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Living on a Budget
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Figure 1 – Histogram shows the monthly total number of
trips to a store for Houston households.
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have strong store brand loyalty.

Across categories, most of
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Demographics and
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quantity purchased. Our results
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is no effect of income on the

market minimum in each week,
this measure will equal zero.
But, if the average consumer
price is twice that of the market

Figure 2 – Box Plots of Percent Price Margin by Household
Income Bracket: It shows the extent to which richer
households spend more and search less.

minimum, this measure will
equal one. An analysis by
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implications.
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