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ABSTRACT

The poultry industry of the United States has
observed a decreased per capita consumption of shell eggs.
"The objective of this study is to evaluate consumer shell
egg consumption, use patterns, and attitudes toward shell
eggs in relation to socioeconomic characteristics in thé
Phoenix area. This information will provide a basis for
future shell egg promotional efforts and determine if
Arizona per capita shell egg consumption is in line with
estimateé national figures.

The relative number of responses which fell into
various categofies was of prime importance in the analysis.
Therefore, chi—square.analysis was used. The results of the
study indicate that most households consumeAl—lZ eggs per
week. Per capita shell egg consumption was 5.5 weekly or
286 eggs per year. Nonwhites had a higher household and
'per capita egg consumption than Caucasians. Males in the
‘_15—19 age group and females in the 6-10 age group consumed
eggs more frequently than any‘other age groups. Scrambled
eggs were the most populér form in which eggs were consumed.

Consumer attitudes toward eggs as a separate entity
and in relation to meat, cheese, and fish indicated that
eggs had a favorable image. Physicians' advice against egg
consumption because of cholesterol was hegligible°

xi



CHAPTER T
INTRODUCTION

Natioﬁwide per capita consumption of shell eggs has
decreased from 364 shell egés in 1950 to an estimated 261
in 1973 (Tabie 1). However, very little information is
available regarding egg consumption in relationvto Ariiona,
socioeconomic characteristics, and ethnic groups. Awareness
of the decreased nationwide per capita egg consumption has
prompted research aimed at finding explanations for changing
consumption and use patterns and to determine if Arizona per
capita egg consumption is in line with national figures.
Regearch of this nature is needed in order that the poultry
industry can adjust, if needed, to meet the challenges of a
competitive economy. Specifically, information is needed in
areas of consumer shell egg consumption, use patterns, and

attitudes toward eggs.

Purpose and Objectives

. The purpose of this study is the determination of
consumer shell egg’cohsumption, use patterns, and attitudes
- toward shell eggs in the Phoenix area. |
Specifically, the major objectives of this study

were:



Table 1. Per Capita Consumption of Shell Eggs, United
States, 1950-1973

Number of eggsa

Year ‘ Shell 'Processedb Total
1950 364 25 389
1951 365 27 393
1952 362 28 390
1953 354 25 379
1954 351 25 - 376
1955 : 346 _ 25 o - 371
1956 345 24 369
1957 - 335 27 362
1958 328 26 354
1959 319 23 352
1960 306 29 335
1961 296 30 ' 326
1962 294 30 : 324
1963 288 28 316
1964 283 30 313
1965 278 30 308
1966 282 29 313
1967 285 31 320
1968 _ 284 35 316
11969 , - 279 32 - 310
1970 _ 277 . 34 311
- 1971 277 : 37 o 314
- 1972¢ 271 , 36 307

1973¢ 271 36 307

fSource: 1950 through 1965, Selected Statistical
Series for Poultry and Eggs Through 1965 (1966, p. 91); 1966
through 1973, Handbook of Agricultural Charts (1973, p. 20).

b

Shell equivalent of processed eggs.
CPreliminary°

dEstimated.,-



To discern consumption and use patterns for shell
eggs in relation to economic and social characterié—
tics of consumers.

To évaluate attitudes and opinions toward shell
eggs.-

To evaluate reasons- for variation in consumption and
attitudes of shell eggs as related to socioeconomic:

characteristics of consumers.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter is a review of relevant research which
contributes to the understanding of egg usage, egg consump-

tion, and egg buying patterns.

Egg Use

Reasons for Egg Use

Attempts have beeh made4to findlout why people do or
do not buy and use eggs. Fifty~five per cent of people
questioned by Baker'and Goldman (n.d., pp. 329-339) in
Des Moines ate eggs because "we like them." Relatively few,
about 17 per cent, mentioned protein, vitamins, or minerals.
Five and one-~half per cent of households used‘no eggs.
Reasons for nonuse were generally related to distaste, the
consumér being too young, and allergies to eggs.

Three hundred consumers in Columbus, Ohio, were
asked by Jasper andACray (1953) why they used eggs. Forty-
six per cent answered simply they "liked them." Also given
as reasons were:

| Health Probertiés,"32%

Convenience : 11%



Economical 6%
Doctor's Orders - 4%

According to a summary of twenty-two egg preference
surveys ‘family income, size of family, and race or nation-
ality were factors heavily influencing egg demand. Reasons
for use were summarized as tastefulness, healthfulness, and
convenience (Jasper, 1953).

Homemakers Use of and Opinions About Eggs (1960) was

the resulting publication of a survey made in November and
December of 1958, This study was undertaken to provide some
knowlédge of consumer opinions, purchasing habits, and egg
use patterns. Twenty-four hundred and fifty consumers were
interviewed across the United States, and although it was
found consumers generally considered eggs as an essential
part of a heavy breakfast, many underestimated breakfast
needs of people whose daily routine was not considered
physically demanding. Forty per cent of respondents did not
use eggs regularly for breakfast.

Food value was mentioned by 82 per cent as the

reason for including eggs in their breakfast (Homemakers Use

of Eggs, 1960). Powell (1960) also found nutrition an

important stated consideration. Homemakers Use of Eggs

(1960) indicated this food value was attributed to protein
by 40 per cent, to general nourishment by 29 per cent, to
minerals by 8 per cent, and to carbohydrates by 2 pér cent.

Twenty-eight per cent chose eggs because they were filling.



6
Sixty-three per cent indicated they were interested

in egg size, 43 per cent in grade, 13 per cent in price, and
25 per cent in shell color when it came to purchasing eggs.
White was slightly favored over brown in shell color. One-

haif stated freshness was a criterion fof their selection of

eggs (Homemakers Use of Eggs, 1960). Among reasons for

nonuse or limited use were concerns about effect of eggs on
the heart or circulatory system, other physical conditions
that eggs might aggrevate, and weight éonsiderationsc
Younger people said "they didn't like eggs," "preparation
and consumption was too time consuming,-Il or they were con-
sidering health factors.,

Consumer opinion about health value of eggs was also

established in this survey (Homemakers Use of Eggs, 1960).

Three per cent of consumers whose families were increasing
their egg consumption attributed it to increased knowledge
of egg's contribution to health. This knowledge came from
newspapers, educational institutions, and doctors. Eggs
were rated as‘moré healthful than hot cereals, pancakes,
toasted white bread, cold cereals, and sweet rolls or
pastry. One—fiffh indicated they had recently read or heard
something that could alter their opinionAabout eggs. In
addition, one-third of those recalling recent egg informa-
tion said the ihformation might make people hesitant about

eating eggs. The main negative information recalled was
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concerned with eggs possibly causing dr aggrevating ailmenté
- of the heart or circulatory system.

Five hundred telephone interviews was the basis of
ia national consumer study on egg eating patterns. The
survey éointed out family size was still the most important
reason for using fewer eggs. than 2 or 3 years ago (Egg
féting Patterns Survey, 1971),

The convenience facto: Qas far more important as a
reason for not eating eggs than was the case in the

Homemakers Use of Eggs (1960) study. Reasons relating to

convenience were mentioned by 57% of all household members
in l97l:vs, 22% in 1958, Health considerations were just
about as important in 1971 as a reasén for not eating eggs
as tﬁey were in 1958 (15% vs. 14%, respectively).

The expense was a less importan£ cause for a>reduc—
fion in egg purchases in 1971 than it was in 1958, The USDA
study iﬁ 1960 .had indicated that 7% of homemakers using
‘fewer eggs mentioned cost as a reasona This percentage was
reducéd to 2%% in the 1971 survey (Egg Eating Patferns
Survey, 1971),

- There was a much higher proportion of respondents
in the 1971 survey which; "heard or read something about

eggs in relation to health"--47 per cent vs. 20 per cent in

1

" 1958 (Homemakers Use of Eggs, 1960). In addition,
‘respondents in the 1971 survey felt what they had seen or

. heard would be more likely to make people hesitate about



eating eggs than was the case in the USDA survey--71% in
the 1971 survey vs. 35% in 1958,

Twelve months after the Egg Eating Patterns Survey,
Haug Associates, Inc. (1972), a public opinion survey firm,
conductéd 503. personal in-home interviews with female heads
of'households, with the sample being divided equally among
three geographic,areas: Los Angeles Marketing Area, San
Francisco Béy Area, and Fresno Area., The study indicated
.that eggs are generally perceived as a convenient, staple,
~economical, and nutritious food. Virtually all respondents
spontaneously cited posifive factors associated with egg
_preparafion and consumptioh and more than two-thirds could
not think of anything they disliked., In addition, eggs were
viewed as an economy food, but few agreed with the proposi-
tion that current egg prices were similar to what théy were
- five years ago.

‘Approximately one~fourth qf householdé represehted
in this survey (Haug Associates, Inc., l972)>had at least
one person who did not eat eggs at all, or whose egg con-
sumption was limited. Households in which a person was
restricted or limited in egg consumption was generally
headed by someoné in the 50-64 age range. Household heads
in such families were also more likely to be Caucasian than
- a minofity racé, and were more likely to be employed in a
professional, ménagerial,Aor administrative occupatipn than

in blue collar work. Among adults, doctor's advice and age

<
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were both‘related to incidence of restricted or limited. egg
consumption. Cholesterol content of eggs was the most
frequently cited explanation for adult egg consumption
rest:iction or limitation. Conversely, among qhildren,
taste of eggs- was the predominant reason for egg consﬁmption
restriction or limitation. - Overall, in less than 10 per
cent of the households surveyed, cholesterol was given as a .
reason for egg consumption restriction or limitation, and
the figure for disliking the taste of eggs was comparable.
According to the authors, approximately 20 per cent of
respondents claimed they had recently read an article or
been exposed to some formai cdmmunication about eggs and
their relationship to health. Thirteen per cent said the
object of what they read or had seen was to discourage egg

consumption.

Egg Use Associations

The Color Research Institute reported an attempt to
determine personal associations consumers made with egg use

(Consumer Attitudes Towards Eggs, Chicken, and Turkey,

1958). It was found the most common group associated with
_egg use was children. In descending oraer of frequency of
assocliation were: infants, men, and women. People under
thirty were more often indicated/as egg users Ehan were
péople over thirty. Additional associations found in the

above study were: eggs were thought to be a necessary food,
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protein-rich, nonfattening, economical, and a "light" food.
Unfavorable egg associations were: fattening, "heavy" food,
béd on the heart, uneconomical, and low in protein.  The
faVorable’associations-were about ten times more prevalent

‘than unfavorable ones.

Consumption Patterns

Several studies have indicated that about 70 per
cent of egg consumption is in the form of direct'table use,
This was summarized by Jasper (1953) and later essentially
confirmed by Anderéon (1959), who drew together-results of
five studies.

According to the U. S. Depa;tment of Agriculture

(Homemakers Use of Eggs, 1960) study, about one-half of the

homemakers questioned ate eggs at meals other than breakfast.
Ease of preparation was the main reason for other-than-
breakfast uses. In addition, substitution of eggs for meat
and £he fact that consumers considered éggs a. tasty source
of energy also were reportéd,as use-reasons. When eggs were
used as a ﬁain dish other than for breakfast, they were
usually scrambled. Forty-two per cent reported scrambling
éggs for the noon meal, and 47 per cent scrambled eggs in
the evening. Frying and boiling eggs were each about half
as popular as scrambling; The U, S. Department of Agricul-
tﬁre reported 87 per.cent of homemakers used eggs at least

occasionally for baking.
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The investigation found that 91 per cent used eggs

for breakfast, 48 per cent used eggs for lunch, and 16 per
cent used eggs for the evening meal. When used for cooking,
eggs generally found their way into pastry. Salads and main

dishes were also depicted as uses to which cooked eggs were

put (Consumer Attitudes, 1958).
| | Two food items, eggs~and toast/bread/biscuits/rolls
received the identical number of mentions as the breakfast
food'éaten-most often. During the week these twd items were
‘eaten at breakfast by 54 per cent of the household members:
ﬁowever,.on weekends the number of individuals eating eggs
increaséd by approximately.llApercentage points, and the
toast/bread/biscuits/roll incidence decreased by one poiri’c°
Almost all respondents (95%) used eggs in the baking
of cakes, cookies, or similar items. Approximately 41 per
cent sometime served eggs at noon meals and 48 per .cent
sometime served eggs at the evening meals. Another seétion
of the study (Haug Associates, Inc., 1972) found that 60
pér cent of the respohdents served eggs for breakfast three
or more times per week°b Thirtyétwb pef cent served eggs for
'1unch, at least once per week, and 17 per cent reported
-serving eggs for the evening meal--when questioned
specifically on method of cookery used, 89 per cent reported-
preparing scrambled eggs as opposed to 80 per cent for

fried eggs.
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Buying Patterns of Consumers

Quality and Size

"Egg quality was found to be the most influential
factor affecting consumer buying decisions by Jasper and
Cray's (1953) Columbus survey. Price was most important,
~and size governed the choice 9 per cent of the timé°
Consumers showed éome knowledge ofregg grades as 70 per cent
chose either AA or A eggs from pictures of the four consumer

grades. Baker and Goldman (n.d pp. 329-339) found in an

°
earlier study that size influenced consumers more than did
quality, price, or brand name. Anderson (1959), reporting

. on egg sizes sold, said a very wideArange-of sales
percentages of various sizes could be attributed to various
things at any parfiéular market depending on choices-
available and display practices used. The percentages
varied directly with space allotted to display and position
in the store and inversely with the number of alternative
choices available. This survey indiéated some consumers had
a preference for medium sized eggs, and considerable

. quantities could be sold at the same pfice as large eggs of
equal quality. From mate?ial collected in sales tests in
five chain stbres in Salt Lake City, indications were that
AA eggs would account for only two-thirds as many egg sales

at a five cent premium than when a one cent premium was

charged. Negative differentials for AA eggs of as much as
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four cents failed to gain the complete market for AA eggs.
Lack of résponse to negative differential apparently indi-
cated a lack of attention to price or possible skepticism of
the quality of lower priced eggs, even though they were
labeled AA (Anderson, 1959).

The researchers deduced from the Haug Associates,
Inc. (1972) study that in spite of many major California
supermarket chains stocking only grade AA, more than 20
per cent of the respondents recalled purchasing érade A the
Jast time they bought eggs. For either grade classifiéa-'
tion, large eggs were preferredo However, correéponding to
an increase in income, a definite shift in preference for

better grade and larger size eggs was noted,

Frequency of Purchase

Frequency of purchase was considered by Jasper and
Cray (1953). They found that 70 per cent of consumers
surveyed bought eggs weekly, and 9 per cent bought eggs more
frequently. Larger families tended to buy eggs more fre—
quently than smaller families. Purchases were about evenly
divided between one and two dozen lots. However, a total of
58 per cent bought eggs in lots of two dozen or more,

Slocum and Swanson (1954) reported 1.8 dozen as the
average size egg purchase for 736 households surveyed. The

quantity reported as last purchased was:
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One dozen 49%
Two dozen ' 33%
Other 18%

Purchases on Friday and Saturday accqunted for 60 per cent
of total purchases; Purchase lots of two to three dozen
were most frequently'reported by consumers in Powell's
- (1960) survey. Thirty-eight per cent of the 694 consumers
questioned reported purchases of this size. A range from
one to (but not including) five dozen accounted for all but
9 per cent of eggnpurchases° Results of the 1971 survey
indicated that the average respondent purchased approximately
21 eggs.per week, Reviewiﬁg the number of eggs purchased by
age group indicated that the 31 to 50 age group purchased
the highest number of eggs, 25 per week vs., 21 per week
overall. The lowest number of eggs were purchased by
respondents in the'Sl yvear and over age category at 17 eggs
per week (Egg Eating Patterns Survey, 1971). | |

The number of eggs purchased during an average week
in relation to income level indicated that respondents in
the $5,000 to $7,499 category purchased the most eggs, 25
eggs per week vs. 21 per week overall. The "under $5,000"
income‘respondent purchased the fewest eggs per Qeek,
averaging approximately 17; However, Haug Associates, Inc.
(1972) found that more than half the respondents, at their

last purchase of eggs, bought two dozen or more.
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The working wife-and‘women with a family member who
did not eat eggs due to doctor's advice managed to purchase
eggs almost as frequently as cher women, although those in
 the latter group did purchase considerably fewer eggs on the
average. The number of eggs purchased increased directly

with the length of time since the last putchasee'



CHAPTER IIT
PROCEDURE

This study was based on 302 random telephone inter-
views in Phoenix and the surrounding areasol Telephone
numbers were randomly selected from the Phoenix telephone
directory. Due to budget restraints, the study was limited
to 302 interviews. The survey was designed to p:ovide data
in three areas of inquiry: (1) consumer rankings of eggs,'
meat, cheese, and fish as related to food value, ease of
preparation, and nutritional value; (2) egg buying and
consumptionvpatterns of consumers:s and (3) the socioeéonomic
vpositions of consumers.. Data obtained in the form of
vconsumer rankings furnished information from which
inferences were made about relationships existing between
actual breakfast servings of eggs and .convenience breakfast
foods, and consumer opinion about .food value, ease of
preparation, and nutritional value of these items.

Egg buying and consumption data yielded information
on the number of times eggs were served for breakfast,

weekly egg consumption per family, and per capita egg

1. Interviews were conducted by a professional

- regearch interviewing service of Phoenix. Response rate to

the questionnaire was not available at the time this study
was published: therefore, the validity of the results are
questionable.

16
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consumption. Socioeconomic data;which were developed
included age, sex, educational level, famiiy sizé, and
ethnic group. Family income and food budget expenditures
were also included. The data categories provided sub-
samples which were examined to discover relationships
between socioeconomic characteristics and egg cohsumption

and usage patterns.

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire used in this survey appears in
Appendix C. Questions were developed to elicit consumer
consumption and use patterns of eggs and to determine
consumer attitudes and opinions toward shell eggs.
Respondents were urged to volunteer answers without Sugges—
tions from"interviewers° Space was provided in the

schedule for any answers respondents might offer,

The Interview

Schedules were completed fof each of 302 consumers
“included in the survey by telephone interviews. Inter-
viewers did not disclose the nature of the study beyond the
fact that it dealt with nctrition and eating habits° The
schedulc for each interview was completed by asking inter-
viewees the listed questions and recording the'responSeé°
Interviewers were instructed not to lead respondents into

expected answers provided for on the schedule.
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Handling the Data

Questionnaires were audited and coded immediately
after the interviews were completed. Coded answers were
transferred to data processiné cards and desired information
-was extracted from these cards using parametric and non-
parametric methods. Most of the analysis was performed on
the computer.

It was felt that due to the large number of
variables and the limited amount of time, the most complete
analysis could be obtéined by using chi-square analysis.
Tabular analysis showed what the actual per capita and
household consumption was for various consuming groups.
With the data in tabular form, consumptive trends could be
found and tested for independence using the chi-square test
of independence.

The chi-square test (Xz) was used frequently. The
relative number bf'responses which fell intoAvarious cate-
gories was of.prime importance in the analysis. Since
frequencies in Qiscrete categories constituted the majority
of the research, the X2 test was used to determineAthe
significance of the differences among "k" (3 dr more)
independent groups.

- The hypothesis under test was usually that the ﬁk“
groups differed with respect to some characteristic and
therefore with respect to the relative frequency with which

group members fell in several categories. To test this



19
hypothesis the number of cases from each group which fell in
the various categories were counted# and compared with the
proportion of cases from the other groups.

The null hypothesis # a statement that there is no
difference between the observed number of responses

falling into each category and the expected number, may be

tested by
X2 - 2 E .(pij ~ Eij)
| I . .
i=1 j=1 Eij
Where Oij = observed number of uses categorized in "ith"
row of "jth" column.
Eij = number ofcases expected wunder H to Dbe
categorizedin "ith" row of "jth* column.
r = row.
k = column.

The values of X2 yielded by the above formula are dis-
tributed approximately as chi-square with degrees of
freedom being (r-1) (k-1). The probability associated with
the occurrence of values as large as an observed X2 is given
in a table of critical values of chi-square. If an observed
value of X2 is equal to or larger than that given in the
critical value table for a particular level of significance
and degrees of freedom, then Hg may be rejected at that
level of significance.

The level of significance is a statement of limits.

It divides the conditions under which the hypothesis will be
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accepted from the conditions under which the hypothesis will
be rejected. In this study the level of significance for
all cases was .05. That is, a XZ value had a probability
of .05 or leés of chance occurrence before it could be
considered significant. Significant chi-squares mentioned

in Chapters IV and V appear_in Appendix B,



CHAPTER IV
GG CONSUMPTION AND USAGE PATTERNS

Per capita egg consumption in the United States has
decreased from 364 eggs in 1950 to an estimated 261 eggs in

1973 (Handbook of Agricultural Charts, 1973, p. 91:

Selected Statistical Series, 1966, p. 20). The major
factors implicated in the declining egg usage include
reduced breakfast consumption due to éhaﬁging life stfles,
cholesterol implications in human health, and difficulties

in egg preparation and clean-up (Consumer Attitudes, 1958).

However, very little information is available regarding egg
consumption in relation to Arizona, socioeconomic charac-
teristics, and ethnic groups. Chapter IV reports the data
obtained from the survey of 302 respondents. These data may
be useful to the poultry industry with respect to
merchandising and promotibhal efforts. Those aspects of
egg consumption and usage patterns evaluated are: (1)
frequency of egg use, (2) level of egg consumption, (3)

égg preparation, (4) egg usage compared to two years ago,
(5) last.egg purchase, (6) family members who limit or do
not eat eggs, and (7) breakfast eating habits of household

members.

21
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Frequency of Egg Preparation

The intent of this section is to explain the varia-
tion in frequency of egg preparation reported by 302
respondents, Ninety-nine per cent indicated they used eggs
in cooking or prepared them in some form. Chi—square’tests
of independence were perfofmed on contingency tables |
relating certain socibeconomic characteristics of respondenfs
with frequency of egg preparation. The characteristics
examined were: (1) number of household members, (2) total
household income, (3) ethnic group of respondent, (4)°
average weekly total at-home food bill, and (5) average

weekly total away-from-home food bill,

Number of Houéehold Members

Chi-square tests of independenée'indicated the number
of household members was significantly related to the fre-
quency with which eggs were used by a household (Appendix B).
Specifically, those households having 1-3 members used eggs
more often than households having 4-9 members, if éggs were
served one, two, or four days per week. However, those
households having 4-9 members were more likely to use eggs
daiiy (Table 2). This relationship may be explained if a
fixed income is assumed and because of the larger family
size, a lower per capita income exists, thus requiring the
substitution of a lower cost nutrient source, eggs, for

higher priced food items. Also,'since larger families have
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Table 2. Frequency of Egg Pregaration in Relation to Number
of Household Members

Frequency of Preparation

Number in 4 days/ 2 days/ 1 day/

Household Daily - wk wk wk Other Total
1-3 73 45 _ 30 12 11 171
4-9 74 28 17 2 7 123 -

‘Total 147 73 47 14 18 209°

aExpressed in number of families.
bTotals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some

respondents did not respond to items in question and were
eliminated from consideration in this table,

more children, and since children consume more eggs than
adults, this too explains the greater frequency of egg
preparation among larger families. Consideration of eggs

as a meat substitute will be discussed in Chapter V.

Total:Hbusehold Income

The frequency with which eggs were prepared in a
household proved to be statistically independent of total>
household income. However, the chi-square test between
these two variables revealed some noticeable trends: (1)
‘as the income per household increased, the number of families
preparing eggs also increésed, and (2) the méjority of
families within each income category prepared eggs daily

(Table 3).
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Table 3. Frequency of Egg_Preparation in Relation to Total
Household Income '

Frequency of Preparation

o , 4 days/ 2 days/ 1 day/.
Income Daily wk wk WKk " Other Total

' Less than .
$5,000 11 9 6 0 1 27
$5,000-$9,999 31 18 11 9 5 74
$10,000-514,999 37 21 10 2 3713
$15,000 and up 62 22 18 2 6 110
Total 141 70 45 13 15 284P

aExpresse_d in number of families.,
bTotals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some

respondents did not respond to items in question and were
therefore eliminated from consideration in this table.

Ethnic Group of Respondent

Definite differences in the frequency of'egg
preparation among different ethnic groups were found, even
though the majority of respondents.were Caucasian. ’That is,
non-whites prepared eggs more often than did Caucasians
A(Table 4). Among ﬁon—whites, Mexican~-Americans reported
preparing eggs with greater frequency than did blaqks°
These data are substantiated by Table 11 (p. 34) which
indiéates non-whites had a»highér per capita egg consumption

than caucasians. However, a large majority of the



Table 4. Frequency of Egg Preparation in Relation to Ethnic Group of Respondenta

Average

-Frequency of Preparation Frequency

of Prep-

Ethnic Group Daily 4 days/wk 2 days/wk 1 day/wk Other Total aration
White | 133 69 47 . 14 18 281 5.0 days/wk
Negro : 3 2 ' - - - - 5 5.8 days/wk
Mexican-American 8 2 - — — 10 6.4 days/wk

Total 144 73 47 14 18 296"

a . Lo
Expressed 1n number of families.

bTotals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some respondents did not
respond to items in question and were therefore eliminated from consideration in

this table.

S¢
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respondents, no matter what ethnic group, prepared eggs

daily (Table 4).

Weekly At-Home and Away-From-Home Food Bills

Weekly total at-home and away-from-home food bills
were subjectedlto chi-square tests of independence with
frequency of egg preparation being the common variable°
However, only weekly at-home food bills were-significaﬁtly
associated (Appendix B). Although the relationship betweenl
these two variables appeared erfatic (Table 5) a definite
relationship was present. The frequency of egg preparation
wés positiveiy related with weekly at-~home food bills until
the $41-$50 weekly food bill category was reached, where an

erratic relationship existed.

Level of Egg Consumption

The poultry industry‘requires information on egg
consumption aéd use patterns prior to initiating promotional
pfograms to increase per capita and family egg consumption.
The effectiveness of such programs can be measured by
comparing egg consumption levels prior to and after initia-
tion of promotional programs. ‘The purpose of this section
is to determine the levels of per capita and family egg
consumption‘for the sample hoﬁseholds° |

Nearly forty-six per cent of households reported

1 to 12 eggs per week (Table 6). This level of household

egg consumption was somewhat different from the results of



Table 5. Frquency of Egg Preparation in Relation to Average Weekly At-Home Food
Bill -
. Average
Frequency of Egg Preparation Frequency

~At-Home of Prep-
Food Bill Daily .-4 days/wk 2 days/wk 1 day/wk Other Total . aration

$1-$10 3 3. 1 1 1 9 4.0 days/wk
$11-520 13 17 10 5 3 48 4.1 days/wk
$21-$30 38 21 15 6 3 83 4.8 days/wk
$31-540 39 18 10 1 3 71 5.4 days/wk
$41-S50 24 4 5 1 3 37 5.7 days/wk
Over $50 27 9 5 0 3 44 5,7 days/wk

Total 144 72 46 14 16 292

aExpressed in number of families.

bTotals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some respondents did nét
respond to items in question a

this table.

nd were therefore eliminated from consideration in

LZ
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Table 6. Weekly Egg Consumption of 302 Families

No. Eggs Number of

Used/Week Families Percentage
0 : | 3 1.0
1-12 | . '_l38v 45.8

13-24 - 102 } - 33.4

OQer 24 : 59 19.5
Total 302V _ 100.0

Powell's (1960) survey which found, in surveying Tucson,
that 46 per cent of families used between 12 and 24 eggs per
- week, Néarly'twenty per cent of fhé families in this study
reported using more than two dozen eggs per week. Average
egg use for the individual was found to be 5.5 eggs per

week (Table 7). On a yearly basis, this per capita consump-
tion converts to 286 eggs. This compares with a USDA

estimate of 261 eggs per individual-for 1973 (Handbook of

Agricultural Charts, 1973). Eggs used in prepared mixes and
other eggs consumed which were not purchased directly by
consumers as shell eggs are excluded from Powell's, the

USDA's

14

and this study's figures. Even though shell eggs
were at their highest price since 1970 when the present
study was conducted, consumers studied still consumed more

eggs than the USDA estimate. However, the number of eggs
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Table 7. Weekly Egg Consumption of ReSpondentS

VWeekly Egg _

Consunmption Number of

‘of Individual Persons Percentage
0 3 1.0
1-3 ) 68 22,5
4-6 ' 147 : '~ 48.8
7-9 | 49 - ' | 16.4

10-12 25 . :

13-15 - | 6 2.0

Over 15 | .3 | 1.0
Total . . 302 - 100.0
X = 5.52

reported in this study as being used may have been affected
by seasbn, summer, 1973: egg consumption ovef this périod

is not necessarily-representative'of the average yearly egg
consumption.

Nearly fifty per cent of the 302 respondents
reported a per capita egg.consumption between 4 to 6 eggs
per,weeke. Only three per cent reported consuming more than
12 eggs on a weekly basis. |

Chi-square tésts of independence were used on eightl
socioeconomic characteristics of respondents in an attempt

to isolate some of the important reasons for variation in



30
egg consumption. The eight socioeconomic chafacteristics
were: (1) age of respondent, (2) total household income, (3)
educational level of respondent, (4) ethnic group of
respondent, (5) total number of individuals per household,
(6) total at-home food bill, (7) total away-from-home food
bill, and (8) occupation of household head. Data were
developed in two forms for interpretation° Those forms
were: (1) average weekly egg consumption per household, and.

(2) per capita weekly egg consumption..

Age of Respondent

Despite a small decrease in household egg consump-
tion in the 50 year old and over category, egg consumption
increased with age of respondent (Table 8). In fact, age
proved to be significant at the .05 level when used as the
common variable against weekly egg consumption in a chi-
squafe test of independence (Appendix B). Household egg
consumption was greatest when the respondent was in the 21-
49 age category. This no doubt reflected larger family size
because per capita egg consumption was smallést in this
category. Per capita egg consumptibn increased considerably
in the 50 year old and over categories: such a substantial'
increase (Table 8), is worthy of note because it quite likely
reflects a health or nutriti&nal need by older individuals.
However, since the per capita consumption was derived by

dividing household consumption by number of household
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- Table 8. Average Weekly Household and Per Capita Consump-
tion of Eggs in Numbers, by Age of Respondent

Household Per Capita Number of

vAgg Consumption Consumption Respondents
Under 20 yrs. . 18.0 6.0 12
21-49 yrs. 23.4 5.4 174
50 yrs. and over 20.6 7.6 113
Not Ascertained ' 3
Total 5 302

members, the relationship between age and per capita con-

sumption may be misleading.

Total Eousehold Inéome

Chi-square tests of independence betweeh total
 household income and household egg consumption proved to be
. non-significant at the .05 level, even though a'generél
pattern of slightly increased household egg consumption
existed with increasing income (Table 9). Household egg
consumption increased substantially from less than $5,000
total household income up to $5,000, but varied little
above $5,000. Per.bapita egg consumption had aﬁ inverse
relationship with incdme, with per capita egg consumption
being largest in households having a total income of less

than $5,000. With higher household egg consumption and
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Table 9., Average Weekly Household and Per Capita Consump-
tion of Eggs in Numbers, by Total Household Income

Househo 1d Per Capita Number of

Income Consumption Consumption Respondents
Less than $5,000 17.8 7.9 29
- $5,000-59,999 | 20.5 6.7 74
$10,000-$14,999 22,2 6.2 A 73
$15,000 and up 21.3 5.2 1
Not Ascertained | : 15
Total 302

lower per capita'consumption trends existing as income
increased, it is concéivable that as income increased con-
sumption of eggs by children stabilized or even incréased,
while consumption of eggs by adults declined.

If adults in higher income brackets do consume
fewer eggs, they do despite favorable attitudes toward
eggs (Table 50, p. 86). It is imaginable that eggs do not
fit the life style of higher income adults even though they
indicated eggs are a nutritious food, and that they are as

good for adults as for children.

Educational Level of Respondent
Education provided negative relationships with both

~household and per capita egg consumption (Table 10).
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Table 10. Average Weekly Household and Per Cépita Consump-
tion of Eggs in Numbers, by Educational Level of

Respondent
: Household Per Capita Number of
Educational Level Consumption Consumption Respondents

Some high school

or less ' 22,7 6.9 59
High school

graduate/some .

college 20.8 . 6.0 178
College graduate 19.1 5,0 4 60
Not Ascertained 5

Total 302

Although there was a definite decrease in household and per
‘caplta egg consumption as the educational level incréased,
a chi-square test indicated non—significanée between the
two variables at the .05 level.

It is generally considered that education and
income are highly correlated, and each of the two variables
showed a negative relationship with per capita egg con-
sumption. In addition, since income and education were'
high associated, and since eggs were considered é meat
substitute (Table 16, p. 41) with eggs being less expensive,
this could explain the decreased per capita and household
egg consumptions at higher income and educational levels,

That is, at higher income and educational levels there were
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larger food budgets which allowed for the puréhase of more

meat as a protein source instead of eggs.

- Ethnic Group of Respondent

‘Household and per capita egg consumption was highly
depehdent upoh the efhnic group of the respondent (Appendix
B). Non-whites consumed more eggs than whites on both a
household and per capita basis (Table li)° Among non-
whites, blaék families'consuhed the largest number of ‘eggs
with Mexican-American families being second. However, since
‘the non-white categories had a low sample size these data

may not be representative of the population.

Table 11. Average Weekly Household and Per Capita Consump-
tion of Eggs in Numbers, by Ethnic Group of

Respondent
Household - Per Capita Number of
Race Consumption Consumption ~Respondents
White 20.2 5.9 282
Non-White |
Negro : 31.2 ' 8.7 5
Mexican-~ ) o '
American A 30.6 ‘ 5.8 12
Other | 3

Total | | 302
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The higher household and per capita egg consumption
rates for non-whites could be the result of lower food
budgets caused by lower income. If this were true, this
would substantiate the idea expressed in the previous
section. That is, since income had an inverse relationship
with per capita egg consumption, and since Arizona census
reports show non-whites generally have allower income
(Edmond, 1971), it would follow that non-whites have lower
food budgets, causing substitution of eggs for meat more
frequently because eggs are less expensive. Specifically,’
protein obtained from eggs costs approximately $4.39 per
pdund while protein from lean hamburger costs $4.78 per
pound. The cost of protein from regular hamburger and T-
Bone steak isd$4°97 and $14.29 per pound respectively (Watt
and Merrill, 1963). These figures are based on the follow-
ing retail prices: | |
Large eggs = 79¢ per dozen
Lean Hamburger = 99¢ per pound.
Regular Hamburger = 89¢ pef pound
T-Bone Steak = $2.10 per pound
In addition, since non—whife families are usually larger,
and since children consume more eggs than adults, this too

explains the higher household_and per capita level of egg

consumption of non-white famiiies (Consumer Attitudes,

1958),
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Family Size

Due to food needs, it.Was expectedihpusehold egg
consumption would increase withran increase in family size;
In fact{ when family size was compared as the common
variable against household egg consumption in a . chi-square
test of independence, it was significant at the .05 level
(Appendix B). According to Table 12,‘a trend also
existed between per capita egg consumption and family .
size: however, it was not significant and waé an inverse

relationship.

Table 12. Average Weekly Household and Per Capita Consump-
tion of Eggs in Numbers, by Total Number of
Family Members

Household Per Capita Number of

Number in Family Consumption . Consumption. Respondents
1-2 17.7 9.8 - lle
3-4 20.6 5.8 ’ 111
5-6 24.9 4.6 54
7 and more 29.0 3.7 18
Total | ' 299°

8rotal does not equal 302 due to the fact that 3
respondents did not use eggs and were therefore eliminated
from consideration in this table, :
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Weekly Food Bill At-Home
| Household egg consumption increased with at-home
food bill (Appendix B), There was, however, a small decline
in.household egg conéumption when the above $50 per week
food bill category was reached. Per capita egg consumption‘
showed aﬁ inverse relationship with the.at—home food bill

(Table 13).

Table 13. Average Weekly Household and Per Capita Consump-
tion of Eggs in Numbers, by Total Food Bill At-

Home

: Household Per Capita Number of

Food Bill/wk Consumption Consumption Respondents
$1.00-56.00 12.0 4.8 2
$7.00-$10.00 15.4 9.0 7
$11.00-$20.00 : 17.0 8.6 | 48
$21.00-$30. 00 . 20.4 7.5 | 83
$3i°00—$40000 21.4 5.4 71
$41.00-$50,00 24,0 5.2 37
Over $50.00 23.7 4.6 44

Total . _ o 2922

aTotal does not equal 302 due to the fact that some
respondents did not respond to items in question and were
therefore eliminated from consideration in this table. -
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Possibly the increased household egg eonsumption |
that accompanied the increased at-home food bill was the
result of family size considerations, since it costs more
to feed a larger family and lerger families eat more eggs on

a household basis (Table 12),

Weekly Food Bill Away-From-Home

Household egg consumption was associated with the
away-from-home food bill (Table 14) but a chi-square test of
independence showed the two were independent. It is
interesting to note there was a direct relation between the
weekly food bill and household egqg consumption until the
S41-850 weekly food bill category was reached, where the
number of eggs consumed dropped drastically, and then at
the above $50 weekly food bill,category household egg
consumption increased by a similar amount (T’ablerl4)° The
cause of this relationship is not certain. - Per capita egg
consumption showed no consistent trend as the weekly away-

from-home food increased,

Occupation of Hbusehoideead'

Occupation of the household head was not signifi-
cantly related with heusehold egg consumption. However/
these two variables did have some interesting relationships.
White collar, clerical, skilled and semi-ekilled workers |
had the highest household egg consumption, while the farmer

and unemployed had the highest per capita egg consumption
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Table 14. Average Weekly Household and Per Capita Consump-
: by Total Food Bill

tion of Eggs in Numbers,

Away-From-Home

Household Per Capita Number of

Food Bill/wk Consumption Consumption Respondents
$1.00-56.00 19.1 5.8 140
$7.00~510,00 21.4 5.8 19
$11.00-$20.00 22.4 6.2 81
$21.00-$30.00 22.4 5.5 36
$31.00-$40.00 24,0 8.0 12
$41.,00-$50,00 16.0 6.0 3
Over $56,00 24.0 4.8 4
Total 295

Total does not equal 302 due to the fact that some

respondents did not respond to items in question and were

therefore eliminated from consideration in this table.
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(Table 15)° - Some occupational categories had a low sample
size and, therefore, these data may be misleading. Further,
since occupation is highly related with income and education
this too could cause somewhat unreliable results. Thus,
Table 15 should be analyzed carefully before conclusions are

drawn.

‘Table 15.  Average Weekly Household and Per Capita Consump—
tion of Eggs in Numbers, by Occupation of
Household Head

_ Household Per Capita Number of
Occupation Consumption Consumption Respondents
Top managerial/major
professional 20.7 4.8 57
Owner small business/
"technical/minor
administration . 20.8 5.3 51
White collar/clerical 22,0 5.9 34
Skilled and semi-
skilled . ‘ 22.8 6.2 79
Farmer 21.8 6.6 12
Unemployed 18.2 7.6 33
Total | 266

1otal does not equal 302 due to the fact that some
respondents did not respond to items in question and were
therefore eliminated from consideration in this table.
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Egg Preparation

Nearly three quarteré of respondents (71.5%) indi-
_catéd‘they occasionaliy served eggs as a main dish at noon
or evening meals. Approximately forty-two per cent served
eggs one or two times a week for lunch, and a similar number
(43%) served them at the evening meal.

The main reaéon given for serving eggs at noon or
evening meals was they are considered a meat and potato
substitute (Table 16). Among reasons for substituting eggs
for meat, the main one given was that it was a change of |
pace/variety (Table 17). Other important reasons were: eggs

are high in protein, and they are less expensive than meat.

Table 16. Eggs as a Substitute

Number Per Cent
. Respondents ' Respondents
Food Ttem Indicating Indicating
Meat ) 123 - 85.0
- Cereal ' 4 _ 2.8
Potatoes/Rice , 8 ' 6.6
Vegetables . 3 2.1
Any protein food 2 7 : 1.4

Other everything 3 2.1
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Table 17. Reasons for Using Eggs as a Substitute®

Base = 145 Respondents

Reasons Number Per Cent
Higher in progein ' 38 : 26,2
Less Expensivé _ 40 . 27.6
Change bf pace/variety | 53 ' 36.6
Forget to uhfreeze'meat : 2 1.4
On diet \ 2 1.4
Easier/more convehient 18 i2.4
Out of meat | 12 . 8.3
Other . o 14 9.7

aMultiple responses possible,

Nearly eighty per cent used eggs at least once per
week in. baking, with the most notable uses being for cakes
or cookies. Following that, in descending order of
popularity, were salads, eggs in a dish (meat loaf),
puddings, and pancakes and waffles (Table 18). When asked
to name ways eggs were prepared most frequently, £he typical
respondent named scrambléd first'and fried second. Boiled
éggs were mentioned about as frequently as fried with'

poached being the fourth most popular (Table 19).
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Table 18, Eggs as a Cooking Ingredient®

- Number

Indicating, - Per Cent of

. Food Item 7 Total = 299P Respondents
Cakes/cookies' 2217 75.2
Puddings . 78 . 25.8
Pastries/pies ‘ 22 7 o 7.2
Egg bread/corn bread - - 28 - 9.3
rFood with egg batters 15 ' o 500
Eggs in a dish (meat loaf) 86 28.4
Souffles 4 1.3
Salads - : 4 89 - 2904’
Panéakes/waffles . 46 15.2

Custard ‘ 3 : 1.0

aMultiple responses possible.

bTotal does not egual 302 due to the fact that 3
respondents did not use eggs and were therefore eliminated
from consideration in this table.
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Table 19. Method. of Egg Preparationa

Nunber of

Respondents - Per Cent of
Method Total = 299P Respondents
Scrambled 198 65,6
Fried 172 56.9
Boiled 148 48,9
Egg salad/spread ‘ 1 _ 0.3 .
>Ome1et - 23 ' 7.5
De&iled ' 17 _ 5.6
Poached | 74- 24,6
Other/baked or raw : ' 11 3.7
-No response . 1 0.3

aMultiple responses possible.

bTotal does not equal 302 due to the fact that 3
respondents did not use eggs and were therefore eliminated
from consideration in this table.
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Reported Changes in Number of Eggs Used

Fifty per cent of respondents indicated they were
using about the séme number of eggs per week as two years
"ago° When a change was reported, it was more often in the
direction of an increase; 26.4 per cent revealed using more
eggs as oppoSea to 23.4 per cent indicating they_used less.
As expected, it wés the younger homemaker and those with
larger families who indicated tﬂey had increased the number
of eggs used,

The main reasons cited for increases were changes in
family composition; the family is larger, married now, or |
the_chiidren being older eat more (Table 20). The most
frequent reason given for using less eggs was because fhey
were high in cholesterol, and the second most fredquent

answer was "Don't bake as often" (Table 21).

Last Egg Purchase

More than half the responden;s, at their last egg
purchase, bought two dozen or more eggs (Table 22). The
group of heavy egg users2 did not appear to buy eggs in
larger quantities than others, possibly because of the

accessibility of eggs at the supermarket.

2, Heavy users are defined as those respondent-
households in which eggs were prepared or used as cooking
ingredients daily. Also, eggs were mentioned as being _
prepared as substitutes for other food items, and a minimum
of three of the ten egg-containing dishes (Q-6A in
Appendix C) were mentioned as being served.
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Table 20. Reasons Reported for Using More Eggs than Two
Years Ago? '

"Reason 7 o . Total: N = 79
Larger family A 69.0%
Children older/eat more » _ - 31.0%
Supposed to eét highlproteiﬂ foods 3.0%
Convenient 27.0%
Bake more often/bake more ' . 6.0%
Married now - ' 100%
Inexpensive : 2,0%
Part of diet | ' , , ~13.0%
Other/no response o : 7.0%

éMultiple responses possible.
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Table 21. Reasons Reported for Using Less Eggs than Two
Years Ago?

Reason . Total: N = 70
High in cholesterol 92,0%
High blood pressure 4.0%
On weight reduction diet 4,0%
Family smaller 22.,0%
Do not entertain as much B : 1.0%
Too high priced | | 8.0%
Don't bake as often/bake less 11.0%
Other/not ascertained | 2.0%

aMultiple‘responses possible.

Table 22,

Number of Eggs Bought at Last Egg Purchase

Number of

Number of

Eggs Bought Respondents : - Per Cent
Fewer than 12 4 . 1.0
12 134 45.0
13 to 24 - -

24 102 34.3
More than 24 59 | ' 19.7
Total 2992 100.0

Arotal does not equal 302 due to the fact that 3
respondents did not use eggs and were therefore eliminated
from consideration in this table.-
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- Furthermore, the working wife managed to purchase
eggs almost as frequently'as other women, although those in
the latter group did purchase fewer eggs on the average.
The cumulative figures in Table 23 show over half of all
households made at least one egg purchase within a six-day
period, and in a two-week period, the share buying eggs

"approached 100%.

Table 23. Time Elapsed Since Last Egg Purchase

Per Cent Indicating

| Number of a Cumulative
Number of Days Respondents = 299 ~ Per Cent
1 day or less 9.3 ' 9.3
2 days ago 9.6 18.9
3 days ago | " 11.6 | 30,5
4 days ago 14.2 | 44,7
5-6 days ago "18.9 " 63.6
7-12 days ago 22.5 - 86.1
13 or more days ago 9.6 95,7
Not ascertained 2.6 | 98.3
Other . 1.7 . 100.0

Number of respondents does not equal 302 due to the
fact that 3 respondents did not use eggs and were therefore
eliminated from consideration in this table.
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The average respondent purchased approximately 21 |
eggs per week, using thirteen at breakfast and other meals,
-and eight for baking and other uses.

‘Approximately 40% indicated that in choosing size
and grade of eggs either the idéa of true‘economy in use of
eggs or price-per-dozen difference between sizes and grade
came into élay-most frequently (iables 24 and 25). Although
87 per cent said they knew the grade of eggs they bought,
it was evident,from answers to other dquestions that fewer
than that knew federal and state grades purchased. Some
confused grade with size, and some used non-standardized
terms aé "best" and "top" fo describe the grade of eggs they
bought. Eighty-seven per cent usuélly bought AA or A grade
eggs. Grade B eggs were méntioned by only one household
(Table 26). It was also ascertained that 77 per cent bought
Jlarge or medium size eggs. It should be noted that family
“food habits and appetites were.implied reaséns for either
large or medium size egg purchases. “About one-fifth indi-
cated that although they had a size and/or grade preference,
the purchase was what the supplier had. The variance ih
frequency of egg purchases and size and grade of eggs bought
was evaluated usingléhi—équare analysis on various'socio—
-economic characteristics of respondents° Those Socio—
economic charéctefiStics were:

1. For frequency of egg purchase:

a. Occupation of household head.,
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Table 24, Reasons Reported for Buying Particular Grade of

Eggs
. Total
Reason Reported N = 299 Per Cent
4Better quality ' 113 37.9
Prefér this grade 34 , 1104
Less expensive ; | 18 H -~ 6.0
Just picked up one : ' 50 16.8
Larger . ‘ 3 | -l°0
Recipes call for this grade : _ 2 0.7
Other/fresher, on special, only
carries 1 grade 60 19.8
Don't rémember -, 19 6.4

470tal does not equal 302 due to the fact that 3
respondents did not use eggs and were therefore eliminated
from consideration in this table. :
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Table 25. Reasons Reported for Buying Particular Size of

Eggs
‘ Total.
Reason Reported » N = 2992 Per Cent
More for.your money/best buy/
cheaper : 125 41.9
Just picked up that siie 15 5.0
Been buying that size | 56 18.8
.. Recipes call for that size 17 : 5.7
In store advertising 1 0.4
No particular reason 8 2,7
Other : 73 24,2
Don't remember C 4 1.3

3rotal does not equal 302 due to the fact that 3
respondents did not use eggs and were therefore eliminated
from consideration in this table.
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Table 26, Size and Grade of Eggs Reported Purchased

Number _ Per Cent
Size:
Small 3 1.0
Med ium | 41 14.2
Large 190 . 63.2
X-large 48 16.2
Jumbo 12 ' 3.6
Not. ascertained 5 1.8
Total | 299% 100.0
Grade:
Grade A . o8 32,8
Grade AA _ 163 54.3
Grade B | | 1 0.3
Not ascertained ‘ 37 ' 12.6
Total o 2992 | 100.0

7otal does not equal 302 due to the fact that 3
respondents did not use eggs and were therefore eliminated
from consideration in this table.
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bo Occupation‘of respondent.
C. lIncome of household.
d. Educational level of respondent.
2, For grade and size of eggs bought:
a. Total income of household.

b. Educational level of reSpondento'

Frequency of Egg Purchase

| According to Tables 27-30, no consistent:relation—
ship existed between any of the four variables and the
" frequency with which eggs were purchased. Apparently the
frequency with which eggs were purchased was dependent upon

factors not analyzed,

Gradé and Size of Eggs Bought

Income yielded some interesting trends even though
it was not significant when subjected to a chi-square test
of independence with the grade and size of Aeggs.bought° As
Table 31 indicates, most households (65.7%) burchased'large
eggs, and the proportion'buying large, X-large, ahd Jjumbo
eggs increased with income.. This increase also existed
within income cateéories until the large egg category was
reached; then the number of households buying x-~large and
jumbo started declining. The grade of eggs bought proved
not to be significantly related with total household income.
According to .Table 32, a higher proportion of households

bought gradé AA eggs as income increased. When the size and



Table 27. Frequency of Egg Purchases in Relation to Occupation of Household Head®

Frequency of Purchase

Less than  3-4 5-6 7-12 13 or more

3 days. days days days . days
Occupation ' ago ago ago ago ago - Total
Top managerial 28 32 16 19 .9 104
White collar/clerical/ ,
skilled/semi~sgkilled 16 30 25 29 9 109
Farmer/unskilled : 1 3 4 2 1 11
Unemployed S 7 7 . 4 11 4 : 33
' b

Total : - 52 72 49 61 : 23 257

aExpressed in number of households. -

bTotals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some respondents did not
respond to items in question and were therefore eliminated from consideration in
this table.
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Table 28. Frequenéy of Egg Purchases in Relation to Occupation of Respon‘denta

Frequency of Purchase \

Less than 3-4 5-6 7-12 13 or moré

3 days days days days days
Occupation . ago ago ‘ago ago ago Total
Top managerial 2 5 6 6 : 2 21
White collar/clerical/
skilled/semi-skilled 4 7 6 11 6 34
Farmer/unskilled 50 61 42 50 19 222
Unemployed ' 0 2 .3 1 -2 8
Total | 56 75 57 68 29 - 285°

aExpressed in number of households. .

bTotals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some respondents did not
respond to items in question and were therefore eliminated from consideration in
this table. |
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Table 29. Frequency of Egg Purchases in Relation to Total Household Income™

Frequency of Purchase

Less than 3-4 5-6 7-12 13 or moré
3 days days = days days - days

Income ago ago ago ago ago: Total
Less than $5,000 5 7 4 7 3 26
$5,000-$9,999 14 15 19 19 6 73
$10,000-514,999 13 17 13 - 20 8 71
$15,000 and up 24 38 - 17 18 8 105
Total 56 77 53 64 25 275°

aExpressed in number of households.

b

*Totals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some respondents'did not

respond to items in question and were therefore eliminated from consideration in

this table.
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Table 30. Frequency of Egg Purchases in Relation to Educational Level-of

R-espondenta

Frequency of Purchase

Less than 3-4 5-6 7-12 13 or more
3 days days days days days :

Educational Level ago ago ago ago ago Total
Some high school,

or less 9 11 15 17 4 56
High school graduate/

some college 33 47 29 39 22 170
College graduate 14 17 13 11 3 58

Total 56 75 57 67 29 284°

.

~

aExpressed in number of households. -

b

Totals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some respondents did not

respond to items in question and were therefore elimina ed from consideration in

this table.

LG
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Table 31. Size of Eggs Purchased in Relation to Total
Household Income

Size
Income Small 'Mediuh Large X—Large Jumbo Total
Lesé than $5,000 0 4 19 4 0 27
$5,000-$9,999 0 11 52 9 2 74
$10,000~-514,999 2 6 - 53 12 0 73 
$15,000 and up 1 17 62 21 7 108
Total 3 38 186 - 46 o = 282°
aExpressed'in number of households.
_bTotalsvdo not equal 302 due to the fact that some
respondents did not respond to items in question and were
" therefore eliminated from consideration\in this table.
Table 32. Grade of Eggs Purchased in Relation to Tofal
Household Income?
Gradg
Incomé ‘ A AA B ‘Other Total
Less than $5,000 11 12 0 0 23
$5,000-59,999 18 47 0 0 65
$10,000-$14,999 25 42 0 1 68
$15,000 and ﬁp 41 55 1 1 98;
Total 95 156 1 2 254

qExpressed in number of households.

bTotals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some
respondents did not respond to items in question and were -
therefore eliminated from consideration in this table,
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grade of eggs bought were compared with educational levél,

it was found the relationship was independent (Tables 33-34).

Table 33. Grade of Eggs Purchased 1n Relation to Educa-

tional Level of Respondent®

Grade

Educational Level A AA B Other Total
Some high school, :

or less 25 24 0 0 49
High school graduate/

some college ' 57 102 1 2 162
College graduate 16 35 0 0 51

Total 08 161 1 2 262°

aExpressed in number of households.

bTotals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some
respondents did not respond to items in question and were
therefore eliminated from consideration in this table.
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Table 34. Size of Eggs Purchased in Relation to Educa-
tional Level of Respondent?®

. Size
Educational
Level Small Medium Large X-Large Jumbo Total

Some high

school, or

less 3 12 38 7 1 58
High school _

graduate/some V

college 3 18 113 - 32 8 174
‘College graduate 0 - 10 38 100 2 60

Total 3 - 40 189 49 11 292%

aExpressed in number of households,
bTotals do not equal 302 due to the fact that some

respondents did not respond to items in question and were
therefore eliminated from consideration in this table.

Family Members who Limit or do not Eat Eggs

Table 35 indicates 13% of household meﬁbers limit
egg consumption and 5% did not eat eggs at all. Seventy-
‘three per cent of those who limited egg consumptioﬁ were
Aadults, while the majority (65%) of those who‘Qid not eat
eggs at all were children.

Among households in which the male head was present;
it was the female head who was most inclined to limit egg
Aconsumption, It was alsQ reportedvthat age and doctor's
advice were both directly related to the incidence of

limiting egg consumption among adults (Table 36). However,



.~ Table 35, Household Members who Limit or do not E

at all

at Eggs
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Limit Do not Eat

Total’ Total
Household Member N = 139 N = 55
Respondent female 48 13
Respondent male 1 -
Husband 51 6
Wife 1 —
Daughter 15 16
Son 19 17
Father 1 —_—
Male roommate 2 -

- Female roommate 1 —_
Brother-in-law - 2
Niece | e 1
Per cent of household :

members 13% 5%
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Table 36. Reasons Reported for Limiting Egg Consumption

Members
Resp. Other
: Total Husband Female Adult Children
Reason Reported N =139 N = 51 N =48 N = 6 N = 34

High cholesterol 47.5% 68.0%  58.0% i7.o% 9.0%
Doctor's advice 1d°1% - 17.0% 8.0%  17.0% 3.0%
Weight reduction 4.3% 2.0% 8.0% - 3.0%
Heart condition 5.0% 10.0% 2.,0% - 3.0%
Allergic 2.2% 2.0% - — 10.0%
Specific illness 2.2% 2.0% 2,0% 17.0% _—
Don't like them 15.8% 4.0% 4,0% 33,0% 53.0%
Other-~too expensive 0.7% - 2,0% - -
Other 15.1% 6.0% 19.0% 17.0%  24.0%
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among children the categories of "don't like them" and
"allergic to them" were the two most mentioned reasons for

limiting and not eating eggs at all (Tables 36-37).

Table 37. Reasons Reported for not Eating Eggs at all

Members

' Resp. Other :
Total Husband Female Adult Children

Reason Reported N = 53 N =6 N=13 N = 2 N = 34
High cholesterol 7.2% 50,0% 8.0% -~ -
Doctor's advice 1.8% - — 50.0% -
Weight reduction 1.8% . —- 8.0%  —— -
Allergic 5. 6% — - - 9.0%
Specific illness 1.8%  —- 1.0%  —- : -
Don't like them 70.9% 50.0% 46.0% - '8800%
Other 10.9% 50.0% 30.0% 50.0% 2.0%

Overall, cholesterol and faste were the two cate-
gories mentioned most often for limiting and not‘eating eggs
at all. However, these are major factors among two '
exclusive groups,‘ Cholesterol was mentioned primarily among
adults, and was most frequently mentioned as influencing the
adult male. On the other hand, "dislike because of taste"
was most prominent as a reason for children limitiﬁg or not

eating eggs at all. It is obvious that negative health
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assoclations with eggs are of most importance in the minds

: )
of consumers who limit or do not eat eggs.

Breakfast Eating Habits

'Déclining per capita egg consumption has partially
been attributéd to changing breakfast consumption patterns
among American families. Specifically, it is beliéved an
increase in the use of convenience breakfast foéd products
have been the major factor causing per capita egg.consump—'
tion to decline in general and specifically at the breakfast
meal., The purpose of thisAsection is tb analee_breakfast
consumption patterns of 10353 individuals as a whole and in
‘relation to various age groups.

Data from this section will aid in determining if
egg promotional programs should be breakfast oriented, and,
if so, to what age and sex of.consumers théy should be
directed°

The majority of individuals eat some sort of
breakfast during the week and weekend4 (Table 38). It was
also found that children eat breakfast more often than

adults on weekdays as well as on weekends (Tables 39-42).

In addition, the majority of those who eat breakfast during

-3, Figure obtained by adding total number of house-
hold members for each of the 302 households. Question 8 in
Appendix C and Table 59 (p..101). :

4, Coffee, milk, or juice alone was considered a
breakfast in this study.



Table 38. Incidence of Weekday and Weekend Breakfast
Consumption
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Seldom

Weekdays . Weekends
Incidence At Home Away At Home Away
Never 6.2 66.3
Once 1.2 —-——
Twice 1.0 1.4
| Three Tinmes 1.9 0.3
Four Times 1.2 0.5
Five Times 60.1 3.2
No Idea 0.2 -
Once/2 weeks 0.1 0.3
Never 2,5 57.8
Once 0.5 5.7
Twice 1.1 3.8
Three Times 0.7 0.3
Four Times. 4.3 3.5
Five Times 0.2 0.4
Six Times 3.5 0.1
Seven Times 5.9 0.4
Eight Times 54.1 0.8
0.1

aExpressed as per cent of household members.



Table 39,

Incidence of Breakfast Consumption At-Home on Weekdaysa

Respondent Husband Girls Boys
Incidence of Age Age Age Age  Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age
Breakfast <35 35~49 50+ <35 35-49 50+ i-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 Other
Eating N=99 N=86 N=113 N=70 N=80 N=104 N=48 N=47 N=43 N=56 N=58 N=44 N=48 N=47 Adults
Four to five
times per .
week 78,8 8l.4 89.4 71.4 75.0 84.6 95.8 100.0 90.7 80.4 98.3 100.0 97.9 87.2 71.6
Two to three. .
times per : .
week 5.1 3.5 4.4 8.6 50.0 4.8 - - - 10.7 - - - 2.1 9.9
Once per week 3.0 1.2 1.8 2.8 2.5 2.9 2.1 - - - —— —— - - 3.7
Never 13.1 13.9 4.4 17.2 17.5 7.7 2.1 - 9.3 8.9 1.7 - 2.1 10.4 14.8

aExpressed as per cent of household members.
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Table 40. Incidence of Breakfast Cdnsumption Avway-From-Home on Weekdaysa

Respondent Husband Girls : Boys

Incidence of Age Age Age Age . Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age
. Breakfast <35 35-49 50+ <35 35-49 50+ 1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 Other
t Eating N=99 N=86 N=113 N=70 N=80 N=104 ©N=48 N=47 N=43 N=56 N=58 N=44 ©N=48 N=47 Adults

Four to five : ’ -
times per ' :
week 2,0 2,3 1,0 4.3 8.8 3.8 2.0 -- 9.3 3.6 1.7 - 2.1 6.4 11.1 i

Two to three
times per )

week ) 4,0 1,2 1,0 5,7 1,2 3,8 ~ —— - 3.6 - - - — 4.9 :
Once per week - 2,3 1.0 1.4 5.0 2.9 — - - 1.8 - - - - ' L

Never 94.0 94,2 97.0 88.6 85,0 89.5 98.0 100.0 90.7 91.0 98.3 100.0 97.9 93.6 84.0

aExpressed as per cent of household members.
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Table 41. Incidence of Breakfast Consumption At-Home on Weekends®

Respondent Husband Girls Boys

Incidence of Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age

Breakfast <35 35-49 50+ <35 35-49 50+ 1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 Other

Eating N=99 N=86 N=113 N=70 N=80 N=104 N=48 N=47 N=43 N=56 N=58 N=44 N=48 N=47 Adults

Six to éight

times per ) : )

month 75.8 82,6 88,5 87.1 76.3 87.5 89.6 97.9 90,7 85.7 87.9 97.7 87.5 89.4 83.9
Four to five

times per .

month 10,1 4,7 5.3 4.3 11,3 5.8 6.3 2.1 4.7 8.9 8.6 2. 8. 4.3 6.2
One to three

times per . -

month 5,1 3.5 1.8 4,3 6.3 2,9 2,1 - 2,3 3.6 3.5 - 4. 2.1 2.5
Never 9,0 9,2 4,4 4,3 6,1 3,8 o= o= 2,3 1,8 o=  —= - 4.2 7.4

a
Expressed as per cent of household members.
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Table 42, Incidence of Breakfast Consumption Away-From-Home on Weekends®

Respondent Husband ) . Girls Boys

Incidence of Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age
Breakfast <35 35~49 50+ <35 35-49 50+ 1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 Other
Eating N=9% N=86 N=113 N=70 N=80 N=104 N=48 N=47 N=43 N=56 N=58 N=44 N=48 N=47 Adults

Six to eight
times per ) .
month 2.0 3,5 1.0 - 2,5 - - - - - - - - 4.3 7.6

Four to five ’ ! i
times per ‘ :
month 6,1 3.5 4,4 5.7 11.2 4,8 4.2 2.1 4.7 5.4 . 8.6 2.3 6.3 4.3 3.7

One to three
times per

month 24,2 9.3 13,3 24,3 11.3 15.4 1.7 17.0 9.3 10.7 7.9 13.6 10.4 4.3 16.5

Never 7 68,7 82,7 81.3 70.0 75.0 79.8 79.1 80.9 86.0 83.9 83.5 84.1 83.3 87.1 72.2

a
Expressed as per cent of household members.
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weekdays and/or weekends did so at home. Most individuals
eat breakfast at home foﬁr to five times per week and almost
always on weekends. |

When the respondents were asked to list what each
household member usually.had for breakfast during the week
sixty-six per cent included. eggs. In addition, the number
of females that eat eggs at breakfast was higher than that
of the males. Bread/toast/biscﬁits and cold/dry_cere;l wére'
the second most mentioned weekday breakfast food items,
with approximately 45 per cent of all household members
eating them. Juice or fruit were the next highest mentioned
items a£ 32 per cent (Table 43).

Weekend egg consumption at breakfast increased by
approximately seven percentage points, whereas, the bread/
toast/biscuits and cold/dry cereal incidence décreased by a
like amount., Other items showing a significant increase for
weekend-use over weekday use were bacon/ham/sausage and
pancakes/waffles/french toast, both up approximately 20 per
cent. Food items that showed é substantial decrease on the
weekend vs. weekday use were cold/dry cereal, down 21 per-
centage_points, and juice or fruit, down 5 percentage points
(Table 43).

.Looking at percentage of household members eating
eggs at breakfast during weekdays by age and sex reveals
that eggs are most popular aﬁohg'adult males in the 50 year

and over age group and amoﬁg males in the over 15 age group.
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.Table 43. What is Eaten for Breakfast on Weekdays and

Other

Weekends®
Weekdays Weekends
. Total Number of Total Number of
Food Household Members Household Members
Eggs 66.5 73.2
Coffee/tea 16.6 14.6
Bread/toast/biécuits 4205. 3307‘
Juice/fruit 32.1 27.6
Bacon/ham/sausage S 22.1 42.5
- Cold/dry cereal 44,5 2300
Hot cereal 2.7 1.0
.Pancakes/waffles/french
- toast 10.9 31.9
Mi:lk/ho't chocolate 9.7 10.8
Rolls/muffins/donuts 0.8 0.7
Instant breakfast 1.3 0.1
9.2 6.1

aExpressed as per cent of household members;
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In contrast, adult females in the 35-49 age category
consumed more eggs than any other adult female category
with 55.2 per cent indicating consumption. Furthermore,
girls in the 6-10 age group consumed more eggs than any
other category among teenage girls (80.5%) and more than
any other age group no matter which sex (Table 44).

The popularity of egg consumption at breékfast
- during the weekend increases in all age categories exqept
the girls in thé 6~10 year category and the boys over 15
years of age category, which did not change. However, egg
consumption became most popular among adult males in the
35-49 agé group, boys 11l-14 age group, and adult females
less-than.35 age category during weekend breakfast
(Table 45).

The incidence of convenience foods eaten at
breakfast during the week and weekend was too low to
suggest any relationship between different age or sex
categories. However, as indicated by Table.44, convenience
bfeakfast foods were most popular among girls and boys in
the over 15 age category, and among adult males in the less

~than 35 age group.



Table 44. What is Eaten for Breakfast on Weekdays by Various Age Groupsa

Husband

Respondent Girls Boys
Age Age Age Age Age ' Age Age Age "Age Age Age Age Age Age
<35 _35-49 50+ <35 35-49° 50+ 1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 .1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 Other
.Food N=99 N=86 N=113 N=70 N=80 N=104 N=48 N=47 N=43 N=56 N=58 N=44 N=48 N=47 Adults

Eggs 53.5 55.2 54.4 50.0 61.7 61.8 61.5 80.5 54.8 63.9 53.2 46.7 66.7 70.6 62.2
Coffee/tea 20.8 29.9 31.6 15.3 28.4 38,2 - - - 1.4 - - - 7.4 24.4
Bread/toast/

biscuits 42,6 40,2 57.0 33.3 30.9 52,9 38,5 34.1 28,6 41.7 29.0 4.0 37.3 50.0 48.9
Juice/fruit 29.7 34,5 42,1 16.7 29.6 37.3 2.2 41.5 21.4 34.7 22,6 31.1 52.9 32.4 40.0
Bacon/ham/

sausage/

steak - 19,8 16.1 17.5 20.8 32.1 ) 20.6 17.3 41.5 .19.0 23.6 11.3 " 13.3 25.5 22.1 20.0
Cold dry .

cereal 36.6 33,3 28,9 36.1 34.6 32.4 55.8 78.0 78.6 43.1 58.1 73.3 64.7 36.8 51.1
Pancakes/

waffles/

french toast 8,9 6,9 5,3 6.9 12.3 4,9 21.2 12.2 14.3 12.5 4.8 17.8 17.6 14.7 4.5
Milk/hot . .

chocolate 7.9 2,3 4,4 4,2 1.2 4,9 19,2 12,2 4,8 15.3 24,2 6.7 15,7 2,9 11.1
\ -
Rolls/muffins

donuts 1.0 3.4 2.6 o= 1.2 2.9 3.8 == 9.5 2,8 - - - 1.5 -
Instant

breakfast 1,0 1,1 - 2,8 2,5 1.0 - - 2.4 2.8 1.6 == - 2.9 -
Hot cereal 3.0 2.3 3.5 1.4 - 3.9 7.7 - 2.4 . -~ 4.8 2.2 - 2.9 6.7
Othexr 16,8 18,4 1.1 12.5 17.3 12.7 3.8 2.4 2.4 19.4 6.5 - - 10.3 15.6

aExpressed as per cent of household members.
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Table 45. What is Eaten for Breakfast on Weekends by Various Age Groupsa

Respondent Husband Girls Boys
Age Age Age Age Age Age Age ~ Age Age . Age Age Age Age Age
<35 35-49 50+ <35 35-49 50+ 1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19 Other
Food N=99 N=86 N=113 N=70 N=80 N=104 N=48 N=47 N=43 N=56 N=58 N=44 N=48 N=47 Adults
Eggs 78.2 66.7 64.9 77.8 79.0 69.6 78.8 80.5 69.0 79.2 69.4 66.7 74.5 70.6- 77.8
i Coffee/tea 12,9 27.6 28.1 15,3 22.2 30.4 - —_ - 2.8 — 2.2 - 4.4 20.0
Bread/toast/
biscuits 29,7 37.9 47,4 26.4 30,9 50.0 15.4 29.3 38,1 50.0 24.2 20.0 23.5 44,1 40.0
Juice/fruit 18.8 27,6 35.1 12,5 25,9 30.4 17.3 21,9 31l.0 34.7 16.1 20.0 35.3 20.6 22.2
Bacon/ham/
sausage/
steak 47,5 37.9 33.3 50.0 46,9 46.1 30.8 68.3 38,3 37.5 32,3 37,8 39.2 47.1 48,9
. Cold/dry
' cereal 15,8 14,9 17,5 9.7 18.5 20.6 25.0 24,4 23,8 19.4 24,2 31.1 33.3 22.1 26.7
; Pancakes/
1 waffles/ .
' french . . . i
toast 41,6 25,3 15,8 37,5 34,6 18,6 34,6 46,3 40.5 30,6 25.8 40.0 35.3 29.4 37.8
Milk/hot
chocolate 6.9 - 4,4 9.7 1.2 4,9 15,4 24,4 14.3 12.5 16.1- 13,3 5.9 7.4 6.7
Rolls/
muffins
donuts 1,0 - 6.1 2,8 1,2 4.9 3,8 - 7.1 - - 2.2 - 7.4 -—
Instant
breakfast Ll — e — o e - o e 1.4 - - -— _ -
Hot cereal —_ 1.1 1.8 - — 1.9 7.7 - 2.4 e 1.6 2.2 - —_ —_—
Other 11,9  10.3 6.1 8,3 92,9 9.8 3,8 12,2 4.8 12.5 9.7 6.7 - 7.4 15.6

a
Expressed as pexr cent of household members.
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CHAPTER V
CONSUMER IMAGE OF EGGS

The purpose of Chapter IV was to examine household
and per capita egg consumption and usage petterns in terms
of socioeconomic characteristics, in oxrderxr that—the'ﬁoultry
industry may aim future shell egg merchandieing and promo— 
tional efforts at.consumers who consume eggs less fre-
quently. However, the industry should not begin prohotionalf
efforts to alter‘eonsumer use patterns until they appfeise
consumer attitudes toward eggs as a separate entity, as well
as in relation to foods that are similar in nutrition and
perishability.

This chapter deals with consumer attitudes toward
eggs and evaluates the effectiveness egg advertisements have
had on altering egg use patterns. Advertisements are
analyzed in terms of socioeconomic characteristics as well
as the style factors which are most likely to alter consumer
egg use patterns. The chapter provides insights into product
development and other activities associated with the
proceesing.and eale of shell eggs.

Chapter V is divided into six sections:in order that
the variance in consumer attitudes toward eggs may be
reported, Aspeets of consumer attitudes that wiil be

75
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evaluated are: (1) consumer iikes and dislikes of preparing
and serving eggs, (2) consumer attitudes toward eggs
related to selectéd foods, (3) consumer attitudes towafd
‘eggs related to convenience breakfast foods, (4) consumer
'agreement to statements about eggs, (5) consumer attitudes
toward the value of selected foods, and (6) consumer reac-

tion to egg advertisements.

Likes and Dislikes of Serving and Preparing Eggs

Nutrition was the most ffe@uent’response (54%) given
és a reason for liking eggso' Thé second most frequent
réSponse, reported in Table 46, was that eggs taste good.
While approximately three per cent indicated there was
- nothing they liked about eggs, nearly 70 per cent could not
articulate any dislike. The most frequent dislike expressed
by those answering was that eggs are high in cholesterol.
This occurred only 12 per cent of the time.

Numerous like (taste good, fast/quick, inexpensive,
high in protein, nutritious, preparé.variety of ways) and
dislike (high in cholesterol, stick to pan, greasy/messy,
dislike taste, dislike smell) reéponse categories were
‘éubjected to chi-square fests of independence with
»fespondent's age, educational level, ethnic group, and
total household income to determine if any significant
relationship existed between them. No significant patterns

or relationships were found. However, it was obvious that
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. Table 46, Likes and Dislikes of Preparing and Serving Eggsa

Per Cent of

Attitude ‘ : ‘ Respondents
Likes: |
Taste Good 46.0
Prepare variety of ways 17,9
Fast/Quick 15.8
Inexpensive _ 8.6
High in Protein o | 22,9
Nﬁtritious/Good for you 31.4
Nothing liked 3.3
Convenien£ 7.7
Dislikes:
Nothing Disliked . 66,9
High in Cholesterol. | 12.6
Stick to Pan ' | 1.3
Greasy/Messy | 7 2.6
Dislike Smell : 1.0
Yolks Break too Eaéy 1.3
Dislike Taste - 6.0
Other | " 10.0

aMultiple responses possible.
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consumers attached positive health characteristics to eggs
despite accusations by various news media that eggs and

heart disease may be correlated.

"Consumer Attitudes of Eggs Related to Selected Foods

Reépohdents were dquestioned to obtain attitudes
toward eggs in relation to foods similar in nutrition and
perishability. In answering, the respondent was instructed
to rank four foods (meat, eggs, cheese, and fish) from 1 |
through 4 according to how well each of six statements
described the four foods (Table 47). A food receiving a
number one ranking for a barticulér statement indicated
thevrespondent felt that food was better described by the
statement than were the remaining three food categories. A
number two ranking implied the statement described another
food category better, -and so. forth.

"Eggs were reported as being more economical relative
to meat, cheese, and fish and were more likely to be kept on
hand. Eggs were perceived as a nutritious and convenient
food: however, meat was ranked number one the majority of
the time concerning nutrition and cheese wés given the
number one ranking most often concerning convenience (Table
47)°r'Further, these data show that eggs possess no sﬁrongly
negative attributes as related to the six statements. In
facf, eggs received the number four.ranking less often for

each of the six statements than any other food category.



Table 47. Phrase Descriptions Relating to Four Foods®

First Mention Second Mention Third Mention Fourth Mention

No
Phrase Meat Eggs Cheese Fish Meat Eggs Cheese Fish Meat Eggs Cheese Fish Meat Eggs Cheese Fish Mention

A very con- :
venient food 13.9 27.8 57.0 1,7 11.9 57.0 23,2 7.6 47.4 11.9 13.2 27.2 26.8 3.3 6.3 63.2 0.9

A most
nutritious

food 42.1 26,8 10.9 19.9 21,9 29.5 23.2 24.8 19.9 33.1 26.5 18.5 15.6 9.9 38.7 36.1 2.8

An economy

food 4.3 60,6 10,6 23,8 5.6 30,5 38,1 24,8 15,2 7.3 39.4 36.8 73.8 1.0 10.9 13.6 3.7
A food I

always keep ’ '

on hand 22,5 57,6 17,5 1,0 27.2 29,8 38,7 3,0 41.4 10.3 34,8 . 12.3 7.6 1.0 7.6 82.8 4.9

Something I .
like to serve 74,8 8,0 8,0 6,0 9,3 36.4 33.1 19,9 9.6 40.4 32.1 16.6 5.0 12.9 24.5 56.3 5.2

Something to
prepare in
numerous ways 50,7 39,4 8.9 1,3 23.2 37.4 31.1 8,3 21.5 18.9 39.7 19.5 4.6 4.3 20.2 70.9

a
Expressed as per cent of household members.
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Chi-square tests of independence were applied to the
response rankings of each food category for each of the six
statements with respondent's age, educationaillevel, and
total househéld income. Tests showed that only‘statements:
a very convenient food, a most nutritious food, and an
economy food were significant at the .05 level, and then not
all socioeconomic characteristics were significant for each
statemeht (Table 48). The statement "a very conyenient‘
food" and income proved to be significantly dependent when
it came to the ranking of eggs: that is,»as‘income increased
the number ranking eggs number one increased (Appendix B). |
Although age and educational level were not significantly
related with the above statement, they did havé a positive
relationship as did income.

The rankings Which eggs received for the statements
"armost nutritious food" and "an economy food" were only
significantly related with edqcational level. In both
instances, as educational level increased, the number of
reSpbndents that ranked eggs number one increased. None of
the socioeconomic characteristics were signifidantly related
with the ranking which eggs received for the statement "a
food I always keep on hand."” .Ther;fore, since 58 per cent
gave eggs a number one ranking for this statement, it is

‘apparent eggs are considered indispensable no matter what

the social status of a consumer.



Table 48. '~ Phrase Descriptions Relating to Four Foods in Relation to Socioeconomic
Characteristics

Phrase

A Very Convenient

A Most Nutritious

Food Food Food An Economy Food
Meat Significant with: Significant with:
1. Education 1. Education
2. Income
3. Age
Eggs Significant with: Significant with: Significant with:
l. Income 1. Education 1. Education
Cheese Significant with:
1. Education
2. Income
3. Age
Fish Significant with:

1. Income
2. Education

18
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Fggs vs. Convenience Breakfast Foods

Convenience breakfast food products have been
implicated as the major factor causing per capita egg con—
sumption to decline in general and specifically ‘at the

breakfast meal (Consumer'Attitudes; 1958). The intent of

this section is to evaluate consumer attitudes toward eggs
in relation to convenience breakfast food products. How-
ever, before responding to the question, the respondent was
informed that convenience breakfast foods included pop
tarts, instant breakfast, special morning, and breakfast
squares, etc., and did not include cereal or toast.

Nearly thfee—quarters of the respondents reported
that eggs‘have a higher nutrient value than do convenience’
breakfast food products; and over half indicated eggé are
more healthful in every aspect (Table 49). Approximately
70 per cent indicated convenience breakfast'foods are
easier to prepare and take less time to prepare; however,
the nutritional aspect was apparently looked upon as being
more importaﬁt° Only 1.3 per cent of total household
members ever used convenience foods during weekdays and
~only 1% used them on weekends (Table 48) . Therefore,
according to these data, convenience breakfast foods are not
the major factor causing per capita egg consumption to
aecline, at least in the Phoenix area.

The eight statements in Table 49 were subjected to

chi-square tests of independence with respondent's age,
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Table 49. Comparison of Eggs and Convenience Breakfast

Foods®
No
Convenience Differ- Don't No
Phrase Eggs Breakfast ence Know Response

Highér in

Nutritional

- Value 73.5 8.9 5.4 11.9 0.3
Higher in

Vitamin : ‘

Content 57.3 18.9 3.0 . 20,9
Higher in

Calorie

Level 24,2 54.0 3.0 18.9
Higher in

.Protein : '

Content 83.4 3.6 2.6 10.3
More Time

Saving 18.2 - 69.2 7.9 4.6
Easier to |
- Prepare 17.9 ~71.9 6.6 3.6
A Better Buy 77.5 5,6 4.0 12.9
Better for .v

You 84,1 5.0 4.3 6.6

aExpressed as per cent of respondents.
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educational level, ethnic group, and tofal household income,
Only income and age showed any significant relationship with
any of the eight statements comparing eggs and convenience
breakfast foods. Income was significant at the .05 level
with the following stafements: higher in vitamin content,
higher in calorie level, and more time savings (Appendix B).
Speéifically, as income increased a higher proportion
reported that the phrase "higher in vitamin con£ent"
.described eggé rather than convenience breakfast foods,
;However, as income increased so did the number indicating'
that the phrases "higher in calorie level" and "more time
saving" described convenience breakfast foods rather than
eggs.

Respondent's agé proved to be significantly ielated
with all of the statements concerning shell eggs and
convenience breakfast foods. In the case of statements:
higher in nutritional value, higher in vitamin'content,
higher protein content, a better buy, and better for you,
age was posinively related., However, age Qaé negatively
related to the statements: higher in calorie level, more
time saving, and easier to prepare (Appendix B)., Therefore,
shell egg promotional efforts should be aimed at the younger
homemaker with emphasis on the nutritional and economical

aspects of eggs.
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Agreement to Statements About Eggs

Households responded to the eight point agreement
scale, question 13 in Appendix C, concerning use of eggs in
the following manﬁer: 87 per cent reported that eggs were
not strictly a breakfast food, 88 per cent viewed eggs as
not being for special occasions, and almost all agreed that
eggs could be used for a quick meal (Table 50). Concerning '
the usefulneés of eggs, nearly all households indicated
eggs were very nutritious and nearly 80 per cent.said éggs
were one of the few real economy foods available. In
addition, 85 per cent indicated that in a health sense eggs
are as good for adults as for children and a like amount
viewed eggs as one of nature's almost perfect foods. Eggs
were also viewed as a food that does not cost the same as
five years ago.

The following socioeconomic characteristics: total
household income, age, and educational level of respondent
as well as the agrceability categories were aggregated as
shown in Tébles 51 and 52. Chi-square tests of independence
were performed, Theée chi-square tests indicated that of
all the statements concerning household's attitudes toward
eggé, only the statement "eggs are strictly a breakfast
food" showed significant relationship toward total household
income and educational level (Tables 51 and 52).
Respondent's age was independent with all of the statements.

Therefore, since eggs were viewed as a versatile food by



‘Table 50. Household Attitudes Regarding the Use and Usefulness of Eggsa

Strongly Strongly No

Statement - Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion

Use: ‘ ‘
Eggs are strictly a breakfast food 9.3 3.6 44.7 42.4 -
Eggs are for special occasions 9.3 2.3 48.0 40.4 -
Eggs are great for a quick meal 56.6 41.4 2,0 - J—
Usefulness:
Eggs are very nutritious 54.3 45,0 0.3 - 0.3
Eggs are one of the few real economy 4 :

foods available today. 55.3 23.5 16.6 . 2.6 2.0
In a health sense, eggs are as good N

for adults as for children ) 56.0 29.1 . 10.9 1.3 2,6
Eggs are one of nature's almost : ‘

perfect foods 60.6 23.3 9.3 1.0 6.0
Eggs are one food item that actually :

costs about the same as five years ' ’ } o :

ago _ . . 29.1 4.6 40.4" 18.9 7.0

SExpressed as per cent of respondents.

S8
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Table 51. Response to Statement "Eggs are Strictly a
Breakfast Food" in Relation to Total Household

Income®
Some Degree Some Degree
Income Level of Agreeability of -Disagreeability
Less than $5,000 20.7 79.3
_$5,000—$9,999 } 16.2 83.8
$10,000-514,999 13.7 _ 86.3
$15,000 and over | 5.4 - 94.6

aExpressed as per cent of respondents.

Table 52. Response to Statement "Eggs are Strictly a
Breakfast Foog" in Relation to Educational Level
of Respondent

o Some Degree Some Degree
Educational Level of Agreeability of Disagreeability
Some high school
or less : 28.8 : 71.2
High school
graduate/some :
college , 9.0 91.0
College graduate © 10.0 92.0

aExpressed as per cent of respondents.
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all age, educational, and income categories, the versatility

of eggs should not be part of. promotional efforts.

Money's Worth of Four Foods |

The majority of respondents (84.1%), when asked
about eggs, ihdicated they at least received value for their
monéy and nearly 7 per‘centvreported they.received'more than
their money's worth (Table 53). - More than sixty per cent
~reported they at least received value for their money with
the purchasé of cheese; however, nearly 70 per cent of the
sémple households indicated they did not receive their
money's worth when purchasing beef. This response to beef
iwasrfo be expected since beef prices had increésed signifi=

cantly prior to the interviews,

Table‘53n _Money's Worth of Four Foodsa

More than Your Money's Not Getting Your No

Food Money's Worth Worth = Money's Worth Opinion
Fish 3.3 58. 3 26.8 11.6
Beef 2.0 | 126.8 69,9 1.3
Eggs 6.6 77,5 14,9 1.0
Cheese 3.0 60. 3 36.4 0.3

Pork 1.0 32,8 51.0 15.2

aExpressed as per cent of respondents.



89
Chi-square tests of independence were performed on
the respondents' attitudes and the following socioeconomic
characteristics of sample households: age and educational
level of respondent, and total household income. The
results indicated these socioeconomic characteriétics were

not related to the attitudes of households.

Reaction to Egg Advertisements

Starting approximately two months prior to and
ending three months after this study egg advertisements were
started on T.V., radio, and in newspapers in the Phoenix
area dealing with various aspects of egg use. It is the
intent-of this section'to disclose what the consumer thought
of these advertisements andAwhat, if any, effect they had on
consumption and/or use of eggs.

Only 72 of the 302 households questioned iﬁ this
study indicated they had read or heard an egg advertisement
in the previous two months. However, of those who had
heard or read an egg advertisement the majority (86%) indi-
cated they liked it. When the respondents were asked what
they liked about the advertisements, the most frequent
response was it was informative, with the sgcond*popular
answer being it was "cute." Other responses were thatAthe
advertisements were simple and direct, and.thaf they were
cleverly done. Reasons expressed for not liking the egg

advertisements, indescending order of occurrence were: it
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was just a commercial, childish, and it was non-educational.
All 72 respondents indicated the advertisements had no

effect whatsoever on their use or consumption of eggs.



CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The poultry industry in the United States has been/
- faced with‘declining per capita consumption of shell eggs.
This trend has, in part, been caused by changes in consumer
tastes and preferences, cholesterol implications in human
health, and difficulties in the preparation and clean-up of
eggs. It is not known if these national trends adequately
reflect changes in shell egg consumption in Arizona since no
recent studies have been completed in Arizona oﬁher than the -
one reported herein.
In view of the above problem, the purposes of this
study were:
1. ‘To examine consumption and use patterns for shell
eggs.
2. To analyze attitudes of consumers toward shell eggs.
3. To consider reasons for shell egg consumption and

attitude variation by socioeconomic characteristics.,

Two hundred ninety-nine households provided con-
sumption and use datavon eggs, and 302 contributeéed data on
attitudes. Most households consumed 1 to 12 eggsvper week
(Table 5). Per capita egg consumption was 5057wéekly or 286
eggs per year. This compares with a USDA of 261 for 1973.

91 ~
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Eight socioeconomic characteristics of respondents
were analyzed in order that consumption and use patterns of
eggs could be evaluated. Those eight variables were:
1. Age of respondent.
2. Total household income.
3. Educational level of respondent.
4, Ethnic group of respondent.
5. Number of household members.
6. Total at-home food bill,
7. Total food bill_away—from—home°
8. Occupation of household head.
Each of the eight variables were subjected to y-square tests
of indépendence with average weekly shell egg consumption
vper household and per capita shell egg consumption. |
Average weekly egg consumption per household was
positively rglated to age of respondent; family'size, and
weekly at—homebfood bill. A negative relationship existed
between average weekly egg consumption per household and
educational level of respondent. The othér socioeconomic
characteristics lacked definite patterns. Per capita egg
‘consumption wasAindependent of total household income,
educational level of responden£, family size, and average
weekly at-home food bill. Non-whites had the highest level
of per capita egg consumption (Table 10).
Males in the 15-19 age category- -and females in the

6-10 age category consumed eggs more frequently thanAany
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other age grou?s° Females cénsumed eggs more frequently
than males during week days, except at the over 11 and the
35-49 age categories. Females also consumed eggs more
lfrequently duriné weekends, except at the 11-14 and the 35
and over age categories. Scrambled eggs were the most
popular form in which eggs were consumed with fried eggs
béing second. | | I

The number of respohdents reporting the receipt of
physicians' advice against egg consumption because of
cholesterol for a family member was negligible. Only 1.8
per cent of all household members had received such advice,
and_egg.consumption among those individuals did not differ
significantly from consumption among individuals who had
not received such advice.

Consumer attitudes toward eggs as a éeparate entity
and in relation to three foods (meat, cheese, and fish)
indicatéd eggs had a favorable image., Eggs were cqnsidered
higher priced than five years ago bgt were a good value for
the money. Attitudes toward eggs in relétibn to meat,
cheese, and fish were related to educational level of
respondent and total household income (Table 47). Further,
attitudes toward eggs in relation to con&enience breakfast
food products was significantly related to age of respondent
and total household income., That is, as income increased
so did the number reporting that the phrase "higher.in'

vitamin content" described eggs. However, as income
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iﬁcreased, so did the number'indicating that the phrases
"higher in caiorie level"” and "more time saving" described
convenience breakfast foods.

Respondents' age was significantly related with all
Stétements~concerning éhell eggs.and convenience breakfast
foods. Age was negatively related to statements: . higher in
célorie level, mofe time saving, and easier to prepare con-
cerning eggs{ and positively reiated tovstatements: higher
in nutritional value, higher in vitamin content,Vhighér
protein content, é better buy, and better for you.

This study has several implications for shell egg
producers, processors, retailers, and researchers. Within
the outline of thebpreviously stated objectives, some rather
‘broad; genefal conclusions can be drawn in addition to a
limited number of specific conclusions. However, as
explained in footnote 1 page 16, the scope of the infer-
ences hés not.been verified,

1. Consumers have favorable éttitudes toWard'eggs°

2, Eggs were viewed aé a meaf substitute.

3. On the average, consumers used 13 eggs per week as
a main dish and 8 as a cooking ingredient.

4, Younger housewives did not chsider eggs to be as
‘economical (getting value for their money) a food
buy as did older housewives.

5. Eggs were thought of as not being strictly é break-

fast food by ninety per cent of the respondents,
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however, eggs were only used for lunch or the
evening meal by seventy per cent of the households.,

6. Eggs were used for breakfast by more household
members than any other food item.

7. The majority of respondents féiled to articulate
any dislike of preparing and/or serving eggs.

8. A very high percentage of'consumers considered eggs
to be one of natﬁre's alﬁostrperfecf foods and a

beneficial food which is very nutritious.

Respondents indicated there are many favorable
aspects associated with shell eggs. The poultry industry
should stress these'favorable attributes in their promo-
tional efforts. However, there are some attributes that
can be considered as problems and need to be examined by
the industry.

-Based on the results’of this study, it is the
opinion of the author that the poultry industry edifj‘adults
to the dietary advantages of eggsfand teach children the
Vaiue of eggs in a manner such that their attitudes will
'carry over info adult life. In addition, information
~should be made available on convenient ways of using shell
eggs since time is often of prime importance to a home-

" maker when planning a meal. Also, young housewives should‘
be informed to the merits of eggs. Overall, a promotiénal

program that is mature and educational in nature is needed



with the nutritional and low cost aspects of eggs being

stressed.
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APPENDIX A

SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS

Table 54, Age'Distributionvof Respondents in Sample House-

holds
Age Number Per Cent
<20 : 8 2.6
21-34 : 91 30,1
35-49 86 ' 28.5
50-59 ' 50 16.6
60+ years 63 ‘ : 20.9
No answer : 4 1.3

97
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Table 55. Occupation of Respondent and Household Head

Respondent

Household Head

Occupation Number Per Cent  Number Per Cent
Top managerial/major
professional 3 1.0 42 . 13.9
Executive Administrative 2 0.7 15 5.0
Owner small business - - - 14 4.6
Technical/minor adminis- :
trative/low supervisor 19 6.3 37 12.3
White collar/clerical 21 7.0 34 11.3
- Skilled/semi-skilled 14 4.6 79 26,2
Unskilled /housewife 227 75.2 ] 3.0
Farmer - - 3 1.0
Unemployed 11 3.6 33 10.9
Not ascertained 5 1.7 36 1199
Total 302 100.0 302 100.0
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Table 56, EBducational Level of Respondent and Head of

Household
Respondent ‘ Household Head
Educational Level Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Some high school or less 59 19.5 40 13.2
High school graduate' 98 32.5 68 22.5
Some college 80 26.5 48 15.9
College graduate 45 14.9 73 24,2
College post~graduate 15 5.0 33 10.9

Not ascertained 5 1.7 40 13.3




Table 57.

Total Household Income

100

"Number of .

- Amount of Income Families Percentage
$3,000 2 0.7
Under $3,000 9 3.0
Over $3,000 16 5.3

- $5,000 1 0.3
Under $5,000 2 0.7
Over $5,000 69 22.8

© $10,000 7 2.3
Under $10,000 4 1.3
Over $10,000 -2 0.7

7$15,OOO 3 1.0
Under $15,000 64 21.2
Over $15,000 3 1.0
$20,000 4 1.3
Under:$20,000 57 18,9
Over $20,000 44 14.6

- Not ascertained 15 5.0
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Table 58. Observed Ethnic Group of Respondents

Ethnicity ' Number Per Cent
Anglo 282 93.4
Negro ' 5 : 1.6
Mexican-American 12 . 4.0
Oriental . —_—
Other o 3 1.0

Table 59. Family Size of Sample Households

Number in Family Number Percentage

1 20 6.6
2 | | 99 32.8 .

3 ' 56 18.6

4 54 | 17.8

5 32 ' 10.6
6 22 7.3

7' ' 12 4.0

8 6 2.0

9 1 0.3

X = 3.4/household,



APPENDIX B

SIGNIFICANT CHI-SQUARES
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Table 60.

Chi~Squares with an .05 Level of Significance

Table which Vari+ i Calculated Degrees of Crit%cal
ables are from Variables X Freedom X

2 Frequency of : Number in 9.608 4 9.488
preparation Household

5 Frequency of : Average At~ 37.036 24 36,415
preparation Home Food Bill '

8 Average : Age of 19.159 6 12.592
Weekly House- Respondent
hold & Per
Capita Egg
Consumption

11 Average : Ethnic Group 30.867 6 12,592
Weekly. House- of Respondent
hold & Per
Capita Egg
Consumption

12 Average : Number in 46,648 9 16.919
Weekly House- Household
hold & Per
Capita Egg
Consumption

13 Average : Weekly Food 32,949 18 28.869

Weekly House-~
hold & Per -
Capita Egg
Consumption

Bill At~Home

€0T



Table 60.~--Continued

Chi-Squares with an

.05 Level of Significance

Table which Vari- Calcu%ated Degrees of Crit%cal
ables are from Variables X Freedom X
48 A Very Con- : Educational 21.994 6 12,592
venient Food Level of
"Meat" Respondent
48 A Very Con- ¢ Total House- 17.023 9 16,919
venient Food hold Income
llMeatll
48 A Very Con- : Age of 14,321 6 12.592
-venient Food Respondent
"Meat" .
48 A Very Con- ¢ Total House- 18.438 9 16.919
venient Food hold Income
IlEggS n
48 A Very Con- : Educational 16,712 6 12,592
venient Food = TLevel of
"Cheese" Respondent
48 A Very Con- : Total House- 32,392 9 16.919
"~ venient Food hold Income
"Cheese"
48 A Very Con- : Age of 23,540 6 12,592
venient Food Respondent

"Cheese"
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. Table 600——Continued

Chi-Squares with an .05 Level of Significance

Table which Vari- Calcu%atedl Degrees of Crit%cal
ables are from Variables X Freedom X
48 A Most Nutri- : Educational 15.900 6 12,592
tious Food Level of
"Meat" Respondent
48 A Most Nutri- : Educational 12,866 6 12.592
tious Food Level of :
"Eggs" Respondent
48 A Most Nutri- : Educational 21,583 6 12,592
tious Food Level of
"Fish" Respondent
48 A Most Nutri- : Total House- 20,247 ) 16,919
tious Food hold Income ~
IIFiShII
48 An Economy ¢ Educational 19.005 6 12.592
Food "Eggs" Level of
Respondent
49 Eggs or Con- : Total House- 12.902 6 12.592

venience
Breakfast
Foods "Higher
in Vitamin
Content"

hold Income

SOT



Table 60.--Continued Chi-Squares with an .05 Level of Significance

Table which Vari- . Calcu%ated' Degrees of Crit%cal
ables are from Variables X Freedom X

49 Eggs or Con- : Total House- 12,685 6 12.592
venience hold Income '
Breakfast N
Foods "Higher
in Calorie
Level®

49 Eggs or Con- : Total House- 17.662 6 12.592
venience hold Income
Breakfast ' :
Foods "More.
Time Saving"

49 Eggs or Con- : Age of 16.101 4 9.488
venience Respondent
Breakfast
Foods "Higher
in Nutri-
tional Value"

49 Eggs or Con- : Age of 16.100 4. , 9.488
venience . Respondent
Breakfast '

Foods "Higher
in Vitamin
Content"
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Table 60.,--Continued Chi-Squares with an .05 Level of Significance

~Table which Vari- o Calcu%ated Degrees of Crit}cal
ables are from Variables - X Freedom X
49 Eggs or Con~ : Age of . 21.220 4 ' 9.488
venience Respondent '
Breakfast

Foods "Higher
in Protein

Content"
49 Eggs or Con- : Age of 17.731 4 9.488
venience Respondent :
Breakfast
Foods "A

Better Buy"

49 - Eggs or Con- : Age of 10.412 4 9.488
' venience Respondent ‘
Breakfast
Foods "Better
for You"
49 Eggs or Con- : Age of ’ 13.772 4 9.488
venience Respondent
Breakfast

Foods "Higher
in Calorie
Level"

LOT



Table 60.--Continued Chi~Squares with an .05 Level of Significance

Table which Vari- Calculated Degrees of Crit}cal
ables are from Variables : %2 ~ Freedom X
49 Eggs or Con- ¢ Age of 9.531 4 9.488
venience Respondent
Breakfast
Foods '"More
Time Saving"
49 Eggs or Con- Age of 16,693 4 9.488
venience
Breakfast
Foods "“Easier
to Prepare"
51 "Eggs are : Total House- 8.174 3 : 7.815
Strictly a hold Income
Breakfast
Foog"
52 "Eggs are Educational 15,914 2 _ 5,991
Strictly a Level of
" Breakfast Respondent
Food"
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EGGS
Part T.

Good morning/afternoon/evening. Is Mrs. (Mr.) at
home? - TI'm Ms. : calling for the College of Agriculture at

the University of Arizona. We're conducting a study about nutrition

and eating habits and would like to ask your help in our study.

Q.-1. Do you use fresh eggs in cooking or prepare them for your family?

1.

2.

No (skip to.Q.—8)

Yes

Q.-1A. How frequently would you say that you prepared eggs or use them

in your cooking? Read responses.

16

every day

every other day-
two days/week

1 day/week

other (specify)

Q.-2, Tell me everything yvou LIKE about eggs.




Q. -4,

Q.~4A.

111

Tell me everything you DISLIKE about eggs.

Does YOur household consume more, less, or the same amount of

eggs than they did two yeafs ago?

1, more
why?
2, less
why?
3. same

Do you ever prepare eggs for your household or a hoﬁsehold member
for lunch or the evening meal?

1. no (skip to Q.-5)

. 2. vyes

How many times a week for lunch?

How-many times a week for the evening meal?

)
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Do you ever prepare eggs as a substitute for some other food?
1. no (skip to Q.-6)
2, yes

what foods?

why?

Of all the fresh eggs that you use, about what portion are used

in cooking recipes? (like cookies, cakes, and puddings,)

2. do not know
3. don't use eggs in cooking (skip to Q.-7)

When you use them as a cooking ingredient, what foods do you

use them in? Probe for more than one answer.

In what ways do you most often prepare eggs? (probe for more

than one answer. Examples are fried, scrambled, and boiled.)

The last time you purchased fresh eggs, how many did you buy?

1.

How many days ago was that purchase?

10

2. does not remember.
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Q.-7B. What was the size of the eggs you bought? (don't read list, but
give examples if'respondent doesn't remember.)
1. small
2. medium
3. large
4, x-large

5. other (specify)

6. don't remember
Q--7C° Do you remember what grade they were? (read list if respondent
needs help in remembering.)
1. Grade A |
2. Grade AA
3. Grade B

4, Other (specify)

5. Don't know
Q.~-7D. How did you decide what size and grade to buy?

Size

" Grade

Q.-7E. In the last six months, have you changed the SIZE of eggs you buy?
1. no (skip to Q.-8)
2. vyes

why?




EGGS

Q.-8.
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Including yourself, how many people are living in your house-

hold? (If more than "1", skip to Q.-9)
NOTE: 1If respondent is living alone, ask their age,
circle their sex and continue to Q.-8A.
Q.-2 to Q.-7 weren't answered, skip to Q.-8B.)
1, Sex Age

M

Do you limit fresh egg consumption?

1.

29

How often do you eat breakfast at home and away from home

during the weekdays?

1.

During an average month, how often do you eat breakfast at

home and away from home during the weekends?

no (skip to Q.-8B)

ves

Why?

At Home

Away From Home

Avt Home

Away. From Home




Q.-9.
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What do you usually eat for breakfast during the weekdays and
weekends? (List food items.)

Weekdays ' Weekends

'NOTE: TIf respondent lives alome, skip to Q-10 after Q-8D!'!

CODE
H = HusbandA | FIL = Father-in-law BRO = Brother
W = Wife - MIL = Mother-in-law MR = Male roommate
D = Daughter  DIL = Daughter-in-law FR = Female réommate
S = Son SIL = Son-in-law 0 = other (specify)
-F =lFather C = Cousins
M = Mother - SIS = Sister

"Would you please tell me the relationship of each member to you

and their ages, starting with your age. (If questions 2-7

weren't answered, skip to Q.-9C after Q.-9.)

(Continued next page.)
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Relation to Respondent Age

Respondent's Sex (Circle)
M F

10.

11.

12,

Q.-9A. Which household members do not eat fresh eggs and why?
1. all eat (skip to Q.-9B.)

2, doesn't eat eggs (use code for relation to respondent).

A. (reiation to respondent)
why?

B. (relation to respondent)
why?

C. (relation to respondent)

why?
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EGGS

D. (relation to respondent)
why?

E. (relation té respondent)
.Why?

F. ' (relation to respondent)
why?

G. ' (relation to respondent)
why?

H. (relation ﬁo respondent)
why?

I. (relation to respondent)
why?

J. (relation to respondent)
why?

K. (relation to respondent)
why?

L. 7 (relation to respéndent)
why?

Q.~-9B. Which household members limit fresh egg consumption and why?

1. mnone limit (skip to Q.-9C.)
2. limits consumption (use code for relation to respondent).

A. (relation to requndent)

why?
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(relation to respondent)
why?

(relation to respondent)
why?

(relation to respondent)
why?

(relation to respondent)
why?

.(relation to respondent) .
why?

(relation to respondent)
why?

(relation to respondent)
why?

(relation to respondent)
why?

(relation to respondent)
why?

(relation to respondent)
why?

(relation to respondent)

twhy?
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Q.-9C.
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Including yourself, how often does each member of your house-

hold eat breakfast at home and away from home during the

weekdays?

Relation to Respondent
(use code)

At Home

Away From Home

1. Respondent

10.

11,

12,

During an average month, how often do you and EACH member of your -

household eat breakfast at home and away from home during the

weekends?

Relation to Respondent

At Home

Away From Home

1. Respondent

20
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Q.-9E.
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Relation to Respondent

At Home

Away From Home

3.

4,

10.

11.

12,

;

Including yourself, what is usually eaten for breakfast by each

member of your household during the weekdays and weekends?

Weekdays

Weekends

Relation to Respondent

1.

2.
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Relation to Respondent

Weekdays

Weekends

10,

11.

12,

Q.-10. TLet's comparé eggs and convenience breakfast foods. Which

would you say is (read Qhrase); or would you say there .is no

difference? (circle response)

Does not include dry cereal.

readily and move to next phase.

NOTE: Convenience breakfast is, pop tarts, instant
breakfast, special morning and breakfast squares,

Accept "don't know"

- convenience

eges -breakfast no difference don't know
higher in
nutritional value 1 4
higher in
vitamin content 1 4
higher in '
calorie level 1 4
higher in
protein content 1 4
more time
saving 1 4
easler to
prepare 1
a better buy 1

better for you 1




122
EGGS
Q.-11. I am going\to read you a phrase. Would you pleaée rank them,
in the 1, 2, 3, 4 order in which .the following foods are best
described by the phrase. (The foods are meat, fresh eggs,

cheese and fish.) (Force ranking.)

Meat Fresh Eggs Cheese Fish
1a very convenient food .

a most nutritious food

an economy food

a food I always keep on hand

something T like Eo serve

something to prepare or
serve in numerous ways

Q.-12, For the following products, do you feel that you are getting

. value for your money's worth, more than your money's worth,

or not getting your money's worth? (Circle response.)

- No
Money's More than your Not getting your Opinion
worth monev's worth money's worth (don't read)

Fish 1 2 . 3 4
" Beef 1 2 3 - 4
Eggs = 1 , 2 : 3 4
Cheese 1 2 3 4

Pork 1 2 3 4
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Q.-13. Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree

with the following?

Strongly Strongly No
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion
eggs are strictly a '
breakfast food 1 2 3 b4 5
eggs are very
nutritious 1 2 3 4 5
eggs are one of the
few real economy foods 1 2 3 : 4 5

in a health sense, eggs
are as good for adults

as well as for children 1 2 3 4 5
eggs are for special
occasions 1 2 3 4 5

eggs are one of nature's
almost perfect foods 1 2 3 4 5

eggs are one food item
that actually costs
about the same as five

years ago 1 2 3 4 5
eggs are great for.a ‘
quick meal 1 2 3 4 5
Q.-14. 1If eggs were the main course in a T.V. dinner, would you buy
it?
1. no
2. vyes

Q.-15. Have any of your household members been on a weight reduction
diet in the last three (3) monfhs?
1. no (skip to Q.-16.)
2. vyes

Who?
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Q.-15A.

Q.-15B.

Q.-16.

Q.-16A. .

Q.-16B.

Q.-16cC.
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What was included in the diet? (What foods.)

4. Don't know.
What was not included in the diet? (What foods.)

1.

2.

3.

.4, Don't know.

Have you seen or heard any egg advertisements in the paper, on
television or on the radio in the last month?

1. no (skip to Q.-17)

2, yes

Did you like it?

1. no
why?

2. yes
why?

Has it affected youf fresh eég consumption or egg purchases?
1. no (skip to Q.-17)

2. ves (ask Q.-16C.)

In what way?

1.
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Q.~17. On an average week, how much would you say you spend for food
‘at home and away from home? (NOTE: If respondent doesn't
know, ask her (him) to estimate.)

1. At home S

2, Away from home $

Part 1IT.
Finally, I would like to ask you just a few questions for

classification purposes.

Q.-18. Is your entire family's income?

Over 20,000
or
Under 20,000

Over 15,000
or
Under 15,000

start here and Over 10,000 =
or
check blanks as Under 10,000 :

you go _ Over 5,000
- : . or
Under 5,000
Over 3,000
or

Under 3,000

NOTE: If respondent lives alome, skip to Q.-20.

Q.-19. Who is the major wage earner in your household?

1.
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Q.-19A. What kind of work does he (she) do?

(nature of tasks performed)

Q.-198B. What is the last grade of school he (she) attended?

1.

Q.-20. What kind of work do you do?

(nature of tasks performed)

Q.-20A. What is the last grade of school you attended?

.10

]NOTE: If respondent lives alone, skip to Q.-22,

Q.-21, Do you or any of your household members have a farm backgrbund?
1. mno (skip to Q.-23.)
2, vyes

who? (skip to.Q.-23.)

Q.-22. Do you have a farm backgroundé
1. Yes |
2. no
Q.—23.» What is your race? -(don't reéd, and circle resﬁonse.)
1.  Anglo
2,. Negro
3. Mexican-American

4, Oriental

5. - Other (specify)
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For Interviewer Only

Q.-24. Degree of respondent's cooperation

1. excellent

2. good
3. fair-
4, poor

5. very poor .
Q.-25, Degree of respondent's sincerity in ansWering the questions.

1. very sincere |

2. modérately sincere

3. not sincere

Q.-26. Interviewer's name

Q.-27. Phone number called:



REFERENCES

Anderson, R, H. Consumer Response to Egg Pricing Practices
and Merchandising Practices of Retail Stores. Utah
Agricultural Experiment Station, Bull. 409, Logan,
1959,

Baker, R. L., and Goldman, A. S. Habits, Preferences, and
' Demands of Des Moines Egg Consumers, Poultry Science,
30(3):329-339, n.d. ‘

- Consumer Attitudes Towards Eggs, Chicken, and Turkey.
Poultry and Egg National Board, Chicago, 1958,

Edmond, C. D. Arizona County Statistics. Cooperative
Extension Service, The University of Arizona, Tucson,
June, 1971. :

Egg Eating Patterns Survey. Advertising.Sub—committee of
the Egg Promotional Information Committee, Chicago,
December, 1971.

Handbook of Agricultural Charts. U. S. Department of
Agriculture, Handbook No. 455, Washington, D. C.,
October, 1973,

Haug Associates, Inc. A Study of Consumer Attitudes and
Usage Patterns. Study Number 484-001, California,
December, 1972, o

Homemakerstse-of and Opinions about Eggs. U, S. Department
of Agriculture. Agricultural Marketing Service,
Market Research Report 405, Washington, D. C 1960,

°17

Jasper, A, W, Some Highlights from Consumer Egg Studies.
U. S. Department of Agriculture. Production and
Market Administration, Agricultural Information Bull.
110, Washington, D. C June, 1953,

° 7

Jasper, A. W., and Cray, R. E. Consumer Preferences,
Practices and Demands in Purchasing Eggs and Poultry
in Columbus, Ohio. Ohio Agricultural Experiment
Station Bull. 736, Wooster, 1953.

128



Powell,

129

G. R. Consumer Response to Variation in Egg Carton
Labeling with Special Reference to Nutrition
Information. Thesis, The University of Arizona,
1960.

Selected Statistical Series for Poultry and Eggs Through

Slocum,

1965. U. S. Department of Agriculture, ERS 232,
Washington, D. C., Revised May, 1966, p. 20.

W. L., and Swanson, H. S. Egg Consumption Habits,
Purchasing Patterns and Preferences of Seattle
Consumers. Washington Agriculture Experiment
Station, Bull, 556, Pullman, 1954.

Watt, B. K., and Merrill, A, L. Composition of Foods.

U. S. Department of Agriculture, Handbook No. 8,
Washington, D. C., December, 1963.






