
 
 

Give to AgEcon Search 

 
 

 

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library 
 

 
 

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the 
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search. 

 
 
 

Help ensure our sustainability. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AgEcon Search 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu 

aesearch@umn.edu 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only. 
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright 
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C. 

https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu


CONSUMER USES AND EVALUATION OF 

TEXAS FRESH EARLY ORANGES 


Cfutn COnYLOUy 
Robvr..t 'DegneJt 
John Nic.h.ORA 

Te.xJU Ag~ Maltke.t Rue.aJtc.h a.nd 'Development CenteJt 
CoUege S.t:at.ion a.nd WUla.c.o, TeX46 

in cooperation with the 
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology 

Texas A&M University Agricultural Research and Extemion Center at Weslaco 

TEXAS AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION* TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY 
Jarvis E. Miller. Director, College Station. Texas 

S-1757-24 



THE TEXAS AGRICULTURAL MARKET RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

An Education and Research Service 
of the 

Texas Agricultural Experiment StaTion 
and the 

Texas Agricultural Extension Service 

The purpose of the Center is to be of service to agricul­
tural producers, groups and organizations, as well as processing 
and marketing firms in the solution of present and emerging 
market problems. Emphasis is given to research and educational 
activities designed to improve and expand the markets for food 
and fiber products related to Texas agriculture. 

The Center is staffed by a basic group of professional 
agricultural and marketing economists from both the Experiment 
Station and Extension Service. In addition, support is pro­
vided by food technologists, statisticians and spec lized 
consultants as determined by the requirements of individual 
projects. 

RobeJr..t E. Bllan6 OI'L 

CooJuU.na.i;OIt 

THE AUTHORS 

Chan Connolly, Professor of Agricultural Economics. is a staff member of the Texas Agricultural 
Experiment Station, Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas. Dr. COll11011y is assigned to the 
TAES Research Center at Weslaco. Texas, situated in (he mo Grande Valley of Texas. His research 
activities are oriented primarily to the marketing of fruits and vegetables produced in South Texas. 

Robert Degner is a Research Associate in the Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural 
Sociology. Texas Agricultural Experiment Station, Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas. 

John Nichols is Associate Professor in the Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural 
Sociology, Texas Agricultural Experiment Station. Texas A&M University. College Station, Texas. 

ii 



HIGHLIGHTS 

In the fall of 1972, in-store demonstrations for Texas 
fresh early oranges were conducted on November 9 to 11 in 
twenty retail stores in Oklahoma City and Tulsa. Professional 
interviewers were stationed near the produce departments on 
Thursday and Friday afternoons, November 9 and 10, 1972 to 
obtain the names and telephone numbers of Texas fresh early 
orange purchasers. 

Approximately one week later, telephone interviews with 
417 purchasers of Texas fresh early oranges were conducted by 
trained interviewers to determine usage patterns and opinions. 

Following are the highlights of the findings: 

1. 	 Only 7.5 percent of households use freshly squeezed 
orange juice. Another 7.5 percent use single strength, 
9 per,ent use chilled orange juice and 73 percent use 
FCOJI . 

2. 	 About 90 percent of households use the Texas fresh 
early. orange for eating out of hand. 

3. 	 Small households with older members use orange juice 
more frequently than younger or larger households. 

4. 	 Most households purchase bulk oranges and many purchase 
in bags. 

5. 	 The 5 pound bag has overwhelming preference for size. 

S. 	 One household out of five expressed dissatisfaction 
with the quality of Texas fresh early oranges because 
of tough membrane, too many seeds, bad flavor and dryness. 

7. 	 Most households typically purchase Florida or California 
fresh oranges while one-third are not aware of product 
identity with respect in production area. 

8. 	 Household consumption rate for a 5 pound bag of Texas 
fresh early oranges has considerable variation with 42 
percent of households consuming all oranges one week 
after purchase and 10 percent consuming only one pound. 

Jj FJtOzen c.onc.ewtluLte oJtange jr.U..c.e 
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FOREWORD 

This is an industry report written in non-technical 
terms in respect to consumer uses and evaluation of Texas 
fresh oranges. This report is addressed to growers, handlers, 
and managers of the many Texas citrus marketing firms. 

This research was conducted in Oklahoma City and Tulsa, 
Oklahoma during the fall of 1972 in conjunction with a Market 
Research project relative to the effectiveness of in-store 
demonstrations for Texas early oranges. 
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CONSUMER USES AND EVALUATION OF TEXAS FRESH EARLY ORANGES 


Chan Connolly, Robert Degner and John Nichols1/ 


SUMMARY ANV CONCLUSIONS 

A survey of 417 purchasers of Texas fresh early oranges 
was conducted by telephone in Oklahoma City and Tulsa, Oklahoma. 
This was conducted in conjunction with a study of the effectiveness 
of in-store demonstrations in promoting Texas early oranges at the 
retail level in November of 1972. 

Two-thirds of the households in Oklahoma City and Tulsa 2 

Oklahoma purchasing Texas fresh early oranges during the week 
of'in-store demonstrations of November 6, 1972 refrigerated 
the oranges. 

Nine percent of the households reported having some 
spoilage of Texas fresh early oranges prior to consumption. 

Considerable variation exists in household consumption 
rates of Texas fresh early oranges. Less than one-half of 
the households consumed all of the 5 pound bag of oranges within 
one week after purchase while a few households consumed only one 
pound. 

Households purchasing Texas fresh early oranges general1:' 
consume the oranges by eating out of hand. A few households 
juiced the oranges and an occasional household utilized t}1e 
oranges in fruit salads. 

Small household size at the greater age level utilized 
the most Texas fresh early oranges for juice. 

The larger households at the lower age level utilized the 
most Texas fresh early oranges for eating out of hand. 

Some households were dissatisfied with Texas fresh early 
oranges; however, most households reported no dissatisfaction. 
The primary reasons for dissatisfaction are tough membrane, too 
many seeds, bad flavor and dryness. 

Most households purchase oranges prior to Thanksgiving. 

More than half of the households purchasing Texas fresh 
early oranges during the in-store demonstration week of November 6, 
1972 typically purchase Florida or California oranges. One-third 

1/ PM6U.6olt On AgJU.cu.U'ulta..t ECOYWIMcA, Texa.6 Ag.tvU!ul;tu!r.ai. ExpeJWnen:t Sta..tum 
a,t'Wula.co; RueaJtc.h A.6.60cA.a:te a.nd A.6.6ocA.a:te PM6U.6olt, AgJU.~ Economi.c.6, 
Texa.6 ASM Uni.ve./L6Uy, CoUege S:ta.;t.i..on, Texcu, ltUPeeti..vei.y. 

http:a,t'Wula.co
http:Ag.tvU!ul;tu!r.ai
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of the households did not know what kind of oranges they normally 
purchased because of the lack of product identity. 

More than half of the households purchasing Texas fresh early 
oranges during the in-store demonstration week, had purchased 
Texas oranges before while many had not. 

Most households normally purchase fresh oranges 1n the bulk 
while many households purchase oranges in bags. 

Most of the large size households typically consume a S pound 
bag of oranges within one week after purchase while most small 
households consume a S pound bag in two weeks. 

Households have an overwhelming preference for. a 5 pound 
bag size for oranges. 

Most households use orange JU1ce at least once per month 
and the FCOJ form of orange juice is used by most households. 
A few households use chilled juice, freshly squeezed and single 
strength orange juice with an occasional household using a 
substitute juice product. 

~. Household heads under 35 years of age use mostly FCOJ with 
less than 1 percent using freshly squeezed; whereas 16 percent 
of households SS years of age and over use freshly squeezed. 

Middle size households use the most FCOJ and small size 
households use more freshly squeezed and chilled orange juice. 
Substitute orange juice has the greatest consumption rate among 
large size households. 

High income households tend to use more FCOJ and low income 
households tend to use freshly squeezed and single strength orange 
juice. 

The Texas citrus industry historically has considered the 
Texas fresh early orange primarily as a fresh juice orange. It 
is apparent from this research that only a few households pur­
chasing Texas fresh early oranges are using the oranges for 
juicing. Most households consume Texas fresh early oranges out 
of hand. As the Texas fresh early orange is not as suitable 
for eating out of hand as compared to California-Arizona oranges, 
it becomes apparent that some households will be dissatisfied 
with Texas fresh early oranges. ' 

Households using the Texas fresh early oranges the most 
for juicing are small in size with the household head being 55 
years of age or over. 
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During the week of November 6, 1972 in-store demonstrations 
in Oklahoma City and Tulsa persuaded many new households to pur­
chase Texas fresh early oranges. As the sales response for Texas 
fresh early oranges decayed to the pre-in-store demonstration 
level after one week following the in-store demonstrations, it is 
evident from this buying behavior that the new households pur­
chasing Texas fresh early oranges for the first time did not make 
repeat purchases. 

The target market segment for the promotion of Texas fresh 
early oranges for home juicing is extremely limited. Small 
household size with age levels approaching or exceeding the 
retirement age use the most fresh oranges for home juicing; 
however, these households will be making market exit at a 
relatively rapid rate in the future. The younger and larger 
households use mostly FCOJ because of convenience, economy, 
year-round product availability, and product consistency. 

It is recognized that the Texas fresh early orange is not 
as suitable as the California-Arizona orange for eating out of 
hand; however, the Texas fresh early orange is very similar to 
the Florida early orange. The markets in which Texas has a 
transportation cost advantage over Florida offers a major 
opportunity for market expansion. 

Since most households consume FCOJ, the Texas citrus industry 
has an opportunity of utilizing more Texas early oranges for pro­
cessing to satisfy this market segment. It is recognized that 
the current FOB market structure for Texas citrus raw stock used 
for processing results in a discounted price to the grower as 
compared to raw stock utilized for fresh. The discounted price 
for Texas citrus processing raw stock is associated with one 
dominant firm acting as price leader. A competitive Texas FOB 
market structure for processing raw stock will generate about 
the same economic returns per ton to grove owners as for citrus 
raw stock utilized for fresh. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Si:tua.:ti.on: 

The Texas citrus industry consists of more than 82,300 
acres, one-third of which consists of early and mid-season 
oranges. 

In terms of U. S. market share, Texas produced more than 
4 percent of the U. S. total supply of early and mid-season 
oranges during the 1972-73 season. (4) Florida, California 
and Arizona U. S. market shares were 81, 14 and 1 percent 
respectively. 

During the 1972-73 marketing season, Texas' total supply 
of early and mid-season oranges was 225,000 tons of which 31 
percent (69,750 tons) was marketed in the fresh form. Florida's 
total supply was 4,050,000 tons of which 8 percent (324,000 tons) 
~'las marketed in the fresh form. Texas' and Florida I s fresh~ early 
oranges typically are marketed during the same time period and 
compete in retail food markets. Texas fresh early and mid-season 
supply represents 18 percent of the combined Texas and Florida 
fresh early and mid-season orange supply. 

Texas' marketing season for the fresh early and mid-season 
oranges normally starts September 25 and extends through January. 
During this period a relatively small supply of California and 
Arizona's Valencia oranges are marketed in competition with Texas 
and Florida's fresh early and mid-season oranges. California's 
navel oranges typically enter the market about November 5 and 
continue through June 20. In addition, a supply of fresh early 
and mid-season oranges is imported from Mexico which also competes­
with Texas early and mid-season oranges in the fresh markets. 
During the marketing season for Texas fresh early and mid-season 
oranges, considerable competition exists from other orange supply 
areas. 

PIWbtem: 

Under Federal Marketing Order No. 906, the Texas Valley 
Citrus Committee (TVCC) is authorized to collect 4~ cents per 
7/10 bushel carton of Texas fresh early oranges shipped by 
handlers qualifying under the Order. Approximately 4 cents of the 
assessment is allocated to advertising, promotion and merchandising. 
During the 1972-73 season, assessments from Texas fresh early 
oranges totaled $157,815, of which about $140,000 was allocated 
to advertising, promotion, and merchandising. 
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Each season the Texas ci tr'us industry is faced with decision 
making in respect to the most efficient allocation of resources 
for expanding demand for Texas fresh early oranges. This study 
is designed to gain knowledge on uses and evaluations by house­
hold heads with respect to Texas fresh early oranges. Findings 
from this research may be used by the Texas citrus industry 
decision makers to more accurately define their targets in future 
demand expanding activities. 

Obj e.cUve.: 

The objective of this investigation is as follows: 

Determine consumer uses and evaluations regarding 
Texas fresh early oranges. 

RESEARCH PROCEVURE 

In the fall of 1972, Texas Agricultural Market Research and 
Development Center was requested by TVCC to measure the cost­
benefit of in-store demonstrations with respect to Texas fresh 
early oranges. This research was conducted in forty retail food 
stores situated in Oklahoma City and Tulsa, Oklahoma from October 
16 through December 9, 1972. Professional interviewers were 
stationed near the produce departments in the 20 demonstration 
stores on Thursday and FrJday afternoons, November 9 and 10, 1972, 
to obtain the names and telephone numbers of Texas fresh early 
orange purchasers. 

All Texas fresh early oranges in this test were prepacked 
in 5 pound consumer bags at the wholesale level by the retail 
food firm. The name and home address of the food firm was 
printed on each 5 pound bag. No identification existed as to 
the identity of oranges with respect to production area. Some 
price cards in the retail food store did have "Texas Oranges" 
or "Texas new crop juice oranges" 5 pounds for 69 cents situated 
on the display. 

Approximately one week later telephone interviews with 417 
purchasers of Texas fresh early oranges were conducted by trained 
interviewers to determine their usage patterns and opinions with 
respect to Texas fresh early oranges. A copy of the questionnaire 
is found in Appendix I. 

Sampte: A total of 201 questionnaires were completed for O;clahoma 
Clty and 216 for Tulsa, Oklahoma making a total of 417 for both 
test cities. The question.relating to the form of orange juice 
used most often and the second form used most often by households 
had completed answers on 375 and 326 questionnaires respectively. 
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This difference is due primarily to about 10 percent of the house­
holds not using orange juice in any form. Information on hous~~ 
hold income level was completed on 360 questionnaires. All other 
questions were completed on more than 400 of the questionnaires. 

Chi-square non-parametric tests were utilized in the analysiE 
of the data to evaluate the differences in the distribution of 
responses by markets and demographic characteristics. 



7 

TERMINOLOGY 


Te.X£t.6 eJl/I..t!I a.nd mid-.6e.ct6on 0Jt..ange.: A Texas early and mid-season 
orange is not a homogeneous product with respect to variety. The 
Texas early and mid-season orange classification typically includes, 
the following seven (7) varieties, five (5) of which are seedless. l 

1. Marrs 	 Seedless 

2. Hamlin 	 Seedless 

3. Pineapple 	 Seeds 

4. Joppa 	 Seedless 

5. Jappa 	 Seedless 

6. Navel 	 Seedless 

7. Parson Brown Seeds 

Te.X£t.6 QlLeAh e.aJLly and mi.d-.6ea40Yl. O/Ulnae.: Texas fresh early and 
mid-season oranges represent the portion of the total supply 
consumed in the fresh form. 

Te.~ ~ o~e.: Texas early orange and Texas early and 
mid-season oranges are synonymous terms. 

gua.n.titI] cUmVU..iOM: 

Occasional 1 to 5% 

Few 5 to 10% 

Some 10 to 25% 

Many 25 to 45% 

Most or Mostly 55 to 90% 

Generally More than 90% 

juice.FCO]: Frozen concentrated orange 

Le.vel 06 S.ien..i6ic.a.nc.e.: A statistical term used by scientists to 
measure the probability of a well-founded conjecture (hypothesis) 
of being false. For example, at the 5 percent level of signifi ­
cance, the well-founded conjecture has a 95 percent probability 
of being true and a 5 percent probability of being false. 

11 	 A .6e.~.6 oJUu1.ge. iA de.6..ine.d by hoJr.Uculh.vli.J:dA M hc.v..ing leh.6 than 8-10 
..6e.e.d6 pe.IL oJta.n.ge. on ,the. a.velL4ge.. 

http:oJta.n.ge
http:oJUu1.ge
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ANALYSES ANV DISCUSSION 

~~e~: Analyses of data by questions are as follows: 

QUESTION NO.1. 1U,d you Jr..e6ttJ..geJr.1Lte :the Tex.M 6Auh eaJLi.y OIUtJ1gu 
YOU Aec.en.tlY ~ed? 

All 417 questionnaires had completed answers as follows: 

Vo you JtefiMtJ eJw.,te YOfk't olUtng e6 ? 

62% YeA 
38% No 

There was no difference between the sample of Oklahoma City 
households and the Tulsa households with respect to the percent­
age of Texas fresh early oranges refrigerated in the households 
after purchase at the 5 percent level of significance. Households 
that refrigerated Texas fresh early oranges had significantly less 
spoilage at the 5 percent level. 

,Q!!ESTION NO.2. Ha.ve you had any ~po-Leage 06 yOuJt Aec.ent pUlLC.~e 06 
TextL6 -puu,h Wily bagged oJtange6? 

A total of 417 households answered this question. As no 
statistical difference exists between the two household samples 
for the test cities at the 5 percent level, data from both cities 
were aggregated for the analysis that follows: 

Ha.ve you had a.ny 4po-Leage? 

No 90% 
YeA 9% 

Von':t know 1% 

As about two-thirds of the households kept Texas fresh 
early oranges under refrigeration, the few households experiencing 
spoilage were associated with households not refrigerating Texas 
fresh early oranges. 

QUESTION NO.3. How muc.h on :the 5 lb. bag 06 Texa..6 6Jtuh e.a.Jtly 
oltange6 lifive you U4ed? 

This question was a.sked about one week after the household 
purchased a 5 lb. bag of Texas fresh early oranges at the local 
food store. The purpose of this question was to gain knowledge 
with respect to the household consumption rate after the purchase. 
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Pou.nd6 Co~umed AppJtox.-ima.tely One Week A6:teJt PulLc~e 

PouncU Co~u.med PeJtce.nt 06 HOMehoR..d.6 

1 70 
2 21 
3 7 
4 20 
5 42 

Considerable variation exists in the rate of household 

consumption. The complete 5 pound bag was consumed one week 

after purchase by 42 percent of households while 10 percent 

had consumed only one pound one week after purchase'. 


QUESTION NO. 4 and 5. How cUd you. u..6e Oft how do you. expect :to 
uoe YOulL TeXtU 6JLe6h eIiJily oJta.nge.o 4ecentty pu1Lc~ed? 

Statistical constraints precluded the analysis of data by 
dividing households into a dichotomy according to those that 
had used Texas fresh early oranges against those that had not. 
Consequently, data cOllected from questions 4 and 5 were combined. 

A total of 415 have completed answers for both test cities 
with no difference existing between cities at the 5 percent level 
of significance. The purpose of this question is to gain knowledge 
on household utilization of Texas fresh early oranges. 

The utilization of Texas fresh early oranges is examined by 
household size and by age of household head. With no statistical 
difference existing between the two samples of households for the 
test cities at the 5 percent level of significance, all data are 
aggregated for these analyses. Utilization of Texas fresh early 
oranges in relation to household size is as follows: 

---RouoehOld Size, p~o~---
Way U.6ed 1 - Z 3 - 5 6 + AU.. HOlL6ehold.6 

---Pe/tcent 06 HOlL6eholdh--­

Out 06 Hand 82.3 92.5 95.5 89.6 
Ju-i.ce 14.6 5.4 2.2 8.0 
Sa.ia.d6 3.1 2.7 2.3 2.4 

To:t.a.f.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
~ 

http:Sa.ia.d6
http:PeJtce.nt
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As the Texas fresh early orange has been historically con­
sidered a juice orange by the Texas citrus industry, the utili ­
zation of 90 percent by eating out of hand and only 8 percent for 
juicing is most revealing. Texas fresh early or'anges may be eaten 
out of hand but are best adapted for juicing. This provides a 
partial explanation for the rapid decay sales response for Texas 
fresh early oranges after the first week following the in-store 
demonstration week in Oklahoma City and Tulsa during the week 
of November 6, 1972. (1) 

The analysis with respect to utilization of Texas fresh 
early oranges in relation to age of household head is as follows: 

U.6age. 06 Te.XJL6 FJte..6h Ealtly OMltgeA by Age. GIWUP.6, Bo-th Ci..:tieA 

Age. GILOUp6JJ 
- - - - - - -Yeanh- ­

Way U.6e.d UndeIL 35 35-54 55 + 

- - -PelLC.e.ni 06 ReAponde.nt.6- - ­
out: 06 HMd 94.g 90.4 81.5 89.6 
Ju.ic.e. 4.3 6.7 15.2 8.0 
Sai.a.d6 0.9 2.9 3.3 .4 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


JJ Age. glLoup.6 1Le.6le.d the. age. on -the. head 06 hOuAe.hold 

The above analyses clearly reveal that the utilization of 
Texas fresh early oranges is associated with age of household 
head. Households in the higher classification utilize less 
oranges out of hand and consume more in fresh juice and salads. 

gUESTION NO.6. WelLe. you .6a.WfiJ...e.d with -the. quaLUy 06 Te.Xfl6 6lLeAh 
etVLty OlLa.ng e6? 

This question was framed to gain knowledge with respect to 
household evaluations of Texas fresh early orange quality. Precise 
differences exist among the two test cities regarding the dissat­
isfied product characteristics associated with Texas fresh early 
oranges. The magnitude of s fied and dissatisfied households 
for both cities are as follows~ 

YeA 80% 

No 20% 


http:Sai.a.d6
http:PelLC.e.ni
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A further analysis was made in respect to the households 
that were not satisfied with Texas fresh early oranges. The 
major product characteristics associated with dissatisfaction 
for both cities are as follows: 

OkR.a.homa Ci..ty Tui.ha. 

- - - - -P~cent-

Tough Mem~ne, Etc. 16.0 11.0 
Ba.d 6RA.volt 4.5 6.3 
Too many .6 eed6 19.4 5.3 
VILY 7.0 3.4 
No.t .too .6W~et 6.0 1.0 
Oth~ 47.1 73.0 

A larger percentage of Oklahoma City households (27 per­
cent) were dissatisfied with Texas fresh early oranges than 
Tulsa households (13 percent) and for different reasons. The 
fact that the Texas fresh early orange is not a homogeneous 
product; consisting primarily of seven varieties, two of which 
are not seedless, provides some insight to the possible differ~ 
ences that exist among the two test cities regarding product 
characteristics associated with dissatisfaction. For example, 
19.4 percent of the sample of households in Oklahoma City 
expressed dissatisfaction with too many seeds. It is surmised 
that this dissatisfaction is related to more Pineapple and Parson 
Brown varieties being shipped into the Oklahoma City market com­
pared to Tulsa. Also a larger percentage of the Oklahoma City 
households (16 percent) stated that tough membrane was an 
objectionable attribute of Texas fresh early oranges compared 
to Tulsa households (11 percent). 

QUESTION NO.7. Vo you u1>u.ally pWLcwe oMnge.6 plUolL to Than/ugi..v..i.ng? 

All 417 questionnaires had answers to this question. As the 
demand for Texas fresh early oranges historically has expanded 
prior to the Thanksgiving and Christmas holiday seasons, this 
question was designed to gain knowledge on the magnitude of house­
holds purchasing oranges prior to Thanksgiving. There is no 
difference between Oklahoma City and Tulsa households in this 
buying behavior at the 5 percent level of significance. The 
percentage of households that typically purchase oranges prlor to 
Thanksgiving is as follows: 

LUu.a.Uy puJt.c..h.a.1l e benolLe Thanlug.£v..i.ng 82% 

LUuatiy do no.t puJt.c~e be60ILe Tha.nlug.£v~ 18% 


Most households usually purchase oranges before Thanksgiving. 

http:LUu.a.Uy
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.QgESTION NO.8. WIuLt lUnd 06 OlUtngeA do you. U6u.aUy buy? 

All 417 questionnaires had answers to this question which 
was designed to gain knowledge with respect to the kind of oranges, 
in reference to origin, that the sample of households normally 
purchase. No statistical difference exists between the test 
cities in this behavior pattern at the 5 percent level of 
significance. The kind of oranges usually purchased by the 
households are as follows: 

KincU 06 oJt.a.nge6 U6u.a:U.y PWtcJuued 

01LiB.in HOU6ehotd6 

Fto~ o~ 	Cati6o~ 56% 
Vo not know 	 34% 
Texa4 	 10% 

Over one-half of the households in the sample typically 
purchased Florida or California oranges and one-third were 
not aware of the origin. The balance of the households rep­
resenting 10 percent, usually purchased Texas oranges. 

The one-third of households not aware of the origin of 
oranges is associated with the lack of product identification at 

~ 	 the retail food level. Individual Texas and Mexican oranges 
have only "color added" on the surface. The only Texas oranges 
identified in the market place are packed in 5, 8 and 18 pound 
bags and the 20 pound carton at the FOB level. During the 
1972-73 season, 54 percent of all Texas fresh oranges were mar­
keted in these packages; consequently, 46 percent had no product 
identification. (2) Texas oranges prepacked at the wholesale 
or retail level have no product identification in respect 
to origin of product. 

The FOB handler's identity on the 1/2 standard carton 
is lost when oranges are placed on bulk display at the retail 
level by the produce store manager. After placing the oranges 
on display, the 1/2 standard carton is discarded; consequently, 
the ultimate purchaser has no knowledge in respect to origin 
of production. 

In regard to the second part of question 8 relative to 
the percentage of households buying Texas oranges before the 
in-store demonstrations, all 417 households in the sample answered 
this question. There was no statistical difference between the 
sample households from each test city regarding the response to 
this question at the 5 percent level of significance. Households 
that had and had not purchased Texas oranges prior to the in­
store demonstrations are as follow: 

HOU6eho.e.d6 Th.a.t Had and Had Not Pultc.hcu.ed TeXJU OJtangeA PILio~ :to 
In-St:o~e Vemon6t1ta.ti.on6 

Had pWLc.h.a6ed TeXCt6 o/utl1geA beno~e the .<.n-!,t:o~e demont,~nt, 60% 
Had not PWLcJuu,ed Texa...6 OlUtnge6 beno~e .the .in-4.to~e demon6tJta.;t).ont, 40% 

http:Pultc.hcu.ed
http:HOU6eho.e.d6
http:01LiB.in
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Of all households purchasing Texas oranges during the in-store 
demonstrations, 40 percent had not purchased Texas oranges before. 
In-store demonstrations were responsible for inducing new house­
holds to purchase Texas fresh early oranges, however, no measurable 
carry-over of this sales response existed after one week following 
the in-store demonstration week. (1) 

QUESTION NO.9. How do you U6Ua.Uy bay oJutYl9e.6: 

All 417 households in the sample answered this question 
which WaS designed to determine how consumers purchased fresh 
oranges with respect to packaging. No significant difference 
exists between test cities at the 0.5 percent level. Results 
of this analysis follow: 

How Va You LUuaU.y Buy OJutngU? 

Bulk. 59% 
Ba9~ 39% 
Pac.k.age.d 2% 

Most households purchase oranges in the bulk while many 
households purchase oranges in bags. An occasional household 
purchased oranges in an over-wrapped tray. 

QUESTION NO. 10. How £.ong dOe6 ct 5 pound bag 06 OJta.nge6 Mu.ctU.y 
R..a..td. yoUlt hOMehOld? 

As all Texas fresh early oranges sold in the test stores 
were in 5 pound poly bags, this question was framed in terms of 
bagged oranges. The purpose of the que.stion is to gain knowledge 
of the length of time required by households to consumer 5 pounds 
of oranges. Household size is measured by number of persons ..i.11 
the household. Results of analysis follow: 

NwnbeJt on 1)ay~ RequiJte.d .to COYL6ume F-Lve. Pound Bag on Olta.nge6 
HOUAehof.d.6 on ValLioU6 S,[zu 

-----ROU6ehold ~lze, p~o~-----
1)a.y~ 1 - 2 3 - 5 6 04 m04e 

- - - - - -PeJteent- ­

o - 7 42.1 44.3 74.5 

8 - 14 44.3 39.0 25.6 

15 + 13.7 16.4 0.0 

To~l! 100.1 99.7 100.1 

11 To.ta.t6 do no.t add.to 100 petteent due .to 40wuiing 

http:To.ta.t6
http:R..a..td
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Most of the households with 6 or more persons consume 5 
pounds of oranges within one week after purchase and all oranges 
were consumed within two weeks after purchase. It is apparent 
that large ze households consume oranges at a greater rate than 
smaller households. 

Households with 3 to 5 persons and with 1 to 2 persons have 
similar consumption rates with many households consuming about 
40 percent of the 5 pound bag during each of the first two weeks 
after purchase. The balance of the 5 pound bag purchase was 
consumed 15 or more days after purchase. 

QUESTION NO. 11. What .A.ize bag wouid .oeJ[.ve .the. ne.e.cU 06 YOM 
IwLIA e.hOld be6i? 

This question was presented to household heads to ascertain 
preferences in respect to bag size for pre-packed oranges. The 
answers are classified by five different bag sizes ranging from 
2 to 20 pounds. The 5 pound bag size the overwhelming house­
hold preferred bag size as depicted in Fi 1. 

This information is most pertinent the TVCC when devel­
oping container regulations prior to each marketing season. 

QUESTION NO. 12. Who ht yOU/L hOLlAe.hold LlAeA oJt.a.nge6 mO.6:t 6Jtequ.en:tty? 

This question was designed to determine if a difference 
exists in household consumption of Texas fresh early oranges 
with respect to adults and children. 

Answers to this que were complete in all of the 417 
questionnaires. No difference exists between the sample of 
households in each test city at the 5 percent level of signifi­
cance; consequently, all are aggregated as follows: 

54% 
46% 

Very little difference exists in the frequency of orange 
consumption in households for adults relative to children. 

gUESTION NO. 13 (firs t part). Va you. LlAe. oJr..a.n.ge ju...i..c:.e ax .ie.a.o:t 
Onc.e a. moh1li? 

This a question signed to lead into the next question 
pertaining to the form of orange juice used most often. 

All 417 questionnaires had answers for this question. No 
difference exists between household respondents for each of 
the two test cities at the 5 percent level of significance. The 
percent of households us orange juice at least once a month is 
as follows: 
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Figure 1. 	 Percent of Respondents Preferring
Various Bag Sizes For Fresh Oranges
in Oklahoma City and Tulsa, Oklahoma 
November, 1912 
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Vo You U.6e. OILlUl8e. ltUc.e. At Lea.o-t Once. Pelt Month? 

Yu 90% 
No 10% 

Orange juice is utilized in the general household food menu. 
An occasional household rarely uses orange juice which is con­
sistent with previous research findings. (3) 

16 yeA, wha:t 60 lUn 06 olUlnge juic.e 

As the Texas fresh early orange is typically identified by 
the Texas citrus industry as a juice orange, this question was 
designed to measure the percentage of households -that most often 
use freshly squeezed orange juice in addition to the other forms 
of orange juice .. 

A total of 375 households responded to this question. This 
represents a good response as 10 percent of the households in the 
aggregate sample did not use any form of orange juice. As the 
form of orange juice used by households is not the same for each 
of the two cities, a subsequent analysis was made to identify the 
factors associated with this difference. Form of orange juice used 
by all households in sample is as follows: 

wha.t 601Un 06 OJult1ge juic.e. do you U.6e? 

FCOl 73.0% 
ChU1.e.d 9.0% 
FJtuhty .6que.e.zed 7.5% 
S-ingte .6.tJLeng-th 1.5% 
Othelt 3.0% 

Most households use FCOJ. This form of orange juice is 
not only economical but also convenient for the housewife; con­
sequently, is widely accepted. Chilled orange juice ranked 
second with freshly squeezed and single strength tied for third 
place. A few households use chilled orange juice and an occa­
sional household used either freshly squeezed or single strength. 
The other form of orange juice generally represents the substitutes. 

Results from this question reveal that only an occasional 
household uses freshly squeezed orange juice most often as the 
major form of orange juice. 

Ve.moglUlpfUc. Re£a;tLon.6fUp.6: Demographic data on household size, age 
of household head, and household income level were collected to 
determine differences in household fresh orange utilization. 
These differences are as follows: 
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Size on HOU6ehol.d 

Middte .h.i..ze (3- 5) hOU4ehotcL6 u.6e mo.htty FCO) 
SmaU. .h.tze. (1-2) houAeholcL6 U4e. mOJte. nJte..hh and cki.U.e.d olUUlge ju1.c.e. 
l.aJr.ge 4..Lze (6 and oveJt) hoU6ehol.cJ.l, U6e othtVr. n01Un6 

The small size households use more fresh and chilled orange 
juice while the middle size households use mostly FCOJ. The 
larger size households use other forms such as the substitute 
powder due to economy. 

Age. 

UndeJt 35 ye0.JL6 on age - 80% U6e FCO] 
Le.u :thaJt 	1% wuleJt 35 U6e ~hly 4qUe.e.zed 
Abowt 7.5% on 35-40 ase U6e nJteohly 4quee.zed 
Abowt 16% 	 on oveJt 55 age U6e nJte.4hly 4queezed 

The households within the older age group use more freshly 
squeezed orange juice as compared to the households within the 
younger age group that use mostly FCOJ. The small size households 
often consist of retired members which accounts for the small 
household size using more freshly squeezed orange juice. It is 

~ 	 surmised that the convenience of FCOJ is a major consideration to 
the younger age group of households with children and em~loyed 
housewives. The uniformity of product taste and the ava~lability 
over a 12 month period are other important considerations. 

Income 

High .inc.ome - :tend :to U6e moJte FCO] 
Low hl.c.ome - :tend :to u.6e 6Jte4hty 4queezed (444oc.-ia:ted wUh. age.) 
Low hl.c.ome - .tend J:,(J U6 e mOJte 4.i..ngte 4btength 

Households with high income levels tend to use more FCOJ 
while low income households tend to use more freshly squeezed and 
more single strength. 

It is apparent that small size households in the high age 
and lower income levels are associated with retired members of 
households. These households consume the most freshly squeezed 
orange juice. A promotional program designed by the Texas citrus 
industry to expand demand for Texas fresh juice oranges need focus 
on this age group for more efficient allocation of resources. 

http:l.aJr.ge
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APPENDIX 




--------------------
--------------------------
------------------------------

------------

_________________________ _ 

--------

-------------------------------------------

19 

Household Number 
Date and Time 

of Interview Texas Agricultural Market 
Research and Development 

Interviewee 	 Center 

Interviewer 

Hello, Mrs. • This is calling for the Market Research Center 

at Texas A&M University. May I ask you a few questions about the bagged Texas oranges that you bought 

recently at your local supermarket? This is a confidential interview and the information will be used only 

to improve the way Texas oranges are marketed. 


1. 	 Have you or have you not kept them in the refrigerator? A. Yes B. No 

2. 	 Have you or have you not had any spoilage of the Texas bagged oranges? A. Yes B. No C. Don't know 

3. 	 How much, if any, of the 5 lb. bag of Texas orange~ have you used? lbs. IF NONE GO TO 

QUESTION 4: OTHERWISE SKIP TO QUESTION 5. 


4. 	 (FOR RESPONDENTS WHO HAVE NOT USED TEXAS BAGGED ORANGES.) How do you expect to use them? 

(What percent of the oranges will be used for each use?) (ANSWER, THEN SKIP TO QUESTION 7) 


5. 	 (FOR RESPONDENTS WHO HAVE USED TEXAS BAGGED ORANGES) How did you use them? (What 

percent of the oranges were used for the various uses?) 

A. 	 Out of hand % B. Juice UJo C. Salad % D. Other _____UJo 

6. 	 Were you or were you not satisfied with the quality of the Texas bagged oranges? A. Yes B. No. 

If yes, what did you like about them? 

If no, what didn't you like about them? ----------------------------------------------­

7. 	 Do you or do you not usually purchase oranges before Thanksgiving? A. Yes B. No 

8. 	 What kind of oranges do you usually buy? A. Florida or California B. Texas C. Don't know 

(If answer is A or C) As far as you know, have you ever bought Texas oranges before? A. Yes B. No 


9. 	 How do you usually buy oranges? A. Bulk or loose B. Bagged C. Packaged 

10. 	 How long does a 51b, bag of oranges usually last your household? (days) Don't know 

11. 	 What size bag would serve the needs of your household best? lb. 

12, 	 Who in your household uses oranges most freque.ntly? A. Adults B. Children 

13. 	 Do you or do you not use orange juice at least once a month? A, Yes B. No. 
If yes, what form of orange juice do you use most often? Second most often? 
A. Frozen concentrate C. Single strength (canned) E. ___~ Other 
B. Freshly squeezed D. Chilled (bottled) (Specify) 

Consumer Survey - Demographic Information 

1. 	 How many persons are in your household 

2. 	 In which of the following age groups does the head of the household belong? 
A. 	 Under 25 years B. 25-34 C. 35-44 D. 45-54 E, 55-64 F, Over 65 

3. 	 What is the approximate total annual household income? Is it 
A. 	 Over 25, 000 C, Over 15, 000 E. Over 7. 500 G. Less than 5, 000 
B. 	 Over 20, 000 D, Over 10,000 F, Over 5,000 
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