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CHJ\PTI:R I 

IN'I'EODUCTION 

Origin and Importance of Study 

Consumer protection h a s, fo r the mos t part , been p r o ­

vided by the federal governmen t i n t.he f o rm o f protection 

regulation. Early in the consumer move ment t his regulation 

provided the most e ffective method o f red ucing injuries 

r e sulting from consumer products . Some consumer educational 

prog rams focusing on health and safety have been d e v e loped 

b y the federal government; howe ver, arg ume nts have arisen 

regarding the balance needed between prote ctive regulation 

and educational programs (Throelli & Throelli, 1977) . 

Even though protective regulation has p roliferated at 

an inc reasing rate, many consumers b e lie ve t heir p l ight in 

the consumer market has become more acute and believe they 

still need assistance in protecting their c onsumer rights 

(Flashma n & Ret r um, 1978 ) . As a counter o pi nion, some con­

sumers are deman ding potentia l l y haza rdous products such as 

cigarettes, saccharin, and fireworks be a vailable on the 

open market (Pines & Glick, 1977). The se la tter voic es have 

created some confusion as to the type of protection con­

sumers want from potential l y hazardous products. 
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Statement of the Probl m 

Studies conducted in 1969 by the National Cen t er for 

Health Statistics (Note l) of the Departme nt of Health, 

Education, and Welfare of the National Safety Council 

(Note 2) reported that hazardo us ho usehold products were 

responsible for more than 20 million serious injuries and 

30,000 deaths annually. St atistics such as these forced an 

increase in the government's consumer protection role since 

"business volunteerism had no t ee th" (Blum, 1977). In 1970 

Congress received from the National Committee on Product 

Safety (Not~ 3) a comprehensive report about consumer safety. 

One result of this report was the establishment of the Con­

sumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) in 1972. 

The primary purpose of the CPSC h as been to substan­

tially reduce injuries associated with certain types of con­

sumer products (Note 4). The CPSC, along with other federal 

regulatory agencies, has worked towa rd this goal only 

recently to be challenged with charges of interfering with 

the consumer's right to choose and right to be informed 

( B 1 urn , 19 7 7 ) • 

The consumer's rights to: choose, be informed, and 

safety were identified b y President Kennedy (Note 5) . At 

the ti~e of the President's message the general be lief was 

that business was denying the consumer these freedoms. The 

r eactio ns of some consumers and businesses in recent fede ral 
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consumer product hearings about automobile air baqs (Note 6) 

and small gas space heaters (Consumer Product Safety Com­

mittee News Release, 1978, Note 7) have inGica tcd tha t now 

the government may be interferlng wit~, rather than e~suring , 

these rights. 

Have the safety efforts of CPSC and other fede r al regu­

latory agencies resulted in limiting the ccnsumer 1 s freedom 

of choice? Are regulations reducing the availability of l ow 

cost products? Does the consumers' right to be informed 

merely require that they be informed of possible risks and 

they accept r esponsibility for dec i ding how to protect t hei r 

health a n d safe t y? Has the consume r becoiT.e suffici ently 

"information conscious "? Do consumers need l ess protec tion 

and more education? 

Although opinion polls have surveyed the consumer ' s 

view regarding specific consumer p roblems such as l abe ling 

and recalls, t he cons umer's overall attitude toward consumer 

protection has no t been doc umente d. Those factors which 

influence the cons umer's attitude a bout spec i fic protect i on 

such a s labe l ing standards or consumer protection in gene r a l 

rema in t o be verified. P..n investigati on of consumer ' s knowl­

edge and attitude toward federal consumer protection may 

identify those factors . 
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Pur pose of the Study 

The overall purpose of this study was to investigate 

the consumer's attitude toward federal consumer protective 

regulation and educational efforts related to consumer pro­

ducts which may be hazardous to the consum2r 's health and 

physical safety. The specific purpo~es were to dete rmine 

relationships between the followin g : 

1. The consumer's attitude toward federal consumer 

protective regulation. 

2. The consumer's attitude toward federal consumer 

educational efforts. 

3. The consum~r's willingness to accept responsibility 

fo r personal protection. 

4. The consumer's knowledge about federal consumer 

protective regulation. 

5. The consumer's knowledge about federa l consumer 

educational efforts . 

6. The consumer's personal demographic characteristic s : 

(a) household composition 

(b) state of residence 

(c) type of empl oyment 

(d) level of education 

(e) injury experience 
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!"IYPOtheses 

This investigation is organized around five major 

hypotheses. The hypotheses include: 

l. There is no significant r e lationshj p between the 

consumer's attitude toward federal consumer protective 

regulation and the following: 

(a) the consumer's knowl dge of federal consumer 

protective regulation 

(b) the consumer's knowledge of federal consumer 

educational efforts 

(c) the consumer ' s attitude toward federal con­

sumer educational efforts 

(d) the consumer ' s willingness to accept respon­

sibility for personal protection 

(e) the consumer 's personal demographic 

characteristics 

( 1) household composition 

( 2 ) state of residence 

( 3) theme of employment 

( 4) leve l of education 

( 5) injury experience 

2. There is n o signi ficant relationship between the 

consumer's attitude toward federal consumer educational 

efforts and the following: 
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(a ) the consumer's knowledge of federal consumer 

protective regulation 

(b) the consumer's knowledge of federal consumer 

educational efforts 

(c) the c onsumer's a t t itude toward federal con­

sumer protective regul a ti on 

(d) the consumer ' s willingness to accep t respon­

sibility for personal protec tion 

(e) the consumer's personal demographic 

characteristics 

( 1) household composition 

( 2) sta t e of r es idence 

( 3 ) theme of employment 

( 4) level of education 

( 5) injury exper i ence 

3. There is no signif i cant relationship between the 

consumer's willingness to accept responsibility for pers ona l 

protection a nd the fo llowing : 

(a ) the consumer 's knowledge of federal consumer 

p r otective regulation 

(b) the consumer's knowledge of federal consume r 

educationa l e fforts 

(c ) the consumer 's knowledge of federal consumer 

protective regulation 
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(d) the consumer's attitude toward :'edcral con­

sumer educational efforts 

(e) the consumer's personal demographic 

characteristics 

( 1) househol d comnosition 

( 2) state of residence 

( 3) theme of employment 

( 4) level of education 

(5) injury experience 

4. There is no significant relutionship b e tween the 

consumer's knowledge about federul consumer protective 

regulation and the following: 

(a) t he consumer's knowl edge of fede r ul consumer 

educational efforts 

(b) the con sumer 's attitude towaLd federal con­

sumer protective regulation 

(c) the consumer's attitude toward federal con­

sumer educational efforts 

(d) the consumer's willingness to accept r espon­

sibility f o r personal protection 

(e) the consumer's personal demograph ic 

characteristics 

(1) household ~omposition 

(2) state of residence 

(3) t heme of employment 
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(4) leve l of edu cation 

(5) in j ury experience 

5 . There is no signi ficant r e l ationship be tween the 

consumer ' s knowledge abo u t federal consumer educational 

efforts and the following : 

(a) the con s umer's knowlcdqe of federal con sume r 

protective regul ~tion 

(b) t he consumer ' s atti tude toward federa l con­

su~e r p r otec t ive r egulation 

(c) t he c onsume r's attitude t owa r d fede r a l con­

sume r educationa l e f f o rts 

(d) the consume r's willingn e s s to acc ept respon­

sibility for pers o n a l protecti on 

(e ) the consume r' s personal demograph i c 

c harac teristics 

( l ) house hold c o:r1position 

( 2) state of re sidence 

( 3 ) the me o f empl oyment 

( 4) level of education 

( 5) injury experie nce 

De limita tions 

The scope of consumer protec tion requi res a n a rrowing 

of possible influencing factors f o r this study . 

t ations of the study were as follows: 

The delimi-
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1. The study focused on social regulat i on which was 

conce rned wi t h heal th a nd physical safety. 

2. The Cons t~er Product Safety Commission was the only 

federal governmental agency involved in the study . 

3 . Only consumer products under the jurisdiction of 

the Consumer Product Safety Conm1ission we re investigated in 

the study. 

Definition of Terms 

Consumer education: Providinq the knowledge base 

necessary to aid consumers in the decision making act when 

purchasing and using consumer products. 

Consumer protection : Measures take n by pe rsons other 

than t he i ndivi dual consumer to safeguard the consumer from 

hazardous products. 

Selected consumer products: Through a review of CPSC 

educational pub l ications the following items were identified 

as consumer products which may be hazardous to health and 

physical safety . Baby furniture, chi ldren's toys , power 

tool s , c h ildren ' s sleepware, electrical appl iances , bicycles , 

skateboards, sleds, adul t sports equipment, household con­

struct ion materials, flammabl e products. 

Hou sehol d composition : The position of household 

members in the li fe cyc l e (Runyon, 19 77). This is adu l t (s ) 

without children present , (b) adult (s ) with children unde r 

the age o f 13 present , (c) adult(s) with children between 
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the ages of 13 and 17 present , (d ) adult(s) without children 

or with c hi ldren 18 years or e lder present. 

Injury experience: Inju r ies to the consumer or a 

family member which may have resulted froPl consumer products 

dur ing the past five years. 

Domain: The c oncept (five) under inves tigation . Is 

parallel in use with "sca l e ." 

Sca l e: The unit designed to result in a score used ir. 

ana lysis of the data. 

Variable: The s ubunits of factors and sca l es used to 

ide ntify influencing events and/or used for creating scale 

scores . 

Items: Individual questions composing the data collec-

t.ion instrument. 

Canonical variate: 

canonical analysis. 

Derived from the variab les during 

Set: Derived from predictor variables and cr i terion 

variables in canonical analysis. 



CHAPTER Il 

A REVIEW OF LITERA'.L'URE 

Evolution of Federal Consumer Protect_ion 

Governmental consumer J?ro t ection in the Un i ted Stct tE!S 

has existed for over 100 ye~rs. The first Unile<l Stcttes 

consumer p rotection law was the Mail Fraud Act of 1872 

(Note 8) . Since that a c-t other laws, s tu.ndards , and ar.1cnd-

ments h ave been :passed to assist consumers with their 

selection of goods and services . Regulato ry agencies h a ve 

been e stablished to enfo r ce the l aws . Educu.t ional programs 

have been developed to assist consumer dec ision mak i ng . 

However , the search for a methods of providing con s ume r p ro­

tection which s till satisfy bus iness , gove rnmen t and con­

sumers co llectively continues . 

Brief History of Federal Consumer Protec tion Laws 

Consumer regulation 1 872-1950. A revi ew of consumer 

protection regulation illus tra t ed that few conswner product 

laws were passed between 1872 a nd 1950. Earl y in the con­

sumer movement, i ndust r y and business generally held a 

negative atti tude toward any type of c onsumer protective 

regulation. This attitude re sulted from suc h tactics as 

Congressman Rexford B. Tug~·Tell ' s s ol icitation of opinions 

from industry and business while he kept them uninformed of 

11 
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new emerging consumer legislatio n (Nadel, 1971). Oppositi on 

to consumer protection grew as periodicu.ls and neWSf-JC1 \:)er 

publishers established a black out of all consumer l egisla-

tive news. Editors were a f r · id the passage of such acts 

would have r egulated advertising and re~uced their profits 

(Nadel, 1971). 'l'he t_Jeneral p ublic o'"'ten opposed consumer 

legislation because they believed the 1906 Food a nd Drug Act 

(Note 9) had solved all the major prob ler.~s in food and drnq 

s ales. 

Other opponents argued that increased l egislation would 

interfe re with the con s umer' s choice of products . Organiza-

tion s such as the 1\rnerican Home Economics Assoc i ation and 

the National Congress of Parents and Teachers joined fo rce s 

a n d demanded legislation to stren gthen the powers o f the 

Food and Drug Administration and the establ ~ shrnent of stan-

dards for cosmetics. Ruth de Fo r est Lamb's book , American 

Chamber of Horrors, brought attention to product hazards . 

The author's descriptions of dangerous products caused the 

public to demand more consume r protection (Nade l , 1971 ; 

Herrman, 1978). 

Consumer protection without regulation was att.err.pted 

through self-regulation by business and industry. Manufac­

turers volunteered to establish the ir ow~ safety s tandards 

a n d product information. This volunteer program was not 

considered effective since persons independent of the 
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companies were not permitted to certify that standards even 

existed (Rickover, 1977; Blum , 1977; Sethi , 197 6 ) . 

Although there was strong opposition to consumer pro-

tection during this period s ome malor consumer legislation 

was passed. Consumer protective laws, producl standards, 

and amendments from 1 872 to 1950 inclucleJ : 

1. The Sherman Antitrust Acl of 189 0 (Note 10) 
which prohibited price fixing and n.or,opo lies. 

2. The Pur e Food and Drug Act of 1 9 0 6 (Note 9) 
which provided limited supervision of food 
and drug products. 

3 . The Meat Inspection Act of 1906 (No te 11) 
which established federal inspec tion of meat 
sold interstate . 

4. The Clayton Act of 1914 (Note 12) which 
restricted business mergers. 

5. The Federal Food, Drug , and Cosmetic Act of 
193 8 (Note 13) which strengthened t he 1906 
act and placed controls on cosmetics . 

6. The ~Vheeler-Lea Amendment of 1938 (Note 14) 
which gave the Federal Trade Comnission 
authority over unfair and deceptive acts, 
practices, and advertising . 

The consumer movement slowed during the Great Depres-

sion and World War II and,as a result,litt le consumer 

legis l a t ive action occurred. 

Consumer regulat i on 1950-1978. The Consuner t1ove men t 

regained att ention from 1 950 through 19 78 and consumer 

l egislation i ncreased. Some consumer legislative acts were 

passed duri n g the 1 950's; however, the 1 960's witnessed the 
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g reatest surge of consumer protective activiti s. Since the 

early 1960's consumer p r otection has become a political 

issue with Preside n tial candidates. Consumer representation 

was promised by President Kennedy , President Johnson , and 

President Nixon (Hacmmel, Gcorqe, & Bl1sc>, l'J7S). 

Preside nt Kennedy , in 1967 (Note 5), established the four 

consumer rights: The right to choose , the ri~ht to he in­

formed , the right to be heard, and the right to safety . 

President Johnson (Note 15) established the Pres ident's Com­

mittee on Consumer Interest which was " to represent no 

organized sector of American society but mil lions of i ndi-

viduals" (Nadel, 1971, p. 51). This committee's purpose was 

broad a nd resulte d in little action to benefit the consumer. 

President Nixon created the Office of Consumer Affairs and 

provided it with the authority to resolve conflic t s among 

government agencie s which had differing approaches to con­

sumer issues (Consumer Protection , 1976). 

The United States congress passed n i ne major acts 

related to health and physical safety from 1953 to 1975 . 

The acts established product s t andards fo~ consumer con­

cerns over flammable fabrics, toxic household chemicals , 

effective drugs, labeling of p roduc ts, motor vehicles, 

radiation, poison prevention, and cancer causing p roducts. 

The acts passed were: 
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l. The Flamr.1able Fabr i cs of 19 53 (Note 1 6 J , 

which wa s strengthened in 196 7 , wa s a ime d 
at developing flammable standards f o r 
clothinq and household t extile s . 

2. The Delaney Ane ndment o f 1 95 8 (Note 17) 
resulted in the bann inq of suspected cancer 
causing p roducts. 

3. The Fede r a l Hazard(""~US Sub st.:J. rh.:: c Labelinq l\ct 
of 1960 (Note 1 8) req ui red wa r ning an d 
storage l a be l s t o be p l aced o n h i ghly tox i c 
household chemi cals . 

4. The Kefauver-Barris Druq Ame n dme n t of 1962 
(Note 19) r e quired that manufac turers p rove 
the e ff e ctiveness of drug s a nd labels bea r ­
ing ge n e ric name s. 

S. The Fa ir Pac ka g ing a nd Labe l i n g Act o f 19 6 6 
(Note 20) r equire d acc urate i n f ormat ive p ro ­
duc t labe ls and standard package s izing. 

6. The Mo to r Vehicle Safe t y Act of 1 966 (No t e 21) 
set standa rds for c a rs a nd s a fer traffic laws . 

7. The Radiation Safety Act of 1968 (no t e 22) 
prov ide d mandatory sta n da r d s for electronic 
products . 

8 . The Clean Air Act of 1 9 70 (Note 2 3) estab l ished 
a ir quality standa r d s and contro l s o n a ir pol­
luting products. 

9 . Th e Consumer Product Safety Ac t o f 1972 
(Note 24) gave the federa l gove rnment control 
over hazardous products . 

Federal Consumer Protecti ve Agencies 

Economic consumer protect i on . Six re gulatory agencies 

h ave been established t o provide consume r p r o tecti on . 

Three are responsible for the consumer's economic protection . 

The fi rst federal regul ator y agency of this type was t he 
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Interstate Commerce Commission, established in 1887. It 

was g iven authority to sett] e controversies about r ates and 

charges involving the transportation of consumer products. 

The Federal Trade Commission protects the consumer by com­

bating antitrust and deceptive advertising. The Securities 

and Exchange Commission controls compet1tive corunission 

rates among stock brokers and over the stock exchanqe 

(U. S . Government Manual 1978/79, 1978). 

Health and physical safety protection. Regulatory 

agencies which are primarily concerned with the consumer ' s 

health and physical safety are the Food and Drug Administra­

tion, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Cons umer 

Product Safety Commission. The Food and Drug Administration 

was formed in 1906 but had littl e power until 1938 . Its 

purpose then became to supervise the health a nd safety 

qual ity of foods, drugs and cosmetics. Today the Food and 

Drug administration also regulates radiation products used 

f o r food and medical purposes . The Environmental Protection 

Agency works t o establish clean air and water s t andards 

while the Consumer Product Safety Comnission attempts to 

protect t he con s umer from potentially hazardous products 

(U.S. Governmental Manua l 197 8/79, 19 78). 

Consumer affairs office were e stablished wi t hin each 

governmental department during the administration of 

Pres ident Ford. This action resulted in t he creation of 
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f ifty-five consumer af f airs o f fices within th0 federa l 

government alone (Wasserman, 1978). 

Divi sion of protection. Consumer pro tection during 

the last ll l years has cove red a v a ri2ty o f con s umer con­

cerns ranging from an indiv i dual consumer ' s che c king a c co unt 

to regulation of nuclear powe r pl a nts . In the Study o f 

Federal Regulations (Note 25) c o nsumer p rotect ion was 

divided into: (a) economic regulation whi c h is concerned 

with p ri ce controls , banking services c r e dit, monopolistic 

practices, and deceptive business practi ces and (b) social 

regulation wh i ch is concerned with he alth, physica l safe ty 

and environmental protecti on . 

An Ac t For Consumer Product Safety 

Since this study is concerned with he alth and p hysical 

safety related t o hazardous products, f urther d iscussion of 

consume r protection wil l be limited according ly . Only the 

Cons ume r Product Safety Commission (CPSC) will be discussed 

ln depth here and t hroughout the remai n inq text . Discus sion 

of consumer protection will be limited to health , physical 

sa fety, and environmental r egulations and will exc lude 

economic regulations. 

Creation of the Con s umer Product Safety Commission 

Consumer product safety ac t. The Nationa l Commission 

on Product Safe t y, PL90-146 (Note 26), was establ ished 

during the administration of President Johnson. The 
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Commission conducted a comprehensive study o f the type .~nd 

amount of protection cons\ooers had aqninst injur1es causeJ 

by hazardous products. The results presented in the June 

1970 final report lead to the passetge of the Consumer I·ro-

duct Safety Act of 1972 (National Cor1IT1issHm on Product 

Safety Final Report, Note 3). 

Consumer amendments, 1 aws, o.nd product st_a:lda rds 

established prior to 1972 regulated specific produc ts . Two 

examples o f such laws are the 1953 Flammable Fabrics Act 

a nd the Refrigerator Act . The Consumer Product Safety Act 

of 1972, PL92-573 (Note 24) extended federa l con trol ove r 

genera l consumer products . The ret established the Consumer 

Product Safety Commission and granted it power to regulate 

and ban products which presented a real hazard to consumers . 

Purpose and goa ls of the CPSC. The Consumer Product 

Safety Act stated that the CPSC's primary purpose was to 

reduce consumer product injuries . The fol lowing goals were 

set to accomplish this purpose. 

1. To protect the public against unreasonable 
risk or injuries . 

2. To assist consumers to evaluate the compara­
tive s afety of consumer products. 

3 . To deve l op uniform safety standards and mini­
mi ze c on f l ict ing state and local regulations . 

4. To promote research and investigations into 
cause and prevention of product related death 
a n d injuries (Consumer Product Safety Act , 
197 2 , Note 24 , p . 1207-1208). 
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The congressional hcari n 0 on the extensi on of the Con-

sumer Product Safety Act was held in r1ay 1977. Fo llowiny 

the hearing Consumer Product Safety Act. of 1977, PL95-6ll 

(Note 27) was d r af ted and pas sed . The law expanded th e 

CPSC's goals and duties to inclnde : 

1. To provide more meaningful public part icipa­
tion in the de ve lopment of proposed safety 
s tandards. 

2. To provide fore ign governments with accurate 
and timely data on safety of cert a in U.S . 
exports. 

3. To es tablish a Toxicological Advisory Board 
(Consumer Product Safe ty Act, 1 9 7 7 , Not2 27, 

p . 3742) . 

Jurisdiction of the CPSC. 7he major diffe rence between 

the CPSC and other federal agencies is its authority to act 

upon the seizure, recall , and banning of potentially h a zard-

out products without a court o rde r ~U. S . Government Manual 

197 8/79, 1978) . 

Regulatory authority of the CPSC consists of the powe r 

to issue and enforce safety standards governing the design, 

construction, contents, pe r formance , and packaging/labeling 

of general consumer products. These products under the 

j urisdic t ion of the CPSC include bicycles, clothing, home 

c l eaning produc t s , scissors, nails, t acks , screws , cooking 

and heating equipment (except microwave products) , a ppli-

ance s , spo r ts and playground equipment, doors , windows , 

f u rn i ture, S\vi mming pool s , toy s, n ursery supplies and 
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equipMen·t , fa r m and garden equipment, stairways, r:nmps , and 

landings (U.S. Government Manual 1978/79, 1978). 

CPSC educational effor ts. The CPSC faces a strong con -

gressional mandate t o educate and inform the qenern l public 

about product safety (Note 27) . 'rhe Cofl1.nis s i on's educa-

tional efforts are implemented throug h the use of writ ten 

materials, films, speaker engagements , displays , and toll 

free information t e lephone numbers . 

Various forms of written materials have been developed 

by the CPSC . Col orfully printed fact sheets p r ovide infor-

mation regarding past injuries related to a particular 

consumer product and describe how to i nspect the varlous 

models of the product before p urchases are made . Illustrated 

booklets and pamphlets about different consume r products 

under t h e CPSC's jurisdiction are available . Such materials 

explain how to select, store, maintain, and use the p roducts . 

The CPSC attempts to reach Spanish speaking consumers by 

distributing bilingual materials . Low reading level adults 

and children are in f ormed about product safety through the 

use of comic books. 

Produc t safety curriculum guides concentratin g on poi ­

sons and bicycle safety are available for elementary t eacher s . 

Hi gh school and adul t course s can be supplemented with safety 

films and speakers. A seri es of exhibits and disp l ays to be 
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used for conventions, conferences, fa i rs, and home shmvs are 

maintained by the CPSC. 

A toll free p r o duct s afet.y consumer information tele-

phone line had been provided by the CPSC lo answer c onsumer 

questions and to receive injury reports. I n 1978 the "Hot 

Line '' recorded 95,000 calls cor:1pared to 47,000 calls received 

in 1977. The CPSC has now extended this service by providing 

a teletype service for the deaf consumer population (Con sumer 

News, 1979). 

Emerging Issues in Consume r Protection 

Government and business continues to disagree on effec-

tive methods of providing consumer protection. Regardless 

of the consumer protect i on methods used , whe ther re gulation 

o r education, business usually measures the p rotection ' s 

worth in monetary terms; the government in h uman cost ; and 

consumers in personal phy sica l and financ i a l losses. 

Busines s Opinions Concerning Consumer Protection 

Cost of federal regulation . Busine ss and industry have 

long been critics of federal governmental consumer protec-

tive regulations. Their objections to federa l regulations 

are evaluated by cost/benefit analys is. Specific charges 

they have made include: 

l. The government never balances the cost against 
the ben e fi ts of mandatory r egulations. 

2. Business can s o lve problems cheaper and quick e r 
without f edera l interference. 
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3. The only costs are those indirectly associated 
with standards compliance . 

4. Increased prices to consume r s r ef lect the 
actual cos ts of compliance with the federal 
standards (Pittle , 1976 , p. 139). 

The mone t ary cost of federal government regulation is 

mos t often cited by business and ind ustry as the ma jor 

problem with regulation. Wedernba um (1978 ) stated that 

federally mandated safety fe a tures for t he 1978 auto~obi1e 

average $666.00 per automobile. Home construction regula-

tions and warranties added $2 , 000 . 00 to the average new home 

built in 1978. In the health field the Ho s pital Association 

of New York conducted a study which sta ted tha t 25% of the 

1 97 7 hospital costs in New York were spent to comply with 

government regulations (Study on Federal Regulations , 

Note 25) . 

The federal regulations required for consumer protec-

tion are not only considered a problem for business but a 

higher expense for the con sumer. Paul (1978) said the 

governmental r egulations on consumer goods and servi ces i n 

1 979 would be $500.00 per capita . This author did not, 

however , consider the cost saved which resulted from the 

r educ e d numbe r of injuries . 

The recall of defective products has been a nother cause 

of complaint by busine ss and indus t ry. The Senate Commerce 

Committee attempte d to protect owners of recalled automobiles 
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from the repair expense. The committee rulect that the manu-

facture rs were fi nancially responsible for the recalls. 

However, Chester B. Baron (Note 28), General Manager of 

Parts and Service Division of Ford Motor Company , stated 

that the recall expenses were added to ne w CQr prices and 

to regular labor maintenance charges. The fina l result of 

the action leaves the consumer payin0 the recall bill . 

Threat to the free market. From a socioeconomi c view , 

the critics repeatedly battle product regula tion stating: 

It's a free market. Consumers are free to 
choose whatever they want. Unsafe products 
will be forced off the market because con­
sumers will refuse to purchase them (Pittle , 
1976 , p. 133). 

Graboswki and Veron (1978) have supported the argument 

for the free market by showing that 1976 proposed lawn mower 

standards were so expensive tha t the small producer would 

have been eliminated if the regul a tion was enforced. 

Consumer behavior as a safety factor. Bus iness also 

charges that consumers are seldom injured by defective pro-

ducts. The injury usually results from consumer behavior . 

An Indiana University study implied human facto rs such as 

speed, drinking , and bad decision making were the cause for 

seventy-five percent of the Indiana automobile accidents . 

~venty percent of the accidents were caused by environmental 

factors such as icy roads and poor highway design . Only 

f i ve percent of the accidents were related to vehicle 
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factors. The vehicle factors such as bald t ires a nd over/ 

underinflated tires compri sed a l arge part o f the five per­

cent (Note 25). 

Human error, or consume r behavi or , h a s bee n cite d by 

business as the reason f o r mo s t i nju=ies . Busine ss has 

opposed additional produc t standa r ds and s t ated that eve r y­

one has be en burde n e d wi t h the cos t o f safe ty due to the 

r e cklessness o f a f ew consume rs. They fu r t her argue that 

the increas e d cost o f supply ing safe t y feature s have made 

the products too e xpensive for the low income consumer 

(Feldman, 1977). 

Educating the consumer. Business c orpo rations and 

institutes have attempted to develop and e xp a n d safety c am­

paigns through educational efforts . The 19 77 Imp l e mentation 

of the Consumer Product Safety Act hearings r e cognized the 

Ame rican Pharmaceutical Association f or its volunteer work 

throughout Poison Prevention Week (Di x , No t e 29). The 

recent interest in citizen band tra nsmissi on has r e sulted 

in increased numbers of consumer injurie s during antenna 

installations. The Electric Power Trade As sociation has 

attempted to reduce the number o f injuries b y mounting an 

extensive educational effort warning consumers of possible 

hazards duri ng installations. 

Ot her businesses and associations such a s the Bicycle 

Manufacturers, the Power Tool Institute , J. c. Penney 
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Company and Travellers Insurance Comp any have produced class­

room educational material to a ssist adults in consumer dec i­

sion making and to develop safety awareness in children as 

well as adults (Peyton , Note 30) . 

Federal Government Opinions Concerning Consumer Protection 

Regulation through product standaris . While business 

has criticized the gove rnment for the establishment of too 

many regulations and standards, other organizations have 

charged the government with neglect and lack of intervention 

in product safety. The 1978 Consumer Product Safety Com­

mission evaluation hearings in the United States House of 

Repre sentatives noted that Linda Hudak (Note 3 ), legisl a tive 

director for the Consumer Federation of Ame rica, criti c i zed 

the Commission for establ ishing only four mandatory sa fety 

standards between 1973 and 1977. 

Commissioner of the CPSC David Pittle (Note 32) defended 

the passage of only four standards by citing Section 7 of 

the Consumer Product Sa fety Act which prohibited the CPSC 

from drafting standards without public and bus iness input. 

He stated that expertise required to develop adequate pro­

duct safety standa rds had not developed. !1eanwhile volun­

tary standards already adopted by industry through the 

self-regulatory process had been used as safety standard 

guidelines. 
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Industrial voluntary standards accepted by the federal 

government are among the 20,000 trade stancl.ards on produc ts 

ranging from household toasters to nuc l ear reactors. Some 

400 non-governmental organizations h ave developed t hese 

standards. The non-governmental organ i zations consis t o f 

two types: the engineering societ i es such as the American 

Petroleum Institute and the Society of Automobile Engineers , 

and the private standard setting organizations s uch as 

Underwriter 's Laboratory (Questions a nd Answers , Note 33). 

The federal gove rnment's acceptance of industrial volun­

tary standa rds was part of the critical issue behind the 

2,3-dibromoprpyl phospate (Tris) controversy . The Tris c on-

troversy arose following the CPSC 's requiremen t that 

children's sleepware be able to pass the Nationa l Bureau of 

Standards flame retardancy test (Federal Register , Note 34 ). 

The test was pe rformance based and not a descript ive standard 

which would have specified the t ype of treatment , design , or 

fabr i c manufacturers were to utilize (Case, Note 35) . 

Chemical testing in 1975 demonstrated that Tris contains 

carcinogenic propertie~ however,Tris was not banned from use 

u n til 1977 . Congressional hearing s on the delay of the ban 

c h arged that the CPSC failed to investigate the standards 

and warn the public of the possible heal th hazard which may 

have r esulted from the usage of Tris. Investigations i nto 

the CPSC 's handl i ng of the Tris are still in progress 
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(Consumer Product Safety Commission~ulations On Tris , 

Note 36). 

Reg~lation preserves a free market. As business 

charged that safety standards and safety feature s l imi t the 

consume-r-'s free choice of alternative t:r:or1u.cts t:he CPSC 

reminds business tho.t standords set 0y the Conu:-tission are 

performance standards . Performance standar.ds dictate what 

the consumer can expect from a product without applying 

descr i ptive standards which would limit the manufacturer ' s 

use of technological r esources in materials and design 

(Bureau of National Affairs , 1973) . 

Some exceptions to the non-use of descriptive standards, 

of course,could not be avoided. The regulations placed on 

baby cribs by the fede r al government are exampl es of descrip-

tive standards . These regulations require specific designs 

and types of construction materials to be used in manufac tur­

ing baby cribs. 

Governmental intervention in product regulations has 

been attributed with inhibiting the growth and development 

of a free competitive market. Another criticism of federal 

regulations has been the increased cost of safety features 

which have begun to force the low income consumer out of the 

marketplace. Re sponse to both arguments have been based 

upon the rapid growth of the free market system . The numbe r 

o f consumer products and available product informat i on has 
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i n c r e ased . Some p r odu c t s such as ignition systems in auto-

mobi l e s , and product i n formation such as chemical names of 

food add itives, h ave become so complex that the in i vidual 

consume r has been placed ln an unequal bargaining position. 

Therefore r egu lation has been cons idered essential to ore-

serv e and e n fo r ce competition and ensure the consu~er 

marketplace i s operating in the public ' s interes t and not 

for busines s interests along (Cohe n & Stigler, 1971). 

Cost/benefit and consumer behavior. The federal govern-

ment does not deny that protective regulation increases the 

cost o f consumer products but clair:ls the cost of human li fe 

or disfigu rement cannot be counted in dollars . David Pittle , 

Cof'lmissioner for Consumer Product Safety Commission , noted: 

l. Since the 1974 baby crib standa rds, the death 
rate by strangulations decreased by 50 % a nd 
injur ies by 45% . 

2. Fo l lowin g the passage of the Poiso n Prevention 
Pa ckagi ng Act t he number of children ingesting 
poisons decreased 40%. 

3 . Due to a u tomotive safety features 28,000 lives 
have been saved . 

4 . Pri or to 1 971 35 % of the burns suffered by 
chi ldren resulted f r om sleepware; that figure 
was zero i n 1 977 (Study on Federal Regula­
t ions, 1978 , No te 25 , p. 33). 

The Office of Consume r Affai rs agrees with bus i n e s s that 

consume r b e hav i or often leads to t he injuries . At the 1979 

t1i d-America Consur:ler Education Conference, Betsy Draper 

(Note 37 ), Deputy Director of the Office of Consumer Affairs , 
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said that the consumers were responsible for forty-eight per-

cent of the reported product injuries from 1 97 5 to 19 78. 

If consumer behavior causes an injury then the need for 

consumer protection becomes a function of t.he product ' s chz-: r-

acteristics and the consumer's vulnerability. The court 

case of Bahlman vs. Hudson Motor Car Co1npany (Note 38) 

resulted in a ruling which implies that in circumstances 

where the incident of consumer carelessness is a bnormally 

high and whe r e the manufacturer coul d without undue expense 

or inc onvenience make a c h ange in the design to avoid or 

minimize injuries the manufacturer should act accordingly 

(Dickerson, 1968). 

The manufacturer,accordi ng t o the ruling in the Indiana 

courts,is accountable for consumer behavior and product 

misuses if the fo l lowing conditions exist . 

l. The product carries a signi ficant phys ical 
risk to a de finable class of consumers . 

2. The ri sk is one that the typical member of 
the class does not anticipate and guard 
against. 

3. The risk t hreatens established consu~e r 
expectations with respect to a contempl a ted 
use and manner of the use of the product and 
a contemplated minimum level of per fo~ance. 

4. The seller has reasons to know of the contem­
p l ated use and possibilitv where in juries 
side ef fects are invo lved: or has reasonable 
a ccess to knowledge of the particular r isk 
involved. 
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5. The seller knowingly participates in creating 
t he contemplated use in otherwise gener.:-ttiny 
the relevant consumer expectations, in the way 
attributed to him by the consumer (Dickerson , 
1967 , p. 309). 

Consumer education through regulation. In an att_mpt 

to reduce regulations and make the consumer more knowled~e-

able about consumer products the feder i1 l government is 

imposing a new standard system known as Information Regula-

tion. The In formation Regulations permits a product which 

does not meet government standards to be distributed if 

accompanied by information disclosing the hazardous or prob-

lems associated with its use. This system makes more 

alternative products available and the consumer becomes 

responsible fo r preventing injury (Study on Federa l Regula-

tions, Hote 25). The effectiveness of the In formation 

Regulation is the educational level or clarity of the 

written message. If the information cannot be eas ily under -

stood by most consumers then it will not provide adequate 

consuner protection. 

Government consumer publications . Other federal educa-

tional efforts include the distribution of consumer publica-

tions . The Con sumer Information Center in 1978 received 

requests from consumers for over 17 million free cons umer 

publications. The con sumers used the Consumer Informat ion 

Catalog when making their orders. The 17 million figure 
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does not include the number of requests for publications 

which were purchased by consume rs (Peterso:l 1 Note 39 ). 

Newspapers, magazines, television, and radio networks 

have donated space and air time to i..nform the genera l public 

of available consumer publications. 'rhe use of national 

commercial televis ion 's public service a1mouncements durin<J 

a four wee k poison prevention campaign resulted in an 

average of 200 requests a day for CPSC poison prevention 

pub l ications. CPSC's average nunber of daily call s for 

genera l information is 130 (Dix , Note 29). 

Some businesses and industries have found the govern­

ment's consumer publications non-objectional and are using 

the material in their sales plans . The Snapper Corporation 

has worked with the CPSC in the development of lawn mower 

in formation and distributes the material with their pro­

ducts (Dix , Note 29). 

Mary Arsonff (Note 40) General Service Adminis tration 

supervised a study concerning consumers ' use of educational 

safety materials. Her study used a Consumer Information 

Catalog audience. The results indicated that if the material 

was related to toy safety the audience frequent l y reque sted 

and used the material. ~fuen safety appeared in other titles 

the audience response was considered low. 

The Federal Office of Consumer Affairs distr ibutes two 

major publications. The Consumer Federal Register provi des 



consumers with in for mAt ion <tl>ou t con surne c L2c1 islo tinn. l t 

was written in ·· legalese'' until 1':)77 \·lhen t-1"1.2 wordincJ 1v 1.s 

change d to l ayman • s te r minolocr:/ for ::~1s ~'-T n·<' ij ng bv con-

sumers. The Consumer News 1 which has a year J '/ re<hlershij) 

of over one mill i on p~rsons 1 h<ts r< ce~1lJ y dcided <~ C')nsume 1· 

legislative upda-Le section to its focr;11!. 

Consumers' On:i nions Conrcrninq ConsuP1e1· PrcJt, ·t ion -------- ~ -------- -------- ---- -

Negat ive attitudes tow<trd recrulutio~. Thore ll i and 

Thorelli (1977) stated that sone consuncrs aro suyinn "pro-

vide me with more information and less requlaiion" (p . 2GJ). 

Conunents such as this can be supported t1 1cviewinq the 

saccharin controversy . Although ~;ucch<lrin has boen con-

sidered a potential carcinogenic subst anc,• conr;umers 

denanded saccharin proclucts re!'laiL clV~1iL1Llc in the r:w.d:.~.• t-

place. The Food unc1 Drug Administrat:ior; yi. olded to co.'1-· 

sume:r:s' demand. This action '''d.S in direct '. i.ul '1tion of the 

a rrajor factor in regulating fJtun pot ,~;.'-ia l Ly l:azc:..rdous 

p roducts (Pines & Glick, 1977). 

Some consUP1C>rs have also Jer~onstrat...:>d a neqative dtt.::. -

t u de toward consu!l1er regula tory ;n otect i )r t.!1rough other. 

issues. There has been strong oppositio~ to attemp~ed 

cigarette bans al though research has indic~ted they a re a 

potentially haz a rdous product (Federal Register, Note 41). 

Consumers h ave strongly protest.ed at feoeral consumer 
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product hearings against air bag installa tion as a safety 

feature in automobiles (Federal Register , Note 42). Con­

sumers participating in CPSC hearings concerning the banning 

of unvented gas space heaters voiced opinions that the 

heaters should not be b anned but sold Hi t.h the print ed 

information explaining the proper use of the product (Con­

sumer Product Safety Committee News Release, 1978 , Note 7). 

The consumer's rejection of consumer laws a nd st<:mdards 

is fur ther witnessed as the automobile owner realizes that 

automotive pollution controls not only clean the air , but 

reduce the automobile's pe r formance . After realizing the 

c ost/benefit trade many consumers have removed the controls 

in favor of better performance (Study on Federal Regulations, 

Note 25). 

Requests for more regulation . Consumer advocates for 

more governmental regul a tion believe consumers are expecting 

and wanting regulatory protection. According to Noll (197 7) 

the general public expects the gove rnme nt to protect them. 

Flashman and Retrum (1978) said that a 1977 survey ind icated 

consumers believed they needed more help in protecting their 

consumer rights. 

LaBarbera (197 6) said that respondents to a 1976 study 

concerning the Federal Trade Conmission's invo lvement ln 

consumer protection strongly agreed that the governnent 

needs to exercise more responsibility for regu lating 
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manufacturer's marketing activit i es . Furthermore , respon­

dents believed that the government should set minimum product 

standards on all conswner products. 

Although consumer groups believe consumer education is 

vitally important, they still state that knowledge is not 

enou gh. Even if conswners had access to all the information 

avai l ab l e it is impossible for them to f ull y utili ze it 

(Green & Nader, 1973 ). One example is the recent Corning-

Ware coffeepot incident in which 1,250 injuries occurred 

when handles separated from the user ' s coffeepots. The con­

sumer could no t be expected to k n ow that over a period of 

four years the epoxy sealer used in the manufac turing process 

wou l d dry and the coffeepot wou l d become a potential hazard 

(Corning gets a handle on defects, 1979). 

Use of consumer education . Conswners will benefit from 

their consumer rights only if they are informed about those 

r i ghts and educated in consumer decision making . Often con-

sumers are not awa r e of current consumer protection laws and 

therefore canno t benefit from them. Cunningham and Cunning ­

ham (1978) conducted a study to determine the knowledge of 

consumer's rights by lawye rs and var i ous income groups. 

They said the results i ndicated consumers and l awyers alike 

lacked knowledg e of many existing consumer laws and mis-

understood others . Cunningham a nd Cunninghan fur ther said 
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that there is a need for more consumer education and les s 

government regulation. 

Katz (1976) stated that consumers are becoming more 

aware of their consumer rights. He said that according to 

insurance inst.i tutions the number of product liabi lity 

claims has increased from 35 ,000 in 1 960 to some 60,000 

in 1974. 

Blum (1977) stated that o ften consumer problems are 

caused by the difference in the consume r's expec tations of 

a product as it relates to health and safe ty and the pro-

duc t's intended function by business. He said that fewer 

consumer problems would occur if more comple te and clear 

information was available to the consumer. 

Summary 

Consumer protection in the last century has deve l oped 

in several forms. Bus iness has attempted to provide con­

sumers with protection through self-regulation, voluntary 

standards and educational programs . I~dustry and bus ines s 

have, for the most part, considered federal governme nt 

involvement in product safety costly and unnece ssary in a 

free market society. Both business and industry c ontinue to 

insist that consumer behavior, not defective produc ts, is 

the primary source of injuries and p r oblems re l ated to 

consumer products . 
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VVhile critic ism of the Federal Governme nt' s h and ling o f 

consumer protection comes from both busine ss a n d consumer 

advocates, the regulatory agencies claim that the r e duction 

in consumer injuries and deat hs proves t he s ucces s of regu­

latory protective measures . The f e deral government agr ees 

that consumer behavior is a contr i b utins f a ctor t o consumer 

injury and has moved t oward p r ovidi n g vari ous meth od s of 

e ducating the consumer in the use of pot e ntial l y h azardous 

products. 

Consumer a dvoc a tes are demanding mo r e government regu -

l a tory protection. Business looks at t he demand f or 

potentially hazardous produc ts such as s a ccha rin and 

cigarettes and questions the amount of regulation consume r s 

rea lly want. Government meanwhile looks for a lternative 

me thods of ke eping the gene ral publ ic inforned and safe 

from injury. 

Research results c oncerning t h e Federa l Go vernment's 

a nd industry's attitude s toward federa l consumer protec tive 

re gulations and educational efforts are ava i lable. Find ing s 

about the consumer's attitude t oward consumer protection 

from potentially hazardous products have been c ontradictory 

and sometimes inconclusive. A study which dire ctly inves t i­

gates the consumer's attitude is needed t o ide ntify and 

clarify the consumer's position regarding s u c h regulation 

and education. 
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Do consumers know what r egulatory prot ection i s now 

available? Are consumers aware of educational efforts by 

the federal government to inform them of poss ible risks? 

Should more or l es s regulation be provided? If less regu­

lation is provided will consumers accept the respons ibility 

for their own prote ction? The research reported in the 

following chapters has attempted to obta in answers to these 

questions directly from the consumer. 



CHAP'rER III 

RESEARCH PHOCEDURE 

The overall p urpose of this study was to investigate 

the consumer's attitude toward federal consumer protective 

regulation a nd fede ral c onsumer educational efforts relate u 

to consumer products which may be hazardous to the con-­

sumer's health and phys i ca l safety . Detai l s of the research 

procedu re are discussed in this chapter. 

Sample Design 

Selection o f the Population 

Th e United States is divided into ten geographical 

federal r egions. The targe t population for this research 

was selected from Region VI whi ch consists of Arkansas , 

Louisiana, Oklahoma, New Me x ico, a nd Texas. These states 

represent a d iverse range of approache s to ~andling con­

sumer protection. Okl ahoma represents a sta te with little 

consumer protection in e ither regulation or education. New 

Mexico is known for its strong regulatory prot e ction of con­

sumers and Texas is known for its educational approach . 

Louisiana and Arkansas are cons idered neutral i n the amount 

of consumer protection provi ded on the state level 

(Note 43). It was further de termined that the variance in 

the state consumer protection among these state s might be 

38 
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representative of consumer protection throughout the United 

States. 

The target population was further narrowed to middle 

income tracts of major cities located within the five states 

composing Region VI. The middle income tracts were selected 

based on research by Wasson (1 969) and Markin (1974) which 

states that economic income fails to clearly identify con­

sumer behavior. Both authors state that behavior is related 

to social income ; therefore, economic inco~e may be used as 

a parameter. 

Identification of Subjects 

The sample population was selected by identifying three 

major cities from each of the five states. The cities were 

designated by using the Block Statistics, U.S . Bureau of 

Census for 1970 index . If only three cities were listed for 

each state, those cities were used. If more than three 

cities were listed, a ll those listed for that state were 

placed in a container and three were drawn for the study 

(Tuckman, 1972). The cities used for the study were: 

Little Rock, Fort Smith , and Pine Bluff, Arkansas; Lake 

Charles, Lafayette, and Shreveport, Louisiana ; Las Cruses, 

Santa Fe, and Albuquerque, New Mexico; Tulsa, Lawton , and 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; and Fort Worth, AMarillo , and 

Lubbock, Texas. 
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The middle income tra cts for each selected city were 

identified by using the 1970 Census of Populations and 

Housing. The city tracts sampled were those most nearly 

representing the city's 1970 median income (County and City 

Data Book, 1970). The 1977 County and City Data Book was 

checked for possible major shifts in incon~ areas . Each 

selected tract was outlined on the block m p and the streets 

within the tract were alphabetized. The streets were 

numbered and randomly selected using the random table of 

numbers (Tuckman, 1972). A list of 200 names per city was 

compiled by selection of every lOth address listed in Polk's 

City Directory 1978. 

Questionnaire 

Data were obtained through a questionnaire entitled 

Consumer Attitudes Toward Product Safety developed by the 

researcher. A copy of the questionnaire appears in Appen­

dix A. The questionnaire was designed to collect data 

specifically related to protective regulations and educa­

tional efforts of the Consumer Product Safety Commission. 

The questionnaire contained the following five scales. 

Scale One : Consumer ' s Attitude Toward CPSC Regula­

tions . Items number 1 throu gh number 6 and number 11 

t h rough number 16 were developed using a Likert-type form. 

Item 31 solicited the consumer's attitude toward the regula­

tion of selected consumer items in a matrix form. 
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Scale Two: Consumer ' s Attitude Toward CPSC Educational 

Efforts . Items number 7 through number 10 and number 27 

were developed using a Likert-type form. Item 30 solicited 

the consumer's attitude toward educational efforts directed 

at selected consumer product s on a matrix type form. 

Scale Three: Consumer Se l f - Protection : Items 

nUill.ber 17 t h rough nuJllber 29 'vere developed using u Likert­

type form . Items number 32 and 3 3 sol i cited c onsumers ' 

behavior in purchasinq selected consumer products . 

Scale Four: Consumer 's Knowledqe a bout CPSC Regula-

tions. Items number 34 throuqh number 38 Here d e signed 

using a multiple choice form. 

Scale Five: Consumer's Knowledge about CPSC Educa-

tional Efforts. Items number 39 through number 43 were 

designed using a multiple choice form . 

An additional section of the questionnaire was designed 

to collect demographic data and backoround inforJllation . The 

demoqra~hic data pertained to household comp osition, state 

residency, theme of employment, educational level and 

in j ury experience. 

The questionnaire Has reviewed by a panel of judges for 

correctness of grammar , clarity of instruction, and effec-

tiveness of response modes. The instrument was p ilot tested 

using 150 households. Based on imp lications from individual 
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r esponses on the pilot te s t the questionnaire was r evi sed 

ln the following ways: 

1 . True and f alse q uest ions were changed to multiple 

choice questions. 

2. The format and quantity of items related to 

selected consumer products were reduced . 

3. Questionnaire items related to specific types of 

educational materials were redesigned to investi­

gate educational materials in genera l . 

The revisions reduced the questionnaire from 115 items 

to 6 0 ite ms. A second p r e t est was conducted using 25 house­

holds. The response from this second pretest indicated the 

revisions minimized the problems identi f i ed in the first test . 

Administering the Instrument 

Questionnaires we re mailed to 3000 middle income house­

holds. An explanatory letter accompanied each ques tionnaire. 

The letter sta ted the purpose of the study an d explained the 

procedure for compJ.etion and re turn of the que stionnaire 

(see Appendix B). 

The Human Research Committee , Texas lvoman ' s University , 

waived the requirement to send a consent form wi th the ques ­

tionnaire for the following resons: 

1. Respondents would return their comp lete q uestion­

naire by mail and their anonymous return was equate d to 

consent . 
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2. Questions i n the instrtment were not considered 

threatening, personal, intimate in nature. 

3. Respondents may have hesitated to comp l ete the ques­

tionnaire if they were asked to sign a consent form, r~r­

ticu larly since the questionnaire was related to a federal 

government agency. 

Accompanying the mailed questionnaire was a coupon from 

the CPSC upon which the respondent could use to request 

information regarding hazardous products. Respondents 

mailed the completed questionnaire to the CPSC , Dallas 

office . Personnel at the office opene~ the enve loped and 

removed any informa tion whicl1 miqht identi fy the respondent. 

The questionnaires we re then forwarded to the researcher. 

~vo weeks after the first mailing the names and 

addresses on the returned questionnaires vrl1ich were narked 

undeliverable were removed from the mailing list . A follow­

up mailing was sent to all the remaining names . The follow­

up mailing contained the questionnaire , the letter of 

explanations and a note explaining the second ma iling. 

The return results are presented in Table 1. 

Statistical Treatment of Data 

Data from returned questionnaires were numbered and 

coded onto computer sheets. To ensure accuracy the responses 
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were recorded by numbers and alp anumeri s and the coding 

and data entry of each questionnaire was re checked . 

A total of four hundred ten completed questionnaires 

were returned . Questionnaires which were marked not 

deliverable were discounted from the computed return rate 

of sixteen percent (Babbie, 1973). One hundred twenty-three 

of the returned questionnaires were not valid for use in the 

data analysis due to incomplete or incorrect formulated 

responses. A total of twelve percent, 287 , of the returned 

quest ionnaire s were used in the data analysis . 

Principl e Axes Factor Analysis (Rumme l, 1970; Kerlin0er , 

1973) was used to check the homogenity of the questionnaire . 

Stepwise multiple regression (Dixon, 1967; Kerlinger , 1973; 

Nie , Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner , & Bent, 1975) was used to 

determine the relationships among domains i11 each hypothesis. 

A canonical co rrelation a nalysis also was utilized to reveal 

directional relationships between and within the variables 

in Hypothesis I and Hypothesis III (Tatsuoka, 1971 ; Harris , 

19 75; Cooley & Lohnes, 1971) . 

A stepwise mult i ple regression program (Dixon, 1967) was 

used to analy ze t he da t a. The multiple regression program 

computed a series of line a r equations, each of which con­

tained an added variable . The variable added was the one 

which made the greatest reduction in the error sum of 

s quares. The stepwise regres sion program was utilized 
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specifying the inclusion of individual variables with 

F-ratio levels equal to or greater than 3 . 64 which is i d .n­

tified in Ferguso n (1966) for the .0 5 leve l of confidence . 

Variables listed in the multiple r eqression analysls 

as be ing independently significant are those t.hat contribute 

to the reduc·tion o f the error swn of squares while not being 

highly correlated with another selected variable. All five 

scales and twenty -two temoqraphic variables we r e used as 

input in the multiple regres sion analyses. 

A canonical correlation analysis was performed on 

Sca les I and III. The factor analysis resul ts p rese n ted 

the use of canonical corre lation on Scales II , I V, and v. 

Canonical corre lation ana l ysis i s a multivar iate linear 

statistical technique which uses a set of two or more pre­

dictor variables and a s e t of two or more criterion variables 

and derives a linear combination between t~e variates of the 

two sets. Paired canonica l variates , CA VAR, containing 

coefficients for e ach variable , are obtained . A profile is 

deve loped by using all the variable coefficients which are 

at least half as large as the largest coeff i cient in a 

canonical variate. The positive and negative signs are then 

used as weights to complete the profile (Harris , 1977) . A 

high positive weight indicates the foll owing : {a) a h igh 

score on knowledge, {b) a positive attitude toward 
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regulation, or (c) definite demoqraphic characteristic 

influence in the data fo r this study. A high negative 

weight indicates a low score, a negative attitude, or non­

demographic c haracteristic. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Data we r e c ol l ected by means of t he instrument, Con­

sumer Attitudes •roward Pr oduct Safety . The instrument. wa s 

sub jected to factor analysis. Dota were nnalyzed using 

stepwi se mu ltiple regress i on analysis and only significont 

res u lts were reported . Canonical corre l at ion was a lso 

used to ana l yze the data . Demographic datu were processed 

by freq uency counts. 

Ana l y sis o f Demographic Data 

Ques t i onnai res we re d i s t r i buted to consumers residing 

in federal Region VI . Four h undred ten ques tionnaires were 

r eturned and 28 7 were usable f or analysis. Demog r aph i cs 

related to the hypothesis included : (a) household composi­

tion, (b ) t heme of emp l oyment , (c) level of education , 

(d) state res i den cy , and (e ) i njury exper i e nce . 

Da ta re l a t ed to household compositi on, level of educa­

tion , and theme of e mployment were collapsed prior to 

analy sis . 

Household c omposi t i on. Questionnaire items 45 thro u gh 

48 we re combined to cons truct household c omposit i on . Hous e­

ho l d c omposition data were collapsed according t o fo ur 

stages de rived from li f e c ycle g r o u p i ngs by Runyon (1 97 7 ) 

48 
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and Duvall (1967). If childre n we re p resent a nd over l appe d 

into more than one stage, the household was gro uped a c cord-

ing to the age of the youngest child. The classifica tions 

were as follows: 

Be ginning nest - Adult(s), unde r the age o f SO, 
married and single with out children . 

Mid-nest - Adul t( s ) marr i e d a nd single with chi l­
dren less than 13 years of a ge. 

Late nest - Adul t( s ) married a nd sing le wi t h c h i l­
dren between and including the ages of 13-17 . 

Empty nest - Adult (s) married and sing l e with 
children 18 years of age or older o r adult( s ) 
married and single over the a ge of 50 witho ut 
children. 

The percent age distribution of the res pondents b y house -

hold composition is shown in Table 2. 1id-nest and e mp ty 

nest households represent 6 8 .3 percent of the res pondents . 

Be ginning nest and late nest households re~re sent 31 . 7 per-

cent of the households. 

Household 

Table 2 

Percentage Distribution o f Respondents 
b y Household Compos i tion 

Composition Number 

Beginning nest so 
Mid-nest 103 

Late nest 41 

Empt y nest 93 

Total 287 

Pe rce n t a ge 

17. 4 

3S . 9 

14 .3 

32.4 

100.0 
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Educational level. Questionni1ire i b 'r'1 n u.r1bcr 5 1 con-

taine d seven possible response c hni es f o r educational 

leve l . The educational l e v e l data were col l apsed into four 

groupings which were: (a) high school or less, (b) associ-

a t e and technical degrees rece i ved from two year post 

secondary institutions , (c) undergraduate degrees which wcr~ 

bachelor's degrees, and (d) graduate degrees which were 

master's and doctorate degrees . The percentage distribution 

of respondents by educational level are shown in Table 3. 

Respondents with an assoc iate or technici1l degree or l ess 

represented 68.6 percent o f the returns . fewer t han one 

percent of the responde nts held a doctorate . 

Table 3 

Percentage Distribution of Respondents 
by Educationa l Level 

Educational Numbe r 
Level 

High school or l es s 101 

As soc or Tech 9 6 

Undergraduate 58 

Gr a duate 3 2 

Tota l 287 

Percentage 

3 5 . 2 

33.4 

20.2 

ll. 2 

100 . 0 
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Theme of employment. Theme of employr1ent was used to 

identify the type of organization employinq the responrtent 

rather than the respondent ' s actual occu~ation . 0u~stion-

naire item nuMber 52 contained twelve possible response 

choices for theme of employment. The theme of CP'lployment 

data were collapsed into three groupings. The groupings 

were: (a) business, which included retailing, banking and 

accounting, industry, law, and medicine , (b) government , 

which inc l~ded government agencies and teachers, (c ) other , 

which included housewife/househusband, retired, unemployed, 

self-employed, and other specified occupations. The distri-

bution of respondents by theme of employmen t is shown ln 

Table 4. Housewives and househusband s comprised 25 . 8 per-

cent of the 145 respondents in the category Other. 

Theme of 
Employment 

Business 

Government 

Other 

Total 

Table 4 

Percentage Distribution of Respondents 
by Theme of Employment 

Number 

84 

58 

14 5 

287 

Percentage 

29. 3 

20.2 

50.5 

100.0 
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State residency. The p ercentage distribution of 

responden ts by state residen cy is s h own in Table 5 . 

Respondents from Arkansas Rnd New Mexico represented 

51.2 percent of the returns. The state with th· fewest 

number of r espondents was Oklahoma. 

Table 5 

Percentage Distribution of Responden ts 
by State Res i dency 

State Residency Number 

Arkansas 69 

Louisiana 50 

New Mexico 7 8 

Ok l ahoma 39 

Texas 52 

Tota l 287 

Percentage 

24.0 

17.4 

27 . 2 

13 . 8 

18 . 1 

100.0 

I n jury experience. Questionnaire items 56 through 60 

we re used to determine injury experience . The percentage 

of respondents by the occurrence of in juries during the 

past five years is shown in Table 6 . The return results 

indicated 10 . 5 percent o f the respondents encountered an 

in jury . Se riousnes s of injury could not be used as a 

variable in the analysis s ince there were only 2 serious 

in j u ries. 
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Table 6 

Percentage Distribution of Respondents 
by Injury Experience 

Injury Experience Number 

Yes 30 

No 257 

Total 287 

Factor Ana l ysis of Scale Data 

10. ~ 

89 . 5 

100 . 0 

An empirical check on homogenity of the q ues t ionnai re 

ite m subsets composing the various scales was done by 

factor analysis (Rummel, 1970). The technique , Principle 

Axes Factor Ana l ysis (Nile et al ., 197 5) , used squared 

multiple corre l ations of each variable with all other vari-

ables as community estimates. 

Factored items in Scale I. Factoring was done with 

questionnaire items 1-6, ll-16D , and 31 . Questionnaire 

items 6, 13, 16D, and 31 were deleted fro~ the scale because 

they did not load significantly .vith the other ite~s. The 

Sca l e I f actor analysis generated five factors (see Table 7) . 

The factors were : (1) Banning of products , (2) Consumer 

vehavior , (3 ) Warning labels, (4) Safety standards , and 

(5) Authority. 
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Factored items in Scale II . Factoring was done with 

que stionnaire items 7-10, 27, and 30. Que stionnaire items 

7 and 27 were deleted from the scale be cQus e they did not 

load significantly with the other items . The Sca le II 

factor analysis generated one factor (sec Tab l e 8) . The 

factor was Educational attitude . 

Table 8 

Factor Analysis of Scale IT- - Consumers' 
Attitudes Toward Educational Efforts 

Items Coi11IClunality Pacto r 

Q7 Biased material 0 . 057 0.235 

Q8 Label decisions 0.318 0.555* 

Q9 Free pamphlets 0 . 208 0.426* 

QlO Current info 0.655 0.713* 

Q27 Read info 0.135 0 . 029 

Q30 Info needed 0.338 0 . 436* 

*Items reta ined at F? 3 . 84 . 

Factored items in Scale III . Factoring was done with 

questionnaire items 17-26, 28-29, 32-33, and 41. Question-

naire items 17-20 and 41 were deleted from Scale III because 

they did not sign ificantly load with the other items. The 

Scale III factor analysis genera ted four factors (see 

Table 9). The four factors were: (l) Self-act ion in 
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recalls, (2) Self-reported injuries, (3) Point of purchasG 

information, (4) Self-informe d labels. 

Table 9 

Factor Analysis of Scale III-­
Consu~er Self-Protection 

Factors 

Items Com-
munality 

Ql7 Price first 0.168 

Ql8 Read mags 0.085 

Ql9 Hearing s 0.166 

Q20 Remove feat 0.388 

Q21 Ban product 0.449 

Q22 $20 ban 0.773 

Q23 $20 recall 0.7 54 

Q24 Minor in jury 0.682 

Q25 Serious inj 0.345 

Q26 Letter 0. 312 

Q28 Sales c lerk 0.749 

Q29 Sales clerk 0.245 

Q41 Use ma te ria l 0.016 

Q32 Read l abel s 0.0442 

Q33 Labels prev 0.364 

Q4 1 Materia l use 0.204 

Action 
1 

().007 

0 .05 3 

0.119 

0.130 

0 .58 7 

0 .84 8* 

0.844* 

0.20 5 

0.112 

0 . 073 

0 . 057 

0 .08 5 

0.030 

0 .10 6 

0.082 

0.041 

*Items retained at F;:: 3. 84. 

Repo rt 
2 

0.059 

0.216 

0.171 

0 . 037 

0.138 

0.193 

0.099 

0 . 757* 

0 . 432* 

0 . 529* 

0 . 012 

- 0 .0 01 

-0. 010 

0.154 

0 . 198 

0.241 

P of P Inform 
3 4 

- 0.00 4 () . 069 

-0.0 96 0 .1 47 

0.055 0.09 5 

0.05 9 0.106 

0 . 163 0 . 171 

0 .0 58 0. 884 

0 . 028 0 . 124 

0.145 - 0 . 067 

0 . 098 0 . 122 

0.049 0 . 154 

0 . 857 * 0 . 082 

0 . 479* 0 . 076 

0.017 0 . 108 

O.OJ 8 0 . 635 

0 .15 9 0.51 8" 

0.054 0.084 
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Factored items in Scale IV. Factoring wu~ ~one with 

questionnaire items 24-38. Questionnaire ite m 36 was 

deleted from Scale IV because it did not load significantly 

with the other items. The Scale IV factor analysis 

generated one factor (see Table 10). The factor wns Knowl-

edge of regulation. 

Table 10 

Factor Analysis of Scale V--Cons umers ' 
Knowledge of Regulatio n 

Item Conununality 

Q34 Product investigation 0.335 

Q35 Enforced laws 0.340 

Q36 Who enforces 0.0 98 

Q37 CPSC purpose 0.464 

Q38 CPSC authority 0.402 

*Items retained at F 2 3. 84 

Factor: 

0.579* 

0.5 83 * 

- 0.313 

0.6 81* 

0.634* 

Factored items in Scale V. Factoring was done with 

questionnaire items 39-43. There were no ques tionnaire 

items deleted from Scale V. The Scale v f actor analysis 

generated one factor (see Table ll). The factor was Knowl-

edge of educational efforts. 
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Table 11 

Factor Analysis of Scale V--Consumers ' 
Knowledge of Educational Efforts 

Item Communal ity 

Q39 Educational efforts 0.314 

Q40 Availability 0.52 3 

Q42 Used material 0.669 

Q43 Quality material 0 . 688 

*Items retained at F -:::. 3.84. 

Factor 

0.561* 

0.7 23* 

0 . 818* 

0. 830 * 

Each retained questionnaire item was a ssigned a value 

for each response choice. Matrix form ques tionnaire 

items 30-34 and multiple choice form questionnaire items 35-

43 had sub-values which were computed into a new value for 

scoring. Examination of Appencix C wil l show value assign-

ments. Scores were obtained for each scale b y totaling the 

va lues of the que stionnaire items as grouped in the factor 

analysis . The scale scores were then used for the stepwise 

multiple regression analysis and the canonical correlation 

analysis. 

Findings Related to the Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I 

There is no significant relationship between the 
c~msumer' s a~ti tude toward f ederal consumer p rotec­
tlve regulat1on and the f o llowing: 
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(a) the c onsumer's knowledge of federal consumer 
protective regula tion 

(b) the consumer's knowledge of fede r al consumer 
educat ional e fforts 

(c) the consumer' s attitude toward federal con­
sumer educational efforts 

(d) the consumer's wi l lingness to accept respon­
sibility for persona l protection 

(e ) the consumer's personal demoqraphi c character­
istics 

( l ) household composition 
(2 ) state of reside nce 
(3 ) theme of employment 
(4) level of education 
(5 ) injury experience 

The results of the stepwise multiple regression analysis 

identified two scales and two demographic var i a bles as sig-

nificant predictors for identifying the consumer's attitude 

toward federal protective regulation. Data in Ta ble 12 

shows the significant predictors in the orde r the y emerged . 

There was a positive r elationshi p between the consumer 's 

a ttitude toward federal consumer p rotective regulation and : 

(a) the consumer ' s attitude toward federal consume r educa-

tional efforts and (b) the cons~er's willingness to accep t 

responsibility for self protection. 

There was a negative relationship between the con-

sumer's attitude toward federal consumer protective regula-

tion and: (a ) the consumer who was in the empty nest 

household a nd (b) the consumer who was employed by business. 
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The consumer's attitude t .oward educational efforts 

accounted for 36.8 percent of the variance and the empty 

nest household accounted f o r 10 . 6 percent. 

Canonical profiles. Data related to hypothesis I wcrr 

subjected to a canonical correlation analysis. The multi-

variate procedure permitted nalysis within a nd between 

the criterion variables of Scale I and the predictor 

variables: Scales II , III, IV a nd V and the demographic 

characteristics. The 0.05 level of significance was accepte d 

for testing the hypothesis . 

Computation of the canonical analysis resulted l n two 

significant canonical corre l ations (sec Table 13 ). 

The first profile described by the first paired canoni­

ca l v ari ates suggested that the consumer who has a negative 

attitude toward federal educational efforts also has a 

negative attitude toward the banning of consumer products . 

The first canonical correlation accounts for 38 .0 percent 

of the known variation in the specifi c combination of 

re sponse s in Scale 1. 

The second profi l e described by the second pa ired can­

onical variates suggested the consumer who had limited 

knowledge of federal educational efforts; who was not in 

the empty nest stage ; who did not live in Louis i ana or 

Texas; who had a high school education or less , had a 
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Table 13 

Canonical Correlations of Consumers' Attitudes 
Toward Federal Regulations 

Eigenvalue 
Correlation 
Significance 

Attitude Ed 
Self Protection 
Know Reg 
Know Ed 
House Comp 

Beginn1ng 
Mid-nest 
Late nest 
Empty nest 

Residency 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
'I'exas 

Emp Theme 
Bus1ness 
Government 
Othe r 

Education 
HS or less 
Assoc & Tech 
Unde r graduate 
Graduate 

Other 
InJury Exp 

Banning 
Consumer Behavior 
Warning Labels 
Safety Standards 
Authority 

*p ~ 0. 05. 

CANVAR 
l 

0.3 81 
0.617 
0.000 

Predictor Va riables 

-0.740 * 
-0.220 

0 . 015 
-0.101 

-0.01 7 
-0.088 

0 . 312 
0.157 

-0.197 
- 0 . 083 
- 0 .0 93 

0 . 029 
-0.441 

0.214 
0.113 
0.134 

0.034 
0. 08 0 
0.021 
0 . 169 

0.034 

Criterion Variables 

-0.418* 
0 . 074 

-0.002 
-0.254 
- 0 .610 

CANVAR 
2 

O.l 2Ll 
0 . 346 
0.037 

0 .1 66 
-0 . 032 
-0 . 221 
-0.368* 

0.118 
0.163 
0 . 12 8 

-0.358* 

0 . 128 
-0.652* 
-0. 233 
-0.081 
-0.41 8 * 

0.135 
0.076 
0.057 

0.570* 
-0.003 

0 . 001 
-0 . 129 

-0 . 042 

0 . 463* 
0.858* 

-0. 372 
0.283 

-0.390 
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positive atti tude toward the banning of consumer products 

and believed that the consumer is not injur _d as a result 

of behavior. This second canonical correlation accounts 

for 12.0 percent of the total variation in the speci fied 

combination of responses in Scale I. 

Hypothesis I acceptance and rejection. ~he results of 

the stepwise multiple regression and the canonicol correla-

tion indicated that the following domains of hypothesis I 

were rejected: 

(a) the consumer ' s knowledge of federal consumer 
educational efforts 

(b) the consumer's attitude toward federal con­
sumer educational efforts 

(c) the consumer's willingness to accept respon­
sibility for self protection 

(d) the consumer 's personal demographic char­
acteristics 

(1) household composition 
(2) theme of employment 
(3) state of residence 
(4) level of education 

The domains of hypothesis I which were accepted were: 

(a) the consumer 's knowledge of federal consumer 
protective regulations 

(b) the consumer ' s personal demographic character­
istic of injury experience 

Hypothesis II 

There is no significant relationship between the 
consumer's attitude toward federal consumer educa­
tional efforts and the following: 
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(a) the consumer ' s know l edge: of feder.Jl consumer 
protective regulation 

(b) the consumer's knowledge of federal consumer 
educational efforts 

(c) the consumer's attitude toward federa l con­
sumer protective regulation 

(d) the consume r' s willingne ss t o accept respons i­
bility for sel f protection 

(e) the consumer's person a l demographic character­
istics 

(l) household composition 
(2) state of residence 
(3) theme of employment 
(4) level of education 
(5) injury experience 

The results of the stepwise multiple regress ion analysis 

identified two scales and three demographi c variables as 

significant predictors for identi fying the consumer's atti -

tude towar d federal educational efforts . Data in Table 14 

show the significant predictors in the order they emerged . 

There was a positive relationship between the con-

sumer's attitude toward federal consumer educational efforts 

and (a) the consume r's attitude toward f ede ral consumer 

protective regulation, (b) the consumer ' s wil lingness to 

accept responsibility for self protection , and (c) the con-

sumer who is empl oyed by business and government 

organizations. 

The consumer's attitude toward regulation accounted f or 

36.7 percent of the known variance. 
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There was a negative relations hip between the con-

surner' s attitude toward federal consumer educational 

efforts and the consumer who had a bachelor ' s degree . 

~thesis II acceptance and rejection. The results 

of the stepwise multiple regression analysis indicated 

that the following doma ins of hypothesis II were rejected : 

(a) the consumer's attitude toward federal 
consumer protective regulation 

(b) the consumer's wil lingness to accept 
responsibility for sel f protection 

(c) the consumer ' s personal demographic char­
acteristics 

(l) level of education 
(2) theme of employment 

The domains of hypothesis II which were accepted were : 

(a) the consumer ' s knowledge of federa l consumer 
protective regulation 

(b) the c onsumer's knowledge of federa l consumer 
educational efforts 

(c) the consumer 's personal demographic charac t er­
istics 

Hypothesis III 

(1) household composition 
(2) state of residence 
(3) injury experience 

There is no signi ficant relationship between the 
consumer's willingness to accept responsibility fo r 
self protection and the followin g : 

{a) the consumer's knowledge of fede r al consumer 
protective regulation 
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(b) the consumer's knowled<Je o fe de ral consumer 
educational efforts 

(c) the consumer's attitude toward federal con­
sumer pro tective regulation 

(d) the consumer's attitude toward f ede r al con­
sumer educational efforts 

(e) the consumer's personal demographic character­
istics 

(l) household composition 
(2) state of residence 
(3 ) theme of employment 
(4) level of education 
(5) injury experience 

The results o f the stepwise multiple regresslon analys is 

identified two scales as significant predictors fo r identify-

ing the consumer 's willingness to accept responsibil ity for 

self protection. Data in Table 15 show the significant pre-

dictors in the order they emerged . 

There was a positive relationship between the consumer ' s 

willingness to accept responsibility for self protection 

and: (a) the consumer's attitude toward federal consumer 

protective regulation and (b) the consumer ' s attitude toward 

fede ral consumer educational efforts . 

The consumer's attitude toward educational efforts 

accounted for 25.2 percent of the varianc e . 

Canonical profiles . Data related to hypothesis III 

were subjected to a canonical correlation analysis. The 

multivariate procedure permitted analysis within and between 
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the criterion variables of Sca le III and the predictor 

variables: Scales I, II , IV a nd V and the demographic char­

acteristics. The 0.05 level of significance was accepted 

for testing the hypothesis. 

Computation of the canonic a l analys is r esulted in two 

s i gnificant canonical correlation pro f ile s (see Table 16). 

The first profile described by the first paired canoni­

cal variate s suggested that the consumer who had a negativ 

attitude toward federal educational efforts was also the 

consumer who did not read or use warning labels a nd packa0e 

instructions on consumer products . The f i rst canonical 

correlation accounted for 36.1 percent of the total varia­

tion in the specific combination of r esponses in Scale III. 

The second profile described by the second paired 

canonical variates indicated that the cons~~er who had a 

nega tive attitude toward federal educational efforts was 

also the consumer who was knowledgeable about federal pro­

tective regulations; d id not live in Louisiana, Oklahoma, 

New Mexico, o r Texas; wa s not employed in a government 

related occupation and had mo r e than two yea rs of post 

secondary educational training . Furthermore, this consumer 

relied upon sales clerks and point of purchase i nformation 

supplied by the manufacturer of consumer produc ts for in for-

mation regarding hazardous products. This second canonical 
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Table 16 

Canonical Correlation of Con sumer 
Sel f Protection 

Eigenvalue 
Correlation 
Significance 

Attitude Reg 
Attitude Ed 
Know Reg 
Know Ed 
House Comp 

Beg1nn1ng 
Mid-nest 
Late nest 
Empty nest 

Residency 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

Emp Theme 
Bus1ness 
Government 
Other 

Education 
HS or less 
Assoc & Tech 
Undergraduate 
Graduate 

Other 
InJury Exp 

Return recalls 
Report injuries 
Point of purchase 
Labels 

*p~ 0.05. 

Predictor 

Criterion 

Cl\NVAR 
1 

0. 361 
0.601 
0 .000 

Variables 

-0.223 
-0.726* 
-0. 343 
-0.000 

-0. 024 
-0.0 34 
-0.15 2 

0.002 

0. 044 
0.0 24 

-0.0 21 
0.0 21 

-0 .0 73 

0.089 
0.09 9 
0.002 

-0.035 
- 0.035 
-0.025 
-0.13 2 

-0.152 

Variables 

-0.0 05 
-0.316 
-0.189 
-0.816* 

Cl\NVAR 
2 

O. ll8 
0 . 344 
0 . 039 

0.278 
- 0.529* 

0.398* 
0 . 226 

-0. 036 
-0.0 36 
-0.01 0 

0 . 067 

- 0 . 284 
-0.596* 
-0. 381* 
- 0 . 698* 
-0.4 89 * 

0 . 026 
-0.55 9 * 

0.026 

- 0 . 512* 
- 0 . 444 
-0.147 
-0.274 

-0.1 10 

-0. 244 
0.1 34 

-0.943* 
0.382 
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correlation accounted for 11.8 percent of the toLal var i a -

tion in the specific combination of r esponses in Scale III . 

Hypothesis III acceptance and rejection. The results 

of the stepwise multiple regress i on and the canonical cor-

relation indicated that the following domains of 

hypothesis III were r e jecte 

(a) the consumer's knowledge of federal con­
sumer protestive regulation 

(b) the consumer's attitude toward federal con­
sumer protective regulations 

(c) the consumer's attitude t oward federal 
consumer educational efforts 

(d) the consumer's persona l demog r aphic char­
acteristics 

(1) state of residence 
(2) theme of employment 
(3) level of education 

The domains of hypothesis III which were accepted were: 

(a) the consumer 's knowledge of fe deral consumer 
educational efforts 

(b) the consumer's pe rs onal demograph ic character­
istics 

Hypothesis IV 

(1) household composition 
(2) injury experienc e 

There is no significant rela t i onship between the 
consumer's knowledge about federal consumer protective 
regulation and the following: 

(a) the consumer's knowledge of fe deral consumer 
educational efforts 
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(b) the consumer ' s attitude towaru federa l con­
s umer protectiv e regulation 

(c) the consumer's att itude toward federal con­
sumer educational efforts 

(d) the consumer's will i ngness to a ccept re spon­
s i bility for s e lf protection 

(e) the consumer ' s personal demogr.:1phic 
characteri s tic s 

(1) house hold composition 
(2) state of residence 
(3) theme of employme nt 
(4) level of education 
(5) in j ury experience 

The r esults of the stepwise multiple regress i on 

analysis identified one scale and fou r demographic variab l es 

as significant predictors for the consumer 's knm1ledge of 

federal protective re gulation. Data in Table 17 show the 

significant p r edic tors in t h e order they emerged . 

There was a posi tive relationship betv..een the con-

sumer's knowledge about federal consumer protective re gula -

tion and (a) the consumer ' s knowledge about federal consur:1er 

educational efforts and (b) the c onsumer who was i n the 

mid-nest household. 

The consumer's knowledge about educational efforts 

accounted for 27.4 percent of the variance . 

There wa s a negative relationship be t ween the con-

s umer ' s knowledge about federal consumer protective regula­

t ion and the cons umer who resides in New Mexico, Oklahoma 

a nd Texas. 
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Hypothesis IV acceptance a nd re j e ct ion . The results 

of the stepwise multiple regression a n a l ysis ind i cated that 

the following domains of h ypothesis IV were rejected : 

(a) the consumer' s k nowledge about federal con­
sume r educational effo rts 

(b) the consumer ' s personal demographic char­
acteristics 

(1) household c omposition 
(2) state o f r es i dence 

The domains o f hypothesi s IV which were accepted were: 

(a ) the consume r' s attitude toward federal con­
sumer protective r egu lation 

(b) the consumer ' s att i tude toward fede r al con­
sumer e ducational efforts 

(c) the consume r's will ingness to accept respon­
sibility for self protection 

(d) the consumer 's person al d emogr aphi c char­
ac teristic s 

Hypothesis V 

(1) theme of emp loyment 
(2) level of educ a t ion 
(3) injury expe r i ence 

There is no signi f i can t relationship between the 
consumer's knowledge about fe de r al consume r e d uca­
tional efforts and the f ollowing : 

(a) the consumer's knowl edge of federal consumer 
protective regulatio n 

(b) the consumer ' s att i tude t oward fe dera l con­
sumer protective regulation 

(c) the consumer's a ttitude toward fe deral con­
sumer educational efforts 
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(d) the consumer' s willingness to accept r e spon­
sibility fo r s elf protection 

(e) the con sumer's personal demographic c har­
acte r istics 

(l) household composition 
(2) state of residence 
(3) theme of emplo~ent 
(4) level o f education 
(5) i n jury experience 

The results of the stepwise multiple r egr e ssio n 

analysis identified two scales and two demographic varia0les 

as significant predictors for identifying the consumer's 

knowledge about federal educational effo rts. Data in 

Table 18 show the significant predictors in the order the y 

emerged. 

There was a positive relationship between the con-

sumer's knowledge about federal consumer educati onal efforts 

and: (a ) the c onsumer ' s knowledge about federal consume r 

protective regulation, (b ) the consumer's willingness t o 

accept r esponsibility for self protection, and the consumer 

who had an a ssociate or techn i cal degree. The consumer ' s 

knowledge of regulation accounted for 27 .4 percent of the 

variance. 

There was a negative r e l ationship between the con-

sumer's knowl edge about federal educational efforts and 

the consumer who lived in Arkansas. 
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Hypothesis V a cceptance and re j ection. The results of 

the stepwise multiple regression analysi s indicated that 

the following domains of hypothesis V were rejected : 

(a) the consumer's knowledge about federal con­
sume r protective regulation 

(b) the consumer's willingness to accept respon­
sibility for self protection 

(c) the consumer's personal demographic char­
acteristics 

(1) state of residence 
(2) level of education 

The domains o f hypothesi s V which were accepted were: 

(a) the consumer's att itude toward federal con­
sumer protective regulation 

(b) the consumer 's attitude toward federal con ­
sumer educational efforts 

(c) the consumer ' s personal demographic char­
acteristics 

(1) household composition 
(2) theme of employment 
(3) injury experience 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

Prior to this study most research related to consumers' 

attitudes toward federal regulation of consumer products was 

conducted by business or government organizations. Con-

sumers' opinions about federal educational efforts relat d 

to potentially ha za r dous products was not docuMented in the 

literature. Demographic cha r acteristics which were con­

sidered to have influenced c onsumers ' opinions were b ased 

upon assumptions rather than research findings . 

This lack of demographic information made it difficult 

to identify some factor s which influenced consumers ' atti ­

tudes. Furthermore, the absenc e of empirical research 

re gard ing consumers' attitudes about federa l educational 

efforts made it difficult to justify some federal consumer 

protection programs. 

Summary 

This study focused upon consumers' attitudes toward 

fede ral consumer protective regulation and educational 

efforts. Selected consumer demographics, knowledge about 

federal regulation and educational efforts and consumers' 

attitudes concerning self protection were the variables 

utilized to investigate consumers ' attitudes toward regula­

tion and education . 

78 
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The research instrume nt, Consumer Attitudes Toward 

Product Safety, was a mailed questionnaire consisting of 

three parts. The first p a rt comprised several Likcrt-type 

items designed to measure the consumer's attitude toward 

regulation and educational efforts. This part also mea-

sured the con sumer's willingness to accept responsibility 

for self protection. The questions were stated to p rovide 

a score in two d i rec tions . 

The second part o f the questionnaire was designed to 

t e st the consumer's knowledge about federal consumer re0ula­

tion s and educational efforts . Multiple choice statements 

which would y ield independent item scores were used for 

the test. 

The final section was composed of questions designed 

to collect demographic data . The demoyrapltics were house ­

ho ld composition, state of residence , theme of employment , 

level of education and injury experie nce . 

The i ns t rument was sent t o a stratified random sample 

of 30 00 Region VI consumers during the fall of 1979. The 

response ra t e , with two mail ing s , yielded 287 usable 

questionna i res. 

Data analysis included a factor analysis of quest ion­

n a ire items, stepwise mu ltiple r egression, a nd can on ical 

correlation. 
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Discussion 

Consumers' Attitudes 

The investigation of t he consumers' attitudes toward 

federal consumer protection regulation and educational 

ef forts related to potentially hazardous pro~ucts was 

analyzed using stepwise multiple regression . The result s 

suggested that consumers' knowledge of federal requlations 

and educational efforts has no s i gnificant influence upon 

consumers' attitude. 

When a canonical correlation consumer profile wa s 

designed the consumer 's knowledge of e~ucational efforts 

entered as a significant predictor for one consumer type . 

The empty nest household consumers who had a high school 

education and lived outside of Texas or Louisiana tended to 

have less knowledge about federal consumer r egulation . 

However, this type of consumer had a positive attitude about 

the banning of consumer p roducts which may have resulted in 

injury, cancer, or death . Furthermore, they did not believe 

consumer behavior caused product related injuries . Con-

sumers matching this profile may have preferred fe de ral 

regulation because they were not knowledgeable about c on -

sumer educational programs . The l ack of know l edge may have 

caused them to depend on outside protection. Empty nest 

household consumers usually did not have post secondary 
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degrees which may have accounted for the educational 

variable being identified in the profile . 

Another canonica l consumer pro f i le ind icated that con­

sumers who had a negative attitude toward the bctnninq of 

products also had a negative attitud toward federa l eJuca­

tional e f forts. Perhaps these consumers ltad been ~ffecteJ 

by the banning of a product or had misunderstood t he educa-

tional material related to the bannin g of p roducts . 

result r equires further research . 

This 

The results from the stepwise multi ple regression 

suggested that demographic characteristics related to theme 

of employment, h ousehold composition, and educa tiona l 

l evels may be significant predictor factors of consumers ' 

attitudes toward f edera l regulations and education al efforts . 

The review of literature r evealed that while most business 

organizations had negative opinions re ga rding fede ral c on­

sumer protective regulations the businesses did approve of 

some CPSC educational materi a l and programs. The r e sults 

of this study indicated tha t t he attitudes of con sumers who 

are employed by business paral l e ls the find ing s in literature . 

The empty nest consumers in this study appeared to h ave 

a negative attitude toward overall feder a l regulation . 

Research conducted at the Univers ity of Pittsburg found that 

older consumers tended to perceive fewer marke ting practices 

as unfair . The older consumers in the Pi t t sburg study also 
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believed that government re gula tion i n t erfered with f r ee 

enterprise (Note 44). 

Consumers with a bachelor's de g r ee e xh i bi t ed a nega­

tive attitude toward federal educa t iona l e fforts . Rationale 

for this re sult cannot be deve l op d wi t h t he availabl~ dat 

and requires additio nal investi ga tion. 

Consumer's Knowle d ge 

The findings in this study ind icated t h a t t he mo re 

Region VI consumers know about federal con sumer pro t e c tio n, 

the more they know about federal consumer educationa l 

efforts. The reverse was shown also. A r e v i e w o f the 

Consumer Product Safety Commission e d ucat i o n a l mate rials 

has shown that as consumers read about t he pro pe r use of 

products they are exposed to the laws and t he agenc ies 

responsible for safety of these produc t s . 

Demographic characteristics s i gni ficant l y related to 

consumers' knowledge of fede r al r egulat ion a nd e ducationa l 

efforts included household composition , leve l o f education , 

and state residency. The Region VI c o ns ume r s a p pea r ed to 

be knowledgeable about federal regulat ions i f child r e n 

under the age of 13 were in the households. This f inding 

parallels Stampfl's (1978) consumer life c y cle chart which 

indicates that mid-nest household consumers have a broad 

knowledge of marketplace concepts . These consumers are 

more likely than other consumers to be purchasing children's 
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sleepwear and toys . Sleepwear a nd toys often carry warning 

labels. CPSC safety information on these products is more 

readily available t han on other consumer products . Hid­

nest consumers may be more award of child safet.y caps on 

me dicine , house-ho ld cle aning supplies and other poisonous 

products tha n other c onsumers. 

Data results indicated that consumers with an associate 

or t e chnica l degree t ended to be knowledgeable about federal 

educationa l e ffo r ts. These degrees are often related to 

vocationa l training . Vocation l education freq uently 

stresse s the saf e ty involved with the h ndling of vario us 

types of machinery, food produc t s , and health care products. 

Therefore, c onsume rs i n vocational occupations may have had 

mor e expos ure to fede ra l produc t safety educational material. 

Sta te r e side ncy rela t ed sign ificantly with consumers ' 

knowledge about federal regul ations and educational efforts . 

Both multiple r egre s s ion a nd canonical correlation analysis 

results indicated tha t consumers in New Mexico, Oklahoma, 

and Texas were more knowl e dgeabl e about federal regulation 

and educational e f forts than residents in Arkansas and 

Louisiana. The f irst t h r ee states have some common consurr.er 

education policies which may a f f ec t consumers ' knowledge and 

attitudes. They have state pol i c i e s which have es t ablished 

interdisciplinary consumer education programs in their 
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public schools. Louisiana and Arkansas do not h3ve this 

type of conswner education program. The widely dispersed 

populations of New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas have also 

been considered a contributory factor to their apparent 

lack of interest in federal consumer protective regulation 

and educational efforts (Note 44). 

Consumer Self Protection 

Findings in this study indicated that the more con­

sumers in Region VI were willing to accept responsibility 

for self protection , the more positive their attitude toward 

federal regulation and educational efforts. Although this 

result appears contradictory , political science research 

indicates such results are common. Most Americans lack 

knowledge of gove rnment policies and display little ability 

to use the information they do possess . Furthermore , 

Americans exhibit opinions about issues which are contra­

dictory and inconsistent with their behavior (Erikson, 

1976; Hopkins, 1974). 

One consumer profile \vhich resulted from canonical 

correlation analysis indicated that consumers who relied 

upon sales personnel and manufacturers for product safety 

information were col l ege educated conswners who were 

Arkansas residents. They were knowledgeable about fede r al 

protective regulation; however, they had a negative attitude 
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toward federal educational efforts. Furthermo r e, consumers 

who matched this profile did not rely upon l a bel wa rning s 

or label instructions when using a produc t. 

The Arkansas consumers' negative attitude toward 

federal educational efforts may relate to the s t cl te ' s lack 

of public school consume r e duc a tion prosram . If the 

Arkansas consumer is not s a ti sfied with , or r e cept i vP. to , 

f ederal educational efforts then the ma n u f acture r and s a l es 

clerk wo u l d become a resource f o r p r oduc t safety informa-

tion. If the Arkansas consumer is no t using warn ing l a bel s , 

it may be ano ther demonstration of a nega tive a tti t ude 

toward consumer education. 

Implications of the Study 

When consumers' willingne s s to accept re s pon sibi l ity 

fo r self protection was used in the d a ta ana l ys is it a l ways 

emerged in a positive relationship . Th is variable , then , 

appears to be a reliable predictor of c ons ume rs' attitude s 

toward, and knowledge of federal regul a ti on s an d e duca­

tional efforts. 

The negative relationship betwee n the c onsume rs' a tti­

tudes toward federal consume r p rotective r egulation a nd 

empty nest households and the positiv e r e lationship between 

consumers' knowledge and the mid-nest ho us e hold consumers 

i mplies that the presence of children i n t he household 

increase s concern about p roduct safety. 
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The pos itive relationship between cons umers' knowledge 

about federal regulation and education efforts implies that 

as consumers' knowledge about one variable increases it 

also increases about the other. 

The positive relationship between consumers' knowledge 

a bout federal educational efforts and type of educational 

degree held implies that certai n types of educational 

training can affect the level of consumers ' knowledge. 

Limitations of the Study 

1. The low response rate hinders genera li za tions to 

a larger population . Generalizations are limited to urban 

middle class households residing in Federal Re g ion VI. 

2. Although the cover letter indicated anonominity 

would be provided some respondents may have been hes i tant 

to return the questionnaire to a government office . 

3 . Results from the factor analysis of questionnaire 

items prevented canonical correlation analysis of 

hypotheses II, IV, and V. 

4. Consumers' attitudes and knowledge levels are 

limited to regulations and educational effort s of the Con-

s umer Product Safety Commission. Conc lusions can be dis -

cussed only i n regard to selected consumer products under 

the j u risdict i on of the CPSC . 
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Findings i n this study are based upon 287 question­

naires remainin g from a screening of 410 q uestionnaires . 

Had the other 123 questionnaires been used the data 

analysis may have produced different results. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

The investigation of consumers' aLtitudes toward 

federal consumer protective regulations and educational 

efforts related to potentially hazardous products has iden­

tified several specific areas for further research . It 

appears that consumers do vary their knowledge about federal 

regulation and educational efforts according to the state 

in which they reside. A closer look at state consume r 

policies and educational programs is needed . 

The seemingly conflicting positive relationship between 

consumers' willingness to accept responsibility for self 

protection and thei r attitude toward federal regulations 

raises additional research questions. Further investiga-

tion of consumers ' perceptions of their self protection role 

and governments regulatory functions are needed . 

Lack of inj ury experience reported by the respondents 

left this variable virtually unexamined . Addit i onal data 

are needed to investigate the relationship between such 

injury variables as seriousness of injury , incidence of 

i njuries, and consumers' attitude toward federal regulation . 



88 

This study was de l i mited to one fede ral regulatory 

agency, the Consumer Product Sa f e t y Commission . Data 

related to othe r a genc ies, or t o n o specific agency, would 

be useful in f u r the r s t udy o f consumers' knowledqe a nd 

a ttitudes. 

This study focus ed upon middle lncome families in a 

five state area . Da ta from more select homogenous groups 

such as the elderly, sing l e adults , and adolescents could 

further define c onsumers ' atti tudes and knowledge levels . 

Thi s r esearch pro j ect inve s t i gated consumer ' s attitudes 

toward f ede r a l regu lation and educational efforts pertaining 

to selected potentia lly ha zardous products . Consumers' 

attitude s towa rd f e dera l r egula tions in other areas such as 

cre d i t, a dvertising , food l a be ling , and environmental safety 

could be investigated . 
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tk ·port.mcr1t of Home tconot'Li r:> And Cc .. m:Ju.m('r S~\Cnt.:c •; 

T~K~ s Worn4 n ' P UnivulHily 
and 

C-... nstunt · r Produv t :'l.lf f' ty Comrni ~f.. i on 

I. WllhT I ~ YOUR OP !NIO~l? 

Indicate in the appropriate square to tno r 1gnt what 
you think about the statement below. 

1. Present consumer produc t safe t y stand4rds have 
helped protect me and my famil y from injury •• 

2. The Consumer Product Safety Commi ssion should have 
the right to sei .tc potentially ha z.lrdous products. 

3 . The laws relating to childr en ' s flammdble s leep­
wear have m~de the product too expensive ••• 

4. Produc t safety ~tandards reduc e the selection 

5. 

of ava ilable prod uc ts • • 

Safc t.y standards i ncrt:ase the cost o f products 
more t han they h e lp •..• ••• . 

6. Even if a safety f eature incre~ses the cost o( 
a prc du.:t, it ~hou lrt bu. 11Jded t o the pmduc t 

7. Govcrnrne11t pl!b l ications are le ss biased when r(lo po r t ­
ing on con sumer products tha n consu~er mdgazine s . 

8 . Warning lal:.els have helped me make decisions about 
purchasing some product s • 

9. Govern.'Tient p4.l"lph l ets abou t cons llr.\t:'r p r odu cts 
nhoul d be Cree •• • 

10 . Gov ernment publi c atlons About c onsume r products 
have kept me up-ddtcd on pu!"cha ses I have r.1ade 

11. The Consumer Product Sa fety CommissiOn has too 
much authority •.• 

1 2.. The Cons~.m~er Pro duc t Safety Coan.1sss ior. ~as been 
effective in en~o:cing p roduc t ga fety laws ¥ • • 

13. M3nufac turers a re ~esponsible enough to set t heir 
own safety standards . . . 

14. A produc t sho uld be banned if there i s any lndi-
cation that it may cause: 

Injury . 

Cancer . 

Dea t.h • 

lS. A product ~houl d be p<.·rmitted t o r Pm&in o n t he rnarket 
..._.·i t h a warni r.q labe l even if the pr oduc t causc5: 

16. 

Injury. 

Co nccr. 

Death • 

Con ~: umer~ arc \J F:U .ll1y ln jur(!d boc .luse: 

they do nn t :- r ,, d product 'lnHtruct i\)O G 

they do not read warning lab, ls 

they remove safety featurP. s 
I 

the produc t is defec t ive . 
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1\'ll},T 1\CTlON WOU LD YOU TAKE ? 

indicate in the appropr iat.~ squ.:1 r c t o the righ t t.h .lt whi r; h 
best cxpres ~ cs what a c tion you would take in ~•ch a ltuation. 

17.. When purcha sing a product, I 'W t)Uld C"0nsidet th£' pric co 
b e fort rNdinq the l.>b<>l R . . .. . . • • 

18. Aefore purcha ~ ing a product 
r~views . .. . . . 

r~ ~d conEurner mAqaz ln~ 

19. lf 1 diE.agrc e d or. tl1 c: CPSC pt o l-'us cd .. H.: ti o n about a 
produc t and a ~reduct heln- i ng was in my a red I wou ld 
u ltnnd . • • .. • • • 

20. I ~ I had a rt oduc t witt1 a ~ df~ty fe atur e I d i d no t 
lik. t i. owo uld tvmov c- th e feature • • ••• . •• • 

~1. lf a product is banned or re~allr•d , reg ard les s o f 
IJrice, .:lnd if t.he product is pt~r(orm tng Si\ t. Uif a.ctoty 
w0 uld you r ~ t urn it? ••. 

21. Jf n ~rodu~t c~•tLn g 520 o r l• R• wae b4nnnd would 
yo11 ft!tu1·n 1 t l •••• • •• • •••• • •• 

23. .ti '"' ptoduct cvs tjng SlO or } (.':i5 .... as re c "lled 
~~uld you 1eturn it? . 

~ 4. I f I s uf f~red a. mino r injury 1 w~· uld rC P0r t it t n 
th e Cl'SC ••• 

2~. If 1 Bu f f~rerl ~ bC riou s in jury 1 would report il ~o 

the CPSC. • • • • • • • • • • . •• • . •• • 

26. I wri te lett~r $ t v manuf actu r ~r~ ~bou~ products w1th 
which I hav e been injured . • . . • • . • • • 

27. Safety info!"r.'la tlon 1 s available at the store 
counter when a p roduct 1s pu r chased •.••• 

28. Sa les p~ople ~nform custome rs abou t hazardous p r oducts. 

29. Sales pcop l ~ are knowledgeable about prod uc ts they sell 

Check as many squar es to the 
right as you believe a ppl1cs 
t o the sta tement~ below . 

30. More educational lnforma­
tion is needed for . 

Jl . There is a need for more 
sa fety standa rds on 

32 . rt &ho pping, 1 wou ld read 
labels on • • • . . • • • 

33. Warn ing label ~ wou ld preve ~ t 

c'e from purchasing . . • • ~ 

34 . The products whi c h th~ CPSC 
i nves tigates are •• . . •. 
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II I. WHAT 00 YOU IOIOW ABOUT THE CONS UMER PR.JDUC1' SAFETY COKHl SSION (C PSC ) ? 

Each of th e following statements may have more t han one dnswer. 
Chec k a ll answers which app ly . 

35 . The CPSC i s respo ns1.ble for enf (.nc ing t he : 

___ Fl~~le Fabrics Act 

___ f'e de ral Haza rdou s Substance .~ ct 

___ Gun Cont r ol .~c t 

___ Poison Preve~t lon Packa ging Ac t 

___ Refrigerator Sa fe t y Act 

___ Au t o Emis sions Contr~l Act 
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__ city po l icc 

CPSC depu t i ,. ,; f ~ d er a l 1 nvestig&to r ~ 

~·o •.!Sl/\bl i.~h m.1 nd a tcny pr cwi u c t law~ 

To bAn hazJrdo us ~ reduct ~ 

order recall s o f h~ z a1dou s p:oduct~ 

__ require warn i nq l abels on prcdu<.: t ~ 

seize hazard~u s pt oduct~ 

_ _ arres t a retailer se ) ling h d z.ordou3 rrodu(. .. t!:. 

3 9 .. The CP SC has p rovi d ed c o n s t.:.nH: r s ..... i t h : 

__ written and "'udio announceme n ts abo ut specif ic U! LS .J.f c p r odu c t 5 

___ speakers for group meeting s 

___printed t cuch ing material s about produc ts 

_ _ films f o r meet ings and group discus sions 

___produc t ga(Pty informa tion wr1tt~n f o1 c hi ldre n ' s 
reodin~ love!• 

__ biling u&l i nfoc~a tion 

--~ cons umer ho t l i ne 

4 0. Ch('c l<. any of tt: e f o l lc•nng whP.r e y o u have seen CPSC in f onni'l tion: 

_ __ the post ,,f 1 i c.. t~ 

il l'ubl i c :..::h .)Vl 

d reg i onal f~d ~ral office 

_ _ o~g.:lniza t .lon.Jl news lt!ttcrs 

consurr.er informllt ion bulletin 

CI' SC cxhibi t hoo Lh 

consume r al~rl bulle tins 

__ TV/ radio ~~nouncenc nt s 

co ns umer rc sourc~ guides 

.t; J .. Huvc yo u used Con:.>umtr p 'Cod uct Safety Co:nrn iss.i on cd uc at 1ona l matcr\.a l c;-) 

__ y ~s no 

42. If yes, how d t d you •Js c thP cd ucatlon~l materi a l ? 
(Check all ~h1ch apply) 

__ To help s el e ct a product 

__ Learn how t o use a p rodu c t 

__ To mai ntain a produc t 

Learn how t o dispose a produc t 

__ Learn how to s tore a produc t 

___ Make a disp lay 

_ _ Discuss a~ product 

43. D1 d you fi nd t he educational mate r .1al 

__ Easy t o r ead 

__ Fk .Jdily a \'A i l <l bl ro 

__ J't DYI.tlin'l .1 h- · jU."l' • · in(u rm f'l l" i, ., , 

__ Bills in if'f u rmat 1-:m 

__ Valuable e no ug h t0 encourage c r de r ing other CPSC ma te rial 



44. ::iEX 

_ _ Mal e FE"rn .. \)C 

4 S . i\~E RA:IGE 

Linder 20 S0-59 
20-?'l G0-69 - - --
30-39 70 or OVt'r --___ 40-4 9 

46 . MhRITFJ. SThTUS 

~, in\'le 

Mc"\ t·rled 

Wi d <'Wt·d 
--Di vorced 

47. NUM~ER 0' CH ILDRl~ 

48 . 

4 9 . 

__ S-l, __ None 
__ 1-:! 

3-4 
7 or n1u 1 ,.., 

r:UMBF R OF CIII LDRD: IN 

E.ACH AGE G ROUl' 

Les s t11a n 1 year old 

1- 5 
6-1 2 
13-17 --10 or over 

STATE IN WHI C!I YOU 

CU RRENTLY RE SIDE 

__ Arkansa s 
__ Louisiana 
__ Oklahoma 

__ New Mexico 
Texa s 
Other, s pecify _______ _ 

~:J . HJ\\'E YOU LIVED IN A:;QTKER 

STATE CTH:ER THAN ONr. ABOVI: ? 

Yes r~o 

51, kVLL OF E DUCA?ICJ:-1 

tJ.id no t {ilo '!"oh hiqh ~:~hool 

--H l c;h '' Ch<J••I 
--.['W(.• year n•J l.·· ~l~ 
--TeCh<l iCI1.! t ra J Hll lCJ 

--Bachelor ' ~ ueyree 
Maste r' s degree 

__ Doctc.rate 

52. TYPE OF EMPLOYHENT 

Ret.al.l ing 
Banking, accounting 

__ Indu s try 
Law 

--Medicine 
_ Government agency 

Teacher 
--Self-employed 

--Housewife /husband 
--Retired 
--Unemployed 

Other, spec ify _ _____ _ 
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SJ . AP PROX IMATE YEARLY J NCOML 

Under 4 ,999 
-- 5 , 000 to 9,qqq 
--10 , 000 to 19,999 
--20,000 to ?9 ,999 

10,000 to 3~,99'l 

40,000 tu 49,999 
===~0 , 000 t o ~0 ,9~ 9 

&0 , 000 to &9,999 
===7Q , QQQ 0t O V Pr 

~4, 1-ATt: YOUR F I I<ST hID SKILl~ 

e xce l lent 
,dequlltl.~ 

ta11 
_ _J-our 

r,!J. IU.'fC YOUP l tl· td . tll lt-. :.d !..ANCL 

cxcc l 1~·nt 

c!l dPqu a te 
--fair 

_poor 

56. HAS A MEHDFH CJ F YOUR FAMI LY BEF~ 

IN JURED I N TilE LA ST F I VE YEA RS BY 

A CONSUMER P RODUCT? 

__ Yes No 

If YE~, COMP!.F.TE TirE QUESTIONS BF.rn...- . 

IF NO, P LEASE 1\E'TUR.'l TirE QU!::STI0N ­

NAJRE IN THE ENCLOSED ENVE LCPE. 

C HECK TI LE r'O! J.'JW!NG ""ll!CII 1\l'I'LY TO 
ANY I NJURY !J Y A C0t-;3 UKER fRCJDUC T 

WHICH 1\ FA.'I !LY KEI'J:\E R KA Y H .~VE 

SUF , E RED IN THE LAST FIVE YEA RS . 

57. vii\ $ THE INJURJ:O PE~SON: 

a child 
taken to the 1octor'~ off tcc 
t ~lken to t ht• ··m~..•rq cncy r oom 
11 ... 1.m 1. t t od t to the hospi ta 1 

58 . ' >!D TilE Jt> J!';;Y RESULT IN: 

death 
---loss of slght 
---loss u f hearing 
---loss o! f inqer9 / toes 

los s of limb (s) 
visible scar 

59 . DID YOU REPC RT TirE INJURY TO: 

the retail s tore 
___ the mAnufacturer 

the CPSC 
___ a consumer agency 

60. S INCE TilE INJURY HAVE YOU USED: 

___the product again 

a similar product 

WHEN YOU HAVE COMPLETED THE QU ESTI ONNAIRE PLE!\.SE RETURN IT IN TKE ENC LOS ED 
ENVELOPE. YOUR KELP HAs BEEN GREATLY AP P RECIATED. 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S L"NIVERSITY 

CoLLEGE OP NtiTlliTION, TKrrn.u, 
A.ND HuWAN DKVU.OP>a:MT 

Dear Consumer: 

DENTON. TEXAS 76204 

September 19 , 1979 

Bo. 23975, TWU S TATIO N 

PHoNE (817 ) 382-8821 

Current consumer problems have raised questions about consumer 1 s 
need for federal protecti on from potentially ha zardous product s . Wil 1 
you tell us on the enclosed questionnaire how you feel about federa l 
consumer protection? 

A free cons umer information leaflet is enclosed. If you would 
1 ike additional free material, return the at t ached coupon with the 
questionnaire in the enclosed stamped envelope. 

By compl e ting the enclosed questi on nai re you will g ive your con­
sent for the in formation to be used for research purposes. Your 
response will remain anonymous. 

Enc 1. 

Thank you for your time and help 

Respectfull y, 

Consumer Sciences 
Texas Woman 1 s Un iversi ty 

in compl eting t his project. 

Dr. June Impson 
Assistant Professor 
Home Economics Education 

and Consumer Sciences 
Texas Woman 1 s University 
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Pf.·pert.rnC r•t of Home k: conor1\r~ And Con:.JUltlf' f Sc tcncc~ 

Te>tU.S Wor:la 0 1 f · Un 1.Vl!lS i '·Y 
An<! 

c ..... n :Jtun• r Pr oc . .hH: t ~ •. -,(0ty Comm t u!'\ ion 

I . WHAT I ~ YOUR OPI N !U~? 

lndicat~ in the appropriate oquare to the r 1qht w~t 
you thin k about the •tat ement below. 

1. Pr esent consumer produ ct sa f ety stdnd.srds ho5VC 

helped ;:>rote ct me and my family fr om ln ) Ut-y •• 

2. The Cons umer Produc t Safety Comm.l SSl On should h a ve 
the righ t to seize potentially ho:Mdous products. 

3. The laws relating t o ch i ldren ' s flammAble sleep­
wear have ~ade t he p roduct t oo e xpen51ve .• • 

4 . 

5. 

Product s afe t y standa rds reduce the ae lcction 
of ava ilabl e prod uc ts • • " • •••• , . • • • 

Safc-t.y standards 1ncrtase t.hc cost o f p roducts 
!llo re than they help • . ,. • • • . . 

6. Eve~ if a safety feature incredses the cos t o f 
a prc 1uct, i t chou l rl bt.. olJded to t~ t· rt od u c· .. 

7 . (;ovc· rnmcH L publ .i c ttliontt a rc le .. !1 bt.J acd whl' n rP i-X) tt ­

i ng on cor.sumer t ,roduct s tha n consumer mdgd zlnes . 

B. Warni ng l a.Lels ha·Je helped me make: d ec1 sions about 
purchasi ng some ~roduc ts . 

9 . Gov<.!rnment p a.mp h lets about consume!" products 
shou ld be [ r e e • • • • . • . . . 

10. Gove rnment publ i c3tion s abou t cons~~er products 
have kept me up-dated on pu r c h a ses I have made 

11. The Consume r Produc t Safety Commi s siOn ha s too 
much authori t y • •• 

12. The Consume r Prod;Jc t Safety CCXDmisss i on h6 s been 
effective in enforcing produc t s a fety laws . . • 

13. ~ufacturers a re responsib l e e nough t o set t heir 
own s afety standa rds • .• 

14. A p roduct should be b anned if t he re is any indi-
cation tha t it may c ause: 

In jur y. 

Canc t! r . 

De a th . 

lS . A produc t s hou l d be p c.·rmitted t o rema in on the marke t 
with a warn i r.q l alH:d e\'C O if the product c a use!=;: 

16. 

In j ury . 

C6nccr. 

De ath • 

Cons umers are usually inj ured beca use: 

they do not r ead p r oduct i nstructions 

they do not r e ad warning lab..,ls 

they remove safety fea t u r e s 

the p roduc t is defective. 
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1-111\T ACT1 •1N WOULD IOU T/\Kf;-1 

Indicate in the app rovriatt squ.'lrc to the rig ht t.hat •·•hl L.'h 
b~st expres se s what ac ti on you would take in E"ach s ituation . 

17. When purchasing 3 produc t, I wou l d con5id~r the price 
before r~ad inq the l~be lo • . .••• • • 

18. Before purchas iHg a produc t 
reviews ... . . 

react consume r magazine 

lY . If I dir.agrc l!d o n the CPSC propo~.cd a...: ti on abou t a 
prodilct and a product hcarl ng Wd!' i n r.'IY area I wo u ld 
a tt<'nd • .•.• ••• 

20 . I ~ 1 had a product with a Sd:(cty fe atu re I did not 
llk.t: ; wou ld Lt•rnov c the f eature ....... •. 

Jl. If a produc t is banned or recd l lPd , rcgardlc us o f 
~rice, ;,nd if t...he product i s performing s at. i s facLory 

~ i . 

25 . 

2&. 

27. 

wo uld you retur n it7 . .. 

If a ~reduct cos ting S20 or les s was bann rd wou ld 
you Tl!tur!l i l ? . . •.... 

. lf .:t ptoduct. t:ust inq $ 20 or l ts'-lft was rec a ll ed 
woul d you • etu rn it?. . ••• • . • 

I f I "uff~red a minor injury I wc uld repor t it t o 
the Cl'SC . -. • • •.• , ••• • . 

If I suff e red a s er1ouo inj ury I would report it t o 
the CPSC. • • • .•• , ••••.• 

I ...,•rite letters t v manufactun:•rs abo ut products wit h 
which I have been in Jured • • • . • • . . • • 

Safety information i s avai l able at the sto re 
counte r when 3 p roduc t i a purcha sed ... . • 

28. Sales p~ople inform c ustomers abOut ha zardous products . 

29. Sales pcopl~ are knowledgeable about p: oduc ts they s ell 
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Check as many squa res to the 
ri ght as you be lieve appl1es 
to the statcm~nts bel o w. 

30 . Kore edu~a tiun a l l nforma­
tion i9 ne eded f o r . 

31. There i• a need fo r more 
safety st andar ds on 

32 . If shopping , I would r e ad 
labe l s on • • • . . . •• 

ll. Wa rn i nt J lebvl · ~ ~ould preve nt 
n;e from pu rchdsi ng • .. . .. 

H. The pnxlucts wh ic-h tht: CPSC 
investigates u ~e . ...•. 
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III. WHAT DO 'lOU KNOW ABOUT THE CONSUMER PR>JOUCT SAFETY CO!-'J-IISSI ON (CPSC)? 

Each of t he following s~aternents may have mo re than one answer. 
Check a l l answer s whi c h apply . 

35. The CPSC i s re spons ible for enfo rcing the : 

0 " 
... . 

lJ · ~ c. I ... 
~ " <>I ., 

~ I 0 .., 
.c E 

"' ~ I <11 c 
~ c 
0 ..: I 

:>:: -' "- • 
1 1 

1 I l I 

1 1 

1 1 

1 l 1 

·. 

_1 __ Fl ammab l e Fabrics Ac t 

.l_f'ederal Hazardous Substance Act 

JL_Gun Cont ro l Act 

__ 1_Poison Preventlon Packag 1ng Ac t 

__ 1_Ref riqerato r Safety Act 

~Auto Emissions Control Act 

" c 

" '-' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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_Q_c ity po li ce 

_Q_ CPSC .:lepu tJ c ; 

_Q_...:o~lis~ion St3:c ag•~:~-lcs 

__ l_l cdera l i nvebti~atozs 

37 . ~rpose o f cr~':::.' 

_l __ ~·o I.!!:. t Ab} i s h U'landato t ·,- p r cwiu l t 1..\W ;~ 

1 To f' ::it ab l t ~·.l • . .-tn injury lldO. l :ld t 1 011 clt•.:ninr..: hou~it> 

1 To bnn h l'l. ltdous t•rouuct~ 

38. :I!l~CPSC~~e cl ut..t--.~~: 

~-orde r re c a lls ot t-.• 1zardous t ':..- h_iu<.~t.b 

_I __ rcq~.; i re wa. rn1r . ..j l abLls on il r...X.J ._t"'l 

_l__!;eize h azarJ,)us p roduct.s 

....£_a rrest a retai l er se l linq r-.aLa t dcu~ products 

)9. The CPSC has provided lO~G ~· 1th: 

1 wr itten and audio a nno w lCl:IYh.:nts About Si-•cc it ic u:• waft.! pro<.!tH t s 

_I __ s peaxers f o r g r o u p mee t ings 

_2_yr inted t e a c hing mater i alo dbou t products 

_l __ ! il.ns f o r mcet i nq s and g roup d 1s:uss i on!=> 

~reduc t fU. (f"'ty infu rtll&t ion Wt. l t t on f or childron' & 

readinq l eve l s 

_1 __ bi linguAl 1n f o CMat1o n 

_!_a consuroe r ho t l 1ne 

1 t he libro ry 

0 the pos t nf1 1cc 

Q J lJUl:-}lC '3~~,.:>-,Jl 

consume r lnfotmdtl~....,n t--ulll't 1n 

crsc e xh1b1L l.Jooth 

consume r alert bulle t ins 

1 a reg iona l f.tdc ral o f fice 

~-or'3c:Jl.lZdtlOI. .ll newsl~tters 

___ TV/radio announCl"l"''C'nts 

consUIIle r rc !:.ourc ·~ guide~ 

~ J . H D'IC y0u u sr: J Con.:;urne::r p r oduct Sa fe ty Cacnnns s ion e uuc.:t t lC' 1a l m~1tcr 1a~ _,.., 

0 no 

42e I f ye s , how dtc you 11SC t h e ~.::du ....-: atlOn.ll n'ate r ia.l? 
(Check all wh:ch app ly ) 

_l __ Tu help gelect a p r odu c t 

_l __ Learn h~ to use a p roduct 

_l __ To maintain a product 

1 Lea r n h ow to d i spose a product. 

1 Learn how to s t o re a p roduc t 

_J __ ~Iakc a di s p l ay 

_I __ oiscus~ a ~reduc t. 

4 3. D1d you find t.h t e d u c atio n a l mater1~l 

_I __ rasy t o read 

_l __ Re a d i l y a vailabl e 

_1 __ P r o viding .:-\d equatc in f onnc:-. t H •:1 

~Bias i n l r f o rrna t l on 

~Valuable enough to encourage o rde ri ng other CPSC ma terial 



lOB 

IV . PLf.T..!:E ::HECK THE f •1UA\Wit;G 1\S T !OcY t,I 'J'!.Y Tll YOU 

4 4 . ;it.: X 

Kal~ f~m.,l e 

4 S . ;.GE RANGE 

Unde r 20 ~()--59 --
20-29 (,()--69 - -30- 39 --__ 40-49 

46 . KJ\RIT !\L STI\TUS 

__ s i ng l <' 
Marril.!d 

--Wid<Y.,C'd 
- Divor ced 

47. NUKB£R OF CHILDREN 

5-(· 

70 or 

__ None 
1- 2 
3-4 

or mot·~ 

48 . lnJHBER OF ClllLlJRI':t: 1 N 

EACH 1\GE GROUI' 

4 9 . 

LP.B8 t ha n l year o~d 

=l-5 
_ 6-1 2 
_13- 17 
__ 18 or over 

STI\TE I N WHICH YOU 

CURRENTLY RESIDE 

__ Arkans as 
_ _ Louisiana 
__ Ox lahoma 
__ New Hexico 

T exas 
__ Other, s pecify 

over 

~0. HAVE YOU L!Vr:D J ;j l>.NO'TifER 

STJ\TE OTHER THAN ONE hBOVE ? 

Ye s 

:>1 . L~VI:L 0F E:JUCAT JON 

fJid not ( ' '· ·' sh h igh " r:hoo l 
_ High schoo l 

Two y e cli r o i lr-q<: 
--Te-c~njcrJ.: t ~· n.tn~n<; 
--Bac helor • !.. J , · .. ; re e 

MA.stc r' s dcLJ re~ 
_ _ Doc:torate 

5 2 . TYPE OF E KT'LOH!ENT 

__ Reta ili ng 
Banking , a c c o unting 
Industry 
Law 
Me d i cine 

__ Governm~nt ~gcncy 

Te a c h er 
- - Self-employed 

Housewi f e/hus band 
__ Re tire d 

Unempl oyed 
Other , s peclfy _________ _ 

'JJ . 1\PPROXIMATE Yt: l\nl,Y INCOME 

__ unde r 4 ,999 
5 ,000 to 9 , 999 --10 ,000 to 19 ,999 --20,000 to 29,999 ---30 , 000 to 39 , 999 --40 , 000 t o 49 , 999 - 'JO , OOO to 59 , 9 q9 

60 ,000 \.0 69 , 999 --__ 70 , 000 Ol over 

54. AAT!:: YOUR flf<.ST 1\ I;:J SK ILLS 

exce llent. 
_ _ adoqua te 

fai r --_yoor 

S5. HATE YOUR llF./,LTH INSURNKF. 

exc el l e nt 
__ adequate 

fa ir 
___yoor 

56. HAS A HEKBE R OF YOUR fi\MI LY BEEN 

J .NJUREO IN THE LAST ri llE YEARS OY 

A CONSUMER i'HODUCT? 

Ye s No 

IF YES , COMPLETE Tl~ QUF.STi v NS ~ELOW. 
IF NO , PLEASE RETURN THE Q\IEST I 0 :-1 -

NI\ IRE IN THE ENCWSEO ENVELOPE. 

CHF.CK THE FOLLOWING WH I CH 1'\ \"I' LY TO 
1\NY I NJURY BY A CONS UMER PRUOUCT 

WH ICH A fAMILY HEKBER MA Y lti\VI: 
SUFF"ERED I N THE LAST FIVE YEARS . 

57 . >:AS T HE I:-lJUR!::D PER!>ON: 

a chi ld 
t 4kCn t o tt1e dnctor ' a o fft cc 
tuke n t o the cm~rgency room 

- -adm itted t o t~e hospl t al 

~8 . tr"! O TilE JNJl·RY RE~lfLT I:-1: 

dt;;!at.h 
lo8 G of ~lqht 
loss of hearing 

---loss of f inge rs/ t oe s 
loss of llmb(s ) 

--visible scar 

59 . OID YOU REPCRT T I!E INJURY Tv : 

the retail store 
the manufac t ure r 

--the Ci'SC 

___ a consumer agency 

60. SINCE T HE INJURY HAVE YOU USED : 

___the p r oduct again 
_ _ a s im i la r p r oduct 

~N YOU HAVE COMPLE· • .;o THE QUEST IONNA I RE PLE • ..SE RETURN I T IN THE ENCWSEO 
- NVEWPE. YOUR IIELP HAS BEEN GREAT LY APPREC IATED . 


