49

B. Wlthm each mcome area, by type of store, usmg the small mdependent
‘ store average as ‘the: base for each area. In the above example, these relatlves are !

. Lowi mc0me area ngher mcome area
Chainstores..... . .....__.. Lol © 9440 s

Large independent stores_ ... ..o.lo § 100,57 . 101.63

2. Findings

A. Between income areas, by type of store: For each city, the average price o
- relatives for the 18 commodities described in 1-A above were arrayed, by type

of store, and the median of each of the arrays calculated. As indicated in the
table below, this compamson presents ‘4 very mixed picture for independents,

while the mediang in chainstores in all six cities were 100 for both the' qualities =~

- defined by the CPI Speelﬁcatlon and the qualities reported als sold in’ 1argest:
quantlty by respondent stores in the low-meome ‘area:

. MEDIAN 0F RELATIVES OF AVERAGE . PRICES FOR 18 FOODS AVERAGE PRICES IN HIGHER INCOME AREA 100

CP1 quahty o e Lowymco'me areanvolume seIIlng quality
Chain . Large ~Small - Chain Large Smali
e “independent ; independent : independent ,ind,ependent i
Atlanta____ ... < $100 $101. 00 $101.50 . “§100 $101.00 $100. oo'
- Chicago.____._ i _____.__ 100 99,00 102..00 " ©o100 97,50 101,50
Houston ... ieeee ~-100 99. 50 93.75 22100 100,00 T 97
Los Angeles________....... - 100 100. 00 . 100.00 100 - 101,50
New York City._......oo..o - 100 101.50 © 96,50 100 - 99. 50

Washlngton----qo_, ........ 100 - 102:00 - 100.00° .~ - . 100 102,50 .

Because the median relatlves for chams in all six mtles were. 100 there did

not appear to be any basis for the allegation that the chains often eharge more . -

for the same item in low-income areas than in higher income areas. But to make
a further teet the distnbutmn of relatives around the med1ans Were exammed

cPl QUALITY

$112.50 5105— $100. 01- (Median) - - $99,99- . $94.99- - Less than
-and over . $112.49 $10499 3100 %95 §87.50 $87.50°

Atlanta__ . _ . . . il .. 1 3 5 5
CRICARO. . - - e i wisieadim i mmaioee 4 5 6
- Houston.__._.. i NI, 3 Al 4
~Lkos'Angeles!. .. _.__ ... 1 , 4 9 3
~New York City 1. _..... amdesmmecemmnd sk PR 7 By 2
Washmgton Dc.ﬁ_--..;..--‘_-‘_--_-_ it mmaiamah mmeiaisa 15 1
VOLUME SELLING ‘QUALITY IN. LOW-INCOME AREA STORES
Atlanta. ..l ol iiiaaiieas , 1 6 4 5.
Chicago. . .. o ioeiiciliiiiaeciuns NP st 56 B 7
Houston. ... ... o ... .. RN PR N R S X ERA Y IR
o Los Angeles. s oecoooiiao.- ! R R 4 .. 10 L2
~ 'New York City._....... RIS R I AN ) 6 10 o2
~ Washington, D.C. ..o oiiiiiiiiiiaes Ladiiias 1 16 lileliiiiil

lCPI quallty of 1 item not stocked in 1 chainin low-mcome area.
2 CPI quahty of 2 items not stocked m 1 chain in low-mcome area.

In most cities, prlces were: lower in the 10W-1ncome area store about as fre-‘?
quently as they were. higher. Several chainstore managers told the BLS field
agents that they had received new price lists from headquarters but the store

personnel had not had time to change store prices to conform to the new price.

list. It is known that situation accounts for some of the price ‘differences re-
ported by stores of the'same. eham inthe two areas



