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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine which of six 

selected appliances are owned by Pima County Extension Homemaker Club 

members and what methods were used to purchase them. Also explored 

were appliance service contract purchase and appliance energy operat

ing cost awareness when purchasing the appliance.

Telephone interviews were conducted with a random sample of 149 

drawn from the 1980 membership list of the Pima County Extension 

Homemaker Clubs in the State of Arizona. Data were analyzed with the 

chi-square test in a contingency table as all variables of interest 

were ,categorically measured.

A large percentage of this group are older, retired homemakers. 

Twenty-six club members were employed outside the home and 123 were 

not. Employed homemakers of this group do not tend to own more 

labor-saving appliances than the nonemployed members. Service con

tract purchase is correlated with specific appliances as is appliance 

purchase due to the member's awareness of the appliance's energy 

operating costs.

Considering the initial and energy operating cost of these 

major appliances, the results of this research may be used by 

Cooperative Extension Agents in educational programs concerning 

appliance purchase.

viii



CHAPTER 1
\

INTRCOUCTICN

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to determine which selected 

appliances are owned by members of the Pima County Extension Homemaker 

Clubs. These clubs are sponsored by the Arizona Cooperative Extension 

Service of Pima County. Also investigated will be the financing 

methods used by these families. Energy operating costs and service 

contracts on selected appliances will be explored.

Rationale

Historians and archaeologists tell us that the artifacts of a 

culture offer the most revealing information of how the society lived. 
The articles used in homes have been a major source of such evidence. 

The acceptance and use of appliances of the nation's universally 

admired and often envied highest level-of-living in the world are 

indicative of consumer acceptance and desire for technological ad

vancement in appliances for the home. Such a simple tool as a can 

opener illustrates how the living and thinking of the American people 

have changed over the years. Once the can opener was a simple tool 

that cost ten cents . . now Americans seek out electrical appliances 

to open their cans effortlessly. This new machine costs at least one 

hundred times as much as the old.

1
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Today the average department store carries an assortment of 

twenty-five thousand to thirty thousand items in its housewares and 

appliance department (Lifshey 1973). It seems there is virtually no 

task inside the home which someone, somewhere, has not developed a 

device to take the drudgery out of housework. The American homemaker 

is usually ready, willing and able to add it to the never ending 

collection of equipment that challenges the homemaker's tasks.

At times the commercial aspect of creative ingenuity creates 

gadgets which prove to be far more troublesome than the original tasks 

for which it was created to simplify. The magic touch of merchan

dising has transformed a once homely and practical business into one 

whose products now radiate form and color. Fashion appliances with 

appeal have become an integral and important part of household appli

ances. It is no longer sufficient that a product be practical and 

well made. Household appliances must be beautifully designed and 

styled in the right color (Lifshey 1973),

Increase use of mechanical equipment in American homes during 

the past 75 years has revolutionized patterns of living and techniques 

of home management. Refrigerators, ranges, irons, vaccuum cleaners, 

toasters, coffeemakers, televisions and radios are found in nearly 

every American household which is wired for electricity (Peet,

Pickett & Arnold 1979). The increased numbers and types of equipment 

since 1893 has been gradual, but perhaps the most remarkable part of 

this development is that most types of equipment have continued to be 

available either in basically the same or an improved version. 

Therefore, the present inventory of mechanical household equipment in
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The increased number of new and complex home appliances 

emphasizes the need for well informed consumers. Better knowledge of 

the selection, performance, and care of household equipment will pro
vide a more healthful, enjoyable, and comfortable living environment 

for family members.

Sales of machines that cool, clean, cook, and entertain rose to 

over $10.2 billion in retail sales in 1975 (Merchandising 1978).

With the formation of new families at the rate of 1.9 million a year 

(Melville 1980), the industry will continue to grow to supply new 

homes and to provide equipment replacements in older homes.

Background of Study

In April 1962 Alida Hotchkiss conducted research Report #204 of 

the Agricultural Experiment Station Household Appliances Owned by 

Arizona Families which was the preliminary phase of the study. Small 

and large appliances owned by selected Arizona families and some of 

the practices followed in buying refrigerators, ranges, freezers and 

washers were investigated. This study obtained information concern

ing ownership of major equipment pieces as well as factors influenc

ing decision-making and financing methods. Data for the study was 

obtained by a mail questionaire sent in early 1961 to a sample of 

families residing in 14 Arizona counties. A total of 1088 question- 

aires, or 53%, were returned.

In 1965 Report #228, Some Factors Influencing Purchase Decision

individual homes is large (Merchandising 1976). This does not pre

clude adding more equipment as it becomes available.
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Making and Methods of Financing Selected Major Household Equipment by 

Arizona Families* by Helen M. Goetz and Alida Hotchkiss was undertaken 

to supplement Arizona Report #204. This research report further 

investigated the ownership of major household equipment by Arizona 

families. During the spring of 1962 three hundred and eighty-six 

mail questionaires regarding purchases of either a washer, refrig

erator, freezer, range or a combination of these items were returned.

The target population for this study is the Pima County Extension 

Homemaker Club families. The study was limited to this group due to 

funding. The Extension Homemaker Clubs are adult groups who meet 

regularly and work together to improve home and community life while 

learning in an informal atmosphere. Extension Homemaker Clubs are 

open to everyone interested in improving self, home or community life, 

regardless of the individual's race, color, sex or national origin.

Extension Homemaker Clubs are organized under the leadership of 

the Cooperative Extension Service, College of Agriculture, University 

of Arizona, County Extension Home Economists conduct educational 

programs to which each club or group sends a representative who in 

turn teaches the information to other group members. The Extension 

Home Economists also serve as advisors to the homemaker groups.

The 37 Pima County Extension Homemaker Clubs list a membership 

of 453 members. Six members are selected from the 37 individual clubs 

to comprise the Pima County Extension Homemaker's Executive Board.

This Executive Board works as an advisory group with the Pima County 

Extension Agent.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Household Equipment

The world's growing population, diminishing energy, water and min

eral supplies, and environmental deterioration - - as well as changing 

life-styles - - will have a profound effect on the selection, use and 

care of household equipment. Studies show that the average family owns 

15 to 18 different pieces of household equipment, with the number in

creasing as new and more enticing laborsavers appear (Peet, Pickett & 

Arnold 1979). The number of models of each piece of equipment available 

in each manufacturer's line has resulted in more choice for consumers, 

and at the same time, has imposed higher-than-ever requirements of know

ledge for selection, care and use of all types of household equipment.

The investment of an average family in household equipment has 

been estimated at a minimum of $2000 (Peet, Pickett, Arnold & Wolf 

1970), Certainly the major pieces of household equipment account for 

the largest family expenditures after the purchase of a home and car 

(Gross, Crandall 6 Knoll 1980). The investment increases gradually 

over the years as new appliances appear on the market and as family 

income increases.

The family must plan, first of all, for the initial purchase of 

the equipment as few families receive these major appliances as gifts.

5
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This may involve techniques such as planning to stagger major 

purchases - - a refrigerator this year, and a range two years later. 

They must decide whether to wait until the family can pay cash for the 

equipment desired or whether to buy on credit. The increased cost of 

equipment bought on credit is frequently so high that the family can 

benefit by waiting until they have saved enough money to pay cash.

Expenditures for household equipment, like expenditures for 

automobiles, are continuous, A washing machine is not bought this 

year and the problem settle for life. A study by the United States 

Department of Agriculture shows the life expectancy of major pieces of 

household equipment to be from 5 to 20 years (Ruffin 6 Tippet 1975), 

The estimate of service life is suitable for developing family bud

gets on a longterm basis (Figure 1).

Planning ahead for replacements is one of the most difficult 

areas of family budgeting. Few homes have yet adopted the common 

business practice of setting aside a regular amount each year for 

replacing equipment (Gross, Crandall & Knoll 1980).

As appliance repairs are so costly today, an important question 

is whether an appliance service contract (service insurance) should 

be purchased to protect the buyer against repair bills. The MIT 

study found that common first-year service contract prices ranged 

from $21 to $26 for refrigerators, ranges, air conditioners and wash

ers to $80 to $100 for color television. General Electric, a large 

manufacturer of kitchen appliances, states that 59.3% of all service 

calls received within the first five years come during the first year 

(Changing Times 1976). There is little need to purchase a service
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Figure 1, Life of Selected Appliances
Expected Years of Use By tiie Owner

Freezer

Refrigerator

Range

Washer

Dryer
electric

gas

Microwave Oven 2

9 yr
20 yr

J 7 yr

J 6 yr

15 yr 

13 yr

J 5 yr

J 5 yr

11 yr

■ ■ I  14 yr

HI 13 yr

new
used

1 Insufficient Data
2 Insufficient Data

Ruffin, M.D. and K.S. Tippet, 1975.



contract that duplicates the manufacturer's one year warranty that 

might cover both repairs and labor for the appliance.

8

This research will explore the ownership of six major appliances: 

refrigerators, freezers, washers, dryers, ranges and microwave ovens. 

Statistics indicate of all homes wired for electricity in the United 

States, 99.8% have refrigerators (Peet, Pickett S Arnold 1979). The 

refrigerator is America's most used appliance with many homes having 

more than one. In 1973 when food prices began a rapid upward spiral, 

cost-minded consumers began buying separate freezers or purchasing 

larger ones in record numbers (Wilson 1976). Home freezers are now 

found in 44.4% of American homes (Merchandising 1976).

Every effort has been made hy researchers concerned with modem 

technology to make the task of laundering less difficult. Today 

72.5% of homes in the United States have clothes washers and 58,6% 

have clothes dryers (Merchandising 1976). Even consumers who do not 

own laundery equipment use automatic washers and dryers regularly.
More than 10,0% report they use coin-operated washers and dryers in 

apartments, dormitories or self-service laundry centers (Ehrenkranz & 

Inman 1973).

Home sized microwave ovens have been on the market since 1955 

(Wilson 1976). The process of microwave cooking is quite rapid, 

frequently two to ten times faster, than conventional methods. 

Microwave ovens are now found in 5.1% of American homes (Merchandising 

1976). Conventional built-in ranges are found in 19.7% homes in the 

United States while 50.4% of homes have free-standing rangesj thus, 

70.1% of American households enjoy the convenience of a modern range
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Appliance ownership by Employed/Nonemployed Homemakers

Through all income levels and life-cycle stages, employed women 

appear to face greater time pressures than non-employed women. One 

of the possible strategies employed wives can use to economize on 

time is to substitute capital equipment for their own nonmarket labor. 

Opposing conclusions exist about the likelihood that employed wives 

and nonemplqyed wives will differentially substitute capital equip

ment for household labor. Galbraith (1973) has argued that families 

with employed wives may be expected to own, and purchase, fewer 

durable goods than families with nonemplqyed wives. This is because 

these goods require considerable consumption administration and 

employed wives have less time for such activities. Mincer (1960) and 

Drucker (1976) have assumed that wives' earnings are likely to be 

spent more on consumer durables than families with nonemployed wives. 

Strober and Weinberg (1977) maintain that there are likely to be no 

significant differences in purchase, or ownership, of consumer dur

ables between the two types of families. Abdel-Ghany and Barnett 

(1979) found wives' employment did not effect the ownership of appli

ances. This conclusion was affirmed for a low penetration item 

(microwave oven) as well as for medium penetration items (dishwasher, 

freezer and dryer) and near-saturation items (washer, range and 

refrigerator).

Income was a significant determinant of the ownership of most 

durables and the purchase of microwave ovens and clothes dryers.

With respect to ownership, being in a "young" family tended to

(Merchandising 1976) (Figure 2).



Figure 2. Saturation Index of Household Appliances
Wired Homes Without 

% number
Wired Homes With 
number % 

32,891,000 44.4
Freezers

M erchandising, 1976
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decrease the durables owned, except for ownership of microwave ovens; 

microwave ovens appears to be invariant to life-cycle groups (Strober 

1977). Perhaps this is because "younger" families tend to have lower 

incomes.

Service Contracts

The purchase of a major appliance such as the six appliances 

mentioned in this study involves a certain degree of risk due to un

known repair costs. This risk is relatively high because the cost 

of repair or replacement of a damaged part is costly for the consumer.

The service contract has been offered by manufacturers for 

several years (Perry & Perry 1976). Although the exact date for 

which service contracts has not been identified, it is known they 

have been available since 1960, For a set price, the manufacturer's 

or seller's service department will make all repairs and adjustments 

not already covered by manufacturer's warranty, and after expiration 

of warranty will continue to service the machine for an annual fee. 

The service contract is a kind of insurance policy and it must be 

economically worthwhile both for the insured consumer and the 

marketer. Otherwise, either one or the other will not be willing to 

enter into service insurance relationships.

Evidence for this lies in the 1969 Consumer Union Report where 

the respondents to Consumer Union service contract survey were asked 

specifically about their experiences with contracts covering refrig

erators, washing machines, room air conditioners, dishwashers, and 

television sets. From the data on contract prices paid and number of 

service calls received for each appliance, a rough average cost per
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service call was derived.

The costs of service contracts, as compared to the average cost 

per service call is shown in figure 3.

Figure 3.

Appliance Average Yearly Cost 
of Service Contract

Average Cost/ 
Service Call

Dishwashers $18.00 $15.00
Refrigerators 13.50 19.00
Black S White TV 24.00 19.00
Washing Machine 21.50 19.50
Color Television 43.50 21.00
Room Air Conditioners 16.00 28.50

It can be seen that in four cases the average yearly cost of 

service contract is higher than the average cost per call. In only 

two cases, refrigerators and air conditioners, does the opposite hold 

true. The report notes, however, that the amounts in Figure 3 are 

comparable only under the condition that the insured appliance 

actually needed repairs. Closer examination of the 1966 survey indi

cated that although the average cost of dishwasher repair was $15,00, 

nearly half the dishwashers owners reported that the appliance was 

not in need of repairs in a span of nine years. Thus, the average 

amount spent to maintain a dishwasher without a service contract was 

only $7,25 a year, compared with an average contract price of $18,00, 

This means in all cases, the yearly cost of service contract is 

higher than the average repair cost without a contract. The fact that 

many consumers pay this higher fee supports the hypotheses that
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consumers are willing to pay in order to avoid the risk of running 

into unusual and extreme expenses (Perry & Perry 1976).
l

Energy Efficiency

For many years, growing energy consumption was as self-evident 

as was economic growth. The availability of relatively cheap energy 

contributed to a climate in which energy consumption, costs and re

sources did not receive particular attention from consumers (Committee 

on Consumer Policy 1976). Socialized as American families have been 

to the belief that there is an endless supply of material and energy 

supplies, it has been difficult for many to seriously consider values 

encompassing conservation. However, as the balance between income 

and expenditures is disturbed, and as families face significantly 

higher fuel bills as well as higher prices for consumer durables, they 

will find new wisdom in the values of conservation and frugality.

While the increases in the price of utility gas, fuel oil 

electricity and gasoline have been sizable, direct energy is a 

relatively small item in the average consumer budget (Committee on 

Consumer Policy 1976). Consumers are less aware of the energy that 

is used to produce the goods they buy (indirect energy). While most 

household appliances do not require large amounts of energy to 

operate, they do require large amounts of energy for manufacturing 

and distribution. Indirect energy accounts for over half the energy 

the average family consumes (Merchandising 1979),

The issues involved in changing consumption patterns will be
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debated more fully in coming years. The ever-increasing consumption 

of energy and material goods has been viewed as a measure of success 

by some families, as a right of being an American by others. In the 

United States we use double the energy that is consumed in most 

European countries (Committee on Consumer Policy 1976).

Sharing of resources requires mediating family differences. 

Diverse values may result in conflict. To minimize the need to share, 

some families have worked toward independent consumption patterns. 

They have multiple cars, television sets, hair dryers and other dur

able goods (Hogan 1979).

In a survey undertaken by Merchandising magazine in April 1978, 

energy efficiency was considered an important purchasing considera

tion by a strong 87% majority of survey respondents.

Sixty-three percent of the respondents stated that they would 

pay higher prices for energy-efficient products. Although the 

majority of consumers said they would pay more for energy efficient 

products, 48% indicated a desire to sacrifice premium features for 

energy savings.

In 1975, the United States Congress enacted the Energy Policy 

and Conservation Act to encourage energy conservation. This Act 

called for the Federal Trade Commission to develop an information 

label for energy-consuming home appliances (Energy Insider 1980).

On November 19, 1979, the Federal Trade Commission published a 

ruling calling for a bright yellow EnergyGuide label to appear on 

automatic washers, dishwashers, refrigerators, freezers, room air 

conditioners, water heaters, and furnaces manufactured on or after
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May 19, 1980. One of three different types of labels must show the 

estimated annual energy cost of operating the appliance. The size, 

appearance, wording and location of the labels are all specified by 

the Federal Trade Commission (Energy Insider 1980). The EnergyGuide 

labels are designed to encourage consumers to comparison shop for 

energy-efficient home appliances. These labels are expected to help 

the customer save money on energy operating costs and also to help 

promote the nation's energy conservation goals. Another purpose is 

to promote the sale of energy-efficient appliances.

The estimated annual costs shown on the labels are based on in

formation obtained through testing procedures adopted by the U.S. 

Department of Energy. The figures are intended only as a guide for 

comparison shopping. They are not a guarantee of actual energy cost.

As the Federal Trade Commission researched the energy consumption 

of home appliances, it discovered that the cost of labeling far 

exceeded the benefits to the consumer in energy savings for several 

appliance categories. As a result, clothes dryers, television sets, 

ranges and ovens, microwave ovens, humidifiers and dehumidifiers, and 

home heating equipment other than furnaces are exempted from the 

program and do not require labels (Energy Insider 1980),



CHAPTER 3

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Methods

Assumptions
Assumptions considered fundamental to this research included the 

following.
1. The data-producing sample was representative of the 

population of the members of the Pima County Extension Home

maker Clubs.

2. The respondents furnished valid data.

3. The interviewer was able to elicit responses without bias in 

the telephone interviews.

Limitations

The following are limitations for this study.

1. The participating subjects were limited to the members of 

the Pima County Extension Homemaker Clubs organized under 

the Cooperative Extension Service of Pima County.

2. Few prior studies in this subject area are available to be 

used as baseline data.

3. The data is limited to the time period in which it was 

collected.

16
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4. Generalizations to the total population in the State of 

Arizona should be made with the greatest degree of caution 

only due to the unique makeup and homogenity of the Homemaker 

Club membership.

Operational Definitions

1. Homemaker - one who is principally engaged in keeping house 

or managing a home.

2. Employed - all persons who did any work for pay or profit 10 

hours or more per week outside the home.

3. Service contract - a contract purchased by the consumer 

guaranteeing repair of a specific appliance as specified by 

the contract.
4. Appliance purchasing method - method of financing appliance 

purchase.

5. Selected appliances - refrigerator, freezer, washer, dryer, 

range and microwave oven.

Hypotheses

It is the intent of this study to test the following null 

hypotheses.

1. There will be no significant difference in appliance purchas

ing methods between homemakers who are employed outside the 

home and homemakers who are not employed outside the home.

2, There will be no significant difference in the ownership of 

the selected appliances between homemakers who are employed 

outside the home and homemakers who are not employed outside
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the home.

3. There will be no significant difference in appliance 

purchasing methods of homemakers of different ages.

4. There will be no significant difference in the ownership of 

selected appliances of homemakers of different ages.

5. There will be no significant difference as to which of the 

selected appliances are selected for service contract 

purchase.
• There will be no significant difference as to which of the 

selected appliances were purchased because of energy 

efficiency information.

6
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Sample

A random sample was drawn from the membership list of the Pima 

County Extension Homemaker Clubs. This list was obtained from the 

Pima County Extension Agent, Mary Hardy, with the approval of the 

Acting State Extension Leader, Beryl Burt. This membership list was 

updated in March 1980.

The number of interviews was conducted in accordance with the 

estimated sample size required to achieve representativeness. Random 

numbers were generated to select the 170 interviewees from the 

numbered membership list of 453. A total of 170 telephone calls were 

placed. Of these, 11 telephone numbers were reported as disconnected. 

Six interviewees elected not to respond and 4 interviewees could not 

be contacted. Each of the 4 interviewees who could not be contacted 

was called a total of 6 times before being discarded.

The 149 interviewees who were contacted and agreed to participate 

in this study comprised the data-producing sample.

Procedures

Data Collection

An interview schedule was developed by the researcher 

(Appendix A). This schedule was constructed to collect the necessary 

demographic data: i.e,, number of people in household, number of 

children in home, age of homemaker, level of education of homemaker 

and household income. A questionaire item was designed to elecit in

formation meeting the definitions of employed and unemployed. There

fore, the respondent was not required to make the judgement of
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whether or not she was employed or unemployed. This procedure ensured 

accurate identification of the employment/unemployment status of each 

respondent. Hence, error was minimized.

Content validity of the interview schedule was ascertained by 

pretesting among a sample of women similar to the expected population. 

The initial pretest sample numbered 15 interviewees. After the pretest, 
the researcher was satisfied that the desired data could be collected 

through the use of the interview schedule.

All interviews were transacted by telephone. Telephone inter

views were conducted during April 1980. The calls were made at 

various times during the morning, afternoon and evening in order to 

contact those people who were away from their residences. If a re

spondent failed to answer on the first call, the interviewer called 

again at a different time and/or on a different day. A total of six 

calls was made to an unanswered telephone before the number was 

discarded.

When a respondent was contacted, she was invited to participate 

in the survey. After she accepted, the interviewer proceeded with the 
interview. The data were collected in this manner to ensure that the 

respondents were confortable with the answers.

All responses were recorded on interview schedules (Appendix B). 

When the interviews were completed, data were then coded for statis

tical analysis (Appendix C).

Treatment of Data

Percentages were used to describe the sample and to report
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frequency distribution of responses to questionaire items. The six 

basic hypotheses were tested with the chi square test in a contingency 

table as all variables of interest were categorical measured. The 

analysis was based on 149 usuable schedules obtained from a sample of 

170. Where possible, homemakers were interviewed. If the homemaker 

was unavailable, the spouse was interviewed.

In the initial stages of analysis, variables were examined 

according to categories specified in the interview schedule (Appendix 

B). Insufficient numbers of observations in some calls made it 

necessary to collapse categories. The categories used for analyzing 

data reported in Chapter 4 are as follows:

Age of Homemaker

18 - 35 years of age 

36 - 50 years of age 

51 - 64 years of age 

65 years of age or older

Education of Homemaker

3 years of high school or less

4 years of high school or vocational or technical 

training

1 - 3  years of college 

4 years of college or more

The computer program, SPSS: Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (Nie at al, 1975), was used to perform the correlations.

All statistical analyses were run on the University of Arizona CDC
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6400 computer.

Level of Significance

The level of significance is that level associated with prob

ability of occurrence. If the statistical test yields a result which 

is equal to or less than the level of significance, the null hypo

thesis is rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis. The level 

of significance used is 0.05. The total sample is 149.



CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

Characteristics of Respondents 

All respondents resided in Pima County, Arizona, when the 

telephone survey was conducted. One hundred forty-nine telephone 

contacts were made with women who agreed to participate in the 

survey.

Household Number Status

Respondents were asked the number of people residing in their 

household. Except for children, relationships were not indicated. 

This study deals only with the number dwelling in the household and 

not the relationships of those individuals (Table 1).

Table 1. Household Number Status.

Number of Persons in Household Respondent Frequency
Number Percent

1 person 21 14.0
2 persons 72 48.7
3 persons 29 19.4
4 persons 16 10.7
5 or more persons 11 to

Totals 149 100.0

23
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Number of Children

Respondents were asked about the presence of childrens 
specifically, how many children were living with them at the time of 

the survey. Forty-nine women, representing 32.8% of the sample, re

ported the presence of one or more children (Table 2).

Table 2. Number of respondents with children living in the household.

Number of Women with: Respondent Frequency
Number Percent

No Children 100 67.1
1 child 22 14.7
2 children 17 11.4

3 children 9 6.0

4 or more children 1 0.7

Totals 149 99.9*

^Reflects rounding off in computation.

Age of Respondent

Respondents were asked their age (Table 3). Nearly half, or

42.4%, of the respondents were considered to be senior citizens. 

Women under the age of 35 comprised the smallest group.
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Table 3. Age of respondents.

Age Respondent
Number

Frequency
Percent

18 - 35 years 13 8.7

3 6 - 5 0  years 23 15.4

51 - 64 years 50 33.6

65 years or older 63 42.2

Totals 149 99.9a

^Reflects rounding off in computation.

Educational Attainment

All respondents gave their educational attainment (Table 4), 

Fourteen homemakers had completed 3 years of high school or less.

Four years of high school had been completed by 53 homemakers. There 

were 51 respondents who had completed 1 - 3  years of college.

Thirty-one homemakers reported they had completed 4 years or more of 
college."
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Table 4. Educational attainment of respondent.

Number of Years of Formal 
Schooling Completed

Respondent
Number

Frequency
Percent

3 years of high school or less 14 9.4

4 years of high school or 53 35.6
vocational training

1 - 3  years of college 51 34.2

4 years or more of college 31 20.8

Totals 149 100.0

Employment/Un employment Status

Twenty-six women indicated they were employed outside the home 

10 or more hours per week. The remaining 124 women were categorized 

as not in the labor force (Table 5), The largest number of unemployed 

homemakers were in the 65 years and older grouping (Table 6).
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Table 5. Employment/nonemployment Status of respondents.

Employment/Nonemplqyment Status Respondent Frequency
Number Percent

Employed 26 17.4

Nonemployed 123 82.6

Totals 149 100.0



Table 6. Employment and non employment age status of respondents

Age Employed Homemakers Nonemployed

Respondent Frequency Respondent Frequency
Number Percent Number Percent

1 8 - 3 5  years 3 19.2 8 7.0
3 6 - 5 0  years 8 30.7 16 13.0
51 - 64 years 10 38.5 38 31.0
65 years or older 3 11.5 61 49.0

Totals 26 99.9* 123 100.0

^Reflects rounding off in computation
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Length of Employment

Seventeen of the respondents replying yes to the question of 

employment stated they had been employed for five or more years. Two 

women had been employed for 3 - 5  years. Two women were employed 

1 - 3  years. Five women were employed less than one year (Table 7).

Table 7. Employment Length.

Length of Employment Respondent
Number

Frequency
Percent

Under 1 year 5 19.3

1 - 3  years 2 7.7

3 - 5  years 2 7.7

Over 5 years 17 65.3

Totals 26 100.0

Income of Household

Respondents were asked to respond to four categories of income. 

Twelve respondents chose not to respond to the question. Fifty-eight 

women stated their household income to be less than $15,000 per year. 

Twenty-nine women reported their household income to be between 

$15,000 and $20,000, Households with $20,000 to $30,000 annual 

income numbered 36. Fourteen women reported their household incomes 
to be over $30,000 yearly (Table 8).
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Table 8. Annual Income of respondent’s households.

Annual Income Respondent Frequency
Number Percent

Under $15,000 58 38.9
$15,000 - $20,000 29 19.5
$20,000 - $30,000 36 24.1
Over $30,000 14 9.3

No response 12 8.1

Totals 149 100.0
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Table 9, Average Age of Appliances

Appliance Average Age Number Owned
Frequency 
Percent 

of Ownership

Refrigerator 8.8 years 146 CD

Freezer 12.3 years 62 .42
Washer 8.3 years 131 .88
Dryer 4.2 years 86 00in

Range 12.3 years 145 .97

Microwave Oven 2.8 years 34 .23
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Profile of Club Members

According to Tucson Trends 1980, about 25% of Tucson households 

are retired. Tucson Trends 1980 census data includes group housing, 

except in dormitories, but does not include less-than-year-round re

sidents. Forty-two percent of Pima County Homemaker Clubs are 65 

years or older while 9% of Homemaker Club members are under 35 years 

of age (Table 3).

Thirty-four percent of Tucson households are two-member while 

47% of Homemaker Club members reside in two-member households (Table 

10). Seven percent of Homemaker Club members have five or more 

members in their households as compared to 17% of Tucson households 

having five or more members.

Tucson households report 57% with no children while 68% of 

Homemaker Club households are childless. These statistics point 

toward the target population being an older, retired group.

Sixty-four percent of the 25 employed homemakers in this study 

have been employed over 5 years. Sixteen percent stated they have 

been employed 1 - 5  years; 20% have been employed less than one year. 
Eleven of the 26 working homemakers are 51 - 64 years of age while 2 

members over 65 years of age are employed. Education was not found 

to be significant as to whether or not a homemaker was employed or 

not employed outside the home.

The number of people residing in the household is correlated 

with employment. Forty-two percent of working homemakers dwell in 
three-member households.
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Table 10. Number of Persons in Household

Tucson Homemaker Clubs

Household Respondent Frequency Respondent Frequency
Number Number Percent Number Percent

1 29,400 .15 21 .14

2 66,700 .34 70 .47 '
3-4 66,700 .34 31 .11
5+ 33,300 .17 11 .07

Totals 196,100 100.0 133 .99*

^Reflects rounding off in computation
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Findings Related to the Hypotheses

Hypotheses were converted to their null form for testing by the 

chi-square measure of significance. The 0,05 level of significance 

was established for rejecting hypotheses. In all instances categories 

were combined for analysis as described in Chapter 3, Methods and 

Procedures.

Null Hypotheses I

There will be no significant difference in appliance pur
chasing methods between homemakers who are employed 
outside the home and homemakers who are not employed out
side the home.

It was expected that employed homemakers' families would tend to 

purchase appliances with cash rather than on credit due to larger 

family incomes. However, analysis shows that employment or nonemploy

ment is apparently independent of whether the appliance is purchased 

with cash or on credit terms. The chi-square value is nonsignificant 

at the 0,05 level for all six selected major appliances (Table 11). 

Null Hypotheses I is not rejected. There is no significant difference 

between the employment/nonemployment status of the homemaker and how 
the appliance is purchased.

N



Table 11. Employment/Nonemployment Status of Homemaker 
Compared With How Appliance Was Purchased

Appliance Employment Nonemployment
Cash Credit Cash Credit

2x d.f. Significance

Refrigerator 16 6 91 15 1.43057 1 .2317
Freezer 10 3 32 12 .00320 1 .9549
Washer 15 8 82 16 2.91426 1 .0878
Dryer 13 3 49 ' 14 .00151 1 .9690
Range 10 6 75 20 1.25005 1 .2635
Microwave Oven 5 2 19 2 .38889 1 .5329
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Null Hypothesis II

There will be no significant difference in the owner
ship of the selected appliances between homemakers who 
are employed outside the home and homemakers who are not 
employed outside the home.

A possible strategy employed wives can use to economize on time 

is to substitute capital equipment for their own nonmarket labor. If 

this is true, it would appear that employed homemakers would own and • 

utilize more labor saving appliances. However, examination of data 

shows that there is no correlation between employment and ownership 

of the six selected major appliances. The chi-square value is non

significant at the 0,05 level for all selected appliances (Table 12). 

Null hypothesis II is not rejected. There is no significant 

difference between the employment/nonemplqyment status of the home
maker and the ownership of the selected pieces of equipment.



Table 12. Emplqyment/Nonemployment Status of Homemaker
Compared With Ownership of Selected Appliances

Appliance Employment 
Owned Not Owned

Nonemployment 
Owned Not Owned

x2 d.f. Significance

Refrigerator 24 2 121 1 2.22415 1 .1359

Freezer 14 12 47 75 1.49236 1 .2219

Washer 25 1 105 17 1.20665 1 .2720

Dryer 18 8 68 54 1.09659 1 .2950

Range 24 2 120 2 1.12790 1 .2882

Microwave Oven 8 18 26 - 96 .61484 1 .4330
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Null Hypothesis III

There will be no significant difference in appliance 
purchasing methods of homemakers of different ages.

Analysis of the data showed that results are related by age and 

varying appliances. There was no significant difference among home

makers of different age categories of whether refrigerators (Table 13), 

freezers (Table 14), and washers (Table 15) were purchased with cash 

or on credit terms. There is a significant difference in how dryers 

(Table 16), ranges (Table 17), and microwave ovens (Table 18) are 

purchased.

Table 13. Refrigerator Purchasing Methods Among Homemakers 
of Different Ages

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Cash Credit Cash Credit

18 - 35 years 9 3 .75 inCN

36 - 50 years 18 4 .82 .18
51 - 64 years 35 9 o00 M O

65 years or older 45 5 .90 .10

X2 = 2.71878; 3 d.f.

Significance = .4370
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Table 14. Freezer Purchasing Methods Among Homemakers
of Different Ages

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Cash Credit Cash Credit

18 - 35 years 4 1 *3 to o

36 - 50 years 6 5 .55 .45
51 - 64 years 23 6 .79 .21

65 years or older 10 3 .77 .23

X2 =2.74911; 3 d.f.

Significance = .4319
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Table 15, Washer Purchasing Methods Among
Homemakers of Different Ages

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Cash Credit Cash Credit

18 - 35 years 8 5 .62 .38

36 - 50 years 17 7 .71 .29

51 - 64 years 35 8 00 to

COH

65 years or older 38 4 .90 .10

X2 = 7.04178; 3 d.f.

Significance = .0706



41\

Table 16. Dryer Purchasing Methods Among Homemakers
of Different Ages

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Cash Credit Cash Credit

18 - 35 years 6 6 .50 .50

36 - 50 years 13 6 .68 .32

51 - 64 years 26 4 .87 .13

65 years or older 17 1 .94 .06

X2 = 10.80864; 3 d.f.

Significance = .0128
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Table 17. Range Purchasing Methods Among Homemakers of
Different Ages

—

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Cash Credit Cash Credit

18 - 35 years 1 6 .14 .86

36 - 50 years 9 8 .53 .47
51 - 64 years 33 7 .83 .17
65 years or older 43 5 .90 oH

X2 = 25.90528; 3 d.f.

Significance = .0000
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Table 18, Microwave Oven Purchasing Methods Among Homemakers
of Different Ages

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Cash Credit Cash Credit

18 - 35 years 1 2 .33 .67

36 - 50 years 4 2 .67 .33

51 - 64 years 12 0 100.0 .00

65 years or older 7 0 100.0 .00

x2 = 11.66667; 3 d.f. 

Significance = .0086

Null Hypothesis IV

There will be no significant difference in the owner
ship of selected appliances of homemakers of different 
ages.

It was expected there would be no significant difference in the 

ownership of refrigerators, ranges and microwave ovens (Strober and 

Weinberg 1977) as previous research indicated. Ownership of freezers, 

washers and dryers were assumed to be correlated with age and stage 

of family life-cycle (Strober 1977). The chi-square value is non

significant at the 0,05 level for the ownership of refrigerators 

(Table 19), ranges (Table 20), and microwave ovens (Table 21). It 

was found that ownership of freezers (Table 22), washers (Table 23) 

and dryers (Table 24) are correlated with age of respondents.
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Table 19. Ownership of Refrigerator vs. Age of Homemaker

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Owned Not Owned Owned Not Owned

18 - 35 years 12 i .92 COo

36 — 50 years 24 0 100.0 oo

51 - 64 years 50 0 100.0 oo

65 years or older 60 2 .97 .03

X2 = 4.10752? 3 d.f.

Significance = .2501
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Table 20. Ownership of Range vs. Age of Homemaker

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Owned Not Owned Owned Not Owned

18 - 35 years 12 1 .92 .08

36 - 50 years 24 0 100.0 .00

51 - 64 years 49 1 .98 .02

65 years or older 60 2 .97 .03

X2 = 2.06916; 3 d.f. 

Significance = .5582
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Table 21. Ownership of Microwave Oven vs. Age of Homemaker

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Owned Not Owned Owned Not Owned

18 - 35 years 4 9 .31 .69

36 - 50 years 7 17 .29 .71
51 - 64 years 15 35 .30 .70

65 years or older 8 54 .13 .87

X2 = 5.94092; 3 d.f.

Significance = .1145



47

Table 22. Ownership of Freezer vs. Age of Homemaker

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Owned Not Owned Owned Not Owned

18 - 35 years 6 7 .46 in

36 - 50 years 14 10 COin .42

51 - 64 years 29 21 .58 .42

65 years or older 13 49 .21 .79

X2 = 19.27481; 3 d.f.

Significance = ,0002
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Table 23. Ownership of Washer vs. Age of Homemaker

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Owned Not Owned Owned Not Owned

18 - 35 years 13 0 100.0 .00

36 - 50 years 24 0 100.0 .00

51 - 64 years 47 3 .94 .06
65 years or older 47 15 .76 .24

X2 = 15.38945; 3 d.f.

Significance = .0015
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Table 24. Ownership of Dryer vs. Age of Homemaker

Age Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Owned Not Owned Owned Not Owned

18 - 35 years 12 1 .92 .08

36 - 50 years 19 5 .79 .21

51 - 64 years 33 17 .66 .34
65 years or older 22 40 . .35 .65

X2 = 24.86224} 3 d.f.

Significance = .0000
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Null Hypothesis V

There will be no significant difference as to which 
of the selected appliances are selected for service 
contract purchase,

It was expected there would be no difference in which types of 

appliances were covered by service contracts. Analysis of data show

ed that service contract purchase is correlated with specific appli

ances. The chi-square value is significant at the 0.05 level. Null 

hypothesis V is rejected. There is a significant difference as to 

which appliances are covered by service contracts (Table 25).

Table 25. Appliance Type vs Service Contract

Appliance Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Cont No Cont Cont No Cont

Refrigerator 12 133 00o .92

Freezer 10 52 .16 .84
Washer 14 117 .11 .89
Dryer 4 82 .05 .95
Range 2 143 .01 .99

Microwave Oven 4 30 .12 .88

X2 = 18.12638; 5 d.f.

Significance = .0028
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Null Hypothesis VI

There will be no significant difference as to which 
of the selected appliances were purchased because of 
energy efficiency information.

Nearly 90% of all energy consumed in the average American home 

is used to operate household appliances (Energy Insider 1980). It 

was expected there would be no significant difference as to which of 

the six selected major appliances were purchased because of energy 

efficiency. Upon examination of data, it was found the chi-square 

value was significant at the 0.05 level. Null Hypothesis VI is re

jected. There is a significant difference in which appliances were 

purchased for energy efficiency (Table 26).

Table 26. Appliance Type Purchased Because of Energy Efficiency

Appliance Respondent Number Frequency Percent
Yes No Yes No

Refrigerator 38 105 .27 .73

Freezer 16 46 .26 .74

Washer 31 100 .24 .76

Dryer 24 62 .28 .72

Range 26 119 .18 .82

Microwave Oven 25 9 .74 .26

X2 = 44.58311; 5 d.f. 

Significance = .0000



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions

Results describe that the Pima County Extension Homemaker 

Clubs are an older, retired group. Over 40% of members of 65 

years of age or older have an income of less than $15,000 yearly. 

Sixty-seven percent of the Homemaker Club households are childless.

The results of this study show that employed homemakers and 

nonemployed homemakers from this particular group do not differ 

significantly in whether they purchased the six selected major appli

ances with cash or on credit terms. These findings support 

Strober’s (1977) research that large amounts of employed women's 

salaries are spent on work related expenses - - clothing, transporta

tion and sitters for children. Appliance buying practices of employ

ed women's families and nonemployed families do not differ 

significantly, (Strober 1977).

The research studies of Strober and Weinberg (1977) and 

Abdel-Ghany and Barnett (1979) found that employed homemakers did not 

own or utilize more labor-saving appliances than nonemployed home

makers. Their findings give validity to this research as no 

correlation was found between ownership of appliances and whether or 

not the homemaker was employed outside the home.

52
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The cash or credit purchase of refrigerators, freezers, and 

washers was found to be independent of homemakers* ages. However, 

the cash or credit purchase of dryers, ranges and microwave ovens are 

correlated with homemakers' ages. The older the respondent, the more 

likely the family was to pay cash for the dryer, range or microwave 

oven.

The age of the respondent was not a determining factor in 

whether or not the homemaker owned a refrigerator, range or micro- 

wave oven. The ownership of a refrigerator and range may be due to 

the fact that these items are found in almost every American Home 

(Merchandising 1976). Strober (1977) found that microwave oven own

ership appears to be invariant to life cycle groups and not to age 

or income. Results from this study indicate that 23% of the Home

maker Club households own a microwave oven compared with 5,1% owned 

nationally (Figure 2),

The ownership of freezers in this group tended to be owned by 

homemakers in the 36 - 64 years of age grouping. The average age of 

these freezers was 12.3 years (Table 9) indicating that although the 

size of the household decreased, the use of the freezer continued. 

Perhaps these families had purchased the freezer for extra food 

storage in child-rearing years and have not yet sold or discarded the 

freezer after the children left home.

Washers and dryers are owned by 18 - 64 years of age homemakers 

to a near saturation point. This is probably due to the presence of 

children and larger laundering loads. Larger families find it more 

economically feasible in both time and money to own laundry equipment
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than to utilize laundromat facilities (Mork 1975). Homemakers over 
65 years of age tended not to own laundry equipment. This could be 

due to retired households moving to smaller living quarters which may 

not have individual laundry facilities but equip central laundry 

facilities for residents.

Service contracts were purchased for 8.0% of the selected appli

ances. Sixteen percent of freezer owners purchased service contracts 

for their freezers followed by 12.2% of microwave oven owners purchas

ing service contract for their units. Eight percent of refrigerators 

were covered by service contracts. Service contracts covered only 

1.4% of ranges even though the average age of the range is 4.2 years 

(Table 9). *

It must be remembered that there are many variables in service 

contract purchase. Where the appliance is purchased, whether or not 

a service contract is available and the salesmanship of the salesman 

are all factors to be taken into consideration. Then too, this group 

of women in this study have been involved in service contract 

educational programs sponsored by the Cooperative Extension Service,

When testing for significance at the 0.05 level for a correlation 

between service contracts and appliances purchased within the last 10 

years, the results were much the same as testing for all appliances 

purchased. Freezers still had the largest percent of service con

tracts and ranges the smallest percent. The percent of service con

tracts for microwave ovens were identical in both instances. It 

appears that service contract purchase with this group appears no
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more frequently now than 20 years ago.

With the present government focus on energy conservation, it is 

assumed that consumers are aware of appliance energy operating costs. 

In this study 73% of microwave oven owners stated they were aware of 

the energy costs when purchasing the unit. Approximately one-fourth 

of the owners of refrigerators, freezers, washers and dryers investi

gated energy operating costs before purchasing the appliance. Only 

17.9% of range owners reported knowledge of energy operating costs 

when purchasing the range.

When chi-square tests were run with only appliances purchased 

within the last five years, energy costs try appliance type was still 
significant at the 0,05 level. More owners of microwave ovens were 

aware of energy operating costs; range owners awareness rose to 

57.1%.

The interviews and analysis in this study resulted in determin

ing which selected appliances are owned by members of the Pima 

County Extension Homemaker clubs. This study also investigated 

appliance purchasing and financing methods used by these families. 

Service contract purchase and whether energy operating costs were a 

factor in appliance purchase were explored.

This group was an excellent one to study for appliance ownership. 
Being an older group, they have the experience of previous appliance 

purchasing and are financially able to own labor-saving appliances.

Recommendations

Replication of this study to include Pima County, Arizona
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residents might reveal appliance ownership and purchasing methods of 

these families. It is recommended by this researcher that dishwashers 

be added to the list of selected appliances. Selected major appliances 

could also include trash compactors. Who purchased the microwave oven 

and who in the family uses it could provide further information re

garding microwave oven purchase and usage.
A study of small appliances such as food processors, toaster 

ovens, electric coffee makers, food mixers, blenders, and other 

popular small appliances might provide interesting insights into these 

middle-class families. Where these small appliances are stored and 

the frequency of use could be explored.

Energy awareness concerning both large and small kitchen appli

ances could provide valuable information for County Extension Agents 

in program planning for the Homemaker Clubs.

These Homemaker Clubs are not representative of the general 

population. Therefore the results should not be used as a sample for 

generalizations to the state of Arizona.



APPENDIX A

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
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1, How many people are in your household?

a. 1
b. 2
c. 3
d. 4
e. 5 or more

2. Are there children in your household?

________yes
no

If yes, how many?

3. What is the age of the homemaker?

a* 18—24
b. 25-35
c. 36—50
d. 51-64
e. 65 or older

4. What is the level of education of the homemaker?

a. 8th grade or less
b. 1-3 years of high school 
a, 4 years of high school
d. 1-3 years of college
e. 4 years or more of college
f. vocational or technical training

5. Is the homemaker employed outside the home 10 or more hours per 
week for pay or profit?

________yes
no

If yes, how long has the homemaker been employed.

a. under 1 year
b. 1-3 years
c. 3-5 years
d. over 5 years
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6. Is your household income
a. under $15,000
b. $15,000 - $20,000
c. $20,000 - $30,000
d. over $30,000

7. Do you own a refrigerator?

How old is the refrigerator?

Do you own a Service Contract on the refrigerator?

Did you consider the energy operating costs when you made the 
decision to purchase the refrigerator?

Was the refrigerator purchased with cash or on credit terms?
8. Do you own a food freezer?

How old is the food freezer?

Do you own a Service Contract on the food freezer?

Did you consider the energy operating cost when you made the 
decision to purchase the food freezer?

Was the food freezer purchased with cash or on credit terms?

9. Do you own a clothes washer?

How old is the clothes washer?

Do you own a Service Contract on the clothes washer?

Did you consider the energy operating cost when you made the 
decision to purchase the clothes washer?

Was the clothes washer purchased with cash or on credit terms?

10. Do you own a clothes dryer?

How old is the clothes dryer?

Do you own a Service Contract on the clothes dryer?

Did you consider the energy operating costs when you made the 
decision to purchase the clothes dryer?

Was this clothes dryer purchased with cash or on credit terms?
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11. Do you own a range?

How old is the range?
Do you own a Service Contract on the range?

Did you consider the energy operating costs when you made the 
decision to purchase the range?

Was the range purchased with cash or on credit terms?

12. Do you own a microwave oven?

How old is the microwave oven?

Do you own a Service Contract on the microwave oven?
Did you consider the energy operating cost when you made the 
decision to purchase the microwave oven?

Was the microwave oven purchased with cash or on credit terms?



APPENDIX B

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR RECORDED RESPONSES

61



62

How many people are in your household?

1 2 3 4 5 or more

Are there children in your household? ______yes ______no

If yes, how many?

What is the age of the homemaker?
18-24 25-35 36-50 51-64 65 or older

4, What is the level of education of the homemaker?

____8th grade or less
____1-3 years of high school
____4 years of high school
____1-3 years of college
____4 or more years of college

vocation or technical training

5, Is the homemaker employed outside the home 10 or more hours
per week for pay or profit? ______yes ______no

If yes, how long has the homemaker been employed?

under 1 year 1-3 years 3-5 years over 5 years

6, Is your household income
under $15,000 $15,000-$20,000 $20,000-$30,000 over $30,000

Service Energy Cash or 
Ownership Age Contract Costs Credit

Refrigerator

Freezer

Clothes Washer

Clothes Dryer

Range

Microwave Oven

1.

2.

3.
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Column Name Contents
1-2 ID PA
3 Space
4—5—6 CN Case number
7 Space
8 Number of people in household
9 Space
10 1-2 Children in household
11 Space
12 Number of children in household
13 Space
14-15 1-5 Age of homemaker
16 Space
17 1-6 Level of education of homemaker
18 Space
19 1-2 Is homemaker employed?
20 Space
21 1-4 How long is homemaker employed?
22 Space
23 1-4 Household income
24 Space
25 1-2 Refrigerator in home
26 1-2 Service Contract
27 1-2 Energy Costs
28 1-4 How obtained ^
29-30 Age of refrigerator
31 Space
32 1-2 Freezer in home
33 1-2 Service Contract
34 1-2 Energy Costs
35 1-4 How obtained
36-37 Age of Freezer
38 Space
39 1-2 Washer in home
40 1-2 Service Contract
41 1-2 Energy Costs
42 1-4 How obtained
43-44 Age of washer
45 Space
46 1-2 Dryer in home
47 1-2 Service Contract
48 1-2 Energy costs
49 1-4 How obtained
50-51 Age of dryer
52 Space
53 1-2 Range in home
54 1-2 Service Contract
55 1-2 Energy costs
56 1-4 How obtained
57-58 Age of appliance
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Column Name Contents

59 Space
60 1-2 Microwave in home
61 1-2 Service contract
62
63-64

1-2 Energy costs 
Age of appliance



APPENDIX D

CARD CODING FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

66



10
17

19
21

23

25
26
27
28

32
33
34
35

39
40
41
42

46
47
48
49

53
54

67

Coding____________________________

1 = yes 2 =  no
1 = 8th grade or less
2 = 1-3 years of high school 
3 = 4  years of high school
4 = 1-3 years of college
5 = 4 or more years of college
6 = vocation or technical training 
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = under 1 year
2 = 1-3 years 
3 = 3 - 5  years
4 = over 5 years
1 = under $15,000
2 = $15,000 - $20,000
3 = $20,000 - $30,000
4 = over $30,000
1 = yes 2 = no 
1 = yes 2 = no 
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = paid for by cash
2 = obtained by credit
3 = gift
4 = appliance already in home 
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = yes 2 = no 
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = paid for by cash
2 = obtained by credit
3 = gift
4 = appliance already in home
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = paid for by cash
2 = obtained by credit
3 = gift
4 = already in home
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = paid for by cash
2 = obtained by credit
3 = gift
4 = appliance already in home
1 = yes 2 = no
1 = yes 2 = no
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Column Coding

55 1 = yes 2 = no
56 1 = paid for by cash

2 = obtained by credit
3 = gift
4 = appliance already in home

60 1 = yes 2 = no
61 1 = yes 2 = no
62 1 = yes 2 = no
63 1 = paid for by cash

2 = obtained by credit
3 = gift
4 = appliance already in home
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