3 | 100
62 | 10.3 | 129 ‘ 21,5 ' 247 | 41.2 | 161 | 26.8 1 0.2 | 100
205 | 34.2 60 10,0 305 ' 50.8 30 5.0 0 0.0 | 100
401 | 66.9 69 ! 11:5 ‘ 47 7.8 80 | 13.3 3 0.5 | 100
98 | 16.3 376 62.6 92 | 15.3 34 ‘ bR 0 0.0 | 100
| 368 | 61.3 | 471 7.9 89 | 14.8 96 16.0 0 0.0 | 100

17.7 percent, was also “large selection of goods.” The
next-most-important advantage was, “can do several
errands at one time,” with 15.2 percent making this
their second choice. The advantage ranking third was
“cheaper prices.” We may therefore conclude that the
most-often-perceived advantage of the downtown area
is the larger selection of goods and the next-most-
important is the belief that one can do several errands
there at the same time. It will be seen that cheaper
prices are also an important factor, 11.5 making it their
first choice, 11.0 their second choice, and 6.3 percent
their third choice.

The disadvantage deemed most important in down-
town shopping is difficult parking; 44 percent made
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this item their first choice, 18.2 made it their second
choice, and 7.2 percent chose this item as their third
choice. The next-most-important disadvantage was that
downtown was ‘“too crowded,” with 12.8, 18.7, and
13.7 percent making it their first, second, and third
choices respectively. The third-most-important disad-
vantage would seem to be ‘“‘congested traffic,” with
9 percent making it their first choice, 20.8 percent
making it their second choice, and 17 percent listing
it as their third choice.

TABLE 6

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CHOICES INDICATING ADVANTAGE
FOR DOWNTOWN OR SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTERS ON
23 SHOPPING SATISFACTION ITEMS

N = 600 Respondents

Response I\j'::l;r[l)gf];eosf Percent

DowWntoWn:s i vssiessisersenssassse 5,334 38.7
Suburban Shopping Centers. . ....., 3,576 25.9
UNAECIACN . e gopn goswimesoimosmaisin sivrsioisss 3,268 23.7
N0 CONCOI N s moram s cissmse sSopmimsiaasg s 1,602 11.6
No Db « e s o ssmmmap s sy s 20 0.1
Totalssessanasammnsawannimses coils 13,800 100.0

TABLE 7
PERCENTAGES OF SAMPLE PrLaciNgG CERTAIN ADVANTAGES OF
DownTowN SHOPPING IN FIRST, SECOND, AND THIRD ORDER
OF IMPORTANCE

N = 600
Order of choice i
Advantage Comﬁ?me
First | Second | Third
Large selection of goods. ...... 51.3 |'17:7 ||| 6.0 1
Can do several errands at one

time . | 7.0]15.2 | 18.2 2
Cheaper PriCes. ... v« sy ivss 11.5 |1 11.0| 6.3 3
Convenient public transporta-

VIO i oo S05155 SRR Wbl 308551 7.7 | 7.5|] 8.2 4
Stores closer together.......... 2.8 (11.7| 8.0 5
Enjoyable place to shop....... 3.0| 6.7| 5.8 6
Better delivery service........ 2| 43| 8.2 7
Close to home............... .. 2.6 1.8| 1.0 8
OEHErs 4 : feiyw v 0 55 5 56 B sfeluiv 3.7 2.1] 2.5 —
No advantage. ................ 10.0 10.0 | 10.0 —
No choice. ... ...oiwoienne 3120|258 —

Rank Order of Advantages and Disadvaniages of Subur-
ban Shopping Centers

The most-frequent first choice for suburban-shopping-
center advantage was that it was nearer to home, 45.1
percent, 12.8 percent, and 8.8 percent making this
advantage their first, second, and third choices respec-
tively. The second-most-important advantage was
“easy parking” with 20.8 percent, 23.4 percent, and
14.2 percent making it their first, second, and third
choices respectively. The advantage of suburban shop-
ping which was put in third place was “more convenient

hours”; the percentages of persons choosing this item
as their first, second, and third choices were 9.5 per-
cent, 15.5 percent, and 15.4 percent, respectively.
The number-one disadvantage indicated for subur-
ban shopping centers was their lack of a large selection
of goods; 41.7 percent made this their first choice,
15.7 percent their second, and 5.1 percent their third

TABLE 8
PERCENTAGES OF SAMPLE PLACING CERTAIN DISADVANTAGES OF
DownTowN SHOPPING IN FIRST, SECOND, AND THIRD ORDER
oF IMPORTANCE

N = 600
Order of choice . s
Disadvantage “oga{)r?li“c
First | Second | Third
Difficult Parking. . ............ 44.3118.2 | 7.2 1
Too crowded . ................. 12.8 | 18.7 | 13.7 2
Congested traffic............... 9.0 | 20.8 | 17.0 3
Foodor-be g0 iav e 7.0| 85]11.3 4
Takes too long to shop. . ..... 5.8 8.3 8.7 5
Poor public transportation..... 9.6 3.8| 2.2 6
Unfriendly service........ ... .. b 2.2 3.1 i
Cost of transportation too high| .7 | 2.2 | 1.8 8
OCHOY ¢ g 552« 5 55 wossans o aote 54 s s 2.5 1.8 25 —
No disadvantage............... 721 7.2 7.2 -
No choice. .................... .71 8.8125.3 —
Totala. . . 5 itidimaim. . » » 45 100.0 100.0 100.0 —

TABLE 9
PERCENTAGES OF SAMPLE PLAciNG CERTAIN ADVANTAGES OF
SurvrBAN Suorring CENTER 1IN irsT, SECOND, AND
THirp ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

N = 600
Order of choice Conirosite
Advantage — Rank
T rst | Second | Third
Cloger: to homew « ui .3 v ¢ 5 s v 45.1 | 12.8 | 8.8 1
Parking Gusy v e e i i v rans i 20.8 | 23.4 | 14.2 2
More convenient hours......... 9.5115.5 | 15.4 3
Less crowded . . ................ 6.2 |17.8| 9.8 4
Do not have to dress up . ... ... 5.8 9.7 16.7 5
Friendly and courteous clerks..| 2.0 | 4.7 | 6.0 6
Less noise and confusion.... ... 71 3.0 5.8 7
Clean and modern stores. . ....| 2.0 | 2.3 | 2.8 8
Other, . . evmmeeunei . mdis s 1.8 lag | 047 —
No advantage. ....ooo..ooonnn. 53| 5.3 5.3 —
No Cho10e sisiaww i dasass .8| 3.8 14.5 —
Totals vizeinlonmmmms soaarie s wisis 1100.0 |100.0 IIO0.0 —

choice. The second choice for the most-important dis-
advantage was that not all kinds of businesses were
represented; 13.8 percent, 21.8 percent, and 7.0 percent
of the sample chose this item for their first, second,
and third choices respectively. The third choice for
disadvantage of suburban shopping centers was “too
high prices.”

It should be noted that a comparatively large num-
ber, 18.7 pereent of the sample, felt there were no dis-
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advantages in suburban shopping centers, whereas only
7.7 percent felt there were no disadvantages in down-
town shopping. And, whereas 10 percent of the re-
spondents felt there were no advantages in downtown
shopping, only 5.4 percent felt the same way about
suburban shopping centers. Note also that a compara-
tively large proportion of the sample did not name a
second or third disadvantage for suburban shopping
centers.

TABLE 10
PERCENTAGES OF SAMPLE PraciNGg CERTAIN DISADVANTAGES
or SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTER IN FIRST, SECOND, AND
Turrp ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

N = 600
Order of choice :
Disadvantage - B Com;)'?me
First | Second | Third
Lack of large selection......... 41.7 ¥ 15.7 || 5.1 1
Not all kinds of businesses rep-

FERETIEO Ay giron aia s a5 & 13.8121.8! 7.0 2
Prices too high................ 63| 9.0 7.5 3
Poor public transportation. . . .. 1.3 26| 3.2 4
Poor delivery serviee. ........, 1.5 3.5| 3.5 5
Too far to E0uvssseu:ien siswnmass 1.51 2.8 2.3 6
Hard to get credit............. .8 81 1.2 7
Bus fare too high.............. .5 .8 b 8
OtheE, e mesiat. il anyess 3.2 2.4 1.3 —
No disadvantage............... 18.7 | 18.7 | 18.7 —
N 6holCe ; vivvryiwe smsisia it e o «a 7122.049.7 —

TOtaes o s msrinimsmsioss 4 5 Hggsd 100.0 {100.0 |100.0 —

Importance of Parking, Traffic, and Other Downtown
Conditions

Part IT-C of the schedule makes it possible to ascer-
tain the intensity of attitudes toward certain shopping
conditions. In this section respondents were asked to
choose one out of five possible responses to a short
statement. These alternative responses ranged from
one assumed to indicate a high degree of satisfaction
or agreement through an average or neutral position
to one assumed to indicate dissatisfaction. The five
alternative responses were arbitrarily given values from
1 to 5, with 1 indicating dissatisfaction and 5 satisfac-
tion. Item analysis showing the percentage of respond-
ents indicating satisfaction and dissatisfaction with
certain conditions gives some indication of the relative
importance of attractive or repulsive factors.

It is noteworthy that the most-definite negative
reaction is with regard to downtown parking, 63.3
percent finding it either practically impossible or ex-
tremely difficult and only 10 percent finding it no
trouble at all. The reaction to “traffic conditions’ indi-
cated repulsion but less than toward parking, with
41.7 percent finding traffic practically impossible or
extremely difficult; 39 percent finding it difficult or

fairly difficult, and 19.3 percent finding it no trouble
at all.

It is also interesting to note that the most-definite
response in the positive direction elicited from car
users was toward the statement: “T take the bus rather
than drive my car downtown,” with 64.8 percent indi-
cating that they never or only occasionally did so and
only 9.8 percent indicating that they always did so.

TABLE 11
INTENSITY OF ATTITUDES TO TRAFFIC AND PARKING
CONDITIONS
Item 66: When I go shopping downtown by car finding a
place to park for me is:
Item 69: When I drive downtown, I find the traffic:
N = 379. Data given as percentages.

Response Item 66 Item 69

1 Practically impossible. ................ 27.7 11.6

2 Extremely diffieudt. .. ... :ooiiiiiiieain 35.6 30.1

3 Diffictll s sssenmsns i araseia. 14.8 20.0

4 Faitly difficullios .« e v rin s simes seeiiass 11.3 19.0

5 No trouble at all . .................. ... 10.0 19.3

NO reSpoOnSe . cvuuyme vormssoesesnenyss 0.6 0.0

Total voraw camms sovenvsmmmsmrivsreese s | 100.0 100.0
TABLE 12

INTENSITY OF ATTITUDES TOWARD THE UsE oF BUus RATHER

Tuan Car

Item 68: I take the bus rather than drive my car downtown:

Response Percent

1 AlWAYS izomwmisavsamiaeseie s mamsie 35as 5 9.8
2 Usually s s issaammams: ssosinps i mvos 14.0
3 IOTTBYY, | ammresmmnin e o i pa ey 11.1
4 Qccasionallye sy sismimasunnee e e e 30.6
B! Never ' i o saiid o0 i amb e 4T s iie e ooy 34.2
No: reSPONEE wasi TR Tanswtsime adhniabissalissn 0.3
Tob8luisis s smmen ettt p ARSI o 100.0

This would seem to indicate that people will insist on
driving their cars downtown even though they are
faced with great parking and traffic difficulties, or
that though these difficulties are onerous they are not
bad enough to prevent people from going downtown
or from using their cars to do so.

The cost of parking did not seem to evoke as sharply
negative reactions as did the difficulty of parking, since
only 44.6 percent indicated that the cost mattered
very greatly or greatly; 26.4 percent said it mattered
some, while 29 percent indicated that it mattered a
little or not at all.

Further evidence of the importance of parking and
traffic conditions in determining attitudes of attraction
or repulsion of potential shoppers is the positive cor-
relation of 0.57 between the intensity reaction score
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on the difficulty of parking item (Item 66) and the
score on the shopping satisfaction scale II-C. The
correlations between the score on this scale and the
cost of parking item (Item 67) is 0.49, and between
reaction to traffic conditions (Item 69) and Scale 11-C,
0.70. These findings indicate that as satisfaction with
parking and traffic conditions increases, satisfaction
with downtown conditions in general increases.

The reaction to downtown crowds was as follows:
10.3 percent said they hated them, 39.6 percent dis-

TABLE 13
INTENSITY OF ATTITUDES TOWARD CosT oF DOwWNTOWN
PARKING
Ttem 67: As far as I am concerned the cost of parking matters:
N = 379
Response Peraent
1 Very greatlyinnsse iidsins smaisdssmmnr 10.6
£ RTE N TTo et e o s S s s | 34.0
B DO | vviscnirrmn svir o v/ min s ose o amiers e s siuissisie b 26.4
O W 7 T s | 13.2
5 Not: 5t Bl 2 s oieasninssioso st erpe e 15.8
No response. ....... B 0.0
T otal; preesimasmsmmiic Ao GIRMe o AR5 100.0
TABLE 14

INTENSITY OF ATTITUDES TOWARD DowNTOWN CROWDS AND
HustLE AND BusTLE
Item 70: With regard to downtown crowds, I can truly say
that I:
Item 72: With regard to the hustle and bustle downtown, I
can truly say that I:
N = 379. Data given as percentages.

Response Item 70 Ttem 72

1 Hate them (t) . . c.o. . v « st binnammasay 10.3 7.9
2 Dislike them (t) i uowsms b dmmems S5 39.6 40.1
3 Am unaffected by them (t). ........... 41.4 43.6
4 Tike them (i) evas.. o 1855 GGadadane s 8.2 7.9
5 Like them (it) very much.............. 0.5 0.5
NO IreSpOnSe . .« vovvevteeaanrnnnnenss 0.0 0.0
TROE0Y . o i i et simsgismss 5 & 4 S g E N 100.0 100.0

liked them, 41.4 percent were unaffected by them, and
8.2 percent liked them; only 0.5 percent liked them
very much.

It is interesting to note, in the light of the fact
brought out previously that the majority prefer down-
town shopping, that 62.8 percent either agreed or
strongly agreed and only 29 percent disagreed that
they went downtown only when they could not avoid
it. This paradoxical behavior probably arises, because
individuals are put in situations that create ambi-
valence or opposite tendencies to act with relation to
the same environmental factor. People may feel com-
pelled to go downtown rather than to some other
place, yet they are repelled by certain aspects of con-

ditions there. They may also actually like to go down-
town, but because of a lingering Puritanism and Cal-
vinism, they say and feel they should go downtown
only because they have to. Perhaps they sense that
others expect them not to idle away their time by
roaming around downtown for pleasure.

DIFFERENCES IN SHOPPING SATISFACTION AS RELATED
TO EDUCATION, INCOME, AGE, SEX, ETC.

This section attempts to answer the question: Do
people who differ as to income, sex, age, urban-rural
background, sociv-economic status, and location differ
in the degree of satisfaction they evidence toward the

TABLE 15

INTENSITY OF ATTITUDES TOWARD THREE AsrecTs oF DowN-
TOWN SHOPPING

Item 71: I go downtown only when I cannot avoid it:

Item 73: Downtown shopping is a pleasant change from the
every-day routine:

Item 74: One of the things T dislike about shopping down-
town is that I have to dress up:

N = 379, Data given as percentages.

Item 73 Item 74

Response Item 71
1 Strongly agree............... 14.8 7.9 5.8
Agree ..............c e 48.0 40.1 32.5
3 Undecided . .................. 8.2 43.6 15.6
4 Disagree..........covivurenn. 26.4 7.0 44.6
5 Strongly disagree............ 2.4 0.5 1.3
No response. . ............... 0.2 0.0 0.2
Total. ... oo, ( 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0

use of different shopping facilities? This question may
now be answered with some degree of certainty, since
it is now possible to apply the shopping-satisfaction
scales which have been developed. The mean shopping-
satisfaction score for each of these categories will be
computed and then tested for statistical significance
of the differences by the critical-ratio technique.

Differences between Self-Designated *Downtown’ and
“Suburban’ Shoppers

Respondents could answer in one of three ways,
“downtown,” “suburban,” or “I do not know,” to the
question, “What do you consider yourself, a downtown
shopper or a suburban shopper?”” Thus, three distinct
categories of people could be distinguished, one at-
tracted to downtown, another attached to suburban
shopping, and a third one equally attracted and repelled
by both types of shopping centers. One should expect
that those who said that they were downtown shoppers
would score high on the downtown shopping satis-
faction scale, the suburban shoppers low, and the “don’t
know” group should fall in an intermediate position.
This is precisely what is found.
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The mean score of the total sample in Scale II-B is
8.9. The mean score on Scale 11-B of the “downtown”
group was 10.6, of the “don’t know” group, 8.6, and
of the “suburban,” 7.3. These differences between means
are all statistically significant, the critical ratio between
means of ‘“‘suburban” and “downtown’” being 8.99;
between ‘“downtown” and “don’t know,” 4.08; and
between ‘“suburban’ and “don’t know,” 2.69.

The mean score of our total sample for Scale II-C
was 25.4. The scores on Scale IT-C for those who said
they were downtown shoppers was 28.0; for the “don’t
know,” 27.6; and for the “suburban,” 23.3. The critical
ratio of means between the downtown group and the
suburban group was 7.99, and between the “‘suburban’
and “don’t know” group, 5.30.

TABLE 16
MEAN SCORES ON SHOPPING SATISFACTION SCALES OF PERSONS
Wno ConNsipER THEMSELVES BiTHER DOWNTOWN SHOPPERS
OR SUBURBAN SHOPPERS

The kind of shopper S Scals H-C
the respondent
thinks e | o [ pean | Seanderd | o | ean | Standsrd
Total sample....| 600 | 8.9 4.5 379 | 25.4 5.5
Downtown. . ....| 258 | 10.6 4.3 126 | 28,0 5.3
Suburban........| 269 | 7.3 4.1 208 | 23.3 5.1
Do not know,...| 81 8.6 3 43 | 27.6 4.8
No data......... 2 — — 2| — -

» Nore: The difference in N’s between Secale IT-B and
Scale II-C arises because Scale 11-C is applicable to car users
only.

A question might be raised as to the correspondence
between attitudes and the actual behavior assumed to
be motivated by these attitudes. Since the intercorre-
lations of shopping-attitude scales and shopping-beha-
vior scales are fairly high, the correspondence between
behavior and attitudes is apparently close. This con-
clusion can be checked further by determining if the
Shopping Habit Scale I behaves like the attitude scales
with reference to the self-designated suburban shop-
pers, downtown shoppers, and the “don’t know”” shop-
pers.

It will be seen from Table 17 that the relationships of
the three groups on the shopping-habit scale are the
same as on the shopping-attitude scales. The critical
ratio of the difference between the downtown shopper
and the suburban shopper is 13.11; between the subur-
ban and the “don’t know” groups the ratio is 4.81, and
between the downtown and the “don’t know” groups,
3.89. One can, therefore, be confident that there is a
close relationship between the actual reported shopping
habits of the respondents and the attitudes which pre-
sumably motivate these habits.

Thus, it will be seen that there are differences in
mean scores between groups separated on the basis of
self-analysis, and these differences are in the expected
directions. The differences are large enough to be statis-
tically significant; that is, the likelihood is extremely
remote that these differences are due to chance fluctua-
tion of the sample. They can be attributed to other
factors, presumably the differential operation of at-
tractive and repulsive factors on each group. Further-
more, these results give added proof of the validity of
the scales and further evidence of the measurability
of shopping satisfaction.

TABLL 17
Mean Score oN Suorring HaBiT Scark I or Prrsons WHo
ConsIDER THEMSELVES EiTHER DOWNTOWN SHOPPERS OR
SUBURBAN SHOPPERS

Kind of shopper Number Mean Exﬂﬂ?ﬁ
Total sampleéss ; ; v esass 600 2.91 1.63
DownboWIali: swd e 5 » sasiis 258 .71 1.28
Suburban shopping center. . .. 259 2.09 1:52
Don’t know.............. ... 81 3.00 1.48
Nodata........oooiviinn., 2 — —
TABLE 18

MEAN SCORES ON SHOPPING-SATISFACTION SCALES BY NUMBER
or Years or ScHooL COMPLETED

Scale II-B Scale II-C

Completed Education - Stax:id— N Star:id-
bor | Mean| govi | her | Mean | devi.

ation ation

Total sample........... 600 | 8.9 | 4.51 | 379 | 25.4 | 5.54
Grammar school (6-8)..| 75| 9.1 | 5.21 25| 26.6 | 5.53
Highschool (1-4 yrs.)...| 209 | 9.3 | 4.52 | 164 | 25.2 | 5.68
Collegeiiiivionses i i vanss 217 | 8.5 | 3.85 | 182 | 25.5 | 5.53

Nodata............. .. 9| — | — 8| — —

Differences in Educational Categories

The correlation analysis indicates no statistically
significant differences between grammar, highschool,
or college groups when using the whole applicable
sample (see Appendix D). This conclusion is confirmed
by the fact that no significant differences are found
between the mean scores of the three educational
groups.

However, when area is held constant, the college
group scores significantly higher than the highschool
group on Scale IT-C. Again, the scores on Scale IT-B
are not significantly different.

When comparing scores for the grammar-school group
with those for either the college or highschool group,
it would appear that the score on Scale II-C for the
grammar-school group is higher than for either of the
other two. But this score is not reliable because the
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number of cases in the grammar school category is too
small. The only valid comparison possible on Scale
11-C, then, is between the highschool group and the
college group, where the number in each category is
sufficiently high.

It would seem, therefore, that Scale 1I-C, which
measures differences due to a cultural component in
the background of the individual, shows that the col-
lege group is more strongly attracted to downtown
than is the highschool group. It is assumed that educa-

TABLE 19

Mean Scork oN Scanms II-B awp II-C 1N ArREa THREE, BY
IEpucatioN

Scale 11-B Scale TI-C

Completed education - §a1§~ - 7 Starad-

ber |Mean | doii | Tper | Mean | joui

ation ation

Grammar school (6-8). . 8| 7:5 |/ 5.22 2123.0 3.00

Highschool (1-4 yrs.)...| 41| 7.6 |5.14 | 35|20.13.83

College.............ouu 45 | 8.1 | 3.83 | 45| 22.3 | 4.65

No dabagis. asovsdnm. o i 6| —| — 0 = —

TABLE 20

MeAN ScorESs oF INCOME GROUPS ON SHOPPING-SATISFACTION
ScaLeEs By FFamriLy INcoME

Scale 1I-B Scale TI-C

Income categories Stand- B B Stand-

N | en | 18| N agean | 58

ation ation

Total sample . vesemwm 600 | 8.9 | 4.51 | 379 | 25.4 | 5.54
Lower ($2,000-$3,999)..( 171 | 9.2 | 4.54 58 | 25.7 | 5.30
Middle ($4,000-$5,999)..| 180 | 9.4 | 4.75 | 124 | 24.6 | 5.40
Upper ($6,000 and over)| 247 | 8.4 | 4.02 | 196 | 25.8 | 5.77
No: dabties.: vowmsesmepe - 2 | =] ‘= 1| — —

tion and income are closely related; this tendency will,
as is indicated below, be confirmed by an analysis of
the data by income groups.

Differences of Famaily Income Groups

Mean scores of different income groups on the scales
when analyzing the whole sample do not present a
consistent pattern, as may be seen by examining Table
20. Whatever differences appear are in almost every
instance too small to be statistically significant. The
one exception is that the middle-income group scores
significantly higher on Scale II-B than the upper-
income group. The correlation analysis shows a small
positive correlation between income and downtown-
shopping satisfaction on Scale 1I-C and a low negative
correlation between shopping satisfaction as measured

by Scale II-B and family income. The rather inconclu-
sive nature of the findings results probably from the
interaction of numerous variables that have not heen
isolated and from the nature of the relationship between
income and shopping satisfaction.

By keeping area constant while varying income, the
influence of income on the scores may be revealed.
Calculations from Table 21 indicate no significant dif-
ferences between income groups on Scale 1I-B, but an
interesting relationship appears when comparing the
different means on Scale I1-C. The downtown-shopping-
satisfaction score increases as the income increases
when area is kept constant. The mean scores for the
lower-, middle- and upper-income groups are 17.36,
20.57, and 22.63 respectively. The differences between
lower- and middle-, and between lower- and upper-
income groups are statistically significant.

TABLE 21

MEaN Scores oN Scanis II-B axp II-C i1v ArEA THREE BY
IncoME CATEGORIES

Scale II-B Scale II-C
Income categories s Starlxid— » Stnr:ld-
um- ar um- ar
her Mean devi- | ber Mean devi-

ation ation

Lower ($2,000-$3,999). .| 11 | 6.2 4.SQE 11 [ 17.4 | 4.88

Middle ($4,000-$5,999)..| 81 | 7.8 | 4.68 | 81 | 20.6 | 4.63
Upper (86,000 and over)] 8 8.3'2.22l 822.6|5.61

Comparing two areas like Upper Arlington (Area 6)
and Whitehall (Area 3), that are located in about the
same position with regard to a modern shopping center
and downtown, but which vary as to socio-economic
status, these results are again confirmed (see Table
30). On Scale II-B there is no significant difference,
but on Scale 11-C, Area 6 has a significantly higher score
with a mean of 26.14 as against 21.22 for Area 3. The
critical ratio of the difference between means is 7.30.

If it is true, as the results reported above seem to
indicate, that there is a direct relationship between
socio-economic status and attraction to downtown as
measured by Scale II-C, two areas that are alike in
their socio-economic status and that are approximately
equally located with reference to sources of shopping
satisfaction should have mean scores that are not statis-
tically different. Areas 2 and 5 are alike in these re-
spects and their scores on Scale II-C are 27.10 and
27.33 respectively, thus behaving as expected.

To sum up, it would seem that middle- and upper-
income groups are more-strongly attracted to downtown
as a place to procure shopping goods than are groups
of lower socio-economic status.
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Influence of Distance and Location

When comparison is made between the mean scores
of areas that differ as to distance from downtown or
suburban shopping centers, it is clear that there are
significant differences between them (see Table 30).
On downtown-satisfaction Scale I1-C, for example, Area
3, with 21.22, differs significantly from Area 5, with
27.33. One might be tempted to conclude that Area 5
has the higher score because it is nearer to downtown.
But comparing two areas, 3 and 6, which are located
about the same distance from a modern suburban
shopping center and from downtown, significant differ-
ences appear again, the mean score for Area 3 being
21.22 and that for Area 6, 26.14, with a critical ratio
of the difference between means of 7.30. Clearly an-
other variable besides that of distance must be in-

TABLE 22

MeaN ArTiTUDE ScorEs oF $7,500 Anp Ur Incomr Grour BY
ArEA oN Scanms II-B anp II-C

Scale II-B Scale II-C
Area | - =—js— : ——
Number  Mean Sg?fﬁég Number| Mean Sg?f&;g
1 30 9.03 4.88 30 25.80 6.30
2 23 8.70 5.11 23 25.04 8.09
3 8 8.25 2.22 8 22.63 5.61
4 4 11.50 1.12 4 14.75 1.20
5 11 7.55 2.97 11 23 b5 5.79
6 78 7.55 3.32 78 25.97 | 5.87

volved. Since people are automatically segregated into
areas on the basis of income, factors associated with
income are possibly the variables which produce the
difference between Area 3 and Area 6, Area 6 being a
much-higher-income area than 3.

But this hypothesis must be tested further. The in-
fluence of income can be eliminated by keeping income
constant while varying area. When this is done, the
lack of influence of location is apparent in the means
tabulated in Table 22.

Except for Area 4, there are no significant differences
in scores between areas on the attitude scales when in-
come is kept constant; in Area 4, there are so few cases
in the upper-income category that results for this area
are not reliable.  On the other hand, if area is kept con-
stant and income varied, significant differences appear
between income groups (see Table 21).

The correlation analysis gives further evidence that
location or distance in Columbus is not an important
factor, particularly when the individual wants to pro-
cure shopping goods. If we consider clothing to be a
good representative of shopping goods as a category
and then calculate the product moment correlation

between the scores on the scales and the distance a
person travels downtown to buy clothing, the impor-
tance of distance in determining downtown-shopping
satisfaction should be indicated. A negative correla-
tion would indicate that as the distance from down-
town increased, the shopping satisfaction decreased;
a positive one would imply that distance or location wag
not an important factor, since it would not be detracting
from the shopping satisfaction associated with down-
town. It will be seen from the table of correlations
(Appendix D) that there is a significant positive cor-
relation of 0.34 between the downtown shopping habit-
score (Scale I) and distance, one of 0.20 between cost
of travel and attitude score, of 0.34 between score and
travel time, and a correlation of 0.26 between ecologi-
cal distance (time-cost) and score. Both time and dis-
tance correlate positively and to a significant degree
with the attitude scales also.

Further support of this conclusion is evident if we
compare the mean shopping-satisfaction scores of the
two areas ranking highest in socio-economic status
(see Table 30). Even though Area 1 and Area 6 differ
markedly in their relationship to a modern suburban
shopping center, 6 having a center right in the area
while 1 is far removed from it, their shopping-satisfac-
tion scores are practically alike.

It would seem contrary to logical expectation that
the further you have to travel and the more time and
money you have to expend to procure a certain good,
the better you like it. The paradox can be explained
by the fact that persons of upper socio-economic status
who have higher downtown habit and satisfaction scores
than those of lower status, live in the outlying suburbs
and travel farther to do their shopping; consequently
a positive correlation between downtown satisfaction
and attitude scores is obtained. This would seem to
indicate that in Columbus distance is not of as great
importance as other factors for the upper-income classes
in determining high positive reaction to downtown
in general, because if it were, distance cost and time
would correlate negatively with downtown satisfac-
tion, but the opposite holds true.

Differences of Age Categories

The correlation analysis indicates that there is no
statistically significant relationship between age and
downtown-shopping-satisfaction scores. The analysis on
the basis of central tendency tends to confirm this
conclusion. Further refinement of the analysis when
area is kept constant shows again only small differences,
if any, between age groups.

Critical ratio analysis shows that there are no sig-
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nificant differences in the degree to which different
age levels are repelled by or attracted to downtown.

Differential Reactions of Persons Who Vary As to Rural-
Urban Background

The schedule contained the question, “What is the
population of the town where you have lived most of
your life?” This question was included for the purpose
of testing the hypothesis that people with rural back-
ground would tend to be repelled by downtown condi-
tions and those from urban background would be at-
tracted.

TABLL 23
MEAN Scor®s ON SHOPPING-SATISFACTION SCALBS BY AGE

CATEGORIES
Scale I1-B Scale II-C
BAge categories |— e T = —
Numbcr; Mean Sglfad&‘;i .\’um!n-r‘ Mean gﬁ,:ﬂﬂ;f,i
Total sample....| 600 } 8.9 4.5 379 | 26.4 | 5.54
15-34...... e 1981 9.2 4.38 127 | 25.3 | 5.17
35-49............ 225 | 9.0 4.34 161 | 25.4 | 5.76
50-65+. ..., S S 1 74 5| 4.56 83 |25.7 | 6.00
No data......... \‘ 10| — — |l = -—
TABLLE 24
MzanN Scori oN ScaLis [I-B anp II-C in AreEa Two BY AGE
CATEGORIES
Scale 1I-B Scale II-C
tAgeA — —= =i e e —
L
i Number| Mean g:’l‘fﬁég Number] Mean gg?ﬁ":;g
15-34 32 10.03 4.70 16 26.38 | 4.21

35-49 29 9.86 5.565 17 26.88 5.19
50-65+ | 39 9.03 4.95 16 28.06 6.12

The hypothesis is confirmed by the results from the
administration of Scale 11-C. The mean score for per-
sons of rural background (500 to 2,499 population) is
22.8; for city (2,500 to 99,999 population), 24.1; and
for metropolitan background (100,000 and up popula-
tion) it is 26.0. The critical ratio of the difference
between rural and metropolitan means is 2.80; between
city and metropolitan, 2.84; and between rural and
city background 1.05.

Again using Secale II-C, will this relationship hold
when certain variables associated with area of residence
are kept constant? When area is kept constant, the
mean scores obtained are as follows: Rural, 18.90;
city, 20.83; and metropolis, 21.88. The critical ratio
between means of rural and metropolis is 2.21; between
city and rural, 1.46; and between city and metropolis,
113

The correlation analysis lends support to the hy-
pothesis, since we get a correlation of 0.15, standard

Score Score
30 30

25
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Metroplitan
Background

Rural City
Cultural

Source: Text Table No.25

Figure 4. Downtown shopping satisfaction scores on Scale IIC
of persons of urban and rural background.

TABLE 25

MEAN SCORE SHOPPING-SATISFACTION ScaLkEs II-B anp II-C
BY RURAL AND URBAN BACKGROIUTND

Scale II-C

| Scale ILB ‘
Background . = === == R
e R B e
Total sample 600 | 8.9 ‘ 4,51 | 379]25.4| 5.54
Rural (500-2,499) 54 | 8.7 | 4.39 28 | 22.8 ‘ 5.97
City (2,500~99,999)..| 113 | 8.6 4.47 82 | 24.1 5.18
Metropolis (100,000~ |
1,000,000) . . 430 | 9.1 4.39 266 | 26.0 5.58
No datas:ssessini. o 3 — — 3 — —

TABLE 26
MeaN Score oN ScaLes II-B anxp II-C in Area THREE By
Ruran aND URBAN BACKGROUND

Scale II-B Scale 1I-C

Background s ]7. o
N | ean | Standard | N | v [J1andart

Rural (500-2,499)....| 14 | 6.86| 5.21 10 | 18.90f 3.67
City (2,500-99,999) . 32| 7.589 5.30 29 | 20.83| 3.38

Metropolis (100,000~ ‘ |

1,000,000) . . : 53 | 8.02, 3.80 48 | 21.88 4.72

No:data. .o vaasas 1 | — 1 [| = | =

error 0.050, between size of town and score on Scale
TI-C. This correlation though low is statistically sig-
nificant. Scale IT-B shows no significant relationship
(see Appendix D),
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When comparing groups of rural and metropolitan
backgrounds, we can be confident that those with
metropolitan backgrounds will be more strongly at-
tracted to the downtown area. The differences between
city and rural, and city and metropolis are not so
decisive, but that is after all what should be expected.
Results from the correlation analysis, when regarded
in the light of the means analysis, seem to indicate
that while the hypothesis is confirmed in general the
relationship probably is not one of conspicuous linear-

Score Score
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10 —10
8 8
6 | 6
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Female
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Source: Text Table No.27

TFigure 5. Degree of downtown shopping satisfaction of males
and females indicated by scores on Scale IIB.

TABLE 27
MeaN ScoreEs ON ScaLes II-B axp II-C or MALE AND
FEMALE RESPONDENTS

|

Scale II-C

Number| Mean

| Scale IL-B

Sex categories !

Standard
deviation

Standard |

‘.\’umhcr! Mean ‘de\'iatian

Total sample

‘ 600 | 8.9 4.51 379 | 25.4 | 5.54

‘ |

Male . . g 77| 8.5 4.74 59 24.9’ 5.48
Female 523 | 9.0 4.37 320 | 25.5 | 5.63

ity. Again it is confirmed that Scale II-C seems to be
able to measure differences of cultural background
while Scale II-B does not.

Differences between Sexes

Females score consistently higher (see Table 27)
than males on the downtown-attitude scales when using
the sample as a whole, but these differences are not
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large enough for confidence that they are not due to
chance.

But an analysis using only Area 4, where there is a
larger number of females in the sample, again shows
the females scoring higher on both scales (see Table 28).
The difference between males and females on Scale
II-B is significant but not that on Scale I1-C.

It is probable that if a larger number of males had
been included in the sample significant variation would
have been realized for the total sample as well.

Effect of Interaction of Various Factors on Attitudes in
Six Areas

It has been established that certain categories of
people who differ by some measurable trait differ signifi-

TABLE 28

MEeAN Scores oN Scares II-B anp 11-C or MALES AND
FEMALES 1IN AREA Four

Scale II-B Scale II-C
Sex e -
N umhvr: Mean | ?I(u\‘:"\llt:::rll Number" Mean ?lx?‘ilt?;ﬁ
- | T - pe= | i =
Male..........| 32 8.75 | 4.66 23 25.83 5.92
10.63 4.42 17 25.94 | 4.21

Female,,,..... ‘ 68

TABLL 29

DescrirrioNn oF Six Areas 1N TErRMs or Socro-IicoNoMmic
Status, LocarioN, UrBax-RursL BACKGROUND AND
ArrirupE Scorgs on Scane II-C

Area

Descriptive Index .

F | 2 3 4 5 | 6
— ‘ =
Percent having college education 46 32 45 5 ‘ 35 | 54
Percent of persons in middle and upper | 86 60 89 | 38 57 9

income groups | ‘ |
Average distance in miles from down- | 6.45| 2.34 6419“ 2.57‘ 2.87) 5.98

town
Average distunce in miles from 8.8.C. 4.81
Percent urban background 91
Attitude score on Scale I1I-C | 26,92

2.22) 1.24] 6.00] 2.04] 0.76

94 |8 ‘ 8 |95 |02

27.10| 21.22) 25.88] 27.33) 20.14
| | |

cantly in their reactions to the use of shopping facilities;
or in other words, they achieve significantly different
scores on the attitude scale. Perhaps differences in the
computed scores of the six areas can be explained on the
basis of what is known about these areas and what has
been found out about the effects of various factors,
such as socio-economic background. Table 29 below
summarizes the salient factors in each area and indi-
cates the attitude score on Scale II-C for each area.

It will be seen that Area 3 has a score of 21.22 and
Area 6 a score of 26.14. The critical ratio of the differ-
ence between means is 7.30. Area 3 and Area 6 are
about equally located with reference to downtown and
a modern suburban shopping center. Area 6 is some-
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AREAS SAMPLED

NUMBER OF SAMPLED AREA

ITENALL/

I 2 3 4
T Ga] CEMSUS TRACTS & CENSUS TRACT NOS.
Lz i A
B  0oWNTOWN AND MODERN SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTERS

Figure 6. Mean downtown shopping satisfaction scores on Scale IIC for areas sampled.

TABLE 30
MEAN SCORES ON THE SHOPPING SATISFACTION SCALES BY AREA
Scale II-B Scale II-C
Area No. —— = = | —

)iNumhur' Mean ‘ 323?532(5 "\umberl Mean gg'il;lggﬂ

Total sample | 600 8.9 i 4.51 i 379 | 25.37 | 5.54

1 100 9.3 | 4.65 61 | 26.92 5.91

2 100 9.6 | 5.07 49 | 27.10 | 5.27

3 100 7.7 4.59 88 | 21.22 | 4.78

4 100 | 10.0 | 4.58 40 | 25.88 | 5.26

5 100 9.3 | 4.04 49 | 27.33 | 4.51

6 100 7.6 3.18 92 [ 26.14 | 4.22

what nearer downtown than Area 3, but then it is also
a little nearer to the suburban shopping center as far
as the sample is concerned; thus the effect of differ-
ential location should not be an important factor.
Area 6, however, contains more people with urban
background and more people in the upper socio-eco-
nomic brackets. We would therefore conclude that the
difference in scores of these two areas is accounted for
largely by the comparatively large proportion in the
population of persons with high socio-economic and
urban backgrounds.

Area 6 with 26.14 and Area 1 with 26.92 have scores
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that are not significantly different. Both these areas
have high socio-economic status, and a large percentage
of their people have urban backgrounds. They differ
markedly in their location with reference to modern
suburban shopping centers, but we have already seen
that location seems not to be a very important factor in
Columbus, especially where persons of higher economic
status are concerned. Apparently these areas score

4

o a . S g 2

as proximity to a fairly complete if not modern second-
ary shopping area, greater proportion of males in the
sample, a population with comparatively few persons
of urban background, and probably most-important,
the lowest socio-economic and educational status of all
the areas.

A significant difference appears in scores on Scale I1-C
between Area 3 with 21.22 and Area 5 with 27.33. This

Figure 7. Peak hour travel time. Adapted from Franklin County Regional Planning Commission expressway system.

alike because the populations are similar with reference
to socio-economic status and urban background. Like-
wise, Areas 2 and 5, where all the measured variables are
fairly similar, have scores that are not significantly
different, being 27.10 and 27.33 respectively.

It will be seen that Area 4 has next to the lowest
downtown-statisfaction score, 25.88. This score prob-
ably results from a number of depressing factors, such

difference is considerably more difficult to analyze since
factors that are important appear in combinations
operating to affect the scores in different directions.
Area 3 has a higher socio-economic status, but Area 5
has a greater proportion of urban people. While we
know that these two factors are important, we do not
know precisely what comparative weights to attach to
each. It is possible that in this case these two variables
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Percent Percent
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Source: Appendix Taoble F-I

Figure 8. Percentage of persons in low- and high-income groups
choosing “large selection of goods’ as the most-important
advantage for downtown.
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Source: Appendix Table F-21

Figure 9. Percentage of females in medium- and high-income
areas choosing “large selection of goods’ as the most impor-
tant advantage for downtown, sex and location kept constant.

may cancel each other out and that the higher score of
Area 5 results from its greater proximity to the down-
town area, because distance becomes of greater im-

portance as socio-economic status goes down. There is
also the possibility that the difference is due to other
factors not here taken into account.

PROBABLE CAUSLES OF DIFFERENCIES
IN SHOPPING SATISFACTION

[t is clear from what has been said so far that people
who differ in various ways differ also in the degree to
which they are attracted and repelled by shopping con-
ditions of a given place. Why is this so? We shall at-
tempt to answer this question by analyzing the re-
actions of various categories ol people Loward conditions

Per Cent Per Cent
60 60

o
$7,600 and OVER

UNDER $ 2,000

Income Group

Source: Appendix Table F-4

Figure 10. Percentage of samples in low- and high-income
groups choosing “lack of large selection’ as the most-impor-
tant disadvantage for suburban shopping centers.

which have been established as being the most ad-
vantageous and disadvantageous encountered in shop-
ping downtown or in the suburban shopping centers.

The respondent was asked, “Which do you think is
the most-important advantage of shopping downtown?”’
Of the total sample, 51 percent felt that the larger
selection of goods available downtown was the most-
important advantage. But the degree to which this
opinion was held differed markedly and significantly
between income groups. About 67 percent of the upper
income group, $7,500 and over, chose this advantage as
being most important, while only 48.7 percent of the
lower (2,000-$2,999) range chose this as their number-
one advantage.!

19 The source of the data for the analysis of this section is the tables found
in Appendix I,
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When sex and proximity to shopping areas are kept
constant and two areas, the one very high, the other of
medium-income status, are compared, a significantly
larger proportion of females in the high-income area
chose “large selection” as being the most important
advantage of downtown. In Area 6, 70.5 percent of
females chose this as being the most important ad-
vantage for downtown, while only 34.8 percent in Area 3
made this selection. The eritical ratio is 4.90.

Also if two areas both somewhat removed from a
modern shopping center are compared and sex is kept
constant, a greater proportion of people in the higher-
than in the lower-income area chose large selection of

Per Cent Per Cent
60 60
40 ——140
20 —120
o No.3 No.6 o
Medium Income High Income

Area

Source: Appendix Table F-22
Figure 11, Percentage of females in medium- and high income
areas choosing “lack of large selection” as the most-important
disadvantage for suburban shopping centers, sex and loeation
kept constant.

goods as being the greatest advantage for downtown.
In high-income Area 1, 57.2 percent of females chose
this advantage, as against 36.2 for Area 2. The critical
ratio of percentages is 2.34.

Moreover, when comparing the $3,000-t0-$3,999 in-
come group with the $4,000-t0-$5,000 category, using
the total sample, 40.8 percent of the former and 43.8
percent of the latter chose ‘“larger selection” as the
greatest advantage for downtown. The difference be-
tween the groups is in the same direction, although not
statistically significant.

The conclusion that a large selection of goodsis more
important for upper socio-economic status groups is
confirmed by an analysis utilizing the North-Hatt

Scale.?? Of those who had a North-Hatt score of 50 to 59,
33.7 percent chose “large selection” as being most im-
portant for downtown, while of those who scored 80 to
03, 67.5 percent chose this advantage as being the most
important. The critical ratio indicates that these differ-
ences are significant beyond the 1-percent level of
confidence. Similarly, comparison of the 50-to-59 group
with the 70-to-79 group gives percentages of 33.7 and
55.5 respectively, with a critical ratio of difference
between these of 3.16.

A comparison of first choices for disadvantage of sub-
urban shopping centers tends to support the findings

Per Ceont
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Source: Appendix Tabje F-6

Figure 12. Percentage of sample in medium- and high-income

areas choosing parking as the most-important disadvantage
for downtown.

indicated above. Only 20.7 percent of the low group,
under $2,000, indicated that “lack of large selection”
was the greatest disadvantage, while 50.0 percent of the
high group, $7,500 and up, chose it as the greatest
disadvantage.

If sex, and location with reference to sources of shop-
ping satisfaction are kept constant, as in a comparison
of females in Areas 6 and 3, a much larger proportion,
59.9 percent, in Area 6 (high) choose ‘lack of large
selection” as being the most important disadvantage
for the suburban shopping centers than do females in

2 Phe North- Hott occupational rating senle is essentindly n publie ranking of
90 different jobs by n eross-section of Amerienns using n battery of guestions,
See “Jobs and Qeeupation: n Popular Evaluntion’ in Lognn Wilson and William
L. Kolb, Sociological Analysts.
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Area 3 (lower status) where only 19.5 percent choose
this feature of suburban shopping centers as being the
most disadvantageous. The critical ratio between per-
cents is 5.65.

The most-important disadvantage for downtown
shopping was difficult parking; 44 percent of re-
spondents indicated this as their first choice. But,
again, various groups evidenced differential reaction to
this item (see Tables 31, 32, and 33). Generally speak-
ing, it appears that the people who use automobiles
most for shopping are the ones who think difficult
parking is the most-important disadvantage for down-

Per Cent Per Cent
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40 ——40
20— —20
o] . 0
Low High
Income Group

Source: Appendix Table F-2

Figure 13. P_ercentuge of sample in low- and high-income
groups choosing parking as the most-important disadvantage
for downtown,

town. The ones who use automobiles most for shopping
are the upper socio-economic groups (see Table E-0);
those who use cars least are the lower socio-economic
groups. Dividing our sample into high- and low-income
groups, it will be seen that of the high group 46.8 per-
cent chose parking as the most-important disadvan-
tage for downtown, while of the low group, 36.8 percent
indicated this choice. Comparison of the low scorers,
39 to 59, on the North-Hatt Scale with the high scorers,
70 to 93, indicates that 36.8 percent of the low and
46.5 percent of the high group chose parking as being
the most-important disadvantage.

A comparison of higher and lower cconomic areas,

when proximity to areas of shopping satisfaction is
kept relatively constant, shows the same trend. In
Area 6 (high), 60 percent chose difficult parking as
being the greatest disadvantage, while in Area 3, 41
percent chose this disadvantage as being most impor-
tant, the critical ratio of the difference being 2.69. And
if these areas are compared when sex is kept constant,
the significant differences are maintained since 60.9 per-
cent of females in Area 6 chose difficult parking as
being most disadvantageous for downtown, while only
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21— — — — 2

g $2,000 $4,000 $6,000
to to and
$3,999 $5,999 OVER
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Note: Low Score Indicates a comparaﬁvelz
Lower Degree of Satisfaction wit
Conditions

Source: Text Table 3i
Figure 14. Attitudes toward parking of three income groups.

42.5 percent of females in Area 3 chose this disadvan-
tage as being most important, the critical ratio of the
difference in means being 2.54.

A comparison of different educational classes tends to
support the findings indicated above. Of those who
have completed eight grades of school, 37.0 percent
chose difficult parking; of the college graduates, 52.9
percent chose this disadvantage as being most im-
portant.

The intensity reaction to parking and traffic items—
Item 66, difficulty of parking; Item 67, cost of parking;
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and Ttem 69, difficulty of traffic—provides clues as to
the meaning of these conditions for different people. It

TABLL 31

MEAN PARKING AND TRAFrIc INTENSITY SCORES OF
INpicATED INncOME GROUPS

Item No. 69
Traffic difficulty

Item No. 67
‘ Parking difficulty Parking cost

Item No. 66 ‘
|
|

Income group Stand- :

Stan- ‘ ‘I Staréd»
z dard | N s ard To M o ar
No. Mean devia- | No. |[Mean devias No.[Mean | o0
tion ‘ tion tion
—— . — —
§2,000-3,999 I 58 2.55 1.34 58 | 3.08 | 1.31 58| 3.07 1.27

124! 2.23 | 1.26 124 | 2.74 1.20 124‘ 2.80 | 1.26

$4,000-5,999
196 2.46 1.25 196 | 2.96 ‘ 1.22 ‘ 196‘ 3.18 1.34
| '

$6,000 and over

Score Score

2.5 25

20— == 1920

1.5} — 1.5

1.0 — 110
.5 5

(o]
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Note: lI.'g:er SB%B?ee'"dé?"'%iﬁs?ocﬁg'ﬁ'""L"i"iﬁ"’"

Conditions

Source: Text Table 32
Figure 15. Attitudes toward parking of males and females.

TABLE 32

MeaN ParkiNnG AND Trarric INTENSITY Scorebs
BY SEX IN ArREA Four

[ Item No. 66
Parking difficulty

Item No. 69

Item No. 67 ‘
Traffic dificulty

Parking Cost

Sex Stand- [

| | Stand- ’ | Stand-
[ No. M ard | ne IMean | 9 | Nou/Mean | 27
Do, ean | devias 0/ |PACON | evia- || 0 devia-
| | | tion ‘ tion | tion
—- < —— . P S -
Male l 59 2.15 1.20 59 | 3.14 1.33 ‘ 5| 3.05 l 1.18
TFemale 318 2.45 1427 320 ‘ 2.86 1.20 iﬂ'.'!(ll 3.04 | 1.32

will be remembered that the range of the intensity
score on each of these items was from 1 to 5, a score of
5 indicating satisfaction and a score of 1, repulsion.
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When the comparison is in terms of income groups, the
middle group in the $4,000-t0-$5,999 range seems to
be the one for whom parking difficulty, parking cost,
and traffic is worst. The differences ndicated in Table
31 are not all statistically significant, but they are all

Score Score
4 4
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Background
Note: Low Score Indicates

a. Comparativel
g wiﬂ?
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Source: Text Taeble 33

Figure 16. Attitudes toward traffic of persons from rural, city,
and metropolitan backgrounds.
TABLIL 33
MpeaN ParkiNG AND TrArric INTENSITY ScoRE
BY RURAL OR URBAN BACKGROUND

Item No. 66 Item No, 67 Item No, 69
Parking difficulty Parking cost Traffic difficulty
Backgronnd | | Stand- | | Stand- | | Stand-
;\'o.'_.\luun dé‘\f:ja- l No. Mean (‘25?&_ No. Mean d:&i—
| i

| tion | tion | | tion

Rural (500-2,499) 28' 2.14J 1.24 28 |2.79 | 1.40 | 28 2'4G| 1.18

City (2,500~ \ [
99,999) 82 2.34 1.12 82 | 2.76 ‘ 1.16 82 2.67 1.19
Metropolis (100,- | | | |
000-1,000,000) 264 2.45 [ 1.33 266 ‘ 2,96 | 1.25 266 3.21 1.34

in the same direction. The reasons for the result indi-
cated is probably that this group uses cars more than
the lower group, and though they may use cars less
than the upper-income group, the upper group is prob-
ably less concerned with parking fees and more of them
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have available private parking spaces or their cars are
chauffeur driven. Thus, the upper-income group has at
its disposal greater means with which to overcome the
friction of space, while the low-income group uses the
automobile less and is therefore less troubled by parking
and traffic.

If the comparison is in terms of males and females,
the score of males is lower for parking, but higher for
cost of parking, while the reaction to traffic of the two
sexes is about the same. The critical ratio of the differ-
ence in means of males and females on Item 66 is 1.75,
and on Item 67, 1.53, neither being statistically signifi-
cant.

When comparing those with urban and rural back-
ground, those with urban background are found less
troubled by parking and traffic difficulties than are
those who come from rural backgrounds. For example,
the score of the rural group for traffic difficulty is 2.46
and for the metropolitan group, 3.21, the critical ratio
between means being 3.13.

It would seem, therefore, that the answer to the ques-
tion, “Why do different categories of people evidence
different degrees of shopping satisfaction for a given
place?’’ is that a given physical fact or condition does
not carry the same weight for persons having different
environmental backgrounds.

Conclusion

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to discover the atti-
tudes and other motivating factors which either repel
or attract persons to downtown or to suburban shop-
ping centers; to determine the weights of these factors;
to decide whether satisfaction with one or the other
type of center is associated in a characteristic fashion
with such variables as income, education, sex, and
urban-rural background; and finally, to attempt ex-
planations of some of the differences found.

The first objective, the discovery of pertinent factors,
was achieved by an analysis of relevant literature and
by depth interviews using open-ended questions. The
items discovered in this way were then further tested in
a pilot study by field interviews and statistical analysis.
Finally, a schedule of significant items was drawn up
and systematically administered by trained interviewers
to a sample selected by the areal sampling technique.

To accomplish other goals, it was necessary to create
instruments of analysis that would measure the degree
of attraction to downtown or suburban shopping
centers, thus discriminating between downtown shop-
pers and suburban shoppers. An item analysis by means
of the critical-ratio technique tested the power of dis-
crimination of all the items in the schedule. It was
possible to build two attitude scales of high discrimina-
tive power. Statistical tests indicated that these scales
were highly valid. Split-half correlation analysis for
reliability indicated a corrected coefficient of correlation
of 0.79 for one scale and 0.64 for the other.

Systematic analysis of factors associated with shop-
ping satisfaction indicated that in Columbus the down-
town shopping center had a decided advantage over the
suburban shopping centers. The most-important ad-
vantage for downtown was that it had a larger selection

of goods. The second-most-important advantage was
that people thought they could do several errands at
one time, and the third, that prices were cheaper down-
town. The most-important disadvantage downtown was
difficult parking, next in importance was the crowded
conditions found there, and third, traffic congestion.

For the suburban shopping center the most-important
advantage was that it was nearer home, the next-most-
important was easy parking, and the third was that
people considered that suburban stores kept more con-
venient hours. The number-one disadvantage found
with the suburban shopping centers was their lack of a
large selection of goods, the second that not all kinds of
businesses were represented there, and the third that
the prices were too high.

Further analysis indicated that 90 percent of people
found parking very difficult downtown; about 71 per-
cent were seriously concerned about the cost of parking,
and 81 percent found traffic very difficult. Yet only
about 9 percent indicated that they would let these
difficulties deter them from using their cars for shopping
downtown.

It was found that distance or location was not an
important factor in determining shopping satisfaction
with the downtown section in Columbus.

To realize the third objective—that of determining
what kind of relationships, if any, exist between shop-
ping satisfaction and such individual and group back-
ground factors as income, education, age, sex, and
urban-rural backgrounds—the attitude scales were ap-
plied. It was found that the higher-educational classes,
higher-income groups, persons having urban or metro-
politan background, and those who were females indi-
cated higher satisfaction with downtown shopping than
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did persons of lower income, less education, of rural
background, and of the male sex.

The reasons why people who differ in various ways
also differ in the degree to which they are attracted and
repelled by certain shopping conditions seem to be
that a given condition has different meaning for differ-
ent persons; they evaluate the same facts differently.
Thus a larger selection of goods was found to be more
important as a downtown advantage for the upper
socio-economic classes than it was for the lower-income
group, and lack of a large selection in suburban centers
was more of a deterrent for the upper than the lower
class. Parking as a downtown disadvantage apparently
affects persons in the upper-income brackets more than
those in the lower, males more than females, the more
educated more than the less educated, and persons of
rural background more than those of urban back-
ground.

When a person makes a choice, the usual rule of life
is that he must take the bad with the good if he wants
anything. Thus, if the majority of the people in our
sample are more attracted to downtown than to sub-
urban centers when seeking shopping goods, it must be
that whatever advantages there are downtown out-
weigh the disadvantages in their value scales.

Most modern shopping centers seem to be adopting a
policy which aims their advertising and merchandising
toward middle- and upper-income groups. The analysis
indicates that if suburban shopping centers are to
compete successfully with downtown in attracting
persons of these classes, they must assure a large
selection of goods. This is economically difficult, since
it impales the suburban retailer on the horns of a
dilemma. To maintain a large enough stock to insure
great variety, a shopping center must have a large
number of customers, but a large number of customers
creates the very parking and crowding problems that
repel some people from the downtown section. This de-
velopment has already occurred in certain new sub-
urban shopping centers and is beginning to appear in
Columbus.

Results indicating that lower socio-economic classes
are less concerned with a large selection—and more
with prices and distance—than are the upper groups
suggest the possibility that modern secondary shopping
centers catering particularly to lower socio-economic
groups by location and policy might fill an important
need within the urban community. Such centers, be-
sides having ample parking facilities, should be easily
accessible by public transportation. The latter feature
is often ignored by suburban shopping centers, since
they expect their customers to come by car anyway. But

this analysis indicates that as income goes down, the
use of an automobile for shopping diminishes. It should
be remembered in this connection that the successful
pioneers in the movement of retail stores to the sub-
urbs were the Sears-Roebuck and Montgomery-Ward
stores, which do not cater to upper-income groups.

It is apparent that the downtown section of Columbus
still possesses a number of highly important advantages
that determine its dominant position in the retail shop-
ping-goods trade of the city. Persons in the higher-
income group are particularly attracted to the down-
town shopping section, even though they are the ones
who are more concerned with traffic and parking. These
facts seem to indicate that, for them, the attraction of
greater selection of goods outweighs the disadvantages
of parking and traffic conditions, However, our findings
indicate that the attraction of downtown for people,
particularly upper-income groups, could be increased
by the elimination or amelioration of parking and traffic
problems that seem to be the chief deterrent for all
groups but particularly for this group. -

FURTHER RESEARCIH INDICATED

The results obtained point out three new avenues of
investigation that might profitably be followed:

In the first place, it would be desirable to ascertain
the relative shopping orientation of different urban
areas without having to conduct a survey by a team of
interviewers. If it were possible to use census data for
small areas, such as city blocks or census tracts, a con-
tinuous set of data would be available every 10 years
for an analysis of the nation’s cities. The results ob-
tained in this study suggest that census data pertaining
to income, education, rent, age structure, etc., might be
meaningful as single or combined indices. Whether or
not the census data could be used in this way might be
determined by testing the predictive value of indices in
the six characteristic areas for which we already have
shopping-satisfaction scores.

A second possibility of further research is suggested
by the following considerations: the specific attitudes
that a person holds, and his ranking of advantages and
disadvantages, result from the operation of a large
number of factors within a given environmental matrix.
If the environment changes and if thereby the position
of any one of the factors changes, it may be that there
will be a change in the relative position of all the factors
in the hierarchy of a person’s likes and dislikes. For
example, it would seem that distance is not an im-
portant factor in Columbus in determining shopping
satisfaction for downtown. However, this would prob-
ably change in a city where distances are greater and
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transportation more difficult. If we applied our scales
to persons in different environments, that is, to cities
of different size, it might be possible to ascertain if and
how attitudes change in response to different situations.
It might also be possible to arrive at norms and stand-
ards for different-sized cities possessing variations of
shopping and transport facilities. It may be, on the
other hand, that certain factors remain relatively con-
stant in more than one class of city.

A third possible investigation is indicated by findings
showing that attraction to or repulsion from a given
shopping center is determined by a person’s generalized
point of view, which he has because he had been brought
up in a certain cultural environment. The persistent
indication that satisfaction with certain types of
shopping centers is closely associated with economic
class and urban-rural background suggests the hypothe-
sis that the cultural backgrounds tend to create value
systems that make the individual react characteristi-
cally to conditions presented by the shopping facilities.

These observations suggest the further possibility
that there may be generalized motivational factors
which would be revealed in characteristic behavior for
given persons whatever the specific environmental con-
ditions may be. If this is a valid conclusion, it is possible
that attraction to downtown or suburban facilities is
associated with such basic personality components as
extroversion, introversion, submission, aggression, and
the like. The high discriminative power of Scale II-C

items, and the results obtained using this scale in the
analysis of the relationships between shopping satis-
faction and individual backgrounds, seem to support
this contention.

A further substantiation of this hypothesis was ob-
tained by constructing a scale using only the five last
items of Scale II-C (Items 70, 71, 72, 73, and 74)
which we should expect to be particularly sensitive to
personality differences. The downtown and suburban
shoppers were then separated on the basis of their
shopping-habit scores and the mean shopping-satis-
faction scores were calculated for each group. The mean
for the downtown shoppers was 3.43, and for the sub-
urban shoppers, 2.43. The critical ratio of the difference
between means was 9.04, thus confirming that these
items are particularly efficient in indicating the ten-
dencies that favor either downtown or suburban
shopping facilities.

Investigation of the relationships between underlying
stable characteristics around which response tendencies
revolve and attraction or repulsion to downtown and
suburban facilities should yield information that would
be valuable basic data for persons such as the city
planner, the merchandiser, or anyone concerned with
the movement of people within urban communities, and
the motivations for such movements. By using the
shopping-satisfaction scales developed in this study in
conjunction with personality inventories and scales,
relationships between basie personality components and
shopping attitudes might be revealed.
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APPENDIX A
Final Schedule

STuUDY OF SHOPPING AND PARKING Ouro STATE UNIVERSITY AND NATIONAL REstArcH CouNciL

123 4
0 O O Schedule No. O Arvea

567 8
O O O Block No. O House No.

1. Use of Facilities

Convenience Goods Shopping Goods Services
Item Furni d Household —
Food Clothing urniture an ouselio: s .
(Weekly) (Over $5) ].Zlgsg;n;«;g)t Movies Medical Care
Location where last goods 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
or service were purchased | 81 O [m] (m] 92 0O (] [} 103 O ] i 114 O o u] 125 O @] [m]
(Avenue and Street) DT SSC  Other DT 8SC  Other DT 8SC  Other DT SS8C  Other DT 8SC  Other
Transportation 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
82 O a [} 93 O a m] 104 O im) [m] 115 O m] a 126 O a a

Auto Public Walk

Auto Public Walk

Auto Public Walk

Auto Public Walk

Auto Public Walk

Distance in miles (One 83 94 105 116 127
way) 84 95 106 117 128
Cost: Parking
Trosptn. one way 85 . 96 107 118 129
Total
Travel Time (In minutes- 86 97 108 119 130
one way) 87 08 109 120 131
Lcological Distance 88 99 110 121 132
89, 90 100, 101 111, 112 122, 123 133, 134
Point of Origin 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
91 O a m] 102 O a a 13 0 0 a 124 O a (i} 135 O a 0
Home Work Other Home Work Other | Home Work Other Home Work  Other Home Work Other

136. About how often do you go
downtown shopping?

138. What do consider yourself?

10 a downtown shopper

10] once a week or more
20 2-3 times a month

30 once o month

401 less than once a month

137. About how often do you shop in the suburban
furniture or

20 a SSC shopper

shopping center
appliances?

for clothing,

302
79 80

Scale I Score O [

10 once a week or more
201 2-3 times a month

30 onece a month

40 less than once a month

II. Attitudes toward Shopping in Central Business Section and Suburban Shopping Centers

y:|

Your answers to the questi(_)ns in this sectio_n wiu }}elp us to find out what youlike or dislike about shopping conditions down-
town or in the suburban shopping center. I realize thisis rather difficult to say when you have not been thinking about it before,
but I hope you will try to decide.

21 22 23

Which do you think are the three
most important advantages of shop-
ping downtown starting with the most
important advantage first, the next
important next, and so on, numbering
them 1”7, *2”, and “3” in the order of
their importance?

10 Larger selection of goods

20 Cheaper prices

30 Convenient public transportation
40 Enjoyable place to shop

500 Close to home

600 Stores close together

70 Can do several errands at one time
80 Better delivery service

900 Other.

24 25 26

Which do you think are the three
most important disadvantages in
shopping downtown starting with the
most important disadvantage first,
the next important next, and so on,
numbering them 1”7, 2", and *'3” in
the order of their importance?

10 Poor public transportation
20 Takes too long to shop there
30 Difficult parking

40 Too crowded

51 Congested traffic conditions
60 Cost of transportation too high
70 Too far to go

80 Unfriendly service

90 Other.

36

Which do you think are the three
most important advantages of shop-
ping in the suburban shopping center,
starting with the most important ad-
vantage first, the next importunt next,
and so on, numbering them “1”, 2",
and “3” in the order of their im-
portance?

Which do you think are the three
most important disadvantages of
shopping in the suburban shopping
center, starting with the most im-
portant disadvantage first, the next
important next, and so on, numbering
them 17, ©2”, and ‘3" in the order of
their importance?

27 28 29
10 Closer to home
2() Less crowded
30 More convenient hours
4 Parking easy
50 Clean and modern stoves
601 Friendly and courteous clerks
70 Do not have to dress up to go there
81 Less noise and confusion
90 Other

30 31 32
10 Poor public transportution
200 Lack of large selection
301 Not all kinds of business repre-
sented
41 Too far to go
501 Prices high
60 Bus fare too high
70 Hard to get credit
80 Poor delivery service
90 Other.




I1.B

When you go shopping for suits, dresses, furniture, house-
hold equipment, or jewelry, certain things may be of concern
to you. Please tell me in regard to each item, as I read it to
you, where you find the better condition, downtown or in the
suburban shopping center. Some items may be of no concern
or importance to you at all. For example, if you have no
children, the item about taking children shopping is probably
of no concern to you, and you should tell me so. We do not
want to know how you think these things concern others, but
we are particularly interested in how you feel about them.

DT (downtown); SSC (suburban shopping center); UN
(undecided); NC (no concern).

2) | @) | @

1)
| oT | 88C | UN | NC Item
33. l ‘l Better delivery service
34. | l | Easier to establish a charge account
35. | ! | | lEusier to return and exchange goods bought
36. | [ I ‘ iBetter place to establish a credit rating
37. | | i |Greater variety and range of prices and quality
—_— e ————ae _;.— 2
38. | [ | i(hwxlur variety of styles and sizes
S — = ———
39. ] | ; \More bargain sales
40. ‘ | l iBetter quality of goods
S R —
41. | | | ICheaper prices
42, | | ‘ Tukes less time to get there
43. [ | Retter place to combine different kinds of shop-
| ping and other things one may want to do
44, | I ' |Lm walking required
45. | [ I [Goods more attractively displayed
. | | | |Lass tiring
—_—
47, ! i | |Cost of transportation less
' T T i : .
48 I ] | |More convenient to public transportation
49, |[ I | iEasier to take children shopping
50, ‘It’s the better place for a little outing away from
‘ home
—_ —
51. | [ “ IThe right people shop here
SO, | S — —
52. I | | More dependable guarantees of goods
B3, ‘ ‘Best plaee to meot friends from other parts of the
' city for a shopping trip together
b4. | ] | Keep open more convenient hours
55. | | | Better places to eat lunch
56 b8 60 62
poooaooad Scale I1. B Score
57 &9 61 63
64. Does your family own an automobile? OYes [No. Do you drive? OYes
1 2 1
ONo.
2
65. Can you arrange to have an automobile when you want to go shopping?
OYes ONo.
1 2
IL. €

The following statements will help you tell us how you feel
about certain conditions which you may encounter when
you go downtown. Place a check mark in the box before the
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word or phrase which best describes your reaction to each
statement.

66. When I go shopping downtown by car, finding a place to park for me is:
Opractically  Oextremely Odifficult Dfairly Ono trouble
1 impossible 2 difficult 3 4 difficult 5 atall

67. Asfar as I am concerned the cost of parking downtown matters:
Dvery Ogreatly Osome Oalittle Onot ut all
1 greatly 2 3 4 5

68. I take the bus rather than drive my car downtown:

Dalways Dusually Doften Ooceasionally [Onever
L 2 3 4 5
69. When I drive downtown, I find the traffic:
Opractically  Dextremely Odiflicult Cfairly Ono trouble
1 impossible 2 difficult 3 4 difficult 5 atall

70. With regard to downtown crowds, I can truly say that I:

Ohate them  DOdislike Oam affected Olike them Olike them

1 2 them * 3 in no way 4 5 very much
71. I go downtown only when T cannot avoid it.

DOstrongly Cagree Oundecided Odisagree Ostrongly

1 agree 2 3 4 5 disagree

72. With regard to the hustle and bustle downtown, I can truly say that I:

Ohate it Odislike it dam un- Olike it Olike it very
1 2 3 affected by 4 5 much
it
73. Downtown shopping is a pleasant change from the every day routine.
Ostrongly Odisagree Oundecided Oagree Ostrongly
1 disagree 2 3 4 5 agree
74. One of the things I dislike about shopping downtown is that T have to dress
up.
Ostrongly Odisagree Oundecided Oagree Ostrongly
5 disagree 4 3 2 1 agree

75 76
Scule IT C Score | |

II1. Individual Section

9. Age: D15-19; [120-24; CI25-34; (135-49; (150-64; CI65-+.
12 3 4 5 6

10. Iiducation: D6th Grade or less; O7th or 8th Grade; [l or 2 years of
1 2 3

High School and/or Trade School; 3 or 4 years of High School

4
and/or Trade School; [OAttended College after completing
5
High School; OCollege graduate; OOther—
6 7
11, 12. Oceupation: ==
Occupation of spouse (if married)
13. Race: OWhite; [ONegro; OOther
1 2 3
14, Nativity: [ONative; OForeign
1 2
15. Population of community where you have lived most of your life (check
one):
OUnder 500; [500-1,000; [O1,000-2,500; [2,500-10,000; [110,000-50,000;
1 2 3 4 5
[150,000-100,000; [1100,000-500,000; [3500,000-1,000,000; [11,000,000 and
6 T 8 9
over.

IV. Family Section

16. OSingle man; [OSingle woman; [OHusband; OWife; OOther
1 2 3 4 5 v
17. Number of children 0-12 years old in the family
18. OOwner; OTenant.
1 2
19, Monthly Rent___ Utilities included? OYes [No
Value of house (if owner) |

20. Please indicate approximate family income. In which income group would
your family fall? Include total income of all members of your family living
in your household:

OUnder $2,000; [1$2,000-$2,999; [1$3,000-83,999; [184,000-$5,999; (186,000~
1 2 3 4 5

$7,499; [1$7,500 and over.

6
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Statistical Description of Columbus

Description of Two Suburban Shopping Centers

Tables Presenting Personal Background Data for Sample

STATISTICAL DESCRIPTION OF COLUMBUS*

Columbus, the third largest city in Olio, is the center of one
of the most rapidly growing metropolitan areas of the country.
It had a population in 1940 of 306,087; in 1950, 375,901 ; and in
1952 its estimated population was 389,264. The figures for the
metropolitan Area of Columbus for the same years were as
follows: for 1940, 388,712; for 1950, 503,410; and estimated for
1952, 518,319. Its population is 96 per cent native born, and 11
per cent of its people are non-white.

The city is a manufacturing center having 776 such estab-
lishments employing 67,081 workers with a 1951 payroll of
$230,285,866.

Considerable retailing is done here, since there are 4,700
retail stores which employed 36,397 people and did an annual
business of $577,278,000 in 1951. Its wholesale establishments,
numbering 715, employ 12,242 persons and do a yearly business
of $721,602,000. These businesses are served by seven clearing
house banks.

The influence of farming within the metropolitan area is
apparent from the fact that the farm acreage equals 238,445,
and the value of agricultural products sold here amounted to
$11,269,793 in 1951.

The degree to which Columbus is dependent on and inte-
grated with other parts of the country is indicated by its
transport facilities. It is served by five railroads, twelve motor
bus lines, and seventy-five motor freight lines.

There is also considerable educational activity in Columbus
since there are seven universities and colleges including the
large Ohio State University.

The fact that the city is the capital of Ohio and the county
seat of Franklin County indicates that there is also consider-
able governmental activity in Columbus.

DESCRIPTION OF LANE AND TOWN AND COUNTRY
SHOPPING CENTERS

The number and types of stores in Lane Shopping Center
are as follows: One Appliance, 1 Bakery, 1 Barber Shop, 2
Beauty Shops, 1 Building and Loan, 1 Confectionery, 1 Dairy
Store, 1 Department Store, 2 Dress, 2 Drug, 3 Filling Stations,
1 Florist, 1 Furniture, 1 Gift, 2 Grocery (Chain), 1 Hardware,
1 Jewelry, 1 Men’s Clothing, 1 Paint and Wallpaper, 1 Photog-
raphy, 1 Plumbing and Heating, 2 Poultry, 1 Radio-TV-Phono,
1 Real Tstate, 1 Restaurant, 3 Shoe Stores, 1 Shoe Repair,
1 Sporting Goods, 1 Theater, 1 Variety, 1 Rug and Carpet, 1
Lingerie, 1 Needlework, 1 Children’s Furniture and Toys, 2
Kitchen Equipment, 2 Children’s Wear, 1 Hobby Shop, 1
Carpet Cleaning, 1 Camera, 1 Kitchenware.

The Town and Country Shopping Center comprises the
following stores: One Appliance, 1 Auto Accessory, 1 Bakery,
1 Bank, 1 Barber Shop, 1 Beauty Shop, 1 Building and Loan, 2
Cafes, 2 Department Stores, 5 Dress Shops, 2 Drug, 1 Dry
Cleaning, 5 Filling Stations, 2 Furniture, 1 Gift, 3 Grocery
(Chain), 2 Grocery (Ind.), 1 Hardware, 1 Jewelry, 1 Laundry,
1 Men’s Clothing, 1 Paint and Wallpaper, 1 Photography, 1

* Data from Research Bureau, Columbus Chamber of Commerce
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lPoultry, 3 Restaurants, 3 Shoe Stores, 1 Shoe Repair, 1 Sport-
ing Goods, 1 Upholstery, 1 Variety, 1 Women’s Hats, 1 Lumber,
1 Coal and Feed, 1 China Shop, 1 Linoleum and Tile, 1 Chil-
dren’s Shop, 1 Insurance Agency, 1 State Liquor, 1 Children’s
Toys and Furniture, 1 Day Nursery, 1 Wine and Beer Carry-
Out, I Nursery, 1 Veterinarian.

It should be noted that the department stores in these
centers fail to match the full-line “downtown’’ parent stores
and are not at all comparable to F. R. Lazarus and Com-
pany, the dominant store in Columbus, located in the down-
town section.

TABLE B-1
MAaRITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS
Status No Percent
SINEl G i 5 5 T w v esoress o oo ' 39 8.5
Married. ... ... 528 88.0
Witdowed i o somsmcotsrmim s 33 5.5
TObal. o rce g sesissssimmesins 600 100.0
TARLLE RB-2
SExX oF RESPONDENTS
Sex | No. Percent
Male. ... .............. ‘ 77 | 12.8
Female 523 87.2
i B 7| [ o ‘ 600 ‘ 100.0
TABLIS B-3
Home OwNERSHIP 0F RESPONDENTS
Status No. | Percent
OWNET erssewvivsnsoneoasne 424 70.6
g RETo v o . 174 29.0
No data, «omiemsne i 2 0.4
Totaleeaas 600 100.0
TABLIE B4
RACE oF RESPONDENTS
Race No. Percent
Whiteacesssmamms 572 95.3
NEEL0w ncmisinine i v sisiivins ot -3 22 3.7
No data ' 6 1.0
Totalse: puasnserdidn, 600 100.0
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TABLE B-5 TABLLE B-8
NATIVITY OF RESPONDENTS EpucATION OF RESPONDENTS
Nativity No. Percent Education No. Percent
Native. sz.ostesisssasses wmes 585 97.5 6th grade or less............. 13 2.2
PFOTEIEN it atars al s W ook 7 1.2 7th or 8th grade............. 61 10.1
B (o 5 W s G AT e 8 1.3 1 or 2 yrs. high school....... 79 13:2
3 or 4 yrs. high school....... 220 36.7
Potal oo vsmammissiiiisods 600 100.0 Attended college. . .......... 113 18.8
College graduate......... Siesils 104 17.3
Other, : ;s wmsvsmos # & swvses 1 0.2
N Bss: 1 o TR 018 = 5 RIS 3
TABLE B-6 B Y 1
Size oF Community WHERE REesroNDENTS LIVED Total. . ...ooiec.. immmie 600 100.0
Most or TurIrR Lives — i
Community Population No. Percent TABLE B-9
- n o N ) f OCCUPATIONAL SCORE oF RESPONDENTS ON
TUNAER BOO . . o sowe oo Istaiat st 18 3.0 NorTr-HATT SCALE
500-1,000. . ... .0 11 1.8
1,000-2,500, - ... cqisonioaaesmny 25 4.2 Score No. Percent
2, 500100005555 . i cuimissianimw 42 7.0 o
10,000-50,000. =i . 1v01 5 s wraras s 49 8.2
50,000-100,000 .+ +1omo i 22 3.7 b i i 28
100,000-500,000_ .. ........... 336 56.0 R S Pl 219 36 5
500,000-1,000,000. . .......... 78 13.0 70_.‘.6 """""""""""" 155 25 8
1,000,000 and over. ......... 16 2.7 B TS o S 105 17.5
NO da,ta ................ 3 0‘4 L R S S e L] .
PO AOER o wvoni oo onir srisismaretcss 24 4.0
Total.......ooovvveeinnns 600 100.0 Total . ooovoee e 600 100.0
TABLE B-7 TABLE B-10
Acn CoMPOSITION OF RESPONDENTS Faminy INcoME oF RESPONDENTS
Age Groups No. Percent Family Income No. Percent
B 115211 Ny W S 11 1.8 Under: 2,000 . . umwmst svrasice s 29 4.8
024, , ¢ s s wanTaE e R 39 6.5 2,000-2,999. . cviviiiiiiiainn. 39 6.5
2 148 24.7 3,000-3,999 <. . ; dvietitaave wsseass 103 17.2
3540, | .. . s e 225 37.5 4.000-5,999 . = crariitia i as’s 180 30.0
BO-B4. . 5. il amess 4 saae i 126 21.0 6,000-7,499. . . ...coviiaiannn. 93 15.5
65 and. OVer sy hin s v asme e 41 6.8 7,500 and over. ., ........... 154 25,7
N dabs. .. s bismumnemmws 10 1.7 Nodata..................... 2 0.3
Tobal , worgisome i sapanamesiiee 600 100.0 Total. ;o s cuswmsaageissa 600 100.0




APPENDIX C

Tabular Presentation of Percentages Indicating Responses to Statistically Significant
Items in Attitude Scales

TABLE C-1 TABLE C-2
CrrTican RRartos ror 23 SuorpiNg SamisracrioN [TuEas anp Crrmearn, Ramios axp Mean Scores ox Arrirupe lrems
PrresNTaGE 1IN Two SEGMENTS OF THE SAMPLE REPLYING Testing INTENSITY 0F REBaCTiON To DOowntTown Conpr-
Trar v DownrowN Area Hap T ADVANTAGE TIONS OF RESPONDENTS OF TWo SEGMENTS OF THE SAMPLE
N = 100 in each segment of the sample. Upper and lower Upper and lower segments include respectively the 100
segments include respectively the 100 individuals scoring individuals scoring highest and the 100 scoring lowest on the
highest and the 100 scoring lowest on the Downtown Shopping Downtown Shopping Habit Seale.
Habit Scale.
- — Upper segment Lower segment
Percentage Item No.® | _____ S— | Critical ratio
I1tem No.# | P —— Critical ratio N Mean N Mean
Upper segment | Lower segment e e e [ - — — e’
= — 66 60 4.22 77 2.13 5.97
33 50 27 3.34 67 60 3.26 77 2.56 3,18
34 38 24 2.14 68 60 3.45 77 4.31 —4.53
35 54 28 3.74 69 60 3.43 77 2.55 4.00
36 52 27 3.62 70 100 2,78 100 2.11 6.26
37 88 70 3.13 71 100 3.36 100 1.88 11.18
38 95 74 4.10 72 100 2.79 100 2.08 7.47
39 78 48 4.39 73 100 3.42 100 2.35 8.31
40 35 12 3.84 74 100 3.36 100 2.56 5.78
41 50 33 2.44 = ; ——
42 18 5 2.88 o Ttems 66-69 are applicable only to car users of which there
43 75 32 6.10 were 00 in the upper segment and 77 in the lower segment.
44 20 5 3.21
45 62 22 5.73
46 15 3 2.97
47 18 14 G 77
48 60 40 2.83
49 4 0 2.03
50 53 23 4.37
51 13 1, 3.33
52 46 15 4.76
53 76 50 3.81
54 28 55 4.39
55 74 43 4.45

a Ttem nuﬁlgéraorl'gsgdn;l to item numbers of the schedule.
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APPENDIX D

Tables Showing Results of Correlation Analysis

TABLE D-1
INTERCORRELATION OF THREE ScCALES

All correlations not involving Scale II-C are based on N’s
of 600. Correlations involving Scale II-C are based on N’s of
379.

Shopping Shopping Downtown
habits satisiaction satisfaction
(Scale I score) (Scale II-B score) | (Scale IT-C score)
Ttem
Standard ¥ Standard Standard
error error error
Scale I........ —- — .40% | .034 | .39* .043
Scale II-B.. ... .40%* .034 — = .23* .049
Scale II-C..... .39% | .043 | .23* | .049 — —

! Sigr{iﬁca,nt at or beyond the .01 level of confidence,

41

TABLE D-2

CORRELATION OF INpIcATED ITEMS wiTH SHOPPING HABIT
AND SHOPPING SATISFACTION SCORES

All Correlations not involving Seale I1-C are based on N’s

ranging from 576 to 600. All correlations involving Scale II-C

are based on N's ranging from 369 to 370.

< In S in Downtown
“hbis® | sishetion | satisfuction
- (Scale I score) |(Scale II-B score) score)
Stand- Stand- Stand-
v ard r ard r ard
error error €rror
A dt oy T et .03 — |—=.07 041 | .02 —
Education......... —.01 — |—.05 — .02 -
North-Hatt Oceu-
pational Scale...| .03 — |—.08* | .035 | .10* | .051
Size of town (Pop.), .12*% ,041 .04 — | <15*% .0560
Family income.....| .01 — |—.10* | .041 | .08 | .051
Distance from
DL e ons o gwsied .34%% .036 2% 041 | L14**% .051
Cost of transporta- \
tlond : « ca s swmm .20%% ,040 .06 .041 | .31%% 047
Travel timef...... S34** 036 J12%% 041 | .16*% 050
Ecological dis- l
tancet........... .26"”‘1 .038 | .06 — | .29** .048

* Significant at or beyond the .05 level of confidence.

** Significant at or beyond the .01 level of confidence.

1 These distances, costs, travel time, and ecologieal dis-
tances are with reference to the purchase of elothing down-
town by respondents. (Ilcological distance equals cost plus
time.) )



RuRraL-URBAN BACKGROUND OF RESPONDENTS IN SIX AREAS

APPENDIX E

Tables Presenting Data on Six Areas Sampled

TABLE E-1

N = 100 for each area. Data expressed as percentages.

Area Rural Urban Metropolitan | No data Total
. 1 o 97 18 73 0 100
2 6 9 85 0 100
3 14 32 53 1 100
4 14 10 76 0 100
5 5 17 78 0 100
6 6 27 65 2 100
TABLE E-2

AvERAGE DisTANCE IN MILES FROM DOWNTOWN AND SUBURBAN

- SuopPING CENTER OF RESPONDENTS IN VARIOUS AREAS

Average distance in miles to:

TABLE -4
CoMPOSITION OF SIX AREAS BY INCOME
N = 100 in each area. Data expressed as percentages

Area  [32,000-83,090 [154,000-55,990 | $6:000and | No gaa | Total
1 14 29 57 0 100
2 40 29 31 0 100
3 11 51 38 0 100
4 62 28 10 0 100
5 41 34 23 2 100
6 3 9 88 0 100

TABLE E-5

COMPOSITION OF S1X AREAS BY [EDUCATION
N = 100 in each area. Data expressed as percentages.

Ar . Grammar .
ea s Suburban shopping center Avea echool High school College No data Total
7 6.45 4.81 1 5 49 46 0 100
2 2.34 2.22 2 11 57 32 0 100
3 6.19 1.24 3 8 41 45 6 100
4 2.57 6.00 4 37 58 5 0 100
5 2.87 2.04 5 13 51 35 1 100
6 4.98 0.76 6 1 43 54 2 100
EniE s TABLE E-6

AVERAGE RaTiNnGg oN NoORTH-HATT ScALE oFr RESPONDENTS

BY AREAS

N = 100 for each area.

Area

Average score

[=r N, BN VER O f

73.38
63.87
68.10
56.35
62.55
74.16

IncomE CoMPOSITION OF SHOPPERS IN THE SAaMPLE USsING
AvuroMoBILES FOR BUuYING CLOTHING AND FURNITURE
Data expressed as percentages.

Income Level

Middle ($4,000-$5,999)

Upper (86,000 and over)

Clothing TFurniture

(N = 311) (N = 346)

19.29 21.97

....... 30.87 29.19
....... 49.84 48.84
100.00 100.00
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PART ONE: COLUMBUS SHOPPER ATTITUDES

TABLE -7

DISTRIBUTION BY AREA OF SHOPPERS IN THE SAMPLE UsINg
AuToMOBILES TOoR BuyvIiNG CLOTHING AND FURNITURE
Data expressed as percentages.

Areas ((1311031;%% ) %;l}lr:it;;;)
1 14.38 15.77
2 111 11.27
3 27.12 23.67
4 8.17 12.39
5 15.69 15.77
6 23.53 21.13
Totalisn sostcsss 100.00 100.00
TABLE E-8

Tyres oF TRANSPORTATION UsED BY RESPONDENTS TO SHOP

N = 600. Data expressed as percentages.

FOR INDICATED ITEMS

Types of transportation

Item —

Auto | Public | Walk | Other

Rood.uansw i v 75.8 | 2.3 18.6 | 0.0
Clothing......... 52.0 | 41.8 | 3.8| 0.7
Furniture........| 59.2 | 27.8 | 3.3 | 0.2
Movies, ... auus 58.0 | 10.8 | 13.5 | 0.2
Medical Care....| 69.8 | 15.7 | 10.8 | 0.7

Does not

apply Total
3.3 100
1.7 100
9.5 100
17.5 100
3.0 100

TABLE I5-9

Locarion WHERE RESPONDENTS SHOPPED TFOR

InpicaTED ITEMS

N = 600. Data expressed as percentages.

Location
Item Dg;;f;;)t Total
DT SSC | Other
Food. . ...swesxwsses 1.7 | 49.3 | 48.8 0.2 100
Clothing. ........... 72,2 119.5 | 7.0 123 100
Furniture........... 61.8 | 14.2 | 16.7 7.3 100
Moviesi. v sosissansos 22.7 | 24.0 | 36.2 17::1 100
Medical Care.......| 28.3 | 17.5 | 51.8 2.4 100

TABLE 13-10

FREQUENCY OF SHOPPING BY LOCATION OF SHOPPING

N = 600. Data expressed as percentages.

Frequency ’ Downtown SSC

Once a week................. | 19.5 21.8
2-3 times a month .. ......... 22.7 15.0
Once amonth. .............. 29.7 16.2
Less than once a month...... 27.8 46.5
N6 datBiy s sauve s 5 sisissms & 0vES | 0.0 0.2
Does ot apply ..ces e s vsses 0.3 0.3

TPOEAL . . v x v sippmsemmanopim s + 8t ' 100.0 100.0




APPENDIX F

Tabular Presentation of Percentages Indicating Reaction to Specific Conditions of
Downtown and Suburban Shopping Centers

TABLE F-1
PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE 'LACING INDICATED ApVANTAGES O DOWNTOWN SHOPPING IN FIRST PLACE, BY INCOME 0F RESPONDENTS
Data expressed in percentages.

Income categories
Advantages T ————— — —_—
Under $2,000 $2,000-82,999 $3,000-83,999 $4,000- 85,999 $6,000-87,499 $7,500 and over
(N = 29) (N = 39) (N = 103) (N = 180) (N = 93) (N = 154)
Larger selection of goods. ................... 51.7 48.7 40.8 43.8 51.6 66.9
Cheéaper PIBEB yrpigipmss o poimmmaceen oo neacess 13.8 12.8 12.6 14.4 9.7 8.4
Convenient public transportation............ 6.9 10.3 9.7 6.1 10.8 5.8
Enjoyable place toshop. ...........oovii... 0.0 0.0 4.9 3.8 2.2 2.6
Close 10 homE ;i smaemviesemocmis s smaEseeieE e 6.9 T 5.8 1.7 0.0 0.7
Stores close together. . cisee.. .o vasimemmieiie 0.0 Tl 2.9 2.8 4.3 0.7
Can do several errands at one time, ......... 13.8 5.1 11.7 7.2 4.3 4.5
Better delivery service.............icvvienan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7
No advantages. ..... B S v e SateraN et IR0l i 6.9 0.0 8.7 14 .4 13.0 6.5
IN'O b yst wbie « 5800 o ltdl & TG B EERTne Ak 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 Ll 0.0
ORHOY S5 iansrt « SRR M TRE s eis 5 ¥ 5 & 5 550 G B 514 0.0 T 2.9 5.0 3.2 3.2
TEORAL .o rrcmmin n o o o smngrsaser s & 2 50 AT G iH 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
TABLE F-2

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED DIsSADVANTAGES OF DOWNTOWN SHOPPING IN FIRST PLACE, BY INCOME OF RESPONDENTS
Data expressed in percentages.

Income categories
Disadvantages — —T
Under $2,000 $2,000-$2,999 $3,000-§3,999 $4,000-85,999 $6,000-87,499 | $7,500 and over
(N = 29) (N = 39) (N = 103) (N = 180) (N ="93) (N = 154)
Poor public transportation................. ! 17.3 15.4 10.7 7.8 8.6 8.4
Takes too long to shop there. . .............. 10.3 10.3 7.8 3.9 4.3 5.9
Difficult parking......o. oo . s aiesa v 34.5 30.7 41.7 47.1 38.6 61.3
ooCroWAeds 575 s 30 i sade « « - Tumaiaee i 13.8 12.8 16.5 1.7 16.1 9.7
Congested traffic conditions.................. 0.0 Tl 2.9 117 12.9 9.1
Cost of transportation too high.............. 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 1.0 0.6
Too far to go. ... ... i 0.0 Tl 3.9 9.4 9.7 5.9
Unfriendly service............cooiiiuuinnernns 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 1.3
{7 a1 D 6.9 2.6 3.9 2.2 1:1 1.9
No disadvantages.............cocoiimuiaiiinns 13.8 12.8 9.7 5.0 6.5 5.9
N QabiBlgis ¢ &+ 5 5+ maemsnys v & 5 sEEmmoeEETCE 3.4 0.0 1.0 0.6 Eal 0.0
B - 1 R e 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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PART ONE: COLUMBUS SHOPPER ATTITUDES

TABLE F-3

45

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED ADVANTAGES OF SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTER IN FIrsT PLACE,

BY INCOME OF RESPONDENTS

Data expressed as percentages.

Income categories

Advantages — = ¥
Under $2,000 $2,000-$2,999 $3,000-83,999 $4,000-85,999
(N = 29) N = 39) (N = 103) (N = 180)
Closer 10 NOmE s . o« v+« 4 s £ 3 s semos R e 34.6 59.0 50.5 41.1
Less crowded..ov. . oo ovvoiiiiinivninniennins 6.9 12.8 7.8 5.6
More convenient hours...........oovviieinn.. 6.9 7.6 10.7 10.0
Parking easy . .........ccoveeiiniiaoeanii, 17.2 5.1 11.7 25.0
Clean and modern stores...........ooouuiii. 3.4 2.6 1.9 2.8
Friendly and courteous clerks................ 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3
Do not have to dress up......oovviuuancn. 13.8 2.6 4.9 6.1
Less noise and confusion.....,..ccvvescsssnns 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0
No advantages. . ....oov i iennnns 17.2 10.3 5.8 2.8
NOdaba. oo i 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.1
OBNOY .« grmmsgigaign o o = 5% 5 e 1 5 TR SRR H 0.0 0.0 3.9 2.2
Tobalasss s i ¢ 5 wes s 5 s ¢ QEEEOOERRIRIE S 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0
TABLE F-4

$6,000-87,499
(N = 93)

45.

2.
10.8
24.7

21

2

1
il
.5

1

e e (N R

3
.0
100.0

$7,500 and over
(N = 154)

.

[\]
HOWOOSNHHERODW
= DI ~T Ut W =1 Ut

e
<o
(=]

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED DISADVANTAGES OF SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTER 1N F1rsT PrACE,

Data expressed as percentages.

BY INCOME OF RESPONDENTS

Income categories

Disadvantages T SR S N R —— ——
Under $2,000 $2,000-82,999 3,000-$3,999 $4,000-85,999 $6,000-87,499 | $7,500 and over
(N =29) (N = 39) (N = 103) (N = 180) (N = 93) (N = 154)
Poor publie transportation............... ... 13.8 TiaT 15.5 12.2 9.7 9.2
Lack of large seleetion.... ... ... .. ..... 20.7 51.3 43.7 37.2 36.6 50.0
Not all kinds of businesses. . ................ 6.9 7.7 6.8 17.9 14.0 16.2
Too far t0 €0, vvvvviiinniannnon. 0.0 0.0 1.9 2.8 0.0 1.3
Prices high o .ovviiininivineensmanans 17.3 7.7 6.8 6.1 7.5 3.3
Bus fare too high............. ... ........... 3.4 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.0
Hard to geticrediti ; ; : s s s wsmpsemimissinurssssmas 0.0 2.5 1.0 0.5 2.1 0.0
Poor delivery 8ervice. ........ooovviiieiiiia. 0.0 0.0 1.0 147 2.1 1.9
No disadvantages. . .....oviviiiiiiiiiins 34.5 15.4 19.4 18.4 21.5 14.9
NG BB wvivin v e e e s 0 om0 5556 16 44 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 1l 0.6
(81110 AP T e 3.4 T 1.9 2.2 5.4 2.6
TPobalveoemmme ¢ 555 5 5+ swres ST ARATRE ST 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
TABLE F-5
TABLE F-6

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED ADVANTAGES OF
DowNTOWN SHOPPING IN FIRsT PLACE, BY AREA

N = 100 in each area. Data expressed as percentages.

Areas
Advantages _
1 2 3 4 5 ' Disadvantages
Larger selection of goods. .| 57 | 39| 36 | 44| 60| 72 - — —t
Cheaper prices.. ........... 7 6 9| 20| 17| 10 Poor public transportation..
Convenient public transpor- Talkes too long to shop fhere
VAEON wstsns & scannmas v viw0rs 9| 20 4 4 5 4 Difficult parking...........
Injoyable place to shop...| 3 6 1 3 1 4 Too crowded . .............
Close to home............. 0 9 0 6 0 0 Congested traffic conditions
Stores close together. ... .| 2 0 4 8 1 2 Cost of transportation too
Can do several errands at high'... ... ¢ 0 vs e
one time..........o..oiue 9| 12 3 8 7 3 Toofartogo..............
Better delivery service....| 0 1 0 0 0 0 Unfriendly service.........
No advantages. ........... 4 4| 38 7 4 4 ObIens o « v 2o ssumn 1 5 5 5 O
Noldata................... 0 0 2 0 0 0 No disadvantages.........
Other..............c...... 9 | 3 3 0 5 1 No data. , 556 anmss0ss resa
U]
Totalo . cooeeiananaieins 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 Total. . . .ovveeoennnn

=

i

=
COPR OO =IO~

100

[y
oMW O O

100

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE Pracing INDICATED DISADVANTAGES
oF DownNTowN SHOPPING IN FIRST PLACE, BY AREA

N = 100 in each area. Data expressed as percentages.

Areas
3 4 B 5— 6 3
5| 14 9| 10
3 6 9 4
41 39 38 | 60
11 21 17 6
23 7 4 8
0 0 1 2
11 6 4 7
il 0 1 il
i 0 1 il
1 7 10 1
3 0 1 0
100 | 100 | 100 | 100
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PARKING AS A FACTOR 1N BUSINESS

TABLE I'-7

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED ADVANTAGES OF

SUBURBAN SHoOPPING CENTER IN FIirsT PracE, BY AREA

N = 100 in each area. Data expressed as percentages.
Areas
Advantages e =
1 2 3 4 5 6
Closer to home........ ... 49| 10| 36| 68| b4 | 53
Liess crowded i sses sisinaas 7 9 0 7 7 7
More convenient hours..... 8 19 9 6 8 7
Parking easy sz aeedaia 23| 23| 34 6| 13| 26
Clean and modern stores..., 0 6 4 1 0 1
Friendly and courteous
Clerks ,; . ouw cmea s niiaanis 3 1 5 0 0 3
Don’t have to dress up to go
1)1 S — 5| 11 9 3 6 1
Less noise and confusion.. . 0 2 0 1 0 1
No advantages. ........... 5 12 1 7 74 0
N o ‘datt, ez sem masaeniv s aei 0 3 2 0 0 0
Other.: «sivesaaaiymiae e 0 4 0 1 5 1
Total. . u.oveeeessnsaaans 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100
TABLE F-8

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PrLACING INDICATED DISADVANTAGES

oF SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTER IN FIRST PLACE, BY AREA

N =

100 in each area. Data expressed as percentages.

Data expressed as pereentages.

TABLE F-9
PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED ADVANTAGES OF
DownTown SHopriNGg IN FIrsT Prack, BY NorrH-HATT

OccurATIONAL RATING ScaLE

North-Hatt Occupational Rating Categories

Advantages -
39-49 | 50-59 | 60-69 0-79 | 80-93
(N = 17)| (N = 80)[(N = 219) (N— 155)|(N = 105)
Larger selection of
goods.......... ...| 17.6 | 33.7| 48.4 | 55.5| 67.5
Cheaper prices........ 20.4 | 18.7 | 12.3 8.5 7.6
Convenient publie
fransportation. ... .. 0.0 11.3 7.8 6.5 6.6
l,-)u{oyu e place  to
BROP: 5 snamweswma s 0.0 3.8 32 4.5 1.0
Close to home. . 17.6 5.0 1.8 0.6 1.0
Stores close together..| 5.9 8.7 1.8 2.6 1.0
Can do several errands
at one time......... 11.8 T8 8.3 5.8 4.8
Better delivery serviee| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0
No advantages........ 11.8 | 10.0 | 13.2 Tl 7.6
Nodata.............. 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.6 0.0
Other, .. .....oovu.. 5.9 1.3 2.7 Tplk 2.9
Total wsmmeswsissmiig 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
TABLE F-10

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED DISADVANTAGES
or DownTowN SHOPPING IN FIrsT PracE, BY NORTH-
Harr OccurATIONAL RATING ScALE

Data expressed as percentages.

Disadvantages

Disadvantages

Poor public transpm tation..
Lack of large selection. . ...
Not all kinds of businesses. .
Too far to go.
Prices highuemamess oo s 6 v s
Bus fare too high..........
Hard to get credit.........
Poor delivery service. .....
No disadvantages..........
No dabaws; s o smemns 0 3525

Areas

1 2 3 4 5 6
13 | 28 6 91 10 2
40 | 29| 18| 57| 46| 60
18 8 16 8| 13| 20
3 5 0 1 0 0
5 il 6 14 8 4
0 2 0, 0 i 0
1 0 1 2 0 1
4 1 0 1 2 bl
10 | 22| 49 7| 14| 10
0 3 1 0 0 0
6 1 3 1 6 2
100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

Poor public transpor-
tation.

Takes too long to shop
there.. v
Difficult palklng ......
Too crowded....... ...
Congested traffic con-

AIELONT as 5 v v v v w055 4
Cost of transportation

too eghc wecosiavess
Too far to go
Unfriendly service... ..
Otherissassseae g
No disadvantages.....
No datarensemieiduss

North-Hatt Occupational Rating Categories

39-49
(N =17)

11.8
5.8

29.5
29.5

= =
o wwooxs o

—
o
S o oO—=O

50-59
(N = 80)

8 = - 00 -
oRNOoO;— 0 ®-T
O CowWmoOoWw 0 RO

—

60-69
(N =219)
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PART ONE: COLUMBUS SHOPPER ATTITUDES

TABLE F-11

PERCENTAGE 0F SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED ADVANTAGES OF

SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTER IN FIRST Prace
Hart OccuraTioNalL RATING SCA

Data expressed as percentages.

, BY NORTH-

ll;

‘ North-Hatt Occupational Rating Categories

TABLE F-12

Data e\plcssed as pelcentages

Advantages i g _—y ——Tr
' =1, (N 320) (9 = 219) (N = 185) (N = 105) Disadvantages

Closer to home.......| 70.6 | 51.2  44.8 40.0 | 45.7 >
Less crowded, ........ 0.0 3.8 7.3 4.5 8.6 Poor public transpor-
More convenient hours 0.0 [ 15.0 7.3 9.7 10.5 tation
Parking easy........ A 17.6 7.5 26.4| 18.7| 24.8 Lack of large selection
Clean and modern

SLOTERz s 7 aine altily 0.0 3.8 09| 3.2 1.9 nesses .
Friendly and courteous ‘ Too far to go

clerks............... 0.0 2.5 0.5 3.9 2.9 Prices high. .
Donot have to dress up 0.0 2.:b 4.6 | 10.3 3.8
Less noise and con-

fusion. I 0.0 1.2 1.4 0.0 0.0
No advantagcs ........ 0.0 8.8 5.0 4.5 0.9
No datias e vsssmens 0.0 2.5 0.0] 1.3 0.9 No data
Othi6Tsu-icearonin . - vgaeety] J1a8 1:2 1.8 3.9 0.0

Totalssmtusvisesssimd 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 Total

TABLIE F-13

Not all kinds of busi-

Bus fare too high. 2o
Hard to get credit. ...
Poor delivery service. .
No disadvantages.....

Other.................

PrroextAGE oF Savene Pracing INnicaren DISADVANTAGES
or Susursax Suorrine Center i First Puace,
Norru-Harr Occurarmionan Rarting Scare

BY

North-Hatt Occupational Rating Categories

| 60-60 |

70-79 |

80-93
(N=17) (N = 80) (N = 219) (N = 155) (N =105)

39-19 | 50-50
11.8 11..3 12.3
41.1 43.8 | 39.3
0.0 5.0 14.2
00 2.5 1.8
17.6 6.3 7.8
0.0 0.0 0.9
5.9 1.2 0.0
0.0 1.2 1.4
11.8 25.0 20.5
0.0 2.5 0.0
11.8 1.2 1.8
100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
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PRERCENTAGH OF SAMPLE PrAaciNg INDICATED ADVANTAGES oF DowNTowN SirorpiNG IN FIRsT PrLAcE, BY AGE oF RESPONDENTS
Data eXpleSSGd as pelcentages

Age categories

Advantages — —— —
15-19 24 \ 25-34 35-49
(N = 11) N=39) | N=148) (N = 225) (N 126)
Larger selection of goods. ................... 63.6 53.9 ' 55.4 53.8 41.3
Cheaper Prices. ... vabiniin. ionvisasiis : 05, 12.8 14.2 12.0 8.7
Convenient public transportation............ 18.2 10.2 5.4 6.2 11.9
Enjoyable place to Shop. ...cocvvineiririiins 9.1 5l 1.4 2.7 4.0
CLOSE H0 TOTIE oy . » sremiprn mimre s sos SETEA w0k = 850 0.0 2.6 2.0 1.8 4.0
Stores close together......................... 0.0 2.6 3.4 3.6 1.6
Can do several errands at one time.....,..... 0.0 0.0 3.4 7l 14.2
Better delivery Service. . vy vewscnnsceonseses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0
N6 ad VaNbAEER v s smsnisms awe s Tmeaseawan i 0.0 12.8 10.8 10.2 8.7
NG 85, » 65 w15 505 » LR A8 78, SR STw 565 o8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.8
OtRET: v e viie L6 BB R SEENT S TR ARG RIS 0.0 0.0 4.0 1.8 4.8
Total ; « Enavvmdetn « « Saiitrmeli S RRT 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
TABLIE F-14
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PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED DI1SADVANTAGES OF DOWNTOWN SHOPPING IN F'IRsT PLACE, BY AGE OF RESPONDENTS
Data expressed as percentages.

Age categories

Disadvantages

Poor public transportation..........
Takes too long to shop there......c..covevnn.
DTAETIT: PR RIIE e smamma e 0057505 ¥ o o o i @A
Too crowded
Congested traffic conditions..................
Cost, of transportation too high..............
To0: Far 10 B0 v s sm@mmmse s @@ rimms e
Usifriendly SerVICe s ¢ i vanmmmninsmeviaewbesvive
OFREE 2 it « » < v o iSRRI A S SRRSO S T 0TF
No: disadvaiitagesas w. o . 50 e ssmmadnmme i
N0 Atlitia iv5 MEErTes ol ilhimnide S oAb s S
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48 PARKING AS A FACTOR IN BUSINESS

TABLE F-15
PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED ADVANTAGES OF SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTER IN FIRST PLACE, BY AGE OF RESPONDENTS
Data expressed as percentages.

Age categories
Advantages - o
15-19 20-24 5-34 35-49 50-64

(N =11) (N = 39) (N 148) (N = 225) N =10 | ©=4)

loger to Home s suswdus caw o isssiaiime 54.5 38.4 53.4 44.9 37.3 41.5
Tiegs crowdedsti: 5 5 «ilels v i3 o5 10 SREmeRE ¢ Wnbiatel 0.0 T 5.4 5.3 7.1 12,2
More convenient hours.............ooiiinn 27.3 20.5 12.2 8.0 7:1 2.4
Parkif sy . ... coovoeon i i 9.1 15.4 16.1 24.9 24.6 9.8
Clean and modern stores. . ... .............. 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.4 4.0 9.8
Friendly and courteous clerks................ 0.0 5.1 1.4 2.7 1.6 0.0
Do not to have todress up. .., ..ovvvunnnann. 0.0 5.1 6.0 6.3 4.8 7.3
Less noise and confusion..........cooovoionn, 0.1 0.0 0.7 0.4 0.8 0.0
NO BATATIVREEH... sgieonsin & sl SERCIRE SRR RS 0.0 2.6 1.4 4.4 10.3 14.6
NG AAEE uthiite « w86« Sliacn cmmsile » @V NS 51N S8 TR 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.9 0.8 2.4
Otherasasss. - e o v SRR T TR ST 0.0 2.6 2.0 1.8 1.6 0.0
Mool vl e v s s o i s reraTvi v 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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|
|

TABLE F-16

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED DISADVANTAGES OF SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTER IN FIRST PLACE,
BY AGE oF RESPONDENTS

Data expressed as percentages.

Age categories

Disadvantages ===

15-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 i 0-64 65
(N =11) (N = 39) (N = 148) (N = 225) (N 126) (N = 41)
l’nm publie transportation.. ................. 27.2 18.0 l 8.8 8.0 15.8 12,2
Lack of large selection.......ooovvveeeneeinan. 27.2 348.5 44.6 44.0 41.3 26.8
Not all kinds of businesses. . ................ 9.2 15.3 11.5 20.0 7.9 9.8
To0: far 10 B0ssiu i « cr s dumwaiEsisiosmasiat weu 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.4 4.8 0.0
Pricos hghc, , coswiv s s scam o pismswseais 9.2 15.3 8.8 2.2 8.7 4.9
Bus fare too high,.. ... sewzismnsis g 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.8 2.4
Hard to get eredit. . .......oooviviiiiiiii, 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.9 0.0 0.0
Poor delivery service. ..........oiiieiiiiiin 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.2 0.8 0.0
No disadvantages. . ......ccovvmneeizaaiaiain. 27.2 10.3 18.2 17.8 16.7 26.8
N datiai: e o5 s avmmion s « 5 5 95 spmmpms saaes s vcdemy 0.0 2.6 2.0 0.4 0.8 14.7
NG saris 5 afi 5 5 oo 555065 Hlal © EERIIR By SRRSO R 0.0 0.0 2.0 3.2 2.4 2.4
TOtAL ca v v bttt » » + - dmgiiis ey srissieia:a | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

|

TABLE F-17
PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PraciNGg INDICATED ADVANTAGES OF DowNTOWN SHOPrING IN First Prack, By lpucamion
Data expressed as percentages.

6th G I 7th or 8th G I-% gr . )(Iirs. Ir; gr . )drs, Al ded Coll College Grad:
Advantages (N r'=01r3)ess (Igr= 62) " Tr;ui-eagc}{ggl Tradeaé‘cl{:;l tt:e(xlj\l e= : )egel y (?\%e 1l-a ;mte
(N =79) (N = 220)

Larger selection of goods............cooviee. 23.0 35.5 38.0 53.0 57.5 64.8
Chenper Prices.:. . ..coovv..v oot iviinaenes 46.2 12.9 13.9 12.4 7.1 8.6
Convenient public transportation. ... ........ 15.4 6.5 11.4 8.2 8.0 3.8
Emoyul)lc place SO EIODG oo v v ion s mnna vsed 0.0 4.8 5.1 2.2 1.8 3.8
Cloge:8Q HomE v, . . vistan e oo os wmieRwas 0.0 11.3 2.4 1.4 1.0 1.9
Stores cloge together. 0.0 3.2 3.8 2.2 4.4 0.0
Can do several ena,nds at one time. ......... .0 14.5 11.4 6.4 3.4 4.8
Better delivery service. . ........creeiiuannnn 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1:0 0.0
NoO advanbagesiv : : sus s send & cwpo e gienns T4 8.1 11.4 7.8 12.4 11.4
NG: ABER ax..owt50 555850 2 oioitmonnd§T 5 2o 3 e Erwta wrw Ao 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.5 0.0 0.0
0111 o To3 2 T PP i = e 0.0 3.2 1.3 5.9 3.4 0.9
Totalie s witems o s BEe @b « St s S waimenis.s s 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0




PART ONE: COLUMBUS SHOPPER ATTITUDES

T

ABLE F-18
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PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED DISADVANTAGES OF DOWNTOWN SHOPPING IN FIRST PLACE, BY [iDUCATION
Data expressed as percentages.

|
|
|
|
|

Sth Gr. ot less | 7th o Bth G l 1S 2o 1.8 andjor  [Attended Coll
. - . o e r
Disadvantages N=T) | N=s62) | 'rmle“ggzl;«;;gl 'r(r%l:“gzéggol W= 1)
Poor publie transportation.. . ................ TT 16.1 13.9 8.6 5.3
Takes too long to shop there. . .............. 17 9.8 6.3 4.6 4.4
Diffienlt PaRrkIng. . ..o viiiiiiiiiiee e s veers 38.4 37.0 36.8 44.5 46.0
Too erowdod . izwaiiio o daiiaivim g ss yrwrammmss 15.4 16.1 8.0 16.3 8.0
Congested traffic conditions.. ............... 0.0 4.8 10.1 5.9 19.4
Cost of transportation too high. .. ... ...... .. 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.9
AT 1) & 7o R e s - 0.0 4.8 6.3 7.3 8.0
Unfriendly Service. ... . vosscocorve s seiaoii 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9
IR < 11 3550 5 ooy, oisvrscage, o e e SRR Tvar Lm0 0.0 0.0 2.5 4.1 1.8
No disatdvantREeR. | . .norvaneis paves CiiaEES 30.8 9.8 12.7 6.8 35
Wo dBIR. .« oo g eomie v mmysmmesseies v Eaia 0.0 1.6 2.5 0.5 0.0
Total ;o4ommsrpmamim s S ST s 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
TABLE F-19

College Gradua e
(N = 104)
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PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED ADVANTAGES OF SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTER IN FIrsT PrACE, BY EpDUCATION
Data expressed as percentages.

3 or 4 yrs.
H.S. and/or | Attended College
Trade School (N = 113)
(N = 220)
45.9 41.6
7.3 6.2
10.0 8.0
19.5 30.1
1.8 0.9
0.5 3.5
4.1 Tl
1.4 0.0
5.0 2.6
1.8 0.0
2.7 0.0
100.0 100.0

Collli%c Graduate
(N = 14)

1

B = H
S OONOWURNWHHRARD
= OO N o

—
o

| 1 or 2 yrs.
Advantages l 6th(l\?r; orsl)ess 7t}h\(‘)r=8té12§}r. ’%%eug‘;gl;;,

Clogay $0 BORS . comvmaimss sammssalsicnr sam s 53.9 532 41.8
LiB8 orawWded . . oo sianimie el M et s e v 0.0 4.8 7.6
More convenient hours................. o0, 7.9 4.8 11.4
Parking CoOBIE. summiiee v st inisns mumm e sy | 7.7 11.3 15.2
Clean and modern stores. . ................. 0.0 3.2 0.0
Friendly and courteous elerks. .. ...... ...... | 0.0 0.0 1.3
Pon’t bave to dressup. ... oo eerayveasmainen | 0.0 9.7 10.0
Less noise and confusion. ............cocvuun. 0.0 1.6 0.0
NO RAVANLAZES . 1 oot vremvviraaneenrineisnnann ' 30.7 8.2 7.6
s eIl O IR S P l 0.0 1.6 0.0
[ 127 e T BT A =T e 0.0 1.6 5.1

Total .o mmmianisasmumeveis s e S D i ‘ 100.0 100.0 100.0

TABLIE F-20

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE PLACING INDICATED D1sADVANTAGES OF SUBURBAN SHOPPING CENTER IN FIirsT PrACE, BY EpUCATION
Data expressed as percentages.

6th Gr. or 1 7th or 8th G 0o /6 1 o | Attended College] College Grad:
. T. Or less i Te )y .. € ege ollege Lr:
Disadvaninges N =T3)" o' = 62) Trade School | Trade School | (N = 119) | (N = 104)
(N =19) (N = 220)
Poor public transportation................... T4l 11,3 114 15.5 115 3.8
Lack of large selection....................... 30,7 41.9 48.1 36.8 39.8 51.9
Not all kinds of businesses. . ............. ... 7. 6.5 6.3 13.6 15.9 22.1
OO EAY B0, 05 <aviin oo v Aiits wiaTereis, o m o wmcmsare: oo b 0.0 1.6 3.8 1.8 0.9 0.0
Bridhs BB« o o ommnas 00 s dome v mee mrssn s 15.4 9.7 6.3 5.9 5.3 5.8
Bus fare too high........ ... . .coiiiiiiinn. 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0
Hard: to gat eredit ity ocmmennnenssamnas 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.9
Poor delivery service. ........o.ovvieiieaiins 0.0 0.0 1:3 2.3 1.8 1.0
No disadvantages. . . .......orvveimnsiavineas 15.4 19.4 21.5 17:2 22,1 12.5
N O AR 6570 0 e sy im0 VIR 2 0.0 1.6 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0
GE i m v e s e At S BRI 23,1 1,6 1.3 5.0 1.8 1.0
Total. i s. gagmemmsencs s e E T - o5 100.0 100.0 i 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE F-21

PARKING AS A FACTOR IN BUSINESS

PercenTAGE OF FuMaLks IN Meprusm axo Hier IncoMmu AREAS
Pracing INDICATED ADVANTAGES OF DOWNTOWN SHOPPING

IN Firsr Prack

Advantages

Larger Selection of Goods................
Cheaper Prices. ... ... ooccsioniasimninn,
Convenient Publie Transportation. ,.... ;
Iinjoyable Place to Shop.................
Closé to Home. . .........co.ooveen.. !
Stares Cloger Together.. ... . ITITIIT e
Can Do Several Iirrands At One Time. .

Better Delivery Serviee..................
OBRET, ,is - 3hcinn < o wimnompa e vig x5 1« o mpesecEATS
No Adventages . - oo s sv ooy s gp semomes
WO Diabai ¢ et o ohts ¢ o 353 oo ws § ¥e=inms

Area
Medium High
(No. 3) (No. 6)

34.8 70.5
9.7 10.5
4.4 4.2
1.0 4.2
0.0 0.0
3.3 2.1
3.3 3.2
0.0 0.0
3.3 1.1

39.2 4.2
1.0 0.0

100.0 100.0

TABLE F-22

PERCENTAGE OF FEMALES IN MEDpIUM AND HigH INCOME AREAS
PracinGg INDICATED DISADVANTAGES OF SUBURBAN SHOP-
_ PING CENTER N FirsT PrAcn

Area
Disadvantages

Medium High

(No. 3) (No. 6)

Poor l’ubhc Transportation. .. ........... 5.5 2.1
Lack of Large Selection. . ... ... .. e 19.5 59.9
Not All Kinds of Businesses Represented 16.2 20.0
TooFartoGo.............ccocvvviinnnn 0.0 0.0
Prices High.............................. 6.5 4.2
Bus Fare Too High: ... :onscosssisissias 0.0 0.0
Hard to Get Credit...... ............. 1.0 1.1
Poor Delivery Service. .................. 0.0 1.1
No Disadvantage. ..................... . 48.0 9.5
NoData.......c...vvvviiiiinnn. B 0.0 0.0
OUBEY o gn srwrsiorsi o s 5 3 7 6 5 Sisneios €1 5 4 & & ST 3.3 2.1
TObBL: 5 i susiiniin » 5 o » e o maezonns o s 8 2 o i amedlitd 100.0 100.0




