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AN ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS OF James A. Swanson for the Master of Science 

in Geography presented February 20, 1980. 

Title: Components Integra~ to t'he Consumer's Decision-Making Process 

Regarding the Regional Shopping Centers of Portland, Oregon 

APPROVED BY MEMBERS OF THE THESIS COMMITTEE: 

The research problem that the thesis is concerned with is the definition 

of the components of the "attractiveness" of a regional shopping center 

as they pertain to the decision-making process of the consumer. In 

addition, variations among the shopping patterns of male and female 

shoppers and among income groups are examined. 

Two hypotheses are tested. The first hypothesis states that the physi-

cal characteristics of a regional shopping center are important compo-

nents in the consumer's decision when selecting a· particular center. 

The second hypothesis· states that significant variations exist between 

the shopping patterns of male and female consumers and between income 
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groups with respect to the nmnber of centers utilized and the frequency 

of shopping at Portland's regional shopping centers. 

In order to test these hypotheses, data was gathered by utilizing a 

self-administered. questionnaire. The s<~.mple was drawn from various 

classes of Portland Community College. Since Portland Community College 

offers a community education program throughout the Portland area at 

various elementary and secondary schools, the sample of classes provided 

a ~ood geographic coverage of the Portland area. The data gathered by 

questionnaire concerned various elements important to the decision-

ing process, consumer shopping patterns as they pertain to Portland's 

regional shopping centers and the demographic characteristics of the 

sample population. 

To delineate the components important in the consumer's decision-making 

process, the data was subjected to a factor analysis. Cross-tabulations 

were used to distinguish the shopping patterns of male and female shop-

pers and various income groups. 

Analysis of the data supports the first hypothesis. Three factors were 

isolated by the factor analysis which define the components most impor-
~ . 
j 

tant in the consumer's decision to shop at a particular regional shop-

ping center. These components are quality of serY'ice, the physical 

characteristics of the center (i.e., new, modern, covered, enclosed, 

etc.), and consumer, comfort when shopping (i.e., clean, quiet, dry, 

etc.). 



The second hypothesis that variations exist among the shopping patterns 

of male and female consumers and among income groups with respect to 

Portland's regional shopping centers is not wholly supported. Analysis 

indicates that female shoppers utilized more regional shopping centers 

than do male shoppers. However, with respect to the frequency of shop­

ping at a regional center, there is no significant difference between 

male and female shoppers. 

Variations among the shopping patterns of income groups indicate that as 

income increases there is a corresponding increase in the frequency of 

shopping at a regional shopping center. However, there are no distinct 

differences regarding the number of centers utilized among the various 

income groups. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Recently, many geographers have adopted a behavioral approach for 

depicting the processes invol v.ed in the discretionary spatial choic·e of 

consumers. This approach focuses on consumer shopping decisions made 

considering a number ·of alternatives, while weighing the relative impor­

tance of factors involved in the decision-making process. Accompanying 

the behavioral approach is a re-examination of classical central place 

theory and gravity models in which distance minimization and retail 

center size play important roles. 

This study focuses on the elements of a regional shopping center 

that comprise its "attractiveness". Attractiveness is considered to be 

an important element when the consumer selects a regional shopping 

center. Elements of attractiveness can be incorporated into a loca-

tional model; a gravity model could provide a better predictive tool 

than similar models based simply upon center size and distance. 

Central place theory provides an explanation of the location, 

size, nature, a11d spacing of clusters of retail and service activities 

in space. Central place theory has been applied to the urban environ­

ment in a manner that shows a hierarchical organization of retail 

centers and predicts their structure and distribution in space. 

Ret.s.il market are.is have usually been delineated through the 

utili?.ation of gravity models. A major limitation of gravity models, 

however, is that although they describe consumer spatial behavior 
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patterns in space, they are devoid of an explicit underlying theoretical 

base. Explicit within the body of central place theory and implicit in 

the utilization of the gravity model is the assumption of the economic 

man. The consumer is depicted as a rational human being who minimizes 

the costs of a shopping t_rip by patronizing the closest shopping center 

offering the desired goods. 

Consequently, behavioral geographers criticised the rational 

economic man approach as an avenue which limits the level of 

explanation. Behavioral geographers have argued that variations in 

consumer shopping patterns from those predicted by normative theory can 

be attributed to the consumer's subjective perceptions of an objective 

retail landscape. These perceptions represent the consumer's image of 

his enviornment or at least of selected attributes of the perceived 

environment. They influence the spatial shopping patterns of the 

consumer and may help to explain the "irrational" patterns that 

normative models, such as central place, cannot explain. H~wever, the f 

image that a consumer has of a retail establishment is directly ~ 

influenced by the type of shopping trip or the good desired. ~ 

The objective retail structure of the urban environment and the 

behavioral processes of the consumer ·interact to produce the shopping '!-. 

patterns of the consumer. Therefore, consumer behavior is directly ;., 

related to the retail structure of the city. It is constrained by that I 

objective retail structure because only one set of retail opportunities 

exists fo.r any shopp.~ng trip (C~ark, 1972, p. 171). When the consumer 

wants a conven:lence good, the set of retail opportunities from which to · 

make a purchase may be quite large due to the prevalence of convenience 

goods stores in urban areas. When the consumer requires a higher order 
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good, the opportunity set is diminished because the availability of 

alternative shopping opportunities varies inversely with the order of 

the good. Therefore, the image attached to particular stores or centers 

varies depending on which level of store or center is being considered. 

The image of a discount store is different from that of a department 

store (Singson, 1975). Similarly, the image of a regional shopping 

center should be different from that of a community shopping center~ 

Variations in image could be due to the different components of 

the image of the centers or stores, or could be reflected by the same 

components but with different ~eightings depicting the amount of varia-

tion accounted for by each component. If either of these hypotheses 

hold, shopping trips associated with different retail establishments or 

centers would be influenced by the different perceptions that the 

consumer has of those particular elements (Engle, Kollat and Blackwell, 

1973, p. 443). 

It is important to examine the retail centers of the urban spatial 

structure separately. Regional . shopping centers should be examined 

separately from lower order centers when studying consumer behavior. 

The consumer behaves differently' when choosing a regional shopping 

center than when choosing a community or neighborhood shopping center. 

This study examines consumer choice of regional shopping centers of the 

Portland, Oregon area. 

To determine the important._ factors in the consumer's decision to 

shop at a specific regional shopping center, a survey was conducted 

utilizing a questionnaire. The data was subjected to a factor analysis 

technique to group those components important to the decision-making 

process. Cross tabulations of data were also made to examine variations 

·1 

l 
l 
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in the shopping patterns of male and female shoppers, and various income 

groups. 

Chapter II of tbe study presents a review of central place theory, 

its application to an urban hierarchy of shopping centers, and its 

assumptions concerning consumer behavior. The gravity model and its 

application as a tool for measuring trade areas are reviewed. Geograph­

ical and marketing research on the relationship .of socio-economic vari­

ables . and shopping patterns, and the development of retail image are 

also examined in this chapter. 

Chapter III puts forth three hypotheses regarding the pertinent 

decision-making components, variations between male and female consumers, 

and differences in income groups with respect to regi.onal s.hopping 

centers. This chapter also defines the regional shopping centers used 

in this study. It introduces the data collection and data analysis 

techniques that were utilized. 

Chapter 

isolated by 

IV 

the 

presents 

factor 

the decision-making components that were 

analysis. These components were validated 

through an examination of actual shopping patterns associated with 

Portland's regional shopping centers. An analysis of variations between 

male and female shoppers and between .. income groups is also presented. 

Chapter V discusses the results of this study, applies it to 

existing theory, and suggest possible areas of future research. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Central Place Theory 

Christaller' s central place· theory has served as the basis of 

numerous geographical studies examining the distribution of retail 

activities in space and the factors affecting these distributions 

(Berry, Barnum, and Tennant, 1962; Berry and Garrison, 1958(a), Berry, 

1967; Berry and Garrison, 1958(b); Murdie,· 1965; Dacey, 1965; Clark, 

1968). Christaller presented a hierarchy of urban centers characterized 

by their central functions, population size, and market areas. The 

I 

centers occupying the lowest levels of the hierarchy, centers of least 

importance and size, exist in large numbers in space. Centers of great-

er importance and size decrease in number until the h~ghest order cen-

ters occur very infrequently in space (Christaller, 1966). Eventually a 

long run equilibritnn is established when there are neither too many or 

too few central places and no area is left unsupplie.d (Christaller, 

1966, p. 63-88; Berry, 1967, p. 62-65). 

A primary assumption of Christaller' s was that of an "economic 

man". Christaller realized that consumers behave differently, arguing 

that behavioral patter:ns could be explained by socio-economic differ-

ences, cultural variations~ and political and natural boundaries 

(Chris taller, 1966, p. 32-34, 45-·!•7, 50-52). In his theory, however, 

the behavior of a consumer is that of the rational economic man charac-

terized by three interrelated components:
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1) The consumer minimizes the cost of acquiring a good by 

shopping at the closest center offering the desired item. 

2) The consumer has perfect knowledge and knows all of the centers 

offering the good. 

3) The consumer has the perfect ability to use the knowledge, 

so he makes the right decision. 

With these assumptions, variations in consumer behavior were 

explained. The consumer shops at the closest available center thereby 

minimizing the costs of travel. This is the least effort syndrome, that 

has frequently been utilized so the actions of the economic man may be 

explained with perfect surety (Wolpert, 1964. 

Olsson and Gale, 1968, p.429). 

Pr ed , 196 7, p • 1-21. 

Central place theory was utilized to establish a hierarchy of 

shopping centers in the urban environment (Berry and Garrison, 1958.(b). 

Berry, 1963. Simmons, 1964. Garner, 1966. Davies, 1972). Berry and 

Garrison argued that within the urban environment, there exists a 

hierarchical structure directly related to the hierarchy of central 

place theory. 

Two primary factors exp lain this hierarchy according to Berry. 

Firs·t, commercial functions require different conditions of entry and 

thus demand minimum trade areas of different sizes for their economic 

success, the threshold concept·. Secondly, consumers spend different 

portions of their income on different goods and services, with differing 

degrees of frequency. 

functions are located 

Consequently, low threshold, high frequency 

in lower level centers. High threshold, low 

frequency functions are found in high level centers supplying larger 

trade areas. Berry concludes, " ••• that the hierarchical· nature of 
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intraurban retail structure may be attributed to the same processes that 

generates systems of central places." (Berry, 1963). 

An interrelationship exists between consumer shopping patterns and 

the distribution and tenant mix of retail-centers. The spatial distti­

bution of retail centers is a reflection of consumer shopping patterns·, 

but these patterns are likewise influenced by the retail structure, 

because only a limited set of retail opportunities exist (Nystuen, 1~67, 

p. 54. Curry, 196 7, p. 218). Changes in retail patterns result - from 

altered socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the popu­

lation, changing population distrubi tions in space, and technological 

innovations. 

For example, the increased mobility of the consumer and the subur­

banization process brought about by the automobile gave rise to the sub-

urban shopping center and the supermarket (Casparis 2 196 7. Vance, 

1962). Suburban shopping centers and supermarket incorporated such 

assets as free parking and the convenience of one-stop shopping, thereby 

attracting the mobile consumer which resulted in the demise of the mom 

and pop grocery store (Nystuen, 1967). 

A major component of the new retail environment was the planned 

regional shopping center, located primarily in suburban areas. Through 

time, these retail centers enhanced their positions as intervening 

opportunities by duplicating the retail functions of the C.B.D. (central 

business district) and eventua~ly become major competitors to the C.B.D. 

The incorporation of new technological innovations in these centers and 

the increase of downtown traffic and parking problems contributed to the 

decline of the C.B.D. as the major outlet of shopping goods. (Guest and 

Cluett, 1973. Guest, 1973. Bucklin, 1972. Cohen, 1972. Mulvihill and 



Mulvihill'> 1970. 

1961). 

Scott, 1970. 
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Casparis, 1969. Applebaum and Cohen, 

The importance of a shopping center's trade area qn it structure 

(i.e., tenant mix) has been studied extensively (Applebaum and Cohen, 

1961. Casparis, 1967. Garner, 1966. Simmons, 1964. Berry, 1963). The 

demographic characteristics of the population (for example age, race, 

'income, ed uca ti on and occupation) ref le ct the amount of disposable 

income and the tastes of ·the consumers residing within a center's .trade 

area and influence the ·tenant mix of the shopping center. ·The inter­

relationship of a trade area composed primarily of one ethniG group and 

its retail structure is particularly striking (Pred, 196 7. Suttles, 

1970). 

The size of a shopping center's trade area is related to the size 

of the shopping center. Higher order centers, the regional shopping 17 

center t are characterized by large trade areas in terms of a trade .,;,, 

area's -population and spatial extent, whereas the trade areas of lower ·~ 

level centers require less population and are more constricted spatially ~ 

(Nader and Thorpe, 1967). Central place theory results in a system of 

trade areas with definite boundaries demarcating spatial limits within 

which the shopping center has an absolute advantage. in attracting 

c·onsume rs • 

However, studies have shown this system of trade areas is an 

idealized situation, based on the economic· man assumption rathe.r than of " 

real \tlorld patterns. As Bucklin ·stated, "A trading area seldom, if 

ever, comes to a precipitous halt at contact with competing centers of 

influence. Instead, there is a sharing of patronage which creates an 1-

area of overlap between stores." (Bucklin, 1971 (a), p. 30). High popu-
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lat ion densities in the urban environment make it possible for retail~

establishments to maintain acceptable sales levels within a· smaller area

than that characterized by the maximum distance a consumer is willing to 

travel. This results in a duplication of retail facilities, thus pro-

ducing extensive trade area overlap (Simon, 1973-74). Complicating

this phenomena are the irrational actions of the consumer who does not 

shop at t.he closest opportunity. 1-

The Gravity Model 

Various methods have. been utilized for the measurement 

of trade areas in the urban environment, utilizing such factors as 

population characteristics, compe·ting facilities, and accessibility 

(Applebaum and Cohen, 1961, Applebaum, 1968. Getis, 1963. Rudelius 

Hall~ and Kerin, 1972). However, the common method utilized to measure 

a trade area has ?een the gravity model (Simon~ 1973, p.68). 

William Reilly pioneered the use of gravity models when he applied 

one to delineate the trade area of two competing cities. While the law 

of retail gravitation, as developed by Reilly, was i~tended to be util­

ized to delimit large trading areas, it has been considered to be appl~­

cable to highly urbanized areas (Wagner, 1974, p. 32). 

TI1e basis of Reilly's model is that two cities attract trade from 

an intervening area in proportion to the population of both cities and 

in inverse proportion to 'the square of the distances from the two towns 

to any pofot in the intervening area (Reilly, 1931, p.9). This rela­

tionship is represented by the formula: 

TA/TB = (PA/PB) (DB/DA)2 
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where: TA and TB represent the ratio of the trade from the inter-

mediate location attracted by centers A and B. 

PA and PB are the population of cities A and B. 

DA and D
8 

represent the respective distance of cities A 

and B from the intermediate location. 

The breaking point concept indicates the point at which neither of 

the two cities has an advantage, with the numberical probability of 0.5. 

D 
Bb = ~ 

l+-fP: 
'1~ 

where: Bb is the breaking point between city A and city B. 

Dab is the distance between cities A and B. 

Pb is the population of city B. 

P is the population of city A. a 

The economic man is an implicit assumption within Reilly's law of 

retail gravitation •. Up to a certain distance, the' consumer travels to 

the closest city for his shopping needs, the least effort maximiza ti.on· 

of utility syndrome. The consumer is also required to know all avail-

ab le retail opportunities and have the ability to make the correct 

choice. 

- ~The next major step in utilizing the form of the gravity model was 

accomplished by Huff. Realizing that the consumer is not the rational 

consumer of the economic man assumption, Huff contended that variations 

in consumer shopping patterns are attributable to numerous socio- ~ 

economic characteristics of the consumer and the structure of the reta-il 

environment (Huff, 1959(a), 1959(b)). Huff developed a gravity model 

based on Luce's "basic choice axiom", presented by the formula: 



PT (X) = v (X) I L YET 

where: PT(X) 'is the probability of an individual choosing. 

alternative 

X from a finite set of T alternatives. 

T is the subset of some universal set U, and 

V(X) is a positive real valued function V on T. 

11 

The basic proposition of this axiom is that consumer choice is but 

viewed as a probabilistic phenomenon. The consumer is assumed to be 

able to evaluate the elements of a universal set U, alo~g some compar-

. a tive dimension, and select a finite ·set 'of T alternatives (Huff and 

Batsell, 1975, p.165). 

Based on this axiom, Huff's oodel described the behavior of a 

consumer as a probabilistic phenomenon that can be ascertained by the 

consumer's perceived utility of alternative shopping centers. 

p .• = 
1J 

n 

L: 
j=l 

s. 
_J~ 

T X 
ij 

where: P .. is the probability of a consumer located at point i 
lJ 

shoppfng at center j·. 

Sj is the size of shopping c j. 

T .. is the travel time from i to j~ 
1J 

A is the parameter which when calculated empirically 

reflects the ef feet of driving time on various types 

of shopping trips. 

The probability of a consumer choosing a particular center is 

equal to the ratio of the perceived utility of that center to the 
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combined utility of all centers in the subset of competing centers of 

which j is a member. The collection of shopping centers comprising the 

subset is a function of the type of shopping trip which the consumer is 

considering, because some goods can: be acquired only from certain types 

of centers. 

An explicit element of the model is the exponential type function 

of travel time or "economic distance". This numerical value, while 

based ort empirical evidence, represents the wil_lingness of consumers to 

travel various distances for c~rtain types of goods or services. Huff 

argues that value differences among goods are based on four variables; 

1) the degree of substitutability of various products; 

2) expected absolute price differential between different products 

(the consumer is willing to travel farther if a low purchase 

price results in net savings); 

3) the absolute price of a product in relation to a consumer's 

income (when the price of a good is quite high in relation to 

the consumer's income, the consumer is willing to travel 

farther to take advantage of a wider selection of goods); and 

4) the degree of "psychic income" anticipated from different 

products (the consumer's evaluation of the amount of satis­

faction acquired from the purchase of a good will influence his 

willingness to travel) (Huff, 1962, p. 20-21). 

" Criticisms abound, however, when the. gravity model is applied to 

·the intra-urban situation-, particularly with regard to the variable of 

distance. It is generally argued that the variable of distance is not ~ 

uni form in its influence on interacti_on, in this case the shopping 
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patterns of the consumer (Isard, 1960, p.512-515. Lee, 1973, p.59-60). 

Buc~lin contends that the factor of distance loses much of its value .in 

the urban area as it is easier to predict the behavior of a consumer 

between two cities twenty miles apart than it is t0 predict the behavior 

of a consumer situated between shopping centers two miles apart. The t 

marginal distance is much less in the urban environment and the con-

straint of travel time is not always as powerful (Bucklin, 1971 (b), 

p.492-493). 

By eliminating the idea of using mass as a surrogate variable and 

replacing it with a composite attractiveness index, Huff attempted to 

vary the effects of distance with the attractiveness of a shopping 

center. 

n 

a X 
P. • = A. D . ./ ~ A. Di . 

1J" J lJ L..J J J 

where: 

j=l 

A .. is the attraction inde~ of retail facility j. 
1J 

D .. is the accessibility of retail facility j to a 
lJ 

consumer located at i. 

a X empirically determined parameters. 

Huff realized that the perceived utility of a shopping center is 

composed of numerous factors for which the at traction index represents 

the composite variable. A major problem with the utilization of these 

factors is estimating the parameters of each variable. However, if the 

two variable models were expanded to a q variable model, utilizing the 

least squares technique for parameter estimation, it would be improved 

by eliminating the ceteris pa ribt,ts assumptions characteristics of the 

two variable model (Olsson and Gale, 1968, p. 237). In this instance 
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Huff presents a model depicting the effects of price, distance, and size 

on consumer spatial behavior and subsequently on the spatial extent of 

the trade area (Huff, 1975): 

where: 

= 
. Pij 

i's s. 
1j 

n 

L: 
j=l 

"Yd 
• Dij 

"Ys. 
s .. 

1J 

)' 1 
• Lij 

-yd 
D .• 

1J 

i'1 
Lij 

P .. is the probability of a consumer from area i 
1J 

journeying to location j\ 

S. . the square footage of selling space in the retail 
1J 

location. 

"Y the sensitivity of P. . with respect to store size. 
s 1J 

D. . distance be tween i and j ·. 
1J 

-Yd sensitivity of P .. to distance. 
1J 

L .. the price level for a consumer at i with respect to 
1J 

location j. 

y
1 

the sensitivity of P .. with respect to price. 
1J 

Whether or not the predictabi 1i ty of the model would be signif-

icantly increased· by a q variable model is unknown. Probably the 

greatest benefit that could be obtained from such a model would result 

from an analysis of the attraction index and its influence on various 

shopping patterns. This would produce. a greater understanding of major 

factors influencing the shopping patterns of the consumer in the intra-

urban environment. 

The gravity model has been a useful tool for the delinea.tion of the 

market areas of shopping centers. It also is a tool for predicting the 
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potential success of a retail center in specific location, when using 

the demand and disposable income of the population and competing facil­

ities in conjunct ion with the size and distance components of the 

gravity model (Lakshmanan and Hansen, 1965). 

Simon contends, however, that its effectiveness stems from the 

adjustment of the distance exponent to the data being analyzed (Simon9, 

1973-74, p. 74). The question then arises as to whether the paramet;ers 

are part of the variable of distance or are not specifically· related to 

distance. Simon argues that distance operates as an error term of sor_ts 

for all other variables in the equation to maximize a goodness of fit. 

The basis of this problem. is the absence of an underlying theory to the 

gravity model explaining the values attached to distance or for that 

matter to the ¥alues of any of the other variables. 

The gravity model used as a tool for the prediction of interaction 

between areas or points in space is what Huff refers to as an empirical 

device that e?CPlains nothing about why certain observed regularities 

occur. The model is not a basic law or theory explaining human behavior 

or human interaction. 

While a number of attempts have been made to supply the gravity 

model w:Lth a theoretical base (Neidercorn and Bechdolt, 196~. Smith, 

1975. Isa rd, 197 5.) none have produced cogent and conclusive argu-

ments. 

An important variation of the gravity model espoused by a. number 

of authors is the spatial choice mo~el 1ncorporating alternative shop­

p:tng centers or retail outlets in the decision-making process 

(Lakshmanan and Hansen, 1965. Burnett, 1973. Ewing, 1974. Hilliard, 

Vaughn· and Reynolds, 1975). The basis of the spatial choice model is 
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that consumer movements in space are detennined by a choice among alter-

native shopping opportunities. The probability of interaction with a 

center is defined by its distance from an origin point compared to the 

distance to· other centers. The model developed by Hilliard, Vaughn and 

Reynolds, perceives the utility of a center to be affected by its loca-

tion relative to another center. The model allows for the interaction 

between centers to affec.t the determination o.f consumer propabilities of 

shopping center choice: 

U j. = [I j + 'E I ./D. ~ 2 J /D. l 
i=j- J 1J J 

\.There: D •• is the perceived cost of travel between center i and 
~J 

j ·. 

is the perceiveJ cost of travel from origin i to site 
Dj . 

J • 

[Ij 
X 

+ I ./D. 7: 
1 1J 

is the net drawing power of center j. 

This type of model is more. realistic, as it allows for cases where 

consumer perceptions of the utility of a shopping center are not assumed 

to be independent of other centers. However, one problem with the 

spatial choce model is that estimation of parameters has proven to be 

complicated, and in some instances unfeasible, when the set of variables 

increases beyond a relatively small number (Ewing, 1974, p.86). 

The gravity model or the spatial choice model deals with consumer 

behavior. Thus, an explicit understanding of the factors affecting 

consumer choice is required. Huff points out that one of the areas of 

needed research in consumer spatial behavior is concerned with the 

determination of (1) the perceived attributes, as well as (2) the 

objective equivalents that specify the utility of various retail estab-

lishments to a consumer (Huff, 197 5, p. 1 71). 
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Consumer Behay:j.or 

Geographers have come to the conclusion .that the consumer is not 

the rational economic man, but instead is a free consumer w~ose actions 

in space are more accurately attributed to a subjective interpretation 

of an objective landscape (Stea and Downs, 1970, p.4-5). The assmnption 

that the consumer will patronize the nearest center is regarded as 

merely a theoretical notion intended to simpli~y the formulation of 
. . 

abstract concept.s (Olsson and Gale, 1968, p.218). This assumption is 

not necessarily characteristic of all consumer behavior, ·particularly in 

the 'Urban environment. Thomps<?n contends, " ••• if one is to attempt to 

link: \his model to consumer behavior, he should first study the manner in 

whic, the objective landscape is subjectively interpreted by the 

consJmer, and then and only then, attempt to develop a model designed to 

capture effectively the results of free consumer choice." (Thompson, 

1966, p.8-9). 

Rushton states that a useful postulate of spatial behavior des-

cribes the procedure by which alternative locations are evaluated and 

subsequent choices are made. He refers to this procedure as spatial 

.behavior, as opposed to behavior in space, which is merely the actual 

spatial choices made within a system and. is therefore dependent on the 

particular spatial system in which it occurs (Rushton, 1969(a), p. 392). 

Attempts to develop these postulates have ranged from studies of action 

space and l~arning theory to empirical studies examining various ele-

ments of the retail structure (such as the price of goods, quality of 

merchandise, selection, and distance), and their effects on the decision-

making process of various socio-economic and demographic consumer groups. 
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The concept of action space concerns the objective retail struc-

tu re of the city, the location of the household in relation to the 

actual location of all potentail urban activities, the objective levels 

of center attractiveness, and the subjective utility or preference that 

an individual associates with them (Horton and Reynolds, 1971, 1975; 

Chapin, 1968). The subjective utility or preference is evaluated with 

respect to potent~al and actual travel behavior. 

As an individual acquires and assimilates information on the 

objective spatial structure of the city·, his action space is formed. 

The action space of an. individual is affected by a number of variables 

exogenous to the spa·tial system. These variables influence the acctnnu-

location and infe·rpretation of pertinent information of the objective

environment, thereby· producing distinctive biases in spatial perceptions 

and choices. Variations in behavior may be accounted for by such socio-

economic and demographic variables as sex, race, social statu.s, income, 

occupation, and education, all of which influence variations in the.

action space of different persons. 

· However, the theory of action space does not attribute variations 
( 

l 
in behavior solely to socioeconomic· and demographic variables. It also 

recognizes the influence of time and change in the spatial system of the 

city. Changes through time in the retail structure of the city produce 

corresponding changes in the spa-tial behavior of the consumer as alter-

native locations become available and past retail opportunities are 

altered. Consequently the consumer is involved in an endless learning 

process due to continual change in the retail environment of the city. 

Changes in consumer perceptions and behavior may also be attributable to 

changes in consumer spatial preference whereby' the same opportunities 
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are evaluated differently (Rushton, 1969. Pred, 1967, p. 14). 

Learning theories have traditionally contended that changes in the 

spatial behavior ~f the consumer are attributable to changes in their 

evaluations and p~rceptions of alternative shopping opportunities. The 

consumer must resolve which center or unit to visit to purchase a 

specific good or set of goods. The new consumer must initiate a pattern 

of spatial search behavior through which particular retail needs are 

satisfied. The consumer will test a number of possible combinations of 

markets (Golledge' s "marketing strategies") and from their shopping 

experiences they will decide which provide the greatest rewards as 

satisfactory responses are retained and unsatisfactory . responses are. 

rejected (Golledge and Brown~ 1967, p. 116-117). 

However, as Hudson and others have noted, these search pat terns 

vary according to the social, psychological, and economic attributes of 

the consumer as well as the time, location, and retail structure in 

which the consumer is shopping (Hudson, 1975, p. 143. Engle, Kollat and 

Blackwell, 1973, p. 392. Horton and R~ynolds, 1971, p. 37-38. Lathrop, 

1971, p. 234. Bucklin, 1967(b), p. 41-42). Hudson found that factors 

of uncertainty and distance affect spatial behavior. The trade-off 

between un·certainty and distance is different for search patterns 

involving individual stores and those involving shopping centers. The 

factors of dis:tance and uncertainty reduction are inco~patible at the 

store lev·el, as accessibility is most important, while they are com-

patible at the shopping center level (Hudson, 1975, p. 153). 

Eventually the consumer will reach a· point of recurrent shopping 

patterns, indicative of a spatial equilibrium between consumer percep-

tions and satisfaction with current retail choices and their locations. 

) 

\ 
"l ... 
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The consumer will then exhibit habitual responses which may include the 

patronage of one or more centers (Golledge and Brown, 1967. Golledge, 

1970. Horton and Reynolds, 1971. Burnett, 1973). Golledge presents 

some conceptual learning models that could be applicable to geogra~hical 

problems (Golledge, 1969), and both GollEdge and Burnett, in two sep;_ 

arate articles, portray the operationalization of learning models 

(Gal ledge, 196 7. Bu:rnett ~ 197.3), 

The contention that variations in consumer behavior can be attri­

buted to socio-economic variables has led to numerous empirical studies. 

The traditional variables stud.ied are age, race, income and socio­

economic or social status. 

Studies concerning the variation in the behavior of income groups 

have found that the upper income groups are willing to travel farther to 

purchase a good or set of goods because of their ability to absorb the 

additional costs of .travel (Friedly, 1965. Davies, 1969. Bucklin, 

1967. Prasad, 1972. Nader, 1969). The willingness of upper income 

groups to absorb the additional costs have been hypothesized to be a 

function of the greater demand for a larger selection of goods among the 

higher income groups (Friedly, 1965. Davies, 1969). The higher in-

cidence of multiple car ownership Within higher income groups has given 

them a mobility advantage over the lower income consumer (Holly and 

Wheeler, 1972). 

Studies examining the influence of race have found that the black 

consumer generally shops in the C. B. D., while the white consumer tends 

to patronize suburban shopping centers· (Cox and Stafford, 1972. Bucklin, 

1967(b) Sexton, 1972.). The locational proximity of the· C.B.D. to black 

residential areas, a feeling of security among blacks shopping in, t~e 
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C.B.D., and the funneling of public transportation systems through the 

downtown area are major factors contributing to the differences between 

the black and white shopper (Cox and Stafford, 1972). However, it was 

discovered that as household income increases the proportion of blacks 

shopping in the C.B.D. decreases ·while shopping in the suburban centers 

increases (Cox and Stafford, 1972. Sexton, 1972). 

! 
I 

I· 
Age has very little to do with variations in the shopping patterns 

and behavior of the consumer. Studies have indicated t~at significant 

variations in the behavior of age groups are primarily between the aged, 

sixty-f_ive and older, and the other age .groups ponassen, 1955. Davies., 

1969). The aged consumer is reluctant to change his shopping habits, 

while the younger consumer exhibits a greater propensity to alter his/ 

her shopping patten1s when alternative retail opportunities become 

available. The aged consumer is less mobile, tending to be handicapped 

by the inability to drive, high insurance rates, prohibitive costs of 

taxis, and unsuitability of public transportation (Sherman and Brit ton·, 

1973). 

Occupation, education, income, .and in some instances, ethnic 

background are combined to produce an index of social status (Horton and 

Wagner, 196 9) • Stu di es have shown. that the high and mid<l le class groups 

are much more mo bi le than the lower status consumers (Scott, 1970. 

Bucklin, 196 7. Jonassen, 195 5. Horton and Wagner, 1969. Lathrop, 

1971). The shopping patterns of these two groups are, therefore, diff-

erent. However, studies have indicated that social status is not as 

influential in shopping behavior today as in _past years due to the 

suburbanization process and the rising levels of income and the attain-
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m:ent of educational goals among the blue collar workers (Rich and Jain, 

1968, p. 41-48). 

Other studies have produced findings contradicting the influence 

of socio-economic variables on consumer behavior. Mason and Moore found 

that socio-economic variables did not satisfactorily explain the varia­

tions in patterns of shopping trips to Birmingham, Alabama among groups 

of consu~ers residing outside of the metropolitan area (Mason and Moore, 

1971). Ambrose found that rise in automobile ownership levels, indic-

ative of increased mobility, did not affect shopping patterns (Ambrose, 

1968). However, Day discovered a significant relationship between car 

o-vmership and the utilization of more than one shopping center, but the 

effect of other socio-econ.omic variables on the behavior of consumers 

proved to be insignificant (Day, 1973). 

Studies examining the influence of various socio-economic vari­

ables on the behavior of consumers in space indicate that the income 

variable has the greatest effect. The upper inc·ome groups are able to 

incur the. additional costs of traveling farther to purchase a good, 

thereby enhancing their mobility. The variable of age merely produces 

variations be tween· the shopping patterns of the aged and the other age 

groups. The variable of social status affects shopping frequency and the 

type of stores shopped. Upper and middle class groups shop more often 

and at department stores, while the lower groups shop less frequently 

and usually at discount stores (Rich and .Jain, 1968). But this could 

very we11 be due to the factor of income more than the other components 

used to define social· status. While variations exist between the shop­

ping patterns of black and white shoppers, it is unclear whether these 

variations are attributable to residential location and ·income or to the 

factor of race. 
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The failure of some of these studies to establish a strong rela-

tionship between various socio-economic variables and the behavior of 

consumers in space has led to the contention that variations in shopp{ng 

patterns can be attributed to psychological or attitudinal differences 

be tween various consumers (Mason and Xoore, 1970-71, p. 37). Research 

has focused on the consumer's subjective interpretation of such elements 

as the. locational convenience .and ·ac.cessibility of retail uni ts; the 

price, quality and selection of goods; quality of service; and the 

atmosphere of the store· or center. These· elements were combined to 

determine the relative attractiveness of the. store or center, depending 

on the shopping trip and associated unit (i.e., food shopping is asso-

ciated with supermarkets while shopping goods trips are assoc.iated with 

regional shopping centers). 

Studies have indicated that consumers wi 11 not always travel to 

. the nearest center to purchase an i tern (Clark, 1968. Marble, 1959. 

Thorpe and Nader, 1967. Ambrose, 1968. Clark and Rushton, 1970. Day, 

1973). The phenomenon of not patronizing the nearest center has exhib-

i ted some variation depending on the type of good being· purchased 

(Clark, 1968) and the distance to the nearest center. Likelihood of 

travel to a second choice center increases as distance to the nearest 

center increases (Clark and Rushton, 1970. M..irdie, 1965). 

The factor of distance, it is argued, operates fu conjunction with 

the rel.at ive at tract iveness of the store or center in the decision--

making process (Gol ledge, 196 7' p. 24 7-21+8. Clark, 1968, p.396. 

Rushton, 1969(a), p.496. Clark and Rushton, 1970. Day, 1973, p.82. 

Cadwallader, 1975, p.341+). The relative attractiveness of a retail 

center has been termed the image of the center. Following the logic of 
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- learning theory, the image of a store or center is established through a 

coasumer's past experience with the retail unit. Rewarding experiences 

create a favorable image and adverse experiences produce an unfavorable 

image resulting in consumer avoidance (Kunkel and Berry, 1968, p.22. 

Berry, 1969, p.5). 

Numerous studies have examined the various elements comprising the 

imc_lge of a ~tore or shoppin$ _cent~~ (Jonassen, .. 1955 •.. Thompson, ·1967._ 

Bucklin, 1967(a). Kunkel and Berry, 1%8. aerry' 1969. Thompson, 

1969. Downs, 1970. Burnett, 1973. · Jolson and Spath, 1973. 

Cadw?l1ader, 197 5). Six components have consistently defined the image 

of a store and center. These coraponents have been defined in the litera-

ture as: 1) merchandise price, 2) quality of.merchandise, 3) selec-

ti on of merchandise, 4) quality of service, 5) . store or center 

atmosphere, and 6) locational convenience·, with each component 

weighted according to. the type of shopping trip (Lindquist, 1974-75). 

Some of these studies have shown that variations exist between 

socio-economic_ groups as to which components of the. iII;lage are the most 

important in the decision-making process. Thompson found that low 

income groups mentioned price as the most important factor ~n choosing a 

supermarket,. while the middle and upper income groups indicated a pre-

ference for merchandI se quality (Thompson, 196 7). Singson found that 

the lower-lower and lower-middle socio-economic groups attac_hed greater 

importance to product width (selection among various product lines) and 

had a preference for general merchandise stores like Sears and Penneys, 

whereas the upper-lower and upper-middle groups desired product depth 

(selection within a specific product line) and shopped at speciali_zed 

stores like Nordstrom (Singson, 1975). 
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It has become wel 1 established in both geographical and marketing 

studies that a store or center has an image. The image is influential 

in the decision-making process of the consumer and helps to explain 

variations between socio-economic consumer groups and the irrational 

patterns of vaJ;ious consumers. While the concept of image has been 

accepted, it has not yet been proven conclusively that a causal connec-

~ion! does exist be tween image a"Q.d actual c.onsumer . spa ti al be hav:ior. 

Conclusion 

The normative. 19cation models of the past, particularly 

Christaller's central place theory, are based on the idealization of a 

rational economic man whose primary function is to minimize the costs.of 

acquiring a good by visiting the nearest retail unit. The same asstnnp-

tion was implied in the use and development of the gravity model. The 

behavioral geographers have questioned the realism of these models 

arguing that the consumer does not necessarily optimize his trip by 

patronizing the nearest store or center. By rejecting the economic man 

assumption, however, it does not mean that the consumer is indifferent 

to the costs and utilities of a shopping trip. Shopping behavior can be 

nonoptimal while at the same time generating net travel returns that are 

positive (Nystuen, 1967, p.56)·. 

Studies in consumer spatial behavior have been concerned with such 

concepts as action ~pace and learning theory. Other studies have exam-

ined the influences of various socio-economic variables on consumer 

·behavior and have found that income is the most important variable 

explaining differences in the spatial behavior of consumers. 

Recent studies have examined the concept of the image of a store 
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or center. This concept of image concerns the subjective evaluations of 

various element.s ·of a store or center and their importance in the 

decision-making process of the consumer. It is generally accepted that 

certain irrational patterns of. the urban consumer can be explained with 

respect to the image component. The relative weights of the eleIQents 

comprising the image of a retail unit vary depending on the type of 

s_hopping trip and the. socio"'."'econ~ic . characteristics of the ~onsumer. 

However, a causal connection between consumer behavior .and the concept 

of image has yet to be proven conclusively. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This study examines the components of the decision-making process· 

utilized by the consumer in selecting a regional shopping center. In 

addition, shopping pat terns are delimited and significant variations 

between the pattern$ of income groups and male and female shoppers are 

examined. These shopping patterns also are utilized to test the valid­

ity of the decision-making components derived from this study. 

It should be noted that this is an idiographic study examining 

components in the decision-making process and the shopping patterns of 

consumers with regard to the regional shopping cente_rs of Portland, 

Oregon. Any attempts to generalize the result~ of this ·study should be 

made with caution, as the physical dimensions and the.social and demo­

graphic characteristics of American cities vary from place to place; 

The research design requires that: a) the regional shopping 

centers of Portland be delineated, ·b) a methodology be devised for the 

collection and analysis of data from ·which the major decisional com­

ponents may be isolated, and c) delimitation of the shopping patterns of 

consumers associated with the regional shopping centers. Furthermore, 

hypotheses are· put forth and tested through analysis of the collected 

data. 

Hypotheses 

Hypotheses are tested concerning: 1) the compox:ients integral t~ 

the decision-making process of the consumer when selecting a regional 

shopping center at which to shop and 2) variations in the shopping 
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patterns between income groups and-male and female consumers associated 

with Portland's regional shopping centers. 

Hypothesis 1: It is generally accepted that an image, composed of 

the subjective evaluations of the consumer, exists of a store or center 

and that this image influences the decision-making process of the con­

sumer, although a causal connection has yet to be solidly established. 

Typically, the most _important components of the image of a store have 

concerned merchandise price, quality of merchandise, merchandise selec­

tion, quality of service, stor~ atmosphere,· and locational convenience. 

The first four components account for the greatest amount of variation 

(Lindquist~ 1974-75)~ 

However, with respect to a regional shopping center trip, the 

importance of the physical characteristics of the center in the 

decision-making process of the consumer 

shopping center is an agglomeration of 

is enhanced. The regional 

individual stores, and the 

physical characteristics associated with the center are those of the 

individual stores in conjunction with the center as a whole. This 

characteristic is particularly evident in the_ contrast between the 

planned and unplanned regional shopping center. The mall design, 

_characteristic of the planned center, enhances consumer mobility between 

shops by eliminating the need to cross streets and protects the shopper 

from adverse weather conditions wh~le supplying ample free parking. 

With ~he unplanned regional shopping center, in this case the C.B.D., 

the shopper must cross streets when moving from store to store while at 

the mercy of existing weather conditions. These conditions in asso­

ciation with the friction of downtown traffic -and the unavailability of 

free parking have contributed to the demise of the C. B.n .. as the 
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primary shopping area throughout many of the large urban areas of the 

United States. 

Hypothesis 2: That ~ignificant variations exist in the shopping 

patterns of income groups and male and female shoppers. Income groups 

should exhibit variations in shopping patterns with respect to the 

frequency of the use of regional shopping centers since upper income 

groups have a greater propensity to consume leading to a greater util­

ization of· these centers. Upper income groups should also display a 

patronage pattern of shopping at a larger variety of Portland's regional 

centers due to their abil~ty to absorb the extra costs in terms of money 

and time involved in shopping at a number of these centers. 

With respect to male and female shoppers, the female consumer will 

shop more frequently than her male counterpart since the female gen­

erally has the responsibility to do the shopping, especially in family 

situations. If the female consumer does shop at a regional shopping 

center more frequently, she would have a greater knowledge of the number 

of such centers available and, thu.s, a greater propensity to use more of 

these centers. 

Delineation of Portland's Regional Shoppi~g Centers. 

The delineation of Portland's . regional shopping centers resulted 

in the specification of six such retail centers. The designation of 

these centers is based on their size and market areas, or just on the 

size of the center's market area. Fo.llowing the tenets of central place 

theory, as applied to the urban environment by Berry (Berry, 1963), 

Simmons (Simmons, 1964), and Garner (Garner, 1966), the larger the 
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retail center, the larger the market area of the center, such that a 

regional shopping center is associated with a regional market area from 

which it draws its customers. The physical size of the center is not 

the only factor affecting the corresponding market area. The type of 

goods, the dichotomy between convenience and shopping goods, available 

in the center also influences the size of the market area. That the 

range of a shopping good is greater than that of a convenience good is a 

primary proposition of central place theory. A sufficient number of 

shopping goods available in a center or shopping area in conjunction 

with some other factor of attractiveness could then establish it as a 

regional shopping center even though it does not have the physical size 

of the traditional regional shopping center in terms ·of retail footage. · 

This situation now exists in many of the larger urban areas of the 

United States with the introduction of theme or specialty centers .. 

These centers are frequently created by reconversion of older areas of 

the city .which usually have some historical significance, or through the 

reuse of buildings such as large vacant warehouses, garages, or de­

partment stores (Redstone, 1973). These new centers are composed of 

artisan/specialty shops, restaurants, and in some instances, limited 

office space, but they are physically smaller than the traditional 

rt:gional shopping center •. Some examples of these new centers are Canal 

Street in Washington D.C., ·The Cannery and Ghiradelli .square in San 

Fr~ncisco, Downtown Garage South in Detroi.t, Ford City in Chicago, 

Quincy Market in Boston, Underground Atlanta in Atlanta, and Pioneer 

Square in Seattle. Due to their uniqueness and· the agglomera.tion of 

artisan/specialty shops and rest~urants, these centers are able to draw 

their patrons ·from a regional market area. Based on this ability to 
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draw patrons from a large mark~t area, these new centers could be con-

s idered as regional shoppi'ng centers, but whether or not they fit into 

s·uch a category has yet to be ascertained. 

Of the· six regional shopping centers· of the Portland Metropolitan 

area, four were selected with regard to the number of retail establish-

ments in the center and the retail square footage. The other two cen-

ters are examples of theme or specialty centers created through the 

reconversion of a his tori cal area of Portland and the reuse of an old 

warehouse. (see Table I). 

TABLE I 

PORTLAND'S REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTERS 

Portland C.B.D. 

Lloyd Center 

Washington Square 

Jantzen Beach 

John's Landing/ 

Water Tower 

Old Town 

No. of Retail 
Establishments. 

456 

112 

110 

84 

52 

Retail Footage (Ft. 2) 

1,300,000 

1,000,100 

487,000 

55,000 

Portland's CBD, Lloyd Center, Washington Square, and Jantzen Beach 

are examples of traditional regional shopping centers. Each is composed 

of two or more major department stores which serve as the ma~n consumer 

·a,t;tractors while the smaller specialty shops are parasitic in nature, 
~~ 4· ";. 

feeding off the resulting consumer flow. · Lloyd Center, Washington 

Square, and Jantzen Beach are examples of planned regional shopping 

centers characteriz~d by a mal 1 d~sign with ample free parkihg. Jantzen 
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Beach and Washington Square are relatively new centers, as they were 

built in 1972 and 1974, respectively. Each is a completely enclosed 

suburban regional shopping center located away from the CBD and re-

present intervening shopping opportunities. Washington Square is 

located in Portland's southwest suburbs in Washington County, while 

Jantzen Beach is located just beyond Portland's northern city limits 

adjacent to the southern border of the state of Washington. Lloyd 

Center, opened in 1960, is an anomaly in the general location patterns 

cf planned regional shopping centers, as it was located just across the 

Willamette river from the CBD, thereby coming into direct competition 

with the CBD for the sale of shopping goods to the Portland metropolitan 

area (see Map 1). 

John's Landing and Old Town are examples of theme or specialty 

centers. Old Tovm occupies an area north of but contiguom;, to 

Portland's CBD. It was in a state of physical decay until an effort was 

exerted to restore the area. This effort resulted in the renovation of 

many of the buildings with the int.roduction of small specialty shops and 

restaurants. John's Landing, or the Water Tower, which is the name of 

the shopping center, occupies an old warehouse in southwest Portland 

along the Willamette river that was renovated to accommodate small arti­

san/ specialty shops and restaurants. John's Landing is a mixed land use 

development of which the shopping center is a part. 

The classification of Old Town and John 1 s Landing· as regional 

shopping centers is based solely on their ability to attract patrons 

from a r~gional market area. It is a questionable classification due to 

their size and their volume of sales, both of which are considerably 

below those of the other four centers in this study. Another factor 
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related to the market area of these theme or specialty centers concerns 

the cha·racteristics of their customers. The patrons of these centers 

 may represent a smal 1, speci fie group of consumers, whereas the other 

four centers attract customers who are more representative of the gen-

eral population of consumers in the Portland metropolitan area. Conse-

quently, the number of consumers attracted to these new centers may be 

small when compared to the other centers al though they all have large 

spatial markets. Since these new theme or specialty centers have not as 

yet come under extensive examination, particularly in geographic lit-

erature, and since they deal primarily in the sale of shopping goods to 

a large market area, Old Town and -John's Landing were classified as 

regional shopping centers f9r t~is particular study. 

The Suryey 

To obtain data .from which the important components in the 

decision-making process of the consumer could be determined, a survey 

was conducted utilizing a questionnaire. The questionnaire requested 

information from which major decisional components ·could be derived 

while also requesting information indicative of consumer shopping pat-

terns associated with the regional shopping· centers of Portland. How-

ever, when conducting a survey, the researcher is faced with a number of 

considerations which influence the methodology employed _in the survey. 

Two important considerations operating as constraints in this study are 

the time and costs involved in conducting a survey. These two con-

straiuts are reflected in the structure and administration of the ques-

tionnaire and the sample. 
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Due. to the constraints of time and costs, the questionnaires were 

self-administered to an entrapped audience according to the written 

instructions accompanying each questionnaire. These written instruc­

tions were reinforced with a verbal introduction prior to the adminis­

tration of the questionnaire advising the respondents as to: 1) the 

purpose of the survey, 2) the utilization of the semantic differential, 

3) that the questions should be answered in reference to the regional 

shopping centers of Portland, and 4) that they should proceed at a rapid 

pace since their initial responses were· desired. Members of various 

classes at Portland Community College participated in the survey by 

completing the questionnaires, which required approximately fifteen to 

twenty minutes to complete. ·In this way, a number of questionnaires 

could be completed simu.1 taneously. While the person to perso~ interview 

is deemed the most effective technique in collecting data in a survey, 

it requires a great deal of time and money (Warwick and Leninger, 1975), 

thus making it unfeasible for this study. 

A major problem with the utilization of entrapped audiences is 

that the results usually do not permit generalization beyond the re­

spondents who participate ·in the survey (Warwick and Leninger, 1975). 

However, Portland Community College offers a number of diverse classes, 

catering not only to the academically inclined individual, but also to 

persons not aca~emically oriented who are attracted to special-interest 

classes, such as arts and crafts, sewing, c.ooking, gardening, flower 

. arrangingt and photography. An effort was made to administer the ques• 

t ionnaires both to academically . and nonacademical ly oriented classes. 

Therefore, the sample population, while suffering the bias resulting 

from the utilization of an entrapped audience, is more representative of 



36 

a general population than. a sample drawn from ~n academic setting such 

as a four year institution composed primarily of students-with goals of 

achieving a degree. With the exception of an age and income bias that 

will be discussed later, the respondents comprising the sample did 

provide a good distribution of socio-economic and demographic charac­

teristics (see Appendix 4)~ 

The primary objective of the sample was ~o provide. a spatially 

representative coverage of the Portland metropolitan area. In this 

r~spect, the shopping patterns of- the respondents and the influential 

decisional components with regard to regional shopping centers avoided a 

spatial bias that would result from a clustering of respondents in 

space. The sample was successfui in presenting a good spatial coverage 

of the Portland metropolitan area (see Map 2). 

Portland Community College offers classes not ~nly at its main 

CaITI:puses in southwest and north Port land, _but also at elementary and 

secondary schools throughout the metropolitan area through a community 

education program. The sample was drawn from classes at the Sylvania 

campus in the southwest; the Cascade campus in the north; from Madison 

High School and Laurelhurst elementary school in the northeast; the 

Southeast Center and Franklin High School in the southeast; St. Mary's 

Academy and the Ross Island Extension Center in the downtown area; and 

Wilson and Aloha High Schools in the southwest (see Map 3). 

The questionnaire is composed of three distinct parts. Thirty-six 

semantic differentials were employed in the first part to obtain the 

<la ta necessary to isolate those components important in the decision­

making process of the consumer. The second portion produced data indi­

cating the shopping pat terns of - the respondents with regard to the 
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regional shopping centers of Portland. The final section obtained data 

pertaining to the socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the 

sample population. 

The semantic differenti_al, a tool frequently utilized in deci­

sional survey research, was used to obtain data to determine the deci­

sional components. Since the decision to shop at a particular center is 

closely tied to the _image the consumer has of the center, there is a 

process whereby the consumer subjectively evaluates the various compo-

nents of the center. The semantic differential has been deemed an 

attractive and effective technique by which the researcher can retrieve 

these evaluations (Davies, 1972. Kelley and Stephenson, 1967. Mindak, 

1961) • The semantic differe.ntial, as developed 'f?Y Osgood, Suci and 

Tannenbaum (Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum, 1957), consists of bipolar 

adjectives or adjectival phrases separated by a seven point scale. The 

respondent is presented with a concept, the stimulus, to which he reacts 

by marking a space along the scale. Each space along the scale indi­

cates a direction towards one polar item or the other and an intensity 

of response, the distance from the neutral midpoint. The situation 

exists as. follows: 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Polar Polar 

Item X · Item Y 

(1) Extremely X (5) Slightly Y 

. (2) Quite X (6) QuiteY 

(3) Slightly X (7) Extremely Y 

(4) Neither X or Y 
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In· creating a semantic differential, it is important that the 

bipolar adjectives or adjectival phrases are meaningful or realistic to 

the respondents, that is, that they are valid in terms of the concept to 

which they are paired. The semantic differentials employed in this 

study were chosen on the basis of their utilization in various marketing 

studies of the image of stores and in the article in which Downs exam-

. ined . the cognitive structure of a single regional shopping center 

(Downs, 1970). In this respect, the semantic differentials utilized 

have proven their reliability and validity. To avoid those respondents 

who merely check the same space throughout the questionnaire without 

examining each stimulus separately, the bipolar adjectives and adjec­

tival phrases were randomly selected as to the side of the scale they 

would be placed. In this manner those adjectives deemed as positive, 

those presenting a favorable perception, were not always presented on 

the same side of the scale. 

The semantic differential is not completely accepted as the most 

effective technique for the collection of data with respect to deci­

sional research. A major criticism is that it guides the respondent as 

he is encouraged to respond to characteristics which do not necessarily 

influence his choice of a store or retail center (Berry, 1969. Kunkel 

and Berry, 1968. James, Derrand and Drives, 1976). Kunkel and Berry 

contend that the open-ended question is much more useful since it frees 

the respondent to discuss only those elements in the decisio~-making 

process important to him. The open-ended question,. however, requires 

that the·respondent has adequate verbal skills to respond meaningfully 

to the question and it requires greater inte.rpretative skills in the 

analysis of the data (McDougal and Fry, 1974-75. Kelley and Stephenson, 
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1967). In this respect, the semantic .differential is easy to admin-

ister, it provides quantifiable data, and it requires minimal verbal 

skills. It has also proven to be a relatively reliable technique for 

the collection of data of this nature (McDougal and Fry, 1975-76. Warr 

and Knapper, 1968). 

One other problem with the utilization of the semantic dif.fer-

ential concerns the question of whether or not the data is ordinal or 

interval, leading to the pr.oblem of whether the researcher should use 

parametric or nonparametric statistics. Most researchers who have 

utilized or studied the semantic differential have concluded. that the 

data obtained through the instrum~nt is interval, thereby warranting the 

use of parametric statistics (Warr and Knapper, 1968. McDougal and Fry,· 

1974-75. Messick, 1969. Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957). The data 
.I 

collected in this Study by the semantic differential is treated as that 

occupying the interval level and parametric statistics are used. 

Data Analysis: Methodology 

A factor analytic framework·was applied to the data collected with 

the semantic differential to isolate the major decisional components. 

The function of a factor analysis model is the disentanglement of the 

cemplex interrelationships of the data into their major and distinct 

patterns, the factors (CattelL, 1952. Rumme 1, 1 96 7. King, 1969. 

Rummel, 1970. Yeates, 19t4). These factors are characterized by those 

variables· which have high factor loadings, the correlation of the vari-

able with each extracted factor. 

A principal components analysis was employed in which it was 

assumed that the variables utilized in the survey accounted for all of 
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the variation in the population of respondents (Rummel; 1970, p.112-113. 

Yeat"es, 1974, p.208). Consequently, the commurialities of the variab1es, 

the amount of variation that a var:.:3.ble has in common with respect to 

all of the variables, is one. . An P. mode analysis was also employed to 

delineate the patterns of variation i.ri thin· the· variables. 

The factors generated by a principal _components analysis are 

ordered according to the amo_unt of variation that each factor defines. 

The first factor accounts for the ireatest amount· of· variation in· the 

data. The second factor represents ·the next highest amount of varia­

tion, and so on to .the last factors ·.rhich account for a. small portion of 

the variation. The last variables vhich account for very 1i t.tle varia­

tion are generally very· difficult, ·if not impossible, to define and are 

ignored in.the subsequent analysis.leaving only those factors accounting 

fbr ·the greatest ·v~l"riation (Rummel; l970; ·p.112). · 

·To discern variations in- the shopping patterns. of income groups, 

and male and female consumers, cross tabulations were utilized. Sex and 

income were cross tabulated with frequency of shopping at a regional 

shopping center and the number of ce~ters utilized.· 

Conclusion 

As with any study, the rnethodology employed directly influences 

the interpretabili ty and usefulness ·of the final results. A major 

consideration to be kept. ·in mind \t·:ien -examining the· final results of 

this study concerns the sample. The sample was not random, in the sense 

that all consumers had an equal probability of being selected, so there 

is a certain amount of bias contair:e~ within it. As stated, classes at 

Portland . Community College wer·e -..:tilized in the study. While ·this 
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institution fac;ilitated the prime requfrement of obtaining a good spa­

tial distribMtion of respondents throughout the Portland metropolitan· 

area, the use of its classes introduced a certain amount of bias which 

limits the applicability of the results to a general population . of 

consumers. The ·amount of bias inherent ~n the use of e~trapped. audi­

ences, particularly college classes, was limi~ed to some extent through 

the utilization of accredited and nonaccredited, special interest 

classes w.hich provided a good distribution of soc:Lo-economic and demo­

graphic characteristics among the sample population. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS 

The principal cqmponents analysis extracted three.distinct factors 

defining the major decision-making components among the respondents. 

With. the application of an eigenvalue cutoff criterion of one or great­

er, ten factors were produced in the initial run. However, only three 

of these factors contained four or more variables with signi~icant 

factor loadings of .40 or greater. The seven factors with th~ee or less· 

variables with significant loadings made their interpretation un­

fea"5ible. 

Rummel refers to the interpretability of a factor as its meaning­

fulness which he defines as the E?Ubjective probabi.li ty criterion for 

deciding the acceptability of a fac~or. based on ~he configurat~on of th~ 

loa~ings and the proportion of variance acco_unted for by the factor 

(Rummel, 1970, p.356-357). The scree tes.t was also utilized to delimit 

the number of factors •. The s~ree test,_ as propos·ed by Cattell (Cattell, 

1952), is based on the proposition that as factor variance levels ·off 

the factors begin to measure random error. With the application of this 

test to the ten initial factors, a leveling off of variance was account­

ed for after the third factor. The sere~ test, in conjunction with the 

interpretability of the factors, was the basis for limiting the number 

of factors to three in the subsequent analysis. 

An analytic ro~ation wai ~pplied to the three factors making them 

easier to interpre.t by simplifying their structure. An orthogonal, 

varimax rotation was applied making the factors orthogonal to one ·an­

other, while the varimax criterion simplied the columns of the matrix. 
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TABLE II 

NORMAL ROTATED. FACTOR MATRIX 

Variables 1 2 3 

Seal 1 Price .236 .132 .081 
Seal 2 Values (.580) .063 .080 
Seal 3 Competition .183 .057 .001 
Seal 4 Sales ;153 .294 .069 
Seal 5 Selection ~265 .170 .185 
Seal 6 Get Good ( .401) .055 .037 
Sca1·7 Service (. 590) .297 .077 
Seal 8 Fast (.493) .212 .098 
Seal 9 Polite - (. 637) -.113 .136 
Seal 10 Helpful (.742) .025 .105 
Seal 11 Warm. (. 6 77) .009 .174 
Seal 12 Knowledgeable (. 703) -·.001 .171 
Seal 13 Ability to Move .231 (.495) .008 
Seal 14 Many Shoppers -.093 .324 -.188 
Seal 15 Wide Pavements .172 .160 (. 440) 
Seal 16 Cross Streets .015 -.227 -.335 
Seal 17 Move Shop to Shop .199 .249 (.420) 
Seal 18 Clean .246 .049 (.763) 

. Scal.19 N9isy '.""•_376 .303 (-.553-) 
Seal ·20-comfortable .131 -·.049 (. 699) 
$cal 21 Dry .124 .354 (. 5 80) 
Seal 22 Well-Kept Shops .350 .301 ( .632) 
Seal 24 Hours Open .302 .342 .108 
Seal 25 Old .144 (-.558) -.227 
Seal 26 Covered .159 (.448) {.529) 
Seal 27 Modern -.125 ( .680) .148 
Seal 28 Enclosed .034 (.540)- .273 
Seal 29 Attractive ~259 ( .443) .281 
Seal 30 Physical Characteristics .266 (.488) .184 
Seal 43 Travel Time .077 ( .443) -.029 
Trav 48 Ease of Parking .083 (. 549) ~ 176 

Eigenvalues 6.213 2 .615 1.841 

Percent Common Variance 58% 25% 17% 

Percent Total Variance 19.4% 8.2% 5.8% 
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The interpretation of the three factors reflects the n9ture of the 

variables involved in each f~ctor based on their .. factor loadings. The. 

first factor, accounting for fifty-eight percent of the common variance, 

has eight variables with significant loadings. Employees who are help­

ful, polite, knowledgeable, warm, and fast, in conjunction with the 

gen~ral concept of service and the offering of good values reflect a 

quality of service dimension (see Table II). 

The other two factors support the hypothesis that the physical 

qualities of a .center are an integral component of the decision-making. 

process. The second factor is characterized by ·seven variables de-

picting the importance of physical characteristics with respect to the 

centei: being new, modern,_ covered, enclosed, . aµd at tractive where . the 

consume~ is able to move about and-park with ease. This second factor, 

accounting for twenty-five percent of the commc;m variance, is int?.r­

preted as the physical characteristics compdnent (see Table II). 

The. final factor depicts the importance of comfort to the consumer 

when selecting a center and is interpreted as consumer comfort (see 

Tab.le II). Variables loading significantly on thi-s factor- are a center 

wh.ich is clean, comfortable, quiet, dry, and covered, with wide pave­

ments, w~ll-kept shops and.freedom to move from shop to shop w~th ease. 

The latter two factors support the hypothesis that the importance 

of the physical ·dimensions of the center is enhanced in the deci­

sion-making process with regard to .regional shopping centers. The con­

sumer do~s not attach as much importance to such elements .as merchandise 

s-elect ion, price, and quality because he apparently do.es not perceive a 

great e1:1.ough variation between the regional centers of Portland with 
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regard to these elements. Consequently, the physical dimensions of the 

center become more influential, in. conjunction with the quality of. 

service provided by the center as an aggregation of specialty shops, 

department stores, and restaurants. 

A factor score index is utilized to assess the validity. of the 

three decisional components. Only those individuals shopping forty 

percent or more at a sing~e ~enter w~re used. Each factor has an index 

and cart be yiewed as representing the attractiveness of each cen~er on 

each dime·nsion. These indexes are subsequentiy validated through the 

examination of the shopping patterns of the respondent consumers. 

TABLE III 

UTILIZATION OF PORTLAND'S REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTERS 

Washington Lloyd Portland Jantzen John's 
Percent Sguare Center C.B.D. Beach . Old. Town .Landing 
Utilized No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %' No. % 

' 
0% 102 34% 68 23% 103r 34% 216 72% 223 74% 218 73%' 

1-10% 49 1-6·% 56 19% 29 10% 46 15% 45 15% 60 20% 

11-20% 20 7% 29 10% 32 11% '12 . 4% 14 5% 10 3% 

21-30% 12 4% 28 9% 17 6% 11 4% 6 2% 4 1% 

31-40% 8 3% 19 6% 11 4% 5 2% 6 2% 3 1% 
41-50% 14 5% 30 10% 20 7% s· 2% 1 0% 4 1% 

51-60% 11 4% 9 3% 6 2% 

-61-70% 2 1% 10 3% 4 1% 1 0% 1 0% 1 0% 

71-80% 29 10% 22 7% 9 3% 3 1% 3 1% 

-81-90% 22 7% 14 5% 3 1% 1 0% 

-91-100% 31 10% 15 5% 1 0% 

Washington Square, Lloyd Center, and Port.land's C.B.n. had more 
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than thirty respondents shopping forty percent or more of their time at 

these centers. Jantzen Beach, Old Town, and John's Landing had equiv­

alent respondents of ten, five and five, respectively (see Table III). 

Because of these low numbers, the reliability of their indexes are 

highly suspect and are consequently omitted from this portion of the 

analysis. This reflects the status of Washington Square, Lloyd Center, 

and Portland's C.B.D. as Portland's primary regional shopping centers, 

while the other three are accorded secondary status by the consumers. 

The index table reflect$ the importance of each of th~se factors 

on the decision to shop at the specific center listed in the table. 

Therefore, care should be exercised when interpreting the table with 

re~pect to each of the factors since these mean values are based on 

those respondents who shop at that particular center a majority of the 

time, and the elements affecting that decision vary from center to 

center. While the physical character component, and those variables 

defining that component such as new and modern, are positive with regard 

to a planned center, they are negative with respect to the C.B.D. This 

does not mean that the planned mall is more attractive, but that the 

respondents w~o shop at these centers are attracted by different vari­

ables defining the physical component than those who shop in the C.B.D. 

Consequently, the planned centers have higher mean values on the phys­

ical character component that does t"he C.B.D. due to the variables 

def·ining that component. 

The index of the first factor, the quality of service, shows that 

Washington Square and Lloyd Center have means close to zero, indicating 

that they· are similar with regard to this component. ·The C.B.D. has a 

negative mean value much 'lower than tho.se of the other two centers, 
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revealing that the downtown shopping area is not as attractive with 

reg~rd to quality of service .(see Table IV). 

TABLE IV 

FACTOR SCORE INDEX 

Attractive 
Quality of Physical 

Service Character 

...... 2 . 2 
x s x s 

Washington .074 0.95 .257 1.01 
Square 

Lloyd Center -.023 0.95 -.016 0.85 

Portland -.272 0.79 -.353 1.05 
C.B.D. 

* 

Consumer 
Comfort 

2 x s 

.232 0.-87 

.023 0.96 

-.346 1.11 

* N 

111 

94 

39 

Re~pondents who sh_o_p _foz:ty per~ent or more, ,as the m~jor perce~tage, at 
one center. 

The second index, the physical char act er, shows that Washington 

Square and LLoyd Center again have higher me_an values than the C. B.D. 

Washington 'Square has the highest -index because it is the newest of the 

three centers, t~e most modern, and it is completely enclosed as opposed 

to Lloyd Center which is covered but not enclosed. The two planned 

centers are considered more attractive than the C.B.D. 

The consumer comfort' index enhibi ts the same pattern found in the 

prior two indexes. Washington Square and Lloyd Center are represented 

by mean values greater that zero without a major difference between 

them. The downtown area has a negative value greatly different from the 

other two -centers. The C.B.D. on the final factor is again not as 

attractive as the two planned regional shopping' centers. 
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These three indexes ir.dicate t'.:at the two planned ·centers are more 

attractive than the C.B.D. A consistent pattern shows that Washington 

Square and Lloyd Center are more at tractive (similar to one another), 

whereas the downtown area is less attractive and significantly different 

from the other two centers. The differences between Lloyd Center and 

Washington Square, and Portland's C.E.D., however, are attributable to a 

certain extent to the reasons expressed by the respondents for shopping 

at these centers and will be examined later in this chapter. 

An examination of selected shopping patterns of the respondent:" 

consumers is utilized to validate these indexes. These patterns indi-

cate the relative drawing power and utilization of the three shopping 

centers. 

TABLE V 

REL.\TIVE DR..!:.WING POWER 

Shopping 0-4 5-9 10-14 15-24 25-34 35-44 45 + % of 
Center min. min. trln. min. min. min. min. N Total 

/} % II % fl % i % ffi % II % I! % 

Washington 7 6% 26 23% 35 32% 27 24% 10 9% 4 4% 2 2% 111 43% 
Square 

Lloyd 3 3% 33 35% 29 31% 22 23% 6 6% 0 - 1 1% 94 36% 
Center 

Portland . 5 13% 4 10% 11 28% 15 39% 4 10% 0 - 0 - 39 15% 
C.B.D. · 

Jantzen 0 - 2 25% 2 25% 1 12% 2 25% 0 - 1 12% 8 3% 
Beach 

Old Town 0 - . 4 66% 0 - 2 33% 0 - 0 - 0 - 6 2% 

John's 0 - 2 40%" 1 20~~ 1 20% 1 20% 0 - ·o - 5 2% 
Landing 
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The relative drawing power of each center is indicated by Table V. 

Overall, the three primary centers, ~·:ashington Square, Ll.oyd Center and 

Portland's C.B.D., exhibit an equal drawing power with regard to driving 

time. Within the 0-24 minute driving time, Washington Square draws 94%. 

of its customers, Lloyd Center 92%, and the C.B.D. 90%. However, the 

C.B.D. draws 13% within the 0-4 minute range, whereas the two planned 

centers draw only 6% and 2% of their patrons. The C.B.D. does not draw 

any customers from above thirty-five minutes dr~ving time, while Lloyd 

Center draws 1% and Washington Square 6% of its customers from this 

range. This· shows that the two planned centers are able to draw cus·to­

mers from a greater distance, indicating the greater attractiveness of 

these two centers (see Table V). 

The number of respondents ·attracted to these three centers also 

indicates the relative drawing power and attractiveness of each of the 

centers. Washington Square attracts 43% and Lloyd Center 36% of the 

sample population as opposed to 15% for the C.B.D. (see Table V).· When 

these consumers are mapped according to the center they most frequently 

shop, it becomes evident that Washington Square, located in Portland's 

western suburbs, and Lloyd Center, located in northeast Portland, are 

the dominant retail centers. Both enjoy relatively large trade areas 

with the Willamette River acting as a barrier separating the two trade 

areas (see Maps 4 and 5). Washington Square is dominant on the west 

side of the river with Lloyd Center occupying a similar pos~tion in the 

east; while the C.B.D. draws its customers frora both sides equally (see 

Map 6). Thes~ maps support the relative attractiveness of the centers 

based on the factor score in~ex. 
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However, both distance and center size play important roles in the 

choice of a shopping center. Center size accounts for the relatively 

weak drawing power of Old Town and John's Landing, neither are primary 

shopping centers among the sample population as each attracts only two 

percent of those respondents who shop fifty percent or more of the time 

at one center. This reflects the relatively small size of these cen­

ters, the absence of major· department store anchors and their ability to 

attract a small, and quite possibly, a select group of consumers as a 

primary shopping center. 

Jantzen Beach serves as a primary shopping center· to only three . 

percent of the respondent consumers. Part of this can be attributed to 

the size of the center, less than half the size of the other planned 

centers, and to distance. The center is not located within a densely 

population area or in an area of high social status. 

The primary locational factor for Jantzen Beach seems to be the 

existence of the political boundary, the Columbia River, between the 

states of Oregon and Washington. Washington has a sales tax of 5 .1%, 

whereas Oregon does not have a sales tax. Consumers are presumably 

attracted to Oregon by the savings accrued by the absence of a sales 

tax. In this respect, Jantzen Beach is an intervening opportunity, as 

it is located adjacent to Washington and next to a major transportation 

cor:ridor, I-5. If the sample had been comprised of a suhstantial number 

of consumers from Clark County, Washington, Jantzen Beach would probably 

have attracted a larger share of the sample, but the purpose of the 

stuqy is the ~xamination of the patterns of consumers in Portland, 

Oregon and this reveals that Jantzen Beach is not a primary shopping 

center among these consumers. 

~ 

-------------------====================i;;;~--~~~-____J 
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'IABLE VI 

SECOND CHOICE CE~IER Af~OXG LLOYD CENTER SHOPPERS 

Sho:eping Center No. .% 

·Portland's C.B.D. 33 35% 

Washington Square 15 16% 

Jantzen Beach 15 16% 

John's Landing 3 3io 

Old Town 3 3% 

100% i.e. Shopper 7 8% 

No Single Center 18 19% 

The· factor of distance is important when the center shopped the 

next most frequently is examined. Those respondents who shop primarily 

at Lloyd Center, shop the second most often in the C.B.D. rather than 

travel to Washington Square (see Table VI). °The. distance to Washington 

Square is substantially greater than that to the C.B.D. for a majority 

of the Lloyd Center shoppers. Lloyd Center is located· in northeast 

Portland, just east of the Willamette River. The C.B.D., located· in 

southwest Portland, just west of the river, is much cJoser to. a majority. 

of Lloyd Center's customers. The attractiveness of Washington Square is 

unable to override the locational convenience of the C.B.D. as a second 

choice center (s~e Map 7). 

Jantzen Beach,· located in 1~orth Portland, is also an important 

second choice center being selected by the same number choosing 

Washington Square. This· ·reinforces the importance of distance·· as 

Jantzen Beach was shopped the second most frequently by those consumers 
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residing in North Portland (see Map 7). 

The same relationship is incicated hy those consumers who pri­

marily shop in the C.B.D. (see Table VII). Lloyd Center is the second 

choice center a~ong a large majority of the shoppers followed by 

Washington Square and Old Town. This again reflects the effects of 

distance, size, and the relative attractiveness of a center (see Map 8). 

Old Town is utilized as the second choice center by 18% of the C. B.D. 

shoppers because of its location contiguous to the.C.B.D. and its unique 

attractiveness as a specialty shopping area (e.g., ·the availability of 

artisan/specialty shop·s). Thirty-one percent indicate that they do not 

have a single center that they shop as a second choice center. Instead, 

they shop evenly at a number of centers, with combinations of Old 'Iown, 

Lloyd Center and Washington Square being most frequently mentioned. 

TABLE VII 

SECOND CHOICE CENTER ~fONG C. B.D. SHOPPERS 

Shopping Center No. % 

Lloyd Center 12 31% 

Washington Square 5 13% 

Old Town 5 13% 

Jantzen Beach 3 8% 

John's Landing 1 3% 

100% C.B.D. Shopper 1 3% 

No Single Center 12 31% 
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A majority of cdnsuffiers w1::10 shop primarily at Washington Square. 

indicated Lloyd Center as the seconc choice center, although the C.B.D. 

is closer (see Table VIII). The difference in distance between t.he 

C.B.D. and Lloyd Center is small, such that the attractbreness. of tbe 

latter center overrides the ef feet of the difference in distance (see 

Map 9). The costs incurred by the extra distance are essentially out-

weighed by the attractiveness of L~oyd Center over the C.B.D. A rela-

tively high p~rcent of Wash:i,ngtop. Square shoppers, fourteen percent, 

' shop exclusivety at this center.· The factor of distance to the other 

centers seems ~o constrict the· utility of shopping these centers for a 

number of conslmers. 

TABLE V"LII 

SECOND CHOICE CENTER AMONG WASHINGTON SQUARE SHOPPERS 

Shopping Center No. % 

Lloyd Center 46 41% 

Portland's C.B.D. 22 20% 

John's Landing 7 6% 

Old Town 5 4% 

Jantzen Beach 1 1% 

100% W.S. Shopper 15 14% 

No Single Center 15 14% 

The possibility that the utilization of Portland's C.B.D. might be 

influenced by factors other than distance from home and center size led 

to an examination of some specific shopping patterns. These patterns 
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pertain to the origin point· of the shopping trip and the mode of trans-,. 
portation. 

When examining. the point of ori6in of the shopping· trip, import~~t 

differences ar~ visible between the ~.B.D. and other centers (see Table 

IX). Ninety-five and eighty-four percent _of the shoppers of Washington 

Square and Lloyd Center, respectively, begin. their trips from home. Of 

those responden~s shopping in the C.3.D., only forty-f~ur percent come 

from home. Washi~gton Square and L_~oyd Cente_r have one and nine percent 

of their shoppers, ,respectively, coEing from work, whereas the C. B.D. 

has -forty-four percent of its customers originating from their place of 

employment. 

TABLE.IX 

* POINT OF ORIGIN O? SHOPPING TRIP 

Home Work Othe·r 
Shopping Ce.nter No. % No. % No. % 

Washington Squa.re 106 95% 1 1% 4 4% 

Lloyd Center 7-9 . 84% 8 9% 7 7% 

Portland C.B.D. 20 44% 20 44% 5 2% 

Jantzen Beach 7 88% - - 1 2% 

Old Town & 11 92% 1 8% 
John's Landing 

TOTAL 223 83% 30 11% 17 6% 

* Consumers shopping forty percent or ~ore, as the major percentage, at 
one center. 

A large concentration of office workers are employed -within the 

C.B-.D. as opposed t.o Washington Square, having no office space avail-
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able, ·and Lloyd Center, which has some space. The C.B.D. functions as a 

shopping area for these office workers and it obviously relies on these 

consumers for almost half of its.sales. These office workers are shop-

ping at a locationally convenient center either during their lunch hour 

or immediately after work. These consumers are shopping at the closest 

regional shopping center to their pla·ce of employment. 

A second factor, the mode of transportation, also influences the 

utilization of the C.B.D. as opposed to the other centers (see Table X). 

Washington Square and Lloyd Center rely heavily on the consumer trans-

ported by automobile. The C.B.D. is less dependent on the automobile as 

only forty-three percent of its shoppers are transported by a car. 

Twenty-three percent of the C. B. D. shoppers rely on bus service to do 

their shopping. The C.B.D. maintains a comparative advantage with 

respect to these shoppers as it is the focal point of the mass transit 

system of Portland. Thirty-three percent of the C.B.D. shoppers walk, 

which is directly related to the number of shoppers originating from 

work (see Table X). 

TABLE X 

MODE OF TRANSPORTATION FOR SHOPPING TRIP 

Car Bus Walk Other 
ShoEping Center No. % No. % No. % No. % Total 

Washington Square 104 94% 3 3% 1 1% 3 3% 111 

Lloyd ·center 81 86% 3 3% 5 5% 1 1% 94· 

. Port land C. B. D. 16 41% 9 23% 13 33% 1 3% 39 

Jantzen Beach 8 100% - - - - - - 8 

Old Town & 11 100% - - - - - - 11 
John's Landing 
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The attractiveness of the C.B.D. is apparently due to its loca- · 

. tion~l convenience to Ci concentration of .office w9rkers. in the area and 

to its function as the focal point of Portland's mass transit. system. 

However, forty-one percent . of the C. B. D. shoppers are t~ansported by 

automobile and are attracted to the C.B.D. by other factors. 

TABLE XI 

APPEAL OF TYPE OF .DESIGN IN THE CONSUMER'S DECISION * 
Traditiohal Mode.rn 

Center Extremely- Quite Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extr.ernely 

C.B.D. 11% 26% 19% 22% 4% 11% 7% 

i .' 
Shoppers 

Lloyd Center 3% 9% 7% 26% 19% 24% 13% 
Shoppers· 

Washington Sq. 1% . 7% 7% . 25% 10% 23% 27% 
Shoppers 

* . . . ·Consumers shopping fifty percent or more of the time at either the C.B.D., 
Lloyd Center, or Washington·Square. 

Apparently, many C.B.D. shoppers are. attracted by the physical 

environment of the downtown area. They find the C.B.D. appealing as a 

shopping area, while the new ctnd modern planned centers do not appeal to 

these shoppers. This .would account ~or the low score that the C. B .D. 

received on the attraction index regarding the physical characteristics 

of the center (see Tab le IV). The C. B. D. shopper is· attracted by the 

older, more traditional design of the downtown area, whereas the Lloyd 

Center and Washington Square shoppers are attracted by the new, modern 

planned centers (see Table XI and XII). With respect to a shopping area 

that is open .or enclosed, the C.B.D. shopper is attracted by an open 
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area, while the Lloyd Center and Washington. Square patron finds the 

enclosed.center more.appealing (see Table XIII). 

TABLE XII 

* APPEAL OF THE CENTER'S AGE IN THE CONSUMER'S DECISION 

Old New 
Center .Extremely Quite SlightlX Neither Slightly Quite Extremely 

C.B •. D. 7% 26% 7% 22% 15% 11% 11% 
Shoppers 

Lloyd Center - 7% l0% 29% 16% 24% 14% 
Shoppers 

Washington Sq. - - 2% 18% 6% 29% 44% 
Shoppers 

* Consumers shopping fifty percent or more of the time at either. the 
C.B.D., Lloyd Center or Washington Square. 

TABLE XIII 

APPEAL OF AN OPEN OR ENCLOSED SHOPPING AREA * 
Open Enclosed 

Center Extremely Quite Slightly.Neither Slightly Qu~te Extremely 

C.B.D. 
Shop.pers 

Lloyd Center 
Shoppers 

Washington Sq. 
Shoppers 

* 

11% 33% 

. 4% 19% 

5% 1% 

11% 7% 7% 7% 22% 

13% 16% 7% 26% 16% 

3% 7% 6% 20% 56% 

Consumers shopping fifty ·percent· or more of the· time .at either the 
C.B.D., Lloyd Center or Washington Square. 
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To assess the validity of the second hypothesis, ·regarding varia-

tions in the shopping patterns of male and female consumers, and differ-

ent income groups, the cross-tabulations of the frequency of shopping at 

a regional shopping center and the number of centers shopped by sex and 

income were examined. These cross-tabulations support the hypothesis 

that variations exist, but the differences in some cases are not great. 

TABLE XIV 

NUMBER OF CENTERS urILIZED BY SEX 

Number Of Centers 
Sex 1 2 3 4 5 6 Never S~op 

Male 12% 29% 29% 16% 3% 6% 5% 

Female 6% 27% 33% 19% 8% 6% 1% 

With respect to variations between male and female consumers, 

Table XIV indicates that female consumers utilize more of the centers 

than do the male shoppers (see Table XIV). Of the male shoppers, twelve 

percent use only one of the centers as opposed to six percent of the 

female shoppers. A somewhat higher percent of the women consumers shop 

at three or more centers than do their male counterparts, sixty-six and 

fifty-four perc~nt, respectively. Women consumers .also indicate a 

greater propensity to utilize these centers for purposes other than 

shopping (e.g., restaurants, theaters and special events). See Table 

xv. 



Sex 

Male 

Female 

More Than 
Once A Month 

45% 

53% 

TABLE XV 

FREQUENCY OF SHOPPING BY SEX 

Once A 
Month 

24% 

24% 

More Than Four 
Times A Year 

19% 

19% 

Less Than Four 
Times A Year 

7% 

3% 

67 

Never 

5% 

1% 

Part of these differences can be explained by the frequency of 

shopping by .sex. Fifty-three percent of the women consumers patronize a 

regional shopping center more than once a month as compared to 

forty-five percent of the male shoppers (see Table XVI). But the 

difference between these two figures is n,ot great and tlie <l:ifferences 

are at the extremes. Within the middle range, male and female shoppers 

indicate identical patterns. This pattern does not truly support the 

second part of the hypothesis contending that female consumers shop more 

frequently than male shoppers. However, when· women consumers do shop, 

they indicate a tendency to utilize more centers than their male 

counterparts. 

TABLE XVI 

·USE OF CENTERS FOR 0.THER THAN SHOPPING 

Sex No Yes 

- Male 58% 42% 

Female 46% 54% 

Variations in the shopping patterns of income groups indicate 
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that upper income groups shop more frequently than lower income groups. 

As income increases, the frequency of shopping a regional shopping 

center increases (see Table XVII). Since the regional shopping center 

of fera high order g~ods, the upper income groups are better ab le to 

afford more frequent purchases of these goods. 

TABLE XVII 

NUMBER OF CENTERS SHOPPED BY INCOME 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Less than $5,000 12% 28% 34% 17% 4% 5% 

$5,000 - $10,000 10% 29% 31% 12% 8% 10% 

$10,000 - $15,000 8% 38% 23% 20% 8% 3% 

$15,000 - $25,000 9% 28% 28% 22% ~% 9% 

$25,000 + 8% 19% 51% 19% 3% 

However, with regard to comparisons between income groups and the 

number of centers shopped, Table XVIII indicat~s that there are no major 

differences. Twelve percent of the lower income group . of $15,000 or 

less shop at only one center as opposed to eight percent of the highest 

income .group of 25,000 dollars or more, a range of only four percent. No 

real pattern exists which would indicate that as income increases, there 

is an increase in the ntnnber of centers utilized, an expression of 

consumer mobility (see Table XVIII). The only major difference regards 

those shopping at three centers, where the highest income group exhibits 

a percentage figure significantly higher than any of the· other income 

groups, but beyond three centers this group is below the other groups. 
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TABLE XVIII 

FREQUENCY OF SHOPPING BY INCOME 

More Than Less Than 
More Than Once A Four Times Four Times 

Once A Month Month A Year A Year Never 

Less Than $5,000 41% 24% 30% 3% 3% 

$5,000 - $10,000 53% 26%. 17% 2% 2% 

$10,000 - $15,000 45% 27% 14% 11% 3% 

$15,000 - $25,000 56% 23% 10% 6% 4% 

$25,000 51% 29% 24% 3% 3% 

Part of this pattern can be explained by the spatial distribution 

of Portland's regional shopping centers. The C.B.D., Lloyd Center, Old 

Town, John's Landing,· and to some extent, Jantzen Beach as a second 

choice center, are accessible to a large population of consumers east of 

the Willamette River (s.ee Maps 1 and 2). Because the spatial diff-

erences separating these centers is not great, they comprise a set of 

retail opportunities that are accessible to a large concentration of 

consumers. Consequently, many consumers are able to utilize.a number of 

these centers ·due to their spatial accessibility. An examination of 

Table 3 shows that twenty-seven percent of Washington Square shoppers 

patronize the center seventy percent or.more of the time as compared to 

seventeen percent of Lloyd Center shoppers (see Table III). This indi-

cates that these shoppers do not patronize other centers as of ten. Map 

4 shows that many of Washington ~qua re's primary .shoppers must travel 

longer distances in order to shop at Portland's other regional centers. 
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It also should be noted that there is a problem inherent in the 

sample. The low income group is comprised predominantly of the lowest 

age group of respondents, twenty-four or younger (see Table !XX).. This 

indicates that_ma~y of these. respondents are students who are probably 

living at home. While their personal income is low, their family income 

could well be in the upper income group, thus enhancing their mobility. 

This would explain the greater percentages of low ·income consumers 

shopping at a number of centers. A more representative sample of a 

general population, particularly of low income families, could produce a 

shopping pattern more supportive of the hypothesis that upper income 

consumers tend to utilize more centers. 

TABLE IXX 

DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME BY AGE GROUPS 

Less Than $5 ,000- $10,000- $15,000-
$5,000 10,000 15,000 25,000 $25,000+ 

Lo-24 yr. 74% 47% 18% 5% 2% 

25-29 yr. 21% 21% 32% 19% 14% 

30-39 yr. 3% 20% 23% 40% 36% 

l~0-49 yr. 1% 4% 13% 25% 28% 

50-59 yr. 1% 6% 14% 10% 16% 

60 + yr.· 1% 2% - 1% 3% 

When controlling tor sex and cross-tabulating income by frequency 

of shopping, a strong pattern surfaces among the female shoppers. As 

before, there is an increase in the frequency of shopping with an in-

crease in income, but the difference between the upper income group of 
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$15,000 or more, and the other two income groups is significant, seventy 

percent of the higher income consumers shop more than once a month as 

compared to forty-seven and forty-three percent for the other two cate­

gories (see Table XX). The pattern among male income groups indicates 

that the middle group shops more of ten, fifty-one percent shop more than 

once a month, followed by the upper income group at forty-four percent 

and the lower group at thirty-eight percent· (see Table XX). With re­

spect to the upper income group, the difference between the male and 

female shopper is substantial, indicating that within this group of 

consumers, the women shop at a regional shopping center much more ofteri

than thei.r male counterparts. This shows that· the difference of ·shop­

ping frequency at a regional shopping center between male and female 

consumers is accounted for by the significant difference between ·the

male and female consumers of the .high income group. This pattern is 

more supportive of the second hypothesis concerning. the frequency of 

shopping and variations between male and female shoppers. 

Conclus.ion 

Through the utilization of principal components analysis, three 

major decisional components were isolated with regard to the selection 

of regional shopping centers by the respondents. They are the quality 

of service, the physical character, and the consumer comfort associated 

with the regional shopping centers of Portland, Oregon. The first 

hypothesis was supported with the. isolation of the physical character 

and consumer . comfort components as important factors in the decision­

making process of the consumer. 
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TABI .. E XX 

FREQUENCY OF SHOPPING AMONG .FEMALE AND MALE INCOME GROUPS 

More Than More Than Less Than 
Once A Once A Four Times Four Times 

Month Month A Year A Year Never 

Female Consumers 

Less Than $5,000 43% 26% 29% - 2% 

$5,000 - 15,000 47% 30% 15% 7% 2% 

$15,000+ 70% 14% 16% 

I 
I Male Consumers I 
I 
I 
! . 

Less than $5,000 38% 21% 32% 6% 3% 

$5,000 - 15,000 51% 23% 16% 7% 4% 

$15,000+ 44~ 27% 15% 8% 6% 

The decisional components were validated by the attractiveness 

index composed of factor scores, and by the examination of the shopping 

pa tte.rns of consumers regarding the drawing power of each of the cen-

ters, the centers primarily shopped, and the second choice centers. The 

attrac·tion index indicates that of Portland's three primary centers, 

Washington Square and Lloyd Center are more attractive than the C.B.D. 

to a majority of the consumers. The shopping patterns of these c.on-

sumers also supported the re la ti ve attractiveness of these centers. 
~ 

Many of the primary shoppers of the .C. B .. D. are attracted by its 

physical environment, while they find the planned regional shopping 

centers to be unattractive. In addition, the locational convenien~e of 

the C.B.D. to a large concentration.of office workers and ~he advantage 
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the C.B.D. enjoys by being the focus of the ma.ss transit system con­

tribute to its function as a primary shopping area. 

Jantzen Beach, the other planned regional center, is a secondary 

center as only two percent of the respondents primarily shop at this 

center. The center is located away from the major concentration of 

Portland's consumers, but it is located in such a way as to intercept 

consumers from Washington who shop in Oregon. The center is shopped as 

a second choice by a number of Lloyd Center primary shoppers who pre­

dominantly reside in North Portland. 

The specialty centers of John's Landing and oid Town also function· 

as secondary centers. Because of their restricte~ size, they are not 

able to compete effectively with Portland's other regional shopping·· 

centers. Seventy-three and seventy-four percent, respectively, never 

s.hopped at· these c.enters (see Table III). They are not regional shop­

ping centers, but ·they do not fit any other shopping center classif­

ication found in geographical literature. As specialty centers, they 

offer an alternative selection of goods, primarily handcrafted and 

imported shopping goods. The restaurants found in these centers are not 

.of the fast food variety, but they offer a pleasant dining environment 

and they are a main attraction of these centers. After these centers 

become better established, a study should be done examining their image, 

market area, and the types of consumers wh~ visit them. 

The hypothesis that variations exist between male and female 

shoppers, and among income groups with respect to the frequency of shop­

ping and the number of centers utilized was not wholly supported. 

Female consumers do shop .more frequently than the male consumer, but the 

diff~rence is minimal and not conclusive. Regarding differences based 
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on sex and the number of centers shopped a greater variation exists as 

the female shopper utilizes more of the centers than does the male 

shopper. 

A consistent pattern indicates that as income increases, there is 

a corresponding increase in the frequency of shopping at a regional 

shopping center. When sex was controlled, and income and frequency of 

shopping were cross-tabulated, female shoppers exhibited a significant 

difference in the frequency of shopping regional shopping centers 

between the $15 ,000 or more income group and the .other two groups. 

Interestingly, the difference in frequency between the male and female 

shoppers of the upper income group is substantial as seventy-percent of 

the female consumers shop more than once a month as opposed to forty­

four percent of the males (see Table XX). Since the upper income group 

shops more frequently than the lower groups, ·and the variation between 

male and female shoppers in this category is high, that portion of the 

hypothesis pertaining to variations between male and female shoppers is 

supported to some extent. 

When the n.umber of centers \,ltilized was examined with regard to 

income, no real pattern of variation was indicated. Part of this is a 

function of the spatial distribution of the centers. Another explana-

. tion is the problem inherent in using a college population from which to 

draw a sample. Seventy-five percent of the low income group is twenty­

five years of age or younger indicating a portion of students many of 

whom are. probably living at. home. Rather than r.epresenting low income 

families, they are more representative of middle_ and high income 

'famUies. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Th~ three components derived from this study. indicate that the 

quality of service and the physical character and environment of a 

regional shopping center are important in the decision-making process of 

the consumer. The quality of service is the most _important component, 

accounting for the greatest amount of variation, and concerns the 

quality of the sales personnel and the customer's ability to get the 

desired good at good values. The service dimension pertains to the 

center as a whole composed of the individual stores and the sales per­

sons operating each unit. Sales personnel who are friendly, helpful, 

courteous, fast, and knowledgeable about the good which they are selling 

are important elements of this dimension. The_ ability of. the center to· 

provide the desired good at good values are also integral factors in the 

service dimension. Both Washington Square and Lloyd Center have an 

advantage over the C. B. D. with regard to this decisional dimension. 

The second component concerns the physical characteristics of the 

center: its age, design, facility for internal movement, ease of park­

ing, travel· time, and whether it is open, enclosed, or covered. Con­

sumers who are attracted by the planned regional shopping center find 

the new and modern features of these centers with ample amounts of free 

parking to be particularly appealing. The C.B.D. shopper finds the 

art if icia.l environment of the planned center unappealing because they 

are at tr acted by ·the open· and traditional environment of the ·downtown 

shopping area. 
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The final component, accounting for the least amount.of variation, 

concerns the comfort of the consumer when shopping in a regional center. 

A shopping environment which is clean and quiet, where the consumer is 

protected from weather conditions and whose movement is relatively 

unrestricted is an appealing feature of the planned regional shopping 

center. These centers, with their mall design, has an advantage over 

the unplanned C.B.D. where shoppers contend with automobile traffic and 

its associated noise and pollution of the air, and where the consumer is 

at the mercy of existing weather conditions when moving from store to 

store. 

These three decisional components indicate that with regard to 

regional shopping centers, the elements of merchandise price, selection, 

and quality, frequently described as the most important factors when 

selecting an individual store to patronize, are not as important when 

choosing a regional shopping center. The development of the planned 

suburban regional shopping center has placed them on a level equal to 

the C.B.D. in terms of the price, selection, and quality of merchandise 

available. The important components of the decision-making process of 

the consumer are the quality of service, the physical character of the 

center, and the ability of the center to provide a comfortable shopping 

environment for the consumer. 

This explains the advantage now enjoyed by the planned mall center, 

such as Washington Square and Lloyd Center, over the unplanned C.B.D., 

and the corresponding decline of the C. B. D. as a major shopping area .. 

The advantages of Po.rtland's C.B.D. lie in its locational .convenience to 

a large concentration of office workers, its function ~s the focus of 

the mass transit system, and the fact that a number of consumers . are 
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attracted by the traditional shopping environment of· the downtown area. 

Some C.B.D.s in other parts of the United States are losing their single 

locational convenience advantage ·as many offices are now locating in the 

suburbs. The factors of cent.er size and distance are apparently stil 1 

important. The three largest regional centers in tbe Portland ~rea are 

also the three centers where most consumers primarily shop. This su~­

ports the concept that center size and selection are interrelated, and 

important in estimating a center's trade area. 

The factor of distance is important as consumers will shop the 

closest available center which is also attractive to them. Both 

Washington Square and Lloyd Center are comparable centers in terms of 

their attractiveness, with each enjoying large trade areas. The impor­

tance of distance with second choice centers in this study indicates the 

trade-off of distance with center attractiveness. The greater the 

distance differential between two competing centers, the greater the 

influence of distance over the relative attractiveness of a center. But 

as the. distance differential of two centers from the point of origin of 

the consumer decreases, the relative attractiveness differential becomes 

more important, as the consumer will travel the extra distance to the 

more attractive center. 

This phenomenon supports the arguments for the spatial choice model 

espoused by Burnett and others (Bur~ett, 197~, Ewing, 1974.). The 

attractiveness of a center and its ability to draw consumers must be 

viewed with respect to its location relative to other centers. 

When estimating the trade area of a center through the use of a 

gravity model, the spatial choice model, o~ by some other method, the 

relative attractiven~ss of the center must be determined and utilized. 
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As this study shows, with regard to the regional shopping centers of 

Portland, the decisions of a consumer to patronize a particular center 

is a function of the center's perceived quality of service, its physical 

character, and its ability to provide a comfort ab le shopping environ-

ment. Consequently, these components comprise the attractiveness and 

the image of a center. Also important are the size of the center and 

distance from the consumer's point of origin, traditional components of 

the gravity model, and the distance to the closest comparable center, 

the component d.istinguishing the spatial choice model from. the g~avi ty 

model. 

The examination of variations betwe·el;l income groups proves that the 

upper income consumers shop more frequently at· regional shopping 

centers, and that the upper and middle .income consumer are the major 

patrons of these centers. The upper income groups are charact~rized by 

a gre-ater demand for shopping goods with the ability to afford the 

purchase of high order goods, thus explaining the variations between 

income groups. These shopping patterns support past theories ·pertaining 

to the variations in the patterns of income groups. 

Due to problems characteristic of samples utilizing colleges, 

variations between income groups and the number of centers utilized 

·could not be discerned. The low income group is comprised of students 

rather than low income families, so in this respect the sample is not 

representative of a general population. 

Variations between male and female shoppers indicates that the 

female consnrner utilizes more regional shopping centers than the _male 

shoppers. With respect to the frequency of shopping, the greatest 

amount of variation is found among the upper income group, that group· 
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shopping more frequently at these centers, while the differences among 

the lower income groups are minimal. This pattern does support the 

hypothesis that female shoppers would shop more frequently because they 

are generally the purchasers in family situations. 

Few, if any, geographical studies hav~ ever examined variations in 

the shopping patterns of male and female consumers. This study does 

indicate that differences do exist, particularly with regard to upper 

income male and female shoppers. However, because of the problem of 

sampling college classes, the reliability of these conclusions are 

suspect to some degree, particularly with regard to the lower income 

groups, both of. which are composed of male and female respondents. But 

variations between male and female consumers are indicated and further 

research is required before any definite conclusions can be reached and 

the reasons behind these differences, if any, can be isolated. 

Further research is also required with respect to the specialty. 

shopping centers just now beginning to develop in urban areas throughout 

the United States, as to their influence on surrounding land· use, the 

type of consumers shopping at these centers, and the image of these 

centers. Research similar to that conducted here could be implemented to 

discern the attractiveness of community and neighborhood shopping cen-

ters and to see if there are variations between high order and low order 

centers. Finally, the components derived from this study should be 

utilized in gravity and spatial choice models to increase the. level of 

their predictabili.ty and to better explain the existence shopping pat-

terns in the urban environment. 
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APPENDIX A 

DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIO-ECONm1!C CHARACTERISTICS 

OF THE SJ\~-tPLE POPULATION 

Relative Cumulative 
sex Frequency Percent Percent 

Male 154 51.3% 51 .. 3% 

Female 146 48.7% 100.0% 

Age 

10-24 97 32.3% 32.3% 

25-29 65 21. 7%· 54.0% 

30-39 70 23.3% 77.3% 

40-49 36 12.0% 89.3% 

50-59 26 8.7% 98.0% 

60+ 5 2.0% 1:00.0% 

Education 

College Plus 23 7.7% 7.7% 

College Grad. 35 11.7% 19.4% 

Some College 170 56. 7% 76.-1% 

High School 
Graduate 58 9.3% 95.4% 

Less Than 
12 Years 14 4.6% 100.0% 

Marital Status 

Married· 57 52.3%· 52.3% 

Single 43 47.7% 100.0% 
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APPENDIX A (continued) 

Absolute Relative Cumulative . 
Number of Childr~n Frecuency Percent Percent 

No Children 148 49.3% 49.3% 

~-2 92 ;30.7% 80.0% 

3-4 46 15.3% 95.3% 

5-7 12. 4.0% 99.3% 

8.Plus 2 .7% 100.0% 

Income 

0-$.999 21 7.0% 7.0% 

$1,000-$4,999 56 18.7% 25.7% 

$5,000-$9,999 53 17.7% 43.3% 

$10,000-$14,999 64 21.3% 64. 7% 

$15,000-$24,999 69 23.0% 87.7% 

$25,000 Plus 37 12.3% 100.0% 

Occupation 

Professional & 
Technical ·54 18.0% 18.0% 

Managers & 
Administrators 28 9.3% 27.3% 

Sales Workers 21 7 .0%. 34.3% 

Clerical & Kindred 
Workers 40 13.3% 47 ~6%· 

Craftsmen, Foremen & 
Kindred Workers 11 3.7% 51.3% 

Unskilled Labor 13 4.3% 55.6% 

Operatives 6 2.0% -s1.6% 

Servic·e Workers · 26 8.7% 66. 3%· 

Students 65 21.7% 88.0% 

Other 36 12.0% 100.0% 
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APPENDIX B 

INSTRUCTIONS 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to find and describe those features 
of a shopping c~nter, such as Lloyd Center, or of a shopping area, such 
as Downtown Portland, that affect your decision to shop in a particular 
shopping center or area. However, this decision should center around a 
shopping trip to·purchase those goods which you usually shop for in 
shopping centers or areas such as Washington Square, Lloyd Center, 
Downtown Portland, Old Town, Jantzen Beach, and John's L~nding. These 
shopping centers and areas are· referred to as regional shopping centers 
in that they are large in terms of the numbers of shops and the wide 
variety of goods that are offered, the availability of parking, and 
their ability to attract customers from a large area. Therefore, 
throughout the questionnaire the shopping centers and areas listed above 
shall be referred to as the regional shopping centers of the Portland 
area. Card 1 lists these regional shopping centers and it may be 
referred to throughout the questionnaire. Each question should be 
answered in reference to a shopping trip to one of Portland's regional 
shopping centers. 

In the first part of the questionnaire you will be offered a seven point 
scale following each questi~n on which you can express the importance , 
meaning, or description of that thing being asked in the question. On 
the end of each scale there will be a word or phrase which is the 
opposite in meaning of the word or phrase on the other end of the scale. 
For example, 

Good 
Important 
Fast 
Attractive 

Bad 
Unimportant 
Slow, 
Unattractive 

Each point along the scale offers you the opportunity to express the 
importance, meaning, or description of that thing being asked in the 
question, such that you are offered, 

Extremely Quite Slightly 
X· - ___ ; ___ ; ___ , 

Neither 
X or Y . 
---' 

Slightly Quite Extremely 
• • • y ___ , ___ , ~-' 

You would then selectt the appropriate space to mark~ ·For example, if 
you were asked the importance of something in your decision to shop at a 
particular regional shopp~ng·center in the Portland area and. it is.quite 
important fn your decision, then you would· mark 

Important . 
---' x ; . _____ , I • ____ , . 

---' 
. ___ , . 

---' Unimportant 

r-;-· .. -·· 
t~.:. 

' ,. .. ,,..-;_ I 
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Or ·if it is extremely umimportant to you when you make your decision, 
then you would mark 

Important . _, . _, . _, . _, . __ , _; x : -· Unimportant 

But if it were neither important or unimportant, that is you did not 
even consider it when making your decision as to where to shop, you 
would then mark 

Important . ____ , . ___ , . ___ , JL_; . 
~-' 

___ ; . ___ , Unimportant 

'.l'he same holds true when you are asked to d~scribe. the characteristics 
of something that is ·important to your decision as to where to shop. For 
example, you are asked to describe the characteristics of service that 
.is important in your decision to shop at a particular regional shopping. 
center and one of the characteristics listed is Fast Slow. If slightly 
fast is descriptive of the importance of that characteristic of service 
in your decision, you would then mark 

Fast __ , . ___ , x ; . __ , . ___ , ~--; ~-; Slow 

Or if you liked service that was slightly slow while you are shopping in 
one of Portland's regional shopping centers, ·you would mark 

Fast . ___ , _. ___ ; . ___ , ___ ; _x_; ___ ; __ ; Slow 

Or if this particular characteristic of service is not important or it 
plays no part in your decision, you would mark 

Fast __ ; . . ___ , ___ , x • _, ___ ; ___ ; ___ ; Slow 

Please answer each of the questions as instructed in the questionnaire. 

Your participation is very important to the success of the study and it 
is greatly appreciated. 

rr.;-- .. ".>--

:.- - ( ..;.\· 
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1) How important are the prices of goods in your decision to shop ~t 
one of Portland's regional shopping centers? Mark the. appropriate 

·space. 

2) 

3) 

4) 

Important . ___ , __ , . __ , . 
---' 

___ ; ___ ; . 
---' Unimportant 

What characteristics of price are important to you in your decision 
to shop at one of Portland's regional shopping centers? 

Good Values for Poor Values 
the Money __ ; . . __ ; . . . for the money --' --' 

__ , --, --, 

Not 
Competitive . ; . . . _; . Competitive --, -- __ , --, --, --, 

Many Sales . . . . . ; ; Few Sales --, _, __ ., --, __ , -·- --
Describe the selection of goods important to you in choosing a 
regional shopping center at which to shop. 

Narrow Broad 
Selection ; . . . . . Selection -- --' --' --, __ , --' --, 

Can get Can not get 
the Cood . . . . . • . the Good --' 

__ , __ , __ , __ , __ , 
--, 

How important is $ervice in your decision to shop at ~ne of 
Portland's regional shopping centers? 

Important __ ; . . . . __ ; Unimportant __ , __ , __ , __ , --' 
5) Describe those characteristics of service that are important to you 

in your decision to shop at one of Portland's regional shopping 
centers. Mark the appropriate space. 

Fast __ ; __ ; ___ ; . ___ , ___ ; ___ ; ___ ; Slow 

Rude Polite 
Employees __ ; . . . ; Employees --, __ , __ , --' --' --
Helpful . . . . . . . Unhelpful --, --, --, --, --, --' --, 

Warm . . . . . . . Cold --' 
__ , --' _, --' --' --, 

Knowledge ab le Not 
About the Know led geab le 

Good . . . . . . ; about the Good --' --' --' --, --, __ , 
--

r:_-r-_.-<"' - ~ 
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APPENDIX B (continued) 

6) How important is the ability to move with ease in one of Portland's 
regional shopping centers, in your decision to shop at one of them? 

Important _; . . . . . . _____ , _____ , _____ , _____ , ____ , ____ , Unimportant 

7) To you~. what conditions best describe the east of movement within 
one of the regional shopping centers of Portland? 

Few Many 
Shoppers __ ; __ ; __ ; ___ ; __ ; _; __ ; Shopppers 

Wide 
Pavements 

Have to 
Cross 

Streets 

. 
----' 

. 
---' 

Easy to Move 
From Shop 
to Shop _._; 

. 
---' 

. 
---' 

·• 
----' 

. ___ , 

. 
----' 

. 
---' 

___ , 

___ ; 

. ____ , 

. 
----' 

. ___ , 

. ___ , 

. 
---' 

. __ , 

____ ; 

----' 

. __ , 

___ ; 

Narrow 
·Pavements 

Do not have 
to 

Cross Streets 

Difficult to 
Move From Shop 

to Shop 

8) Of those physical conditions described below, mark the space which 
most Glosely reflects how you feel about them in relation to a 
regional shopping center in which to shop. 

Clean 

Noisy 

. ___ , 

. 
---' 

Comfort ab le __ ; 

Dry 

Well Kept 
Shops 

. 
--~·' 

---' 

. 
----~·' 

. ___ , 

. ___ , 
___ ; 

___ ; 

. 
----' 

. 
---' 

. _____ , 

. , 

___ ; 

. 
---' 

. 
--~' 

. ____ , 

---' 

. ___ , 

.. ___ , 

. 
---' 

___ ; 
. 

-----' 
. . __ , ___ , 
. --'· ___ , 

. . ____ , __ , 

. ___ , 

. 
---' 
___ , 
____ ; 

__ ; 

Dirty 

Quiet 

Uncomfortable 

Wet 

Badly Kep·t 
Shops 

9) Which of the following shopping hours appeals to you in your 
decision to shop at one of Portland's regional shopping center? 

9am 6pm everyday ~-; 

9am 9pm everyday ~-; 

9am 9pm two days a 
week and .9am 6 pm 
the rest· of the week __ ; 

~!, ._ •• 

\",.~ -. >·~ 
... : .. ,,. 

'• . ,/' 
r.;.o 
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9am - lOp~ everyday __ , 
9arn - ~Opn t~o cays 
a week ane 9a~ - : ?= 
the r~st of the week 
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10) How impqrtant are the shopping hou~s of a regional shopping center 
in your decision to shop at one of tnen? 

~mportant . ___ , . ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ , •· ___ , Unimportant 

11) Describe those physical characteristics of a regional shopping 
center which appeal to you in your decision to shop at one of 
Portland ''s regional shopping centers. Hark the space· which best 
describes those. physical characteristics listed below which appeal 
to you. 

Old . . . ; . ; . New --, --, --' -- --, --, 

Covered . ; ; ; ; . Uncovered --, -- -- -- --,. -- --, 

Modern . ; . . ; . . Traditional --, -- --' --, -- --, --, 

Enclosed . ; ; ; ; ; . Open --, -- -- -- -- -- --' 
Attractive ; ; ; ; ; . ; Unattractive -- -- -- -- -- --' --

12') Row important are the physical characteristics of a regional shop-
ping center in your decision to she? at one in Portland? 

Importa~t . . ; . ; ; . Unimportant --' --' -- --' -- -- --' 
13) Which of the following characteristics best describes· that regional 

shopping center in which you do a ~ajority of your shopping? 

Many Few 
Shoppers . . . ; ; ; . Shoppers --, --' --' -- -- -- --' 

Open . . ; ; . . . Enclosed --' --, -- -- --' --, --' 
Mass Transit Mass Transit 

Readily Not Readily 
Available . __ ,. __ . ; . .. . ; . Available --' 

__ ., 
' -- --, 

Fast Slow 
Service . . ; ; . . .. Service , 

' 
__ ,_ 

' 
, -- -- ------ -- -- --

Traditional Modern 
Design . . ; ; . Design --, --' 

_, -- --' . -- --, 

!'- ..... ~ ........... 
~ 
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Short Travel Long Travel 
Time to Time· to 

the Center . ; . . . the Center --' ~~' 
__ ., -- --' ---' 

__ , 
Polite Rude 

Employees ; ; ; ; . . Employees -- -- --
__ , __ , --' 

Competitive Uncompetitive 
Prices . . . ; ; . . Prices ___ , 

--, --' -- -- --, ·--' 
Easy Difficult 

Parking ; . ; . ; . Parking -- --' 
__ , 

-- --, -- --' 
Poor Values Good Values 
for the for the 
Money ; . . . . . . Money -- --, --, __ , --' --, --' 
Broad Narrow 

Selection Selection 
of Goods . ; ; ; . . of Goods --' 

__ , -- -- -- --' --, 

Old . ; ; ; ; . . New --, -- -- -- -- --, __ ,. 
14) What is the importance. of the amount of time that it takes you to 

travel to one of Portland '.s regional shopping centers? 

Important . 
---' 

. 
----' ----' 

. 
-.--' 

. 
---' 

. ___ , ___ , Unimportant 

15) How much time does it take you to travel to that regional. shopping 
center you most frequently visit? :!ark the appropriate space. 

0-4 min. 5-9 min. 10-14 min. 15-24 min. 25-.34. min. 35-44 min. 45+ min •. 

. ___ , ___ ; . ___ , . __ , ___ , ___ , . 
---' 

16) How frequently do you shop .at one. of Portland's regional shopping 
centers? · 

More than 
Once a Month 

. ___ , 

Once 
a Month but note 

Once a Month than 4 times a yr. 

____ ; . __ ., 

Less than 4 
times a year Never 

___ ; . 
---·-' 

(If you marked Never to question 16, then skip to question 24 and 
proceed from there.)· 

· 17) From what point ·do you usually begin your· shopping trip to one· of. 
Portland's regional shopping centers? 

Home __ ; Work __ ; Other (Please specify) 
~-~--~-~~~ 

-:,:; 
~· 
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18) What form of transportation do you usually use to shop at one of 
Portland's regional shopping centers? 

Car __ ; Bus _; Walk _; Bicycle __ ; Other (specify) ___ _ 

19) How important is the ease of parking in your decision to shop at 
one of the regional shopping centers of Portland? 

Important • • • • • • • Unimportant __ , __ , --1 ' __ , __ , __ , __ , 

20) Do you ever travel to one of Portland's regional shopping centers 
for any other reason other than to shop? 

No~~; Yes __ ; If you answered yes, please specify the 
other reasons or reason and the center you 
visited. Refer to Card 1. 

21) What percent of your shopping trips to Portland's regional shop­
ping centers are associated with each of the centers listed on Card 
1 and below. For example, if you shop at Lloyd Center 50% of the 
time, at Jantzen Beach 30% of the time, and at John's Landing 20% 
of the time, you would attach the appropriate percentage figure to 
the centers listed below. (IMPORTANT, the percentage figures 
should add up to 100%}. 

Washington Square ___ % 

Lloyd Center % 

Downtown Portland % 

Old Town % 

Jantzen Beach % 

·John's Landing % 

22) When you shop at one of Portland's regional shopping c~nter, during 
what part of the week do you usually shop? 

Weekends __ ; Weekdays __ ; 

~~~}u 

'<I 
•• JI,. ··. ,.,. . 
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23) Durirtg what part of the day do you usually shop at one of the 
regional shopping centers of Portland? 

Morning __ ; Afternoon __ ; Evenings . ___ , 

98 

24) How long have you lived at your present address? (Years and/or 
months). (If you have lived at your present address for 
more than one year, then skip question 25 and proceed with question 
26). 

25) If you have lived at your present address for less than one year, 
then was your prior address in the Portland area? 

Yes~-; No __ ; (If you answered NO, where were you 
living before? The city, county, 
state, or country). 

26) What is your present address? . 
(This is strictly confidential) 

27) · What is your zip code? 

28) What is your age? __ 

29) What is your sex? Male __ ; Female . --, 

30) How many years of school have you compl.eted? 

31) What is your occupaton? 

32) What is your marital status? 

33) Do you have any children? 

No~-; Yes~-; 

Married __ , Single __ ; 

(If you answered YES, then how many 
children do you have? 

~~· 
r • ' .,. ~ .#~... 'I' 
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34) Approximately what is your yearly income? (If you are married, 
then what is the combined income of you and your spouse?) Mark 
the appropriate spac-e. 

$0-999 --
$1,000-4,999 ' 
$5,000-9,999 --; 
$10,000-14,99_9 _ ; 
$15 ,000-24 '999 -; 
$25,000+ __ ; --

\ .. _ __,-- . 
P,.. """" ....., \. - ........ 
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