REF NO. 99






TRENDS 92 -

CONSUMER ATTITUDES
& THE SUPERMARKET 1992

CONDUCTED FOR FOOD MARKETING INSTITUTE
BY OPINION RESEARCH CORPORATION

Price: $25.00 Members
$50.00 Nonmembers
Multiple copy discounts available

Copyrighted 1992
bv Food Marketing Institute
Printed in US.\.

Published by.

The Research Department
Food Marketing Institute

800 Connecticut \venue NW.

Washington, DC 20006



The Food Marketing Institute (FMI) is a nonprofit association conducting programs in research, education and
public affairs on behalf of its 1,600 members—food retailers and wholesalers and their customers in the United
States and around the world. F\iI's domestic member companies operate approximately 19,000 retail food stores
with a combhined annual sales volume of $180 billion—more than half of all grocery sales in the United States.
FMI's retail membership is composed of large multi-store chains, small regional firms and independent
supermarkets. Its international membership includes more than 250 members from over 60 nations.



£

TRENDS 92

TABLE OF CONTENTS
INTRODUCTION .. 1
StUAY DESIZN . . .o 1
ANOte O the TaDIeS . . . . . oo 1
SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS . . . . 3
CHAPTER 1: HOW CONSUMERS VIEW THE SUPERMARKET ...... ... .. 7
Expectations and Supermarket Performance ........... ... ... i 7
Overall Satisfaction With Supermarkets .. ... ... i 12
Suggested Improvements in Principal Supermarket . . . .......... ..o oo 14
CHAPTER 2: SPENDING AND SAVING MONEY ... ... oo, 15
The Weekly Grocery Bill ... ... . . 5
Frequency of Using Money-Saving Measures . . .............c.. i 16
Store Brands Vs. Nationally Advertised Brands. . . ........... ... ... .. oo 23
Methods of ECONOMIZING . .. ... . oo 25
Who Are the Heavy Economizers? ... ... ... . . 27
CHAPTER 3: WAREHOUSE CLUB SHOPPERS . ... ... ... ... ... ...... ... 29
Who Are Warehouse Club Shoppers? . . . ... .ot 29
Expectations and Evaluations of Supermarket Performance. ........................... 29
Importance of Factors in Food Selection. . ............ .. .. .. .. .. ... L 32
Warehouse Club Shoppers and Methods of Economizing. . ................ .. ... . ..... 33
CHAPTER 4: SHOPPING PATTERNS . ... ... . 37
SWILCHINE SlOTeS . . oo .37
\isits to Supermarket in an Average Week .. ...... ... ... .o 10
Supermarkets and Takeout Food .. ....... ... ... ... .. 42
CHAPTER 5: NEW PRODUCTS AND SERVICES . ... ... ... ... ....... 15
AV Y . . 45
Using Store Products and SErviCes . . .. .. ... 47
Potential Use of Store Products and Services .. ......... ... ... . . . . . L 48
CHAPTER 6: CONSUMER ACTIVISM AND THE ENVIRONMENT . ... ... .. 49
General ConSUmMer ACHIVISIN . . . . ... e 49
Responsibility for Ensuring That Products Are Environmentally Safe . .. .................. 52
CHAPTER ZZNUTRITION .. ... 53
Evaluation of Diel. . .. . ... 33
Factors for Food Selection . ... ... ... . . 55
NULMLIONAl CONLENL . . . . . et e e e 59
Food Preparation Behavior. . . .. ... ... . 64
Responsibility for Food Being Nutritious . . . ........... ... .. i 67

+ a an" TR ¥ \A\DS =B F0oOo0D MARRKRETIENG I VNSTITUTE ® PAGE I



CHAPTER 8: FOOD SAFETY ... ... ... 69

Importance of Safety in Food Selection . ............. ... . ... ... ... .. e 69
Confidence in the Food Supply . . . ... 71
Responsibility for Food Safety .. ... .. . .. 73
METHODOLOGY ... ... .. 75
Selection of the Sample . . . .. . . 75
Sampling Brror . .. 77

v r u oL " - 1 vy 2 ! X L YU > =™ YLD M AYTKRKETI YOG I NSTIHITIULTE



Table 1:
Table 2:
Table 3:
Table 4:
Table 3:
Table 6:

TRENDS 92

INDEX OF TABLES
CHAPTER 1: HOW CONSUMERS VIEW THE SUPERMARKET
How Well Supermarkets Meet Consumer Expectations, 1988-1992 . ............ 8
Importance of Supermarket Featuresby Sex . .......... ... ... ... ... ... 9
Importance of Supermarket Featuresby Age . ......... ... ... ... ... ... 10
Importance of Supermarket Features by Household Size .. .................. 11
Consumers Evaluate Their Principal Supermarket, 1988-1992 .. ... ........... 12
Consumers Evaluate Their Principal Supermarket, 1990-1992. . ... ........ ... 13
Consumers Suggest Improvements in Their Principal Supermarket . ........... 14

Table 7:

CHAPTER 2: SPENDING AND SAVING MONEY

Table 8:
Table 9:
Table 10:
Table 11:

Table 12:

Table 13A:
Table 13B:

Table 13C:

Table 14:
Table 15:
Table 16:
Table 17:
Table 18:

Weekly Family Grocery Expenses, 19811992 ... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... 15
Weekly Family Grocery Expenses by Size of Household. 1982-1992. .. .... ... .. 16
Average Per-Person Weekly Crocery Expenses, 1982-1992 . ................. 17
How Often Shoppers Economize, Use Supermarket Specials, Coupons and Price
Comparisons, 1982-1992 . . . . ... ... .. .. 18
How Often Shoppers Economize Compared to One Year Ago. ................ 19

How Use of Specials, Coupons and Price Comparisons Varies by Sex and Region 20
How Use of Specials, Coupons and Price Comparisons Varies by Age and

Size of Household . . . ... ... . . . . 21
How Use of Specials, Coupons and Price Comparisons Varies by Income

and Education . ... .. 22
How Consumers Rate Store Brands \s. Nationally Advertised Brands. .. .... ... 23
Store-Brand Products Consumers Believe Are Better Than \ational Brands . . . .. 24
Monev-Saving Behavior ... .. ... . .. ... 25
How Consumers ECONOMIZe . . .. ... .. ... .. . et 26
Profile of Heavy Economizers ... ... ... . . .. . . . . . . i 28

CHAPTER 3: WAREHOUSE CLUB SHOPPERS

Table 19:
Table 20:

Table 21:
Table 22:
Table 23:
Table 24:

Profile of Warehouse Club Shoppers. . ... ... ... . . . . 30
How Well Supermarkets Meet Consumer Expectations,
Club Vs. Non-Club Shoppers . ..... ... ... . i 31

Importance of Various Factors in Food Selection, Club vs. Non-Club Shoppers . .. 32
How Club and Non-Club Shoppers Vary in Their Use of Economizing Measures .. 33
How Club and Non-Club Shoppers Rate Store Brands vs. National Brands . ... .. 34
Money-Saving Behavior, Club vs. Non-Club Shoppers ...................... 35



CHAPTER 4: SHOPPING PATTERNS

Table 25: SWitching Stores. .. ... :

Table 26: Reasons for Store Switching . .. .. ... . .. .
Table 27: How Often Shoppers Go to the Supermarket in an Average Week, 1981-1992 . . ..
Table 28: How Often Shoppers Go to the Supermarket in an Average Week ... ... ... ....
Table 29: Source of Takeout Food: 1986-1992 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... . ... .. .. .....
Table 30: Use of Supermarkets as Sources of Takeout Food. ... .....................

CHAPTER 5: NEW PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Table 31:  Availability of Store Products and Services .. ............ ... ... .. .......
Table 32:  Shoppers’ Use of Store Products and Services . . ........... ... .. .. .......
Table 33:  Potential Use of Store Products and Services ................. ... ........

CHAPTER 6: CONSUMER ACTIVISM AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Table 34:  Actions Consumers Have Taken .. .. ... ... ... .. ... ... ... .. .. ... .. ......
Table 35:  Actions Consumers Have Done or Are LikelvtoDo . ......... ... .. .. ... ....
Table 36:  Primary Responsibility for Ensuring That Products Are Environmentally Safe . ..

CHAPTER 7: NUTRITION

Table 37:  Evaluation of Diet, 1989-1992 ... ... .. . .. . . . . . . ...
Table 38: Dietary Behavior . .. .. .. .. .
Table 39: Importance of Various Factors in Food Selection . ... ......... ... ... ... ...
Table 40: Importance of Nutrition in Food Selection . . ....... .. ... ... .. ... ... ... ..
Table 41:  Shopper Concern About Nutritional Content, 1985-1992 . .. ... ... ... ... ......
Table 42:  Shopper Concern About Nutritional Content, 1990-1992 . . .. ... ... ... ... ...
Table 43:  Nature of Concern About Nutritional Content, 1984-1992 . ... .. ... ... .. .. ....
Table 44:  Consumer Concern About Selected Nutritional Attributes, 1983-1992 .. .. .. ... ..
Table 45:  Consumers Who've Changed Food Preparation Methods. 1987-1992 . .. ... ... ...

Table 46:  How Consumers Prepare Foods Differently From Three to Five Years Ago
(\olunteered), 1988-1992 . . . ... ... ... ... ... ..., e

Table 47:  Those on "Vhom Shoppers Rely to Ensure That the Products They Buy
Are Nutritious . ... e

CHAPTER 8: FOOD SAFETY

Table 48: Importance of Product Safety in Food Selection, 1989-1992 . . .. ... ... . . ..., ..
Table 49:  Consumer Confidence in Food Safety, 1989-1992 . . ... ... ... .. ... .. .. .. ..
Table 50: Perceived Threats to Food Safety, by Sex and Education (Volunteered). . ... ... ..
Table 51:  Consumer Concern About Selected Food Attributes, 1986-1992 .. ....... ... ...
Table 52:  Those on Whom Shoppers Rely to Ensure That the Products They Buy Are Safe . .

METHODOLOGY
Table 33: Demographic Profile of Supermarket Shoppers, 1992 . ....... ... ... .. .. ...

Table 54: Sampling Error (+/-) at 95 Percent Confidence Level for Samples of
Nine Different Sizes . . ... ... ... ...

Table 55:  Sampling Error of Difference Between Proportions . ... ............... .. ...

46
17
48

50

o1
52

o4
56
57
38
39
60
62
63
64

66

70
71
72
73
74



TRENDS 92

INTRODUCTION

This study is the 21st in a series of consumer
attitude surveys conducted by the Food Market-
ing Institute. Designed to identify the changing
needs and priorities of the American consumer,
Trends—Consumer Attitudes and the Super-
market 1992 continues to explore core issues from
previous vears, while looking into new areas that
are presently affecting shoppers and are likely to
affect them in the future. The survey is conducted
in January of each year.

The 1992 Trends continues to explore the
areas of general shopping behavior, food safety
and nutrition that have been investigated in previ-
ous years. Wherever possible, comparisons are
made with previous year’s findings. These topi-s
include:

B Expectations and evaluations of supermarket
performance.

B Consumer expenditures in supermarkets and
methods bv which shoppers try to save money.

B \Ways of economizing.

B Frequency of trips to the supermarket, as well
as store switching.

B Store products and services.

B Consumer attitudes toward nutrition.
B Consumer attitudes toward food safety.
B Consumer activism.

B Whom shoppers believe should be responsible
for ensuring that products are environmentatly
safe and friendly.

For the first time, the survey asked shoppers
about private label and store brands. In the metho-
dology section of thisreport is a demographic pro-
file of the total sample.

Study Design

The data for this survey are based on telephone
interviews with a representative, nationwide sam-
ple of 2,000 male and female supermarket shop-
pers. Shoppers were randomly assigned to one of
two versions of the questionnaire: Shopping Habits:
or Food Safety/Nutrition. This was done to shorten
the length of the interview. Unless otherwise not-
ed, questions were asked of only 1,000 shoppers.
The survey was conducted in Jannary 1992.

In keeping with the 1991 Trends suryey. data
were not weighted to an 80 percent female and 20
percent male ratio. Rather, unweighted data are
used throughout the report.

A \ote on the Tables

Directly beneath the title of each table is a descrip-
tion of the base—that is, the group of respondents
for each question. The exact number of respon-
dents in this base group, either in total or for shop-
per categories, is provided as appropriate. The
percentages in each table are calculated using this
base number. It should be noted that these percen-
tages may not add up to 100 due torounding or the
acceptance of multiple responses. In all compar-
isons among categories surveved in 1992, any
differences are statistically significant. For year-
to-year comparisons, whether for types of con-
sumers Or totals, changes are simply noted and are
not subject to statistical comparison, unless other-
wise noted.

For some tables, the response categories are
presented both separately (e.g., very important
somewhat important) and combined (e.g., very
important or somewhat important). In some
instances, the separate percentages may not add
up to the combined ones due to rounding.

For each table the wording of the question
appears as it was asked. Any changes in wording
from previous years are noied in the table.
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SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

The economy is foremost on shoppers” minds.
When asked to name the single most important
issue facing our country today, nearly half of all
shoppers cite an economic issue. Three out of 10
(28 percent) name unemployment—more than four
times the percentage who cite any other issue.

All other issues. economic or otherwise, are
cited by fewer than one in 15. Most prominent
among these are the recession, protection of the
environment and homelessness (6 percent each);
healthcare costs. inflation and the breakdown of
the family unit (5 percent each); and drugs, the
budget deficit, poverty. a corrupt, wasteful govern-
ment and education {4 percent each).

Methods of Economizing and Consumer
Expenditures in Supermarkets

M Consumer concerns about the economy carry
over into their shopping behavior. Price is grow -
ing in impor.ance relative to safety and nutrition
when individuals shop for food. Money-saving spe-
cials and private label or store brands play a more
important role in a shoppers’ evaluation of their
principal supermarket. Economizing behaviors are
widespread. Shoppers are increasing the frequen-
cv with which they use price-off coupons, adver-
tised grocery specials, price comparisons and
stocking up. Theyv also stretch their food dollar by
doing more meal planning, finding a use for
leftovers and foregoing luxury or gourmet items
and convenience foods.

B Weeklv family grocery expenditures are on a
par with last vear, averaging S78. Per-person
expenses of $30 are down $2 since 1991.

B Three out of four shoppers (73 percent) now rate
price as very important when shopping for food
(from 71 percent in 1991). The increased empha-
sis on price reflects the larger number of shoppers
who want their supermarket to provide *'items on
sale or money-saving specials’’ (up three points
10 91 percent).

W Shoppers search for ways to economize more
so than in the past. On nearly every shopping trip,
1992
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WHAT SHOPPERS BELIEVE TO BE THE
SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE
FACING OLR COUNTRY TODAY

Q: Now, turning to another subject, 1 would like
you to think about the problems facing our
country today. What do you think is the single
most important issue facing our country todas ?

Base: The shopping public

Jan
1992
Total*

2,000
9

L nemployment 28

Recession 6

Protection of the environment

Homelessness

Healthcare costs

Inflation/high cost of living

Breakdow n of family unit‘lack of

niorals/religious faithalues work ethic

Drugs

Budget deficit

Poverty

The government (corrupt/ wastes

money does not help people}

Education

Economv/trade defict

Crime

AIDS

Taxes

Racism-discrimination.equal rights

Disposa of waste

Other

Don't know

Base

CLrur o ;M

A

SR DN T

i A B VS B TU I i T SR B

*May nol lotal 100 percent due to rounding

at least two in five shoppers now look in the paper
for specials (up eight points to 43 percent) or use
price-off coupons (up seven points to 43 percent).
Two other economizing measures are used more:
stocking up on bargains (up six points to 30 per-
cent) and comparing prices at different supermar-
kets (up five points to 25 percent). Despite club
stores’ claims of lower everyday prices, few shop-
pers regularly economize by shopping at places
like B.1.'s, Costco, Sam’s or Price Club (2 percent).

INSTITLUTE B PAGE 3



W Shoppers use avariety of measures to reduce
actual grocery expenditures or to decrease waste
at home. To save at the supermarket, more than
half use price-off coupons (61 percent) or buy fewer
luxury (58 percent) or convenience items (51 per-
cent). Consumers stretch their food dollar by do-
ing more with leftovers (60 percent) and expanding
meal planning (45 percent). Another one out of two
save money by eating fewer meals out (52 percent).

B One way shoppers can economize is through
buying private labe! or store brands, rather than
more expensive nationally advertised brands.
Shoppersrecognize this and place greater impor-
tance on store brands when evaluating their prin-
cipal supermarket {up 10 points to 65 percent).
Store brands are widely available (95 percent
report that their supermarkets carry them). One
out of five shoppers (18 percent) say they buyv these
items pretty much every time they shop, and 82 per-
cent say they purchase them at least once a month.

Overall, the majority of shoppers equate the
qualityv of store brands to that of national brands
(61 percent). although one in three view store
brands as inferior (30 percent). One in four (24 per-
cent) believe store brands are better than nation-
al brands. particularly for canned goods and paper
products.

W Inkeeping with last year, about one in five shop-
pers can be classified as a “*heavy economizer”
(those who practice at least five economizing
measures). Heavy economizers are likelv to be
female, married and living in one-income house-
holds. Thev are youne (under age 25) and live in
large households with children. While the average
weekly grocery expenditure of S81 is above the S78
reported for all shoppers, they spend S3 less per
person than others (327 vs. S30).

Warehouse Club Shoppers

The price appeal of warehouse club stores during
the current recession is ¢ videnced by the fact
nearly half of all supermarket shoppers (47 per-
cent) have made at least one visit to such a store.
About one in 10 visits a warehouse club store at
least fairly often for groceries and more than one
in three consumers shops this format on an occa-
sional basis (36 percent). Compared with non-club
shoppers, those who shop at clubs are more afflu-
ent. living in dual-income households of three or
more persons.

Warehouse club shoppers do not limit their
shopping to one store and are far more likelv to use
a discount or warehouse store for grocery items

P AG I} 4 | ] 1992 TRENDS B

(88 percent vs. 34 percent of non-club shoppers).
Consistent with the greater availability of large or
institutional sized products in club stores and the
larger households for whom thev shop. club
shoppers economize more often than others by
buying in quantity (49 percent vs. 33 percent)
and doing more meal planning (49 percent vs,
42 percent).

The majority of club shoppers rate the quali-
tv of store brands on a par with nationallv adver-
tised brands (57 percent). A larger proportion of
club shoppers, however, rate store brands as inferi-
or to national brands (34 percent vs. 28 percent
of non-club shoppers) and fewer club shoppers
economize by purchasing store or lower-priced
brands (16 percent vs. 21 percent of non-club
shoppers).

Expectations and Evaluation
of Supermarket Performance

M Shoppers continue to be pleased with the job
their supermarket is doing. The average rating of
7.9 on a scale of one to 10 (where one means poor
and 10 means excellent) has held constant since
1988.

B A clean, neat store, an attribute added this vear,
now ranks above quality produce as foremost in
importance. When evaluating their principal
supermarket. comparable majorities of shoppers
(at least 95 percent) continue to place importance
on good variety and wide selection, low prices,
courteous and friendly emplovees. quality meat
and a convenient location. In a change from last
vear. more shoppers now value readahle and
accurate shelf tags and items on sale or money-
saving specials. Consun.er concern over the econ-
omy also is reflected in the greater number who
attach importance to private labei or store brands
(up 10 points to 65 percent).

Supermarkets receive favorable performance
evaluations on key items—including their highest
rating on the most important one: a clean. neat
store (92 percent rate this as good or excellent).
Atleast nine in 10 also are satisfied with the con-
venient location and variety. At least four out of
five alsorate as good or excellent quality produce,
courteous friendly employees, fresh food sections
like a deli or bakery, convenient store layout. quality
meat, and items on sale or money-saving specials.

B Supermarkets appearto be responding to con-
sumers concerns about the economy. Significantly
more shoppers now rate their supermarket good
or excellent on providing sale items or money-
0 oD MARRKRETING I MNSTITITE



saving specials (up five points to 83 percent) and
good, low prices (up eight points to 73 percent).

Shopping Habits and Behavior

B Shoppers continue to average just over two trips
to the supermarket per week.

W Customers remain loyal to their primary super-
market (72 percent), although economic concerns
may force changes. For the first time ever, concern
over better or lower prices (39 percent) is a great-
er force behind store switching than a convenient
location (31 percent). More variety and selection
remains a key reason for changing supermarkets
(25 percent). Shoppers now appear to be focusing
on service attributes such as employee attitude and
competence (8 percent) and store cleanliness (7
percent).

W Fast-food restaurants dominate all other out-
lets as a source of takeout food (35 percent). About
one in four consumers continue to order food from
restaurants (24 percent) and one in eight buy
takeout from a supermarket (12 percent). The
proportion who use a supermarket for carryout
food isdown by two percentage points from 1990
and 1991 levels.

Store Products and Services

W Supermarkets appear to be anticipating shop-
pers’ needs for new products and services.
Procucts that are the most widely available also
are the ones that are used most often. Products
with limited availability are not only used less
often when they are available, but are not likely
to be used with anv great frequency at supermar-
kets that carry them.

\early all supermarkets offer shoppers food
products designed especially for the microwave (35
percent), private label or store brands (95 percent)
and a deli or other carryout foods (87 percent).
Availability of these top three items remains un-
changed since 1991. Other items with widespread
availability include gourmet or specialty foods (73
percent), a floral department (69 percent) and un-
packaged or bulk food (61 percent). Of these items,
only bulk foods are available Lo more shoppersin
1992 than in 1991 (up 10 percentage points).

W A larger proportion of shoppers say their
supermarkets offer videos or movies for rent (51
percent) than for sale (40 percent). With reported
penetration of 41 percent, prescription drug coun-
ters are now more w idely available than they were
two vears ago (30 percent}). Benchmark data indi-
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cale that one out of three shoppers’' supermarkels
accept credil cards for pavment {33 percent).

B On a weeklv basis, shoppers are most likeh to
purchase private label or store brands (51 percent),
microwave food products (33 percent). unpachaged
or bulk food (29 percent) and deli items (28 percent).

B Among shoppers whose supermarket does not
carry a particular product or service, about three
out of 10 shoppers would potentially use three
products on a weekly basis: private label or store
brands (31 percent): microwave {food products (29
percent) and deli or carryout items (28 percent).

Consumer Activism

B Consumer activism is at its highest level ever,
However, activities in the 1990°s involve primari-
Iy personal decisions rather than the organized
group action more popular in the 1970's. Economic
concerns drive consumers to take action: 90 per-
cent have refused to buy products that cost too
much. up from 84 percent last year. About half
have refused to buy a product for two other rea-
sons: disagreement with manufacturers’ policies
(53 percent) and possible unethical treatment of
animals (46 percent).

W Consumers place nearly equal responsibility on
manufacturers or food processors (33 percent) and
government institutions or agencies (29 percent)
to ensure that the food and nonfood products they
buy in their supermarket are environmentally safe
and {riendlv. Slightly more than one in 10 relv on
their food store (12 percent). Compared with last
vear. shoppersrely more on government agencies
and food stores, but less on themselves and con-
sumer organizations.

\utrition

B Shoppers continue to be dissatisfied with the
healthfulness of their own diet. Two out of three
(66 percent) believe that their diet could be at least
somewhat healthier, and only one in 10 (11 percent)
say it is as healthy as possible. Eating more ruits
and vegelables is the predominant approach to
keeping a diet heaithy (60 percent). About three
in 10 say they eat lessred meat (31 percent) or con-
sume less fats and oils (28 percent).

W Shoppers use somewhat different mechanisms
today than a year ago to eat healthy. The number
who directly reduce their cholesterol intake con-
tinues to decline (down four points to 8 percent).
although more consumers are reducing their con-
sumption of cholesterol-rich foods, such as dairy
IVSTITUTE ® PAGE 3



products (up three points 1o 7 percent) and snack
foods (up eight points to 12 percent). significantly
fewer now reduce sugar (down seven points to 12
percent) or eal more fiber (down eight pointsto 8
percent) or fish (down four points to 10 percent).

B Nutrition remains second only to taste when
shopping for food. Nearly all shoppers believe it
is at least somewhat important (96 percent).

B Nutritional concern is now significantly above
levels reported every year since 1983. Nearly two
out of three consumers are now very concerned
about the natritional content of the foods they eat
(up eight points to 64 percent). Specific concerns
are related to the perceived hazardousness and
healthfulness of items. Fat content (30 percent)
and cholesterol levels (30 percent) continue to be
the biggest concerns. These are also considered
the two most serious health hazards: fats (58 per-
cent) and cholesterol (32 percent).

Concerns over fat are at an all-time high and
are reflected in changes in the wav shoppers pre-
pare foods. They fry less. use less added fat and
broil more. Consuming less fats and oils also isthe
third most frequently mentioned way consumers
ensure a healthy diet.

Consistent with the declining number of shop-
pers who say they are reducing their cholesterol
intake, cholesterol levels are of concern to signifi-
cantly fewer shoppers today than a vear ago (down
seven points to 30 percent) and are viewed as a
serious health hazard by fewer {down Six points
to 52 percent;. Concerns about vitamin and miner-
al content and a desire to eat what’s good and
healthy alsc are less prevalent in 1992,

M Two out of three shoppers (65 percent) have
been cooking or preparing foods differently than
thev did three to five vears ago — up from 61 per-
cent. Consumers fry less (44 percent) and use less
added fat (27 percent). Each of these behaviors
have increased in the last two vears. Compared
with three years ago, significantly fewer shoppers
say they use less salt, less cholesterol or eat less
red meat. Microwaving foods is now less prominent
and steaming foods is more so.

W As in the past, shoppers assume primary
responsibility for food nutrition (39 percent). Main-
taining the trend first noted last year, shoppers rely
less on the government {14 percent) and more on
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manufacturers (27 percent) to ensure that the
products they buy are nutritious. Fewer than one
in 10 relv on food stores.

Consumer Attitudes Tonard Food Safety

Shopper confidence in the safety of the food supply
is near its historical low. After the record high in
January 1991 (82 percent). confidence plunged to
72 percent. This is the lowest level since mid-
1989, following the Alar and Chilean grape
incidents.

B Lack of confidence in food safety appears to
be related to concerns about food spoilage.
Spoilage remains the most frequently volunteered
threat to food safety and is mentioned significantly
more often than in 1991 (up nine points to 36 per-
cent). Coincident with this is increased concern
over product freshness, shelf life and expiration
dates fup six points to 12 percent): processing and
food preparation (up seven points to 10 percent);
guality control or improper shipping and handling
(up four points to 9 percent): and contamination
from bacteria (up six points to 9 percent). Germ-
related spoilage remains the third most frequently
named threat {1> percent). alter pesticides and
residues (18 percent).

B Motwithstanding the drop in confidence about
food safety. the importance shoppers place on
product safety remains unchanged (71 percent).

B Residues such as pesticides and herbicides con-
tinue to be rated the preeminent health hazard,
although the proportion of shoppers who say it i¢
¢ “'serious’ hazard declined (down four points to
76 percent). Antibiotics and hormones in poultry
and livestock is considered a serious hazard by one
in two (53 percent). In a marked change from the
past three vears, significantly fewer 1992 shoppers
view irradiated foods as a serious hazard (down
seven points to 35 percent).

B Responsibility for food safety has not changed
in the past vear. Consumers place the most faith
in their own ability to ensure the safety of the foods
they buy (40 percent). About half as many rely on
either the government (21 percent) or manufac-
turers (20 percent). Only a small number feel it is
up to food stores (9 percent).

MARRKMETIENG T NSTITLUTE
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EXPECTATIONS AND
SUPERMARKET PERFORMANCE

\Vhen cvaluating their primary supermarket, shop-
pers place the greatest importance on a clean, neat
store and quality produce. Shoppers are consistent in
the criteria they use to evaluate a store. As in earlier
vears. good variety or wide selection, good. low prices,
courteous, friendly employees, and good quality meat
remain at the forefront (sec Table 1).

Compared with prior years, shoppers place great-
er importance on three areas.
M Shoppers continue io be cost conscious. The percen-
tage who attach importance to items on sale or money-
saving specials increased significantly for the second
straight vear and is now at an all-time high (91 percent)
Cost consciousness also is evident in the greater num-
her who want their supermarket to provide private lahel
and store brands—up 10 points to 63 percent in 1992
B Shoppers expect supermarkets to provide clear
product information. evidenced hy the greater number
whovatue “readable and accurate shelf tags' (up three

VIEW THE SUPERMARKET

points Lo 94 percent).

B Fresh food sections like a deli or bakery are impor-
tant to nearly four out of five shoppers (78 percent). a
five-point increase in the past year.

At least nine out of 10 shoppers also piace impor-
tance on a convenient location, readable and accurate
shelf tags. fast checkoul. and items on sale or money -
saving specials.

Four in five look for attention to their special
requests or necds, Lhe availability of health and nutri-
tion information, a convenient store lavout and fresh
food sections Jike a deli or bakery. At Jeast two-thirds
value environmental programs. a good sefection of non-
food products and the availability of private label or
store brands.

This is the sixth consecutive vear in which Trends
asked shopperstorate the various factors in supermar-
ket selection Three new items were added this year
(clean, neat store: atlention to special requests ¢~ needs:
and good selections of nonfuod products). each of which
is tmportant to at least two out of three shoppers

*Margin quotations are taken frorn *'The State of the Industry—The

Pod Marketing Industry Speaks'' presentation Monday, May 4. 1992,
at the FMI Supermiarket Convention Chicago. IL. Timothy A

Hammonds, Semior Vice President Food Marketing Institute
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TABLE

HOW MELL SUPERVIARKETS MEET CONSUMER EXPECTATIONS, 1988-1992

0: In the next series of questions, I'm going to read a list of factors that may or may not be important when a
person decides where to shop for food. For each factor, please tell me if it 1s very important, somew hat impor-

tant, not too important, or not at all important to you when vou select a primary food store

0: Now I'm going to read the same hst of factors and ask you 1o tell me how well the supermarket in which you
usually shop does on each one. For each factor, please tell me whether vour supermarket does an excellent,
good, fair, or poor job of having (READ EACH ITEM).

Base. The shopping public

Clean, neat store

Quality produce
{fruits and vegetables)

Good variety or
wide selection

Good, low prices

Courteous, friendly employees
Good quality meat

Convenient location

Readable and accurate shelf tags
Fasl checkout

Items on saie or
money-saving specials

Attention to special
requests or needs

Nutrition and health information
available for shoppers?

Convenieni store layout

Fresh food sections like
a deli or bakery 2

Environmental programs

Good selection of
nonfood products

Private label or store brands!
Fresh seafood section!
24-hour operation?
Pharmacy!

Very or Excellent or
Somewhat Important Good Rating

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
% % Y% 0o % % % Yo Yo %
X X X x 100 x A by 92
98 98 98 99 99 83 83 88 88 87
96 96 97 98 97 87 86 89 87 90
94 92 96 96 97 72 71 66 63 73
93 94 94 96 96 87 83 87 87 87
94 95 96 95 96 83 84 86 83 84
92 91 92 93 93 88 89 88 90 91
92 92 92 91 94 70 72 76 72 73
88 88 89 91 91 70 71 69 67 72
86 84 83 88 9 79 77 77 78 83
X X by X 85 X X by X 70
74 84 8- 86 81 30 33 T3 71 3
78 76 7T 79 80 85 83 83 83 83
76 76 72 73 78 77 81 87 88 87
A x 3 72 7t A X \ 76 78
A X \ A 70 \ A by b\ 717
A by o4 35 63 A A 74 73 76
A X 63 60 60 by A 735 74 69
X X 43 45 49 by py X X X
X A 37 37 41 A by 58 66 70

x = \ot asked.

'Beginning m 1990. the supermarket's performance was rated only by those whose supermarhet has the specified feature In
earher years, Lhese items were asked of all respondents

2In 1988 and 1989, shoppers were ashed Lo rate “'specialty food sections like a del. bakery or fresh fish
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Women place greater importance on about half of  men.
the rated supermarhet features (see Tabie 2) They ap- Of the remaining items, women place more impor-
pear more cost-conscious, atlaching more importance  tance on two
Lo good. low prices. items on sale or money-saving spe- @ Environmental programs
cials, and private label or store brands.

Women also place more emphasis on the guality of
service, particularly employee attitudes (courteous,
friendly), and attention to special requests or needs. The
store's ability to inform shoppers through readable and
accurate shelf tags and to provide nutrition and health
information also are more important to women than

B Good selection of nonfood products

Among women, more working ones value a con-
venient store location and 24-hour operations. \Nonwork-
ing women, however, attach more importance to good
quality meat and private label or store brands.

TABLE

IMPORTANCE OF SUPERMARKET FEATURES BY SEX

Q: In the next series of questions. I'm going to read a list of factors that mav or mat not be impaortant when a
person decides where to shop for food. For each factor. please tell me if it is very important, somew hat 1mpor-
tant, not too important, or not at all important to you when you select a primarv food store.

Base: The shopping public

Jan

1992 Women
Total Men Total Working Nonworking
Base 1.000 215 785 411 366
Lery or Somew hat Important 0g % % Yy Y
Clean, neat store 100 99 100 100 100
Quality produce (fruits and vegetables) 99 95 100 100 100
Good variety or wide selection 97 97 97 97 97
Good, low prices 97 92 99 99 98
Courteous, friendly employees 96 92 97 98 97
Good quality meat 96 96 96 94 98
'[ Comenient location 95 93 96 98 93
| Readable and accurate shelf tags . 94 90 95 96 95
} Fast checkout 91 90 92 93 90
! Items on sale or monev-saving specials 91 84 93 93 94
’ Attention to special requests or needs 83 77 88 86 90
! \utrition and health information
: available for shoppers 84 72 87 87 89
! Convenient store layvout 80 78 81 82 80
Fresh food sections like a deli or a bakery 78 7 78 79 78
Environmental programs 71 61 74 76 72
Good selection of nonfood products 70 39 73 73 72
Private label or store brands 63 35 67 64 72
Fresh seafood section 60 36 61 61 60
24-hour operation 49 419 49 54 43
Pharmacy in store 141 35 42 42 43
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The importance of supermarkel features varies it
tle among shoppers of different ages (see Table 3) shop-
pers aged 18 to 24 care least about courteous and
friendly emplovees and the most on a good selection of
nonfood products and 24-hour operation. The impor-
tance of an in-store pharmacy and 24-hour operations
deciines with age. while the reverse holds true for pri-
vate label or store brands.

Store features relating to cost savings and con-
venience clearly differentiate shoppers who live alone
from those in larger households (see Table 4). One-
person households place less importance on good. low
prices. items on sale, a convenient location and a fast
checkout. Three other features are of increasing impor-
tance to larger households attention to special requests
or needs; availability of health and nutrition informa-

Py A

tion: and environmental programs

Supermarkels are best able Lo meel shoppers’ ex-
pectations with respect to providing a clean. neat store
(92 percent). a convenient location (91 percent) and
good variety or wide selection (90 percent) Thisis the
sixth consecutive year that Trends has ashed shoppers
torate their supermarket’s performance. Although su-

permarket performance ratings continue to fall below

importance ratings, four out the five items of greatest
importance are also the ones on which shoppers most
favorably rate their supermarkets’ performance:

B Clean, neat store (92 percent).

B Good variety or wide selection (90 percent).
M Quality produce (87 percent)

B Courteous. friendly employees (87 percent).

TABLE

IMPORTANCE OF SUPERMARKET FEATURES BY AGE

Q: In the next series of questions. I'm going to read a list of factors that mav or mav not be important when a
person deciges where Lo shop for food For each factor, please tell me if it i< vers important. somewhat impor-
tant, not too 1mportant. or not at all important to vou when vou select a primary [ood store.

Base: The shapping public

Jan.
1992 Age
Total 18-24 25-39 40-49 30-64 63+
\ Base 1,000 78 351 205 200 130
L Very or Somew hat Important Bo ", o, " , v,
i Clean. neat store 100 100 100 100 98 104
i Quahty produce (fruits and vegelables) 99 96 98 99 94 100
7 Good varets or wide <elertion 97 94 96 98 93 98
| Good. low prices 97 99 98 98 96 94
' Courteous friendly emplovees 96 91 95 97 93 99
l Good guahty meat 96 95 95 96 97 99
: Convenient location 93 95 96 96 96 92
? Readable and accurate shelf tags 94 94 93 94 97 93
. Fast chechout 91 93 91 93 91 89
! llems on sale or mones -saving specials 91 91 90 G2 93 91
Attention to special requests or needs 85 90 83 87 85 87
Nutrition and health information
availabie for shoppers 84 85 82 8! 90 85
Convenient store layout 80 82 74 82 85 85
Fresh food sections like a deli or bakery 78 78 80 8i 73 76
Environmental programs 71 77 70 74 70 67
[ Good selection of nonfood products 70 83 72 66 63 72
i Private label or store brands 65 39 63 62 69 72
{ Fresh seafood section 60 62 33 62 61 63
24-hour operation 49 73 32 37 40 36
! Pharmacy 1n store M 45 42 44 38 37 |
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AUleast four out of fne shoppers rate their super-
market’s performance good or excellent on these addi-
tional features:

B Fresh food sections like a deli or bakery (87 percent)

M Convenient store layout (85 percent).

W Good quality meat (84 percent).

8 llems on sale or money-saving specials (83 percent).
Supermarkets are making strides in meeting shop-

pers’ expectations on key issues (see Table 1). Overthe

past year. when economic issues such as unemployment

and recession are foremost in shoppers’ minds, signifi-

cantly more consumers feel that their principal super-

market 18 addressing their economic concerns. Shop-
pers rate their supermarhel more tavorabhy than ever
for providing items on sale (up five points 10 83 percent)
and good. low prices (up eight points to 73 percent)

More 1992 than 1991 shoppers also feel that their
supermarkel offers a good variety of merchandise and
fast checkout. Fewer 1992 shoppers, however, are satis-
fied with their store's fresh seafood section.

Consistent with prior vears, the importance shop-
pers place on supermarhket features exceeds perfor-
mance ratings for the top 12 items. Performance ratings
exceed expectations for the seven least important items
(see Table 1).

i TABLE

| |

' IVIPORTANCE OF SUPERMARKET FEATURES BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE

E Q: In the next series of questions, I'm going to read a list of factors that may or mav not be important when a
person decides where to shop for food. For each factor, please tell me if it is very important, somewhat impor-

1 tant. not too important, or not at all important (o you when yvou select a primary food store

| Base" The shopping public

% Jan. Household Size

[ 1992 Three- Five

| Total One Twu Four Or \More

r Base 1.000 149 313 399 116

’! Very or Somew hat Important % 0 ' v, "y

; Clean, neat store 100 99 100 100 99

i Quality produce (fruits and vegetables) 99 97 99 99 99

E Good variety or wide selection 97 97 97 97 98

,’ Good. low prices 97 3 97 98 100 \
Courteous, friendis emplovees 96 95 97 95 97 ;’
Good quabiy meat 96 97 96 96 94 |
Comventent location 95 92 a3 96 97 ‘
Readabie and accurate shelf tags 94 94 4y a4 96 !

‘ 'ast chechout 91 86 a1 42 o7 3

Items on sale or moneyv-saving specials 91 83 491 as 97

j Attention to special requests or needs 85 81 83 6 90

i \utrition and health information |

! available tar shoppers 84 82 83 84 87

§ Comvenient store layout 80 83 8l 78 84

| Fresh food sections like a deli or bakert 78 79 74 78 80
Environmental programs 71 64 69 74 72
Good selection of nonfood products 70 71 67 71 67
Private label or store brands 635 61 60 63 73
Fresh seafood section 60 o8 62 39 39
24-hour operation 49 48 46 52 52
Pharmacy in store 41 11 38 44 38
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Overall Satisfaction With Supermarkets three shoppers rate their supermarket a “nine” or 10"

Shoppers remain quite satisfied with the job their prin- W hen shoppers suggest improvements. they focus on
cipal supermarket is doing in meeting their grocery items of known imporiance: more variety. better assort-
shopping needs, although two out of three can suggest  ment and wider choice; faster checkouts, and lower
improvements (Tables 5, 7). Asthey have since 1988.on  prices. These are items on which supermarket perfor-
average, shoppers rate their supermarket a 79 on a mance has improied over the past vear (see Table 1).
scale of one to 10, where “'one” indicates their super- but for which there is obviously room for more
market is doing a poor job and *“10"" an excellent job. improvement.

This level has held constant for five years. One out of

TABLE

CONSUMERS EVALUATE THEIR PRINCIPAL SUPERMARKET, 1988-1992

Q: A1/ things considered, how satisfied are you with the job the supermarket 11 v hich vou usually shop Is doing
with respect to meeting your grocery shopping needs? Please use a scale of one to 10. where “one’ means
theyv are doing a poor job and "“10° means they are doing an excellent job. [ se anv number between and includ-
ing one to 10.

Base: The shopping public

Percent Rating

Average Rating Supermarket
(1 to 10 Scale) 9or 10
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1983 1989 1990 1991 1992
Oy 0, [N 0 [
Total 79 79 79 79 79 32 32 24 32 33 ’
Sex
Men 77 77 77 77 76 29 23 22 24 23
Women 79 79 79 81 8.0 32 33 31 35 36
Working 17 79 78 80 78 26 31 28 31 30 i
Nonworking 8.2 79 81 8.1 2 41 36 33 38 43 1
Tvpe of Household
With Children 78 7.8 77 79 78 29 30 24 29 30
\o Children 80 80 80 890 8.0 34 33 33 53 33
Size of Household!
1 81 8.0 8.1 78 8.1 40 38 37 33 33
2 79 8.0 80 80 8.0 30 31 33 34 36
3 79 78 78  NA /A 30 3 260 \A VA
4 8.0 1.7 17 79 7.8 36 29 23 29 30
5 or more 73 78 77 80 18 23 31 25 35 31
Age
18-24 79 7.7 78 76 17 23 21 28 20 26
25-39 78 78 77 78 17 28 27 21 26 26
40-49 16 78 78 890 78 27 35 27 33 9
50-64 8.1 8.0 81 8.1 8.2 36 35 38 35 40
65 and older 8.3 82 83 83 8.5 5i 43 43 47 50
tBeginning in 1991. household size of three and four persons are combined.
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Demographics differentiate overall shopper ratings
of supermarket performance (Tables 5. 6}.

W Women, particularly the nonworking, are more
pleased with their supermarket’s performance than
men.

W Shoppers with children are more satisfied than
others with the job their supermarket is doing. Thisruns
contrary to the decline in satisfaction among house-
holds of three or more persons.

B Older shopper~ are more satisfied than are vounger
shoppers. One in Lwo shoppers aged 65 or older rates
their supermarhet a "'mine” or 10, compared to only
one in four under 40.

B Satisfaction is highest among shoppers with house-
hold incomes of $15,000 or less and declines as income
rises.

B Shoppers without a college education are more satis-
fied than those with at least some college.

TABLE

CONSUMERS EVALUATE THEIR PRINCIPAL SUPERMARKET, 1990-1992

Q: All things considered, how satisfied are you with the job the supermarket in which vou usually shop is doing
with respect to meeting vour grocery shopping needs? Please use a scale of one to 10, where “‘one’” means
they are doing a poor jeb and 10’ means they are doing an excellent job. Lse any number between and includ-

ng one to 10.

Base- The shopping public

Average Rating
(1 to 10 scale)

Percentage Rating
Supermarhet 9 or 10

1990 1991 1992 1930 1991 1992
Q/O % C”O
Total 79 79 7.9 29 32 33
Income
) $15.000 or less 8.0 8.0 8.2 39 42 41
i 313.001-823.000 79 8.1 79 29 35 33
,‘ $25.001-833,000 77 79 78 24 29 28
! $33.001-830,000 79 78 7.7 23 235 27
l $30,00; or more 17 78 7.8 25 23 31
! Education
! High school or iess 80 81 8.0 36 37 37 :
; Some collegercoliege graduate 7.7 78 79 21 27 29 X
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Suggested Improvements in Principal Supermarket {14 percenty and lower prices (13 percent) are the onh

\bout two out of three shoppers would like 1o see im- otherimprovements suggested by at least one in 10, As,
provements i their primary supermarket (see Table 7),  noted in Table 1, supermarkets began to make strides
primarily betler variety, selection and a wider choice  in all three areas over the past vear

of products and services (22 percent). Faster chechout

TABLE

CONSUMERS SUGGEST IMPROVEMENTS I\ THEIR PRINCIPAL SUPERMARKET

Q: Overall what improvements, if ans, would you ke to see in the supermarket where you usualls shop for food?

Base: The shopping public

Muttiple responses accepted
Select responses of at least two percent shown

Jan

1992
i Total :
: Base 2.000 !
| |
: Vore variety better assortment/wider choice (NET) 22 .
f More variety,/better assortmentwider choice (nonspecific) 13 !
' \lore varety/better assortment/w jder choice of specific food ttems £ '
‘ \lore variety/belter assortment/wide choice of specific services 5] ;
1 Faster checkouts B! (
1 Lower prices 13 ‘
% Better lavout/easier to shop 8 ‘
I Offer better quality products 5] !
J Fresher products 5 :
; Betler service (nonspecific) 4 :
| Cleanerincater 4 l
! More help in the store/courteous help 3 :
: More items on sale money-saving specials 3 '

Betler stocked shehves/more consistent stocking imventor 2
More private label siore brands 2 ?
Y More attention o special requests and needs 2 !
Vore knowledgeable emplovees 2 ;
, Betier in-store signs 2 ,
{ Better parking 2 ,
. Other 5 ’
} None 22 i
‘ Don't know 10 |
l
| |
1 |
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1L ACROSS R C°OLNTRY

PEOPLL TIGHTENLD THEIR
BELTS THIS YEAR THE
RESULTING CHANGE 1IN SPEND-
ING PATTERNS HAS HAD A

DRAMATIC IMPACT O\ EVER}

SPENDING AND
SAVING MONEY

SEGMENT OF THE ECOVOMY,

INCLUDING OUR OWN'™

THE WEERLY

GROCERY BILL
After the 1991 jump in average weekly grocery bills,
expenses have leveled off, declining by St per week to
578 (Table 8). Weekls family grocery expenses declined
modestly. but not significanth, for all but one-person
households (Table 9).

In the past year, per-person weekly grocery expen-

ditures declined from S32 to S30 (Table 10). Economies
of scale prevail: per-person expenses decline as the size

of the household increases. The per-person amount of
$44 for one-person households is more than double the
S19 reported for households of five or more. Consistent
with this finding, per-person expenses are lower in
households with children

For the first time ever, per-person expenditures in
two-income households fall below those in more tradi-
tional one-income famihes. Geographically, per-person
expenses have declined the most for shoppers in the
East and West, two areas hard hit by the recession.

Q: Ybout how much do you spend each week on groceries for your family?

TABLE

S

WEEKLY FAMILY GROCERY EXPENSES, 1981-1992

Total

Jan  Jarn  Jan. Jan
1981 1982 1983 1984

Jan  Jan Jan Jan  Jan  Jan Jan Jan. \
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

i
.} Base The shopping public
|
i
|
t
I
|

[ Un U vy
| $0-$40 29 30 28 23
| S41-S60 29 25 29 29
| 8618100 3l 30 33 34
i $101 and over 6 8 9 9
\ot sure
no answerrefused AYR 7 1 4
\verage weekh
grocery expenses S35 838 862 864

S68 8§74 S72

Un Uy Yo e Rt Yo Yo %
23 19 21 23 2] 2 i9 20
27 28 26 25 24 24 22 23
34 38 37 38 37 39 39 39
12 13 12 1 14 13 17 13

S74 S79 878

o
~1
w
=1
da

N A = \ol available in 1981
May not add to 100 percent duc to rounding
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TABLE

;
|
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Base: The shopping public

WEERLY FAMILY GROCERY EXPENSES BY SIZE OF HOUSEHOLD, 1982-1992

0Q: About how much do you spend each week on groceries for vour famih?

*Expenses for 1982. 1983, 1991 and 1992 are combined for three- and four-person households

Tolal
Jan Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan Jan. Jan.
,; 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
| $ s s s s s s s s s s
Size of Household
‘ 1 33 36 40 40 11 33 38 40 39 43 44
2 31 54 59 58 62 58 61 63 63 71 66
3 70 72+ Tl 76 76 77 74 80 82 92* 90*
4 70 72* 80 85 84 83 88 90 91 92* 90~
E 3 or more 90 85 82 92 103 104 98 109 103 11 107
I
|

Frequency of Using Monev-Saving Measures

General economic conditions have made shoppers more
aggressive in their use of money-saving measures. Af-
ter a decline in 1991, use of the top measures rebound-
ed (Table 11). Three economizing measures are
practiced by at least two out of five shoppers pretty
much every time they shop Looking in the newspaper
for grocery specials (43 percentj once again surpass-
es price-off coupons (43 percent) as the primary way
shoppers economize on their food bills. Shopping only

P VG E b5 N 1992 TRENMNDS B8

FOOD

at one store is reported with nearly equal frequency (42
percent), although at least one in four shoppers routinely
compare prices at different supermarkets (23 percent).
Another one out of three shoppers stocks up on bargains
(30 percent).

Beginning in 1382, shoppers were asked how often
they economize by using supermarket specials, coupons
and price comparisons For the first time, in 1992,
Trends also asked shoppers how often they shop onh
at one store or shop at warehouse club stores like BJ's,
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PACL. Price Club. Costeo and Sam's. \ationaliy. 10 per-
cent shop club stores at least fairty often, while another
36 percent occasionally. and 53 percent never.

Use of price-off coupons is at an all-time high (43
percent) and looking in the newspaper for grocery spe-
cials is mentioned more now than at any time since
1984. The percentage of shoppers who take these meas-
ures pretly much every time they shop has increased
significantly since 1991. More 1992 than 1991 shoppers
also say they stock up on bargains or compare prices
at different supermarkets (Table 11).

Almost one in five shoppers buy store brands or
lower riced brands instead of national brands pretty
much every time they shop (18 percent), and shoppers
place significantly greater importance on private label
orstore brar 1snow thanin 1991 (see Table 1). The num-
ber of shoppers who buy products on special also has

remained stable over the past year (18 percent).
Although one i tour shoppers actually compare
prices at different supermarkets pretty much every time
they shop, only aboul one in 10 actually goto supermar-
kets other than their principal one for advertised spe-
cials. This latter finding is consistent with the large
number who say thev shop onlv at one store.
Demographic differences in economizing behavior
are widespread. Nonworking women use economizing
measures more frequently than do men, and in some
cases more so than working women (Table 13A). Older
shoppers and those in larger households also exhibit
money-saving measures more often (Table 13B). Many
economizing measures are more prevalent among those
with lower incomes or less formal education (Table 13C).
These and other differences are detailed below.

TABLE

AVERAGE PER-PERSON WEEKLY GROCERY EXPENSES. 1582-1992*

Base: The shopping public

Total
Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan Jan. Jan Jan. Jan. Jarn Jan Jan.
1962 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
S S S S S S S S S S S
Total 21 22 23 24 27 24 26 29 29 32 30
Married
One spouse at home 20 20 22 23 23 23 24 26 26 28 28
Two wage-earners 22 22 23 23 26 25 25 26 28 31 27
Ty pe of Household
With children 19 19 19 21 21 21 22 23 22 26 24
N\o children 25 28 28 29 32 28 31 33 34 36 335
Size of Household
1 33 36 40 10 4 33 38 10 39 43 114
2 26 27 29 29 31 27 29 31 32 33 33
3-4 20 21 22 23 23 23 23 25 25 27 26
5 or more 17 16 15 17 19 17 17 19 18 20 19
Region
East 23 22 23 25 28 25 26 30 33 36 33
Midwest 20 20 22 21 25 22 25 26 26 28 27
South 20 24 23 24 26 25 26 28 28 31 29
West 23 24 24 26 27 24 29 31 28 35 31

*Calculated from average weekly grocery expenses and houschold size. W here respondents couldn't provide data, they were

omilled from the calculation.

1992
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TABLE

HOW OFTEN SHOPPERS ECONOMIZE, U{SE SUPERMARAKET SPECIALS,
COLPONS AND PRICE COMPARISONS, 1982-1992

O: How often do you (READ EACH ITEM)—pretty much everv time you stop, fairly often, only occasionaly
or never?

Base- The shopping public

1992
Pretty Only
Much Occa-
Pretty Much Every Time You Shop Every Fairly sion- ot

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 Time Often ally Never Sure

Look in the
newspaper for
grocery specials % 50 32 49 41 40 ** 42 34 38 33 15 18 19 18

Use price-off
coupons % 39 38 39 30 39 37 40 3% 37 36 43 20 25 12

Shop only at
one store Y% X X X X A A X X X by 12 23 16 17

Stock up on an
em when you
find a bargain O X X X X X X X X x 24 30 31 30 10

Compare prices
at different
supermarkets W 32 30 29 27 25 28 26 23 24 20 25 20 3 25

Buy store brands

or lower priced

brands instead

of naticnal

brands*** % X X X X X X X X X 18 18 31 40 10

Buy products on

special even if

vou hadn’t

planned to buy

them that day % X X X A X X by A \ 17 18 32 10 10
GO o supermar-

hets other than

vour principal

one tor adver-

nsed speciais b 18 13 12 10 9 12 12 12 1w 9 9 6 46 28

Shop at a dis-

count or ware-

house food store

for grocery items 0 X X A A X b A X by 5 6 3 40 40

Shop at ware-

house club

stores hike Bls,

PACE. Price

Club, Costeo

and Sam’s % X X X X X X X X A X 2 8 36 53

x = Yot asked
*Less than 0.5 percent
**Not reported due to date anomaly
***in 1991, asked as “"buy store brands or lower priced products instead of national brands
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TABLE
? 12

HOW OFTEN SHOPPERS ECONOMIZE COMPARED TO ONEYLAR AGO

Base. The shopping public

Frequency of Activity

0: Now /'d like you to think of your shopping habits over the past year For each of the follow ing items, please
tell me whether you do it more often, less otten, or aboul the same amount thal you did a year ago

Don't
More Less Same know
%o Yo Y% %
Buy store brands or lower priced brands
instead of national brands 22 12 64 z
Shop at a warehouse club store 9 19 65 7
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Look in Yenspaper for Grocery Specials

B Nonworking women read the newspaper for grocery
specials more often than either working women or men
(Table 13A).

@ Eastern shoppers are more likely than Southerners
1o scan the newspaper for grocery specials (Table 13A).

B Shoppers age 50 or older are most likely to use adver-
tised newspaper specials. Shoppers under age 25 are
least likely to do so (Table 13B).

& Alleast one in two shoppers from households of two

or five or more persons look for grocery specials in

the paper. One-person households do so least often
(Table 13B).

B Use of newspaper specials declines as income rises.
Shoppers from households earning less than $15,000

are the most likely 1o use groce
(Table 13C).

M High school educated shoppers look through the
newspaper for specials with greater frequency than
others {Table 13C)

Use Price-Off Coupons

= ‘VVZUUICII [Jal Lmu1a1 l) l!UllWUlMHg Glltb dlchlC
ly than men to use price-off coupons {Table 13A).

M Shoppers who live in the East and Midwest use price-
off coupons more often than those in the South and West
(Table 13A).

B The use of price-off coupons increases with house-

hold size. Coupon use among one-person households
falls well short of others (Table 13B).

or never?

Base. The shopping public

TABLE
[RAN
HOW USE OF SPECIALS, COUPONS AND PRICE COMPARISONS VARIES BY SEX AND REGION

l Q: HHow often do you (READ EACH ITEM)—pret!y much every time you shop, fairls often, only occasionalls;

Sex ;
= Women l
! Non- Region !
Total Men Tota! Working Working Bast Midwest South West i
Base 1000 215 783 41 366 183 260 338 219
% Uy Yo Oy % D i) O Oy f
Pretty Much Every Time :
Look in newspaper for |
grocery specials 15 34 48 41 53 31 43 42 43 |
. Use price-off coupons 43 28 47 41 53 53 19 38 33 ;
' Shop only at one store 2 42 42 42 13 16 40 #4038
! Stock up when you find a bargain 30 23 32 31 33 34 30 32 23
‘ Compare prices at different
! supermarkets 25 19 27 24 29 26 24 25 27
| Buy store/lower priced brands
| instead of national brands 18 13 20 17 24 16 13 20 22
j Buy products on special even if
! you hadn't planned to 18 M 19 17 21 15 15 20 19
i Go to supermarkets other
| than your principel one for
: advertised specials 9 8 10 9 11 15 3 7 10
i Shop at a discount or warehouse
store for grocery items 6 6 7 8 6 4 7 3 8
| Shop at warehouse ciub stores
| like BJs, PACE, elc. 2 P 2 3 1 2 2 2 2
PAGE 20 B 1992 TREVDS B FOOD MARKETING INVSTITUTE



Shop Only at One Store

B Shoppers under the age of 25 are the most likely of
anv age group to limit shopping to only one store (Table
13B)

B Shoppers with household incomes up to $15.000
most often shop only at one store (Table 13C).

Stock Up When You Find a Bargain

W When it comes to stocking up on bargains, women
do this more often than men (Table 13A).

B Shoppers from one-person households are by far the
least likelyv to stock up on bargains (Table 13B).

B Shoppers with incomes of $30.000 or less stock up

s £

more frequently than others (Tabie 13C).

B Shoppers without a college education stock up on
bargains more often than the college educated shop-
pers. (Table 13C).

Compare Prices at Different Supermarkets

B Women are more likelv than men o go to a super-
market other than their principal one to compare prices
(Table 13A).

M Shoppers whose household income does not exceed
$50,000 most often make price comparisons
(Table 13C).

M Shoppers without a college education more often
compare prices than college-educated shoppers (Table

1M
10U},

TABLE
IR]}
HOW USE OF SPECIALS, COUPONS AND PRICE COMPARISONS VARIES
BY AGE AND SIZE OF HOUSEHOLD
Q: How often do you (READ EACH ITEM)—pretty much every time you shop, fairly often, only occasionall,
or never’
Base: The shopping public
Age Size of Household
65 Three-  Five
Total 1824 25-39 40-49 50-64 AndOver One Two Four Or More
Base 1,000 78 351 2050 200 130 149 313 399 116
Pretty Much Every Time % % % % % % Oy % ) %
Look in newspaper for
arocery specials 45 31 37 43 58 33 3+ 30 42 53
Lse price-off coupons 43 33 42 42 43 49 30 43 45 32
Shop only at one store 42 50 39 43 41 15 18 41 40 44
Stock up when vou find a
bargain 30 24 33 26 32 31 22 32 32 31
‘ Compare prices at
| different supermarkets 25 22 23 22 30 27 20 24 26 30
Buv store/lower priced
brands mstead of nation-
al brands 18 21 20 18 19 14 17 17 20 20
Buy products on special
even if you hadn't
planned to 18 12 18 18 19 16 16 18 17 22
Go to supermarkets other
than your principal one
for advertised specials 9 5 7 10 13 10 7 8 1 10
Shop at a discount or
warehouse store for
! grocery items 6 9 7 8 5 3 4 4 10 5
Shop at warehouse club
store like Bs, PACE, etc. 2 1 3 3 1 1 1 2 3 3
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Buy Store or Lower Priced Brands Instead of
\ational Brands

B Women are more likehy than men to purchase store
brands (Table 13\).

W Use of store brands declines with age. and is least
frequent among shoppers who are at least 63 vears of
age (Table 13B).

B Store-brand purchases decline as household income
rises and are greatest among shoppers with household
incomes of $15,000 or less (Table 13C).

B Shoppers without a college education purchase store
brands more frequently than others {Table 13C).

Buy Products on Special That Day
Even If You Hadn’t Planned

B Shoppers with no coliege education are more likely

than others to buy products on special (Table 13C).

Go to Supermarkets Other Than Yeur Principal
One for \dvertised Specials

B shoppers uncer age 25 are the least likely 1o go
to another supermarket for advertised specials
(Table 13B).

B Shoppers without a college education more often
shop for advertised speciais al a supermarket other
than their principal one (Table 13C}.

Shop at a Discount or Barehouse Store for
Grocery Items

W Use of discount or warehouse stores declines with
age.

B Shoppers from three- to four-person households use
these stores more frequently than others (Table 13B).

TABLE !

1.3

1
4 |

HOW USE OF SPECIALS. COUPONS AND PRICE COMPARISONS VARIES !
BY INCOME AND EDUCATION

0: How often do you (READ EACH ITEMy—pretty much evers time you shop. fairly often, onhs occasionalh,

or never?

Base The shopping public

Lducatior

Some :
Income High Coll.
‘ Lessthan S13.00i- $25.001- 83500.-  Over School  Collece
! Total  S15.000  S23.00¢  S$33.006  S$30000  S30.000  Or Less  Graduate
|
; Base 1.000 194 181 186 129 130 188 503
| Pretty Much Every Time i % O s 04 Uy by Lo
Look 1 newspaper for |
grocery specials 43 32 18 41 42 O S0 10
; Lse price-ofl coupons 43 43 43 47 4 40 43 41 ‘
i Snhop atonh one store 42 49 10 41 42 39 42 42 i
v !
Stach up when you ;
find a bargain 30 35 33 31 32 22 38 22 \‘
Compare prices at differ- ﬁ
ent supermarkets 23 29 27 23 26 17 28 22 !
Buy store/lower priced ‘
brands instead of national ;
brands 18 28 20 17 13 10 22 1 ‘
Buy products on specials ’
that day even if you hadn't {
planned to 18 21 18 18 18 14 22 i3 ,
Go o supermarkets other
than your principal one for
advertised specials 9 12 9 7 6 9 13 b
Shop at a discount or !
warchouse store for I
grocery items 6 6 7 6 3 7 6 7 ‘
Shop at warehouse club .
store like BJs PACE. et 2 1 2 2 3 4 1 3
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Slore Brands Vs, \ationally \dvertised Brands

The majority of shoppers believe that store brands are
of the same quality as nationally advertised brands (61
percent). although a substantial portion of shoppers—
30 percent—believe that nationally advertised brands
are of better quality (see Table 14). The comparability
of store and national brands depends on the type of
product (see Table 15).

For the first time in 1992, Trends asked shoppers
to rate the qualily of store brands versus national
brands. In addition. shoppers were asked to name the

tvpes of products. if any. for which store brands are
hetter than nationally advertised brands.

Shoppers hold homogencous perceptions of store
brands vis-a-vis national brands. Only household in-
come appears to differenliate shoppers. The number
who believe that store and national brands are of equal
quality declines as income rises (Table 14).

One in four shoppers (24 percent: Table 15)feel that
the store brands of specific products are actually bet-
ter than nationally advertised brands, while two in five
hold the opposite view, favoring the national brands.

TABLE

HOW CONSUMERS RATE STORE BRANDS VS. NATIONALLY ADVERTISED BRANDS

0: In general, would vou say that the quaiity of store brands is better. not as good as, or about the same as

nationally advertised brands?

Base: The shopping public

Compared To \ational Brands. Store Brands Are

Don’t
Base Better Not As Good Same hnow
Total 1.000 3¢ 30 61 6
Income .
S15,000 or less 194 4¢, 20 69 7 {
‘ $13.001-823.000 181 29, 32 64 3 !
; $25.001-835.000 186 30 28 63 5 .
‘ - +
' $35.001-550.000 129 3 34 37 6 !
550,001 or more 150 00 41 23 6
-\—lzx—\nol add tn 100 percent due to rounding ]
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TABLE

15

STORE-BRA\D PRODUCTS CONSUMERS BELIEVE ARE BETTER THAN VATIOVAL BRANDS

Q: Are there am specific 1y pes of food and nontood products for which you feel store brands are particuiarh
better than nationallv advertised brands”

Base: The shopping pubhc

Q: Ror what 1y pes of food and nonfood products are store brands better than nationally advertised brands”

Base- Shoppers who {eel there are specific products for which store brands are better than nationatiy

advertised brands

Percentage Who Feel Store Brands 4re Better

Canned goods
Paper products
Bakery products
Dairy products
Srack foods
Frozen foods
Detergents
Cereals
Bread
Produce
Condiments
Garbage.trash bags
Pasta
Milk
Coffee
Cleaning products
Soft drinks
Other
Food products (NET
Nonfood products (NET)
Don’t know

Jan.
1992
Total

-1 ~1 =1 ® © 4
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Methods of Economizing

Majorities of shoppersrely on three techniques Lo save
money on their food bills: making greater use of price-
off coupons (61 percent}. doing more with i>ftovers (60
percent) and buying fewer luxury or gourmet items (58
percent}. Their reported reliance on price-off coupons

is consistent with the finding that they use thismeasure
on pretty much every shopping trip (Tables 16 and 11).
At least one out of two forego convenience to save
money, either by eating oul less often (52 percent) or buy-
ing fewer convenience foods (31 percent). The only
method of economizing shoppers do not use in great
numbers is buying only what's on their list (24 percent).

Beginning in 1991, Trends investigated the extent
to which shoppers utilize certain methods of economiz-
ing. Trends further investigated whether these money-
saving measures were long-standing or recently
adopted. Over the past vear, the number of shoppers

who practice almost all behaviors is becoming more
widespread. The exception is buy ing only what's on the
list: fewer 1992 than 1991 shoppers do this to save
money.

As in 1991, for the most part these methods of
economizing are not new to shoppers. With the excep-
tion of “'eating out less often,” these are activities that
majorities of shoppers have been practicing for awhile.

Asis evident with the extent shoppers use money-
saving behaviors pretty much every time they shop
(Tables 11-13C), shoppers may be differentiated by their
overall use of these methods of economizing. Larger
households. particularly those with children. more often
look for ways to save money on groceries than smaller
ones. Younger shoppers tend to be more cost-conscious
than older shoppers. and women more so than men.
These and other differences are detailed below
{Table 17)

TAB

LE

MONEY-SAVING BEHAVIOR

Q: I'm going to read vou some things that people have told us they do to economize on their food bills. For each

one, please tell me if this is something vou currently do.

Base- The shopping public

O: Is this something you've been doing for a few vears and are continuing (o do now (o economize, or some-

thing that you've just begun to do recenth?

Base Shoppers who currently use that method of economizing

Currenth Do FregLency of Behavior

Jan Been
1991 1992 Doing Awhile Just Begun
g ) U Yo
Make more use of price-off coupons 58 61 80 20
Do more with leftovers 56 60 81 18
Buy fewer luxury or gourmet items 335 58 66 3
Eat out less often 50 52 33 44
Buy fewer convenience foods 46 51 64 35
Do more mea!l planning 42 135 68 31
Buy in larger quantity 39 10 73 26
Buy only what's on your list 34 24 82 18

11991 spiit sample base = 504.

1992
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TABLE
17
HOW CONSUMERS ECONOMIZF

Q: I'm going to read you some things that people have told us thev de to economize on their food bills. For each
one please tell me if this 1s something you current!y do.

Base- The shopping public

Lse Buy Buy
More Do Fewer Fewer Buy List
Price-off  More With Gourmet  Eat Out  Conven. More Meal Larger Items
Coupons  Leftovers Items Less Often  Foods Planning  Quantity  Only

) % ) 9 Yo Y% 9y %

Totai 61 60 38 52 51 43 40 24
Sex

Men 43 57 46 33 47 39 34 29

Women 65 61 61 52 33 47 42 22
Age

18-24 69 64 67 69 39 a3 34 26

23-39 63 58 60 64 56 33 33 24

40-49 56 39 61 35 49 43 42 20

50-64 60 61 39 39 53 42 31 26

65 + 38 63 44 34 40 23 17 235
Education

HS or less 66 64 58 33 34 44 44 21

Some college/

college graduate 56 56 o8 51 49 16 37 27
Size of househoid

One 18 58 56 49 40 25 22 27

Two o8 38 52 42 47 39 29 26

Three-Four 64 63 61 39 33 35 49 22

Five or more 73 39 67 68 66 34 66 22
Ty pe of household

With children 69 63 64 64 37 35 23 24

\o children 35 57 32 44 37 36 27 24
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Mahe Vigre Use of Price-Off Coupons

B Consistent with findings on the frequency with which
price-off coupons are used, women make greater use
of them than men.

B Shoppers from households with children make
greater use of coupons than do childless households.

B Use of price-off coupons increases as household size
increases, with the largest households using them most
often.

I Shoppers without a ¢ sllege education are more likely
to use coupons than better educated shoppers.

Do More with Leftovers
B Shoppers without a college education do more with

Inft aveang th

ieitovers than others.

Buy Fewer Luxury or Gourmet Items
B More women than men save on food bills by foregoing
gourmet items.

W Compared with others, more shoppers with children
save on groceries by not purchasing gourmet or luxury
items.

M Shoppers aged 65 or older are less likely to save
money by giving up gourmet or luxury purchases

Eat Out Less Often

B Shoppers who have children at home say thev eat out
less often than do those without children.

M Shoppers from households of three or more persons
are most likely to save money by eating out less often

M Shoppers aged 50 or older are the least Tikely 1o save
money v not eating out.

Buv Fewer Comenience Foods

B Households with children are most likely to econom-
ize al the expense of convenience.

B Shoppers age 65 or older are least likely to forego
convenience foods Lo economize on their grocery bills.

Do Vore Meal Planning

B More women than men use meal planning 0
economize on food bills

B Households with children do so more than those
without.

B The extent to which shoppers plan meals increases
with household size. This technique is most prevalent
in households of three or more persons.

B Shoppers age 65 or older rely the least of any age
group on meal planning.

Buy in Larger Quantity

B More women than men buy in larger quantities to
economize on food bills.

B Twice as many shoppers from households with chil-
dren than without economize in this manner.

8 Quantity purchasing increases with household size.
Shoppers from households of five or more persons
are three times as likely {0 do this as those from one-
person households.

B The frequency with which shoppers buy in larger
quantities declines with age. Shoppers under age 40 are
more likely than those 30 or older.

Buy List Items Onlyv

B More men than women buy only what's on their list
to economize

B More college-educated than other shoppers stick to
their list as a way of economizing.

Who are the Heavy Economizers?

Consumer concerns about the economy are evidenced
by the fact that more than one in five shoppers may be
classified as a “‘heavy economizer” (21 percentj—
defined as someone who practices five or more of the
eight economizing measures outlined in Table 16. This
is up modestly from 18 percent in 1991 (See Table 18)
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Beginning in 1991, as part of its emphasis on
money -saving measures, Trends profiled shoppers who
could be considered heavy economizers. Consistent with
findings for other money-saving measures, heavy
economizers are most likely to be:

M Women (22 percent).

Y o e

B From larger households (30 percent of shoppers from
households of five or more)
B Under age 25 133 percent).

Heavy economizers spend an average of $81 per

week on groceries. compared to $78 overall. Slightly
higher overall expenditures probably reflect their larger

. & P S R? i A

overali household size. Per person expenditures of $27
are somewhat below the S30 reported overall (Table 18).

B Married, from one-income households (26 percent).
B In households with children (27 percent).

kAR e AN I M 0 R

TABLE
PROFILE OF HEAVY ECOVOMIZERS
Base The shopping public
Heavy Economizers!
19912 1992
(O “U
Total 18 21
i Sexa
| Men 17 16
‘ Women 19 22
Working 13 22
Nonworking 21 22
Married
One spouse at home 23 26
| Two wage-earners 20 22
| Type of Household ;
| With children 24 27 <‘
i o children 13 15
i Size of Household
! One 13 13 :
§ T™wo 16 17 f _
i Three-four 22 24 .[ ’
i’ Five or more 26 30 !
| \ee | i
| 18-24 29 33 | i
; 25-39 20 214 | .
i 40-49 18 21 !
{ 50-64 i 19 *
; 65+ 15 10
K Income
$15,000 or less 19 23
$13,001-S25,000 20 22
$25,001-835,000 15 25
$35,001-850,000 24 20
$50,001 or more 18 16
Region
East 17 22 -
Midwest 19 18
South 21 22
West 14 22
Average Weekly Grocery Expenses
Per family S80 $81
Per person §29 827
‘Included in the “*heavy economizer’” group are shoppers who currenthy practice fine or more of the eight cconomizing meas-
ures summarized n Table 16

i 41991 split sample = 504

— I
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CTHIN YEAR W1 BERE FSPE

CIALLY INTERLSTED IV THO

VONEY SWING BEHAVIORS OF C H A P T E R

ALY STRATEGIC SIGNMFICANCE
FOR OLR FUTURE: SHOPPING

AT BAREHOUSE CLLB STORES

AND THE LSE OF PRIVATE WAREHOUSE CLUB SHOPPERS

LABEL STORE BRANDS."

WHO ARE WAREHOUSE
CLUB SHOPPERS?

T:ends looked in depth at one specific method of
economizing this vear, shopping at warehouse clubs.

Since their introduction into the marketplace in
1976, warehouse club stores proliferated by 1992 to
more than 500 nationwide. The four major chains—
Sam's, Price Club, Costco and PACE—capture 90 per-
cent of all warehouse club sales. These stores of fer the
consumer a wide variety of merchandise traditionally
sold by supermarkets (e.g.. health and beauty care
products, cereal. frozen foods, etc.) at Jow evervday
prices. This price appeal is particularly strong during
the current recession. as consumers have become in-
creasingly price-conscious.

Nearly half of 1992 Trends shoppers (47 percent)
have made al least one visit to such a store. About one
in 10 say they visit a warehouse club store at least fair-
Iy often wt. »n they shop for groceries. More than one in
three consumers shop this format on an occasional ba-
8i8 (36 percent: see Tabie 11} Shoppers who have visit-
ed a warehouse club store at least occasionafly are
somewhat different than other shoppers (Tabie 19)¢
Compared with non-users, warehouse club shoppers are
more likely (o be from two-income households (36 per-
cent ve 235 percent) of three or more persons (39 per-
centvs b percent). More than half include at least one
child under age 18 (52 percent). The typical warehouse
club shopper is married (72 percent) under age 50 (72
percent vs. only 56 percen! of others), has at least some
college education {54 percent) and is comparativelv af-

0ther research conducted bv FMI on alternative store formats
(Alternative Store Formats: Competing in the Nineties) suggests Lhat
membership club shoppers are difterentiated by extent of use tamount
spent peryisit on groceries) Trends does not differentiate shoppers
on this basis, membership club shoppers are defined as those who
shop this format at least occasionally for groceries As a result. find-
ings hiere may differ somewhat from those reported elsew here

fluent (mean 1991 household income of $34.800 vs.
$29.,600 for others).

The average warehouse club household spends $83
per week on groceries, compared with $70 for non-club
households largely as a result of their larger size. Per-
person expenditures are comparable for both groups.

Expeclations and Evaluations of
Supermarket Performance

Warehouse club shoppers and others place the same
value on the top store features and services, although
a convenient Jocation is slightly more important to ware-
house club than non-club shoppers (97 percent vs. 94
percent: see Table 20). Of the remaining items, club
shoppers place greater importance on only two: fresh
food sections like a deli or bakery (81 percent vs. 74 per-
cent): and environmental programs (75 percent vs. 68
percent). Notwithstanding differences in the ways these
two groups economize. both shopper groups equall
value good. low prices, items on sale or money-saving
specials?

Almost without exception, warehouse club and non-
club shoppers give comparable ratings cf their super-
market's performance. Club shoppers. who place great-
er jmportance onh environmental programs. are
somewhat less pleased than non-club shoppers with the
job their supermarket is doing environmentally. Perhaps
because warehouse club stores are know n for the wide
availability—if inconsistent stocking—of national
brands at low prices. club shoppers also rate their su-
permarket's private label and store brands less favora-
bly than others.

2FMI's study of alternative format shoppers reveals thal two-thirds
sa\ Lhat evervday low pricesis Lhe primary reason shoppers sav they
prefer to purchase canned goods. condiments. snacks. soft drinks,
pet foods, paper products. household cleaning supplics and health
andbeauty care products at a club store rather than a supermarhet
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TABLE

19

PROFILE OF WAREHOUSE CLUB SHOPPERS -
Base: The shopping pubhc
Club \on-Club
Total Shoppers Shoppers
Base 1,000 166 528
% Y O
Sex
Men 22 19 24
Women 79 81 76
Working 4 7 36
Nonworking 37 34 40
! Married 65 72 60
One spouse at home 24 27 22
Two wage-earners 30 36 25
Ty pe of Household
\ With children 16 32 41
N\o children 33 17 58
Size of Household
One 15 10 19
| Two 31 29 33
\ Three to four 40 46 35
| Five or more 12 13 1 |
b age
| 824 8 8 7
| 25-39 33 40 31
i 40-19 21 24 18
1 30-64 20 19 21 !
i 63+ 15 7 22 !
| Education 1
| High school or less 49 45 52 !
: Some ¢ollege or more: 0 o4 37
! Income
| S13.000 or less 19 i3 24 !
i $15,001-823,000 18 16 20 Q
| $25.00-833,000 19 19 18 ’
% $133.001-830,000 6 19 13
' $30,00t or more 15 18 13
f \ean 332,000 334.800 S29.600
! Werage Weekly Grocery Expenses
| Per family 77 $85 S70
' Per person $30 $30 829
Average Number of Supermarket
! Visits per Week 22 23 2.1
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TABLE
20
HOW WELL SUPERMARKETS MEET CONSUMER EAPECTATIONS, CLUB VS, VO\-CLUB SHOPPERS

Q: In the next series of questions, I'm going to reaa a list of factors that may or may not be important when a
person decides where (o shop for food For each factor, piease tell me it it 1s very important, somew hat impor-
lant. not too importam, or not al all important tv you when you select a primary food store.

0: Now I'm going to read the same list of factors and ash vou to Lell me how well the supermarket 1n which vou
usually shop does on each one. For each factor, please teli me whether your supermarkel does an excellent,
good, fair or poor job of having (READ EACH ITEM).

Base The shopping public

N s Ty e

———

\ery or Excellent or
Somewhat Important Good Rating
Club Non-Club Club Non-Club
Total Shoppers  Shoppers Total Shoppers  Shoppers

Base 1.000 466 528 1.000 466 528
; Yo % 0y Oq Oy e
i Clean, neat store 100 100 99 92 62 91
' Quality produce {fruits and

vegetables) 99 99 99 87 89 86
‘ Good varietys or
I wide selection 97 97 97 90 91 89
i Good, low prices 97 98 96 73 72 73
i Courteous,
‘ friendly employees 96 97 95 87 87 88
l Good quality meat 96 93 96 84 84 b4
i Comvenient locatton 95 97 94 91 91 92
] Readable and accurate
| shelf tags 94 93 93 73 73 73
! Fast chechout 91 92 91 72 72 72

Items ou sale or
; mone) -saving specials 91 92 91 83 82 85
. Attention to special
! requests or needs 85 80 83 70 70 71
) N\utrition and health
' mformation avallable
{ for shoppers! 84 8¢ 85 75 77 75

Convenient store layvout 80 17 83 85 85 86
]' Fresh food sections like

a deli or bakery 18 81 74 87 88 87
‘ Emvironmental programs 71 75 68 78 74 82
‘ Good selection of
i nonfond products 70 71 68 77 77 76
. Private label or
. slore brands! 63 63 67 76 72 79
' Fresh seafood section! 60 63 57 69 67 71
| 24-hour operation! 49 52 47 x by A
F Pharmacy'! 41 44 38 70 69 72
i » = "ot asked
’L 'Supermarkel’s performance was rated onh by those whose supermarket has the specified feature
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Importance of Factors in Food Selection . ,
these (see Table 21) Price appears to be a particularhy
When shopping for food. virtually all warehouse cluh  salient issue. and 1s rated on a par with nutrition and

shoppers value taste, nutrition and price. While these  taste (98 percent). Product safety is the only other item
are the top items for non-club shoppers as well, ware-  rated as beingvers important by at least nine out of 10
house club shoppers place relatively greater value on  club shoppers.

TABLE
21
IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS FACTORS IN FOOD SELECTION. CLUB VS, YON-CLU B SHOPPERS
O: I'd like to start by reading a list of factors that may or may not be important when a person shops for food.
For each factor, please tell me whether it is very important, somewhat important, not too important, or not at
all important to you when vou shop for food.
Base: The shopping public
Club Non-Club
Total Shoppers Shoppers
Base 1.000 466 328
Taste % 98 99 96
Nutrition % 96 98 95
Price %0 96 98 94
Product safety % o1 93 89
Storability o 80 79 80
Product packaging
that can be recycled % 79 81 78
Ease of preparation time % 73 79 78
! Food preparation time Gy T4 76 73

>
i
*
.
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Warehouse Club Shoppers and
Methods of Economizing

Warehouse club shoppers economize in somewhal
different ways than those who do not shop in these
stores {see Table 22). As one might expect, fewer club
shoppers say that they shop only at one store (34 per-
cent vs. 49 percent for other shoppers). Also, consistent
with their lower evaluation of private label and store
brands, club shoppers buy store or lower-priced brands
less often than others (16 percent vs. 21 percent). At
least two out of five club and non-club shoppers alike
scan the newspaper for grocery specials and use price-
off coupons pretty much every time they shop.
Although a majority of warehouse club shoppers
rate the quality of store brands on a par with national-
ly advertised brands (37 percent). a larger proportion

of club than non-club shoppers feels that the quality of
store brands, in general. is not as good as that of na-
tional brands (34 percent vs. 28 percent). {See Table 23).

Warehouse club shoppers may be more easily
differentiated from others by their overall use of certain
economizing measures. With the exception of three
items,—price-off coupons. newspaper-advertised spe-
cials and store brands—more club than non-club shop-
pers use other measures at least occasionally. In
particular, nearly nine in 10 club shoppers utilize a dis-
coumnt or warehouse store for grocery items (88 percent),
compared with only one in three non-club shoppers (34
percent). This iatter finding suggests that club shoppers
do not consider warehouse club stores to be the same
as discount or warehouse stores.

TABLE
5

HOW CLUB AND NO\-CLUB SHOPPERS VARY [N THEIR USE OF ECONOMIZING MEASURES

Q: How often do yvou (READ EACH ITEM) — pretly much everv time you shop, fairh often, only occasionally,

or never?

Base: The shopping public

Pretty Much Every Time

At Least Occassionally

Club Non-Club Club Non-Club
Total Shoppers Shoppers Total Shoppers  Shoppers
Base 1,000 466 528 1.000 466 528
%o % ) O O Y%

i Look in newspaper for

| grocery specials 43 43 47 a 82 82

; tse price-off coupons 43 40 46 88 89 87

; Shop at only one store 42 34 49 83 81 84

' Stoch up when you

i find a bargain 30 29 31 90 93 87

| Compare prices at

r different supermarkets 23 27 23 76 82 70

| Buv store/lower-priced brands
instead of national brands 18 16 21 89 89 89
Buy products on special that day
even if you hadn’t planned lo 18 19 17 90 93 87
Go to supermarkets other than
your principal one for advertised
specials 9 9 10 72 77 67
Shop at a discount or warehouse
store for grocery items 6 8 5 39 88 34
Shop at warehouse club store
like BJs, PACE, etc. 2 5 0 47 100 Q
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In keeping with warehouse club shoppers’ price-
consciousness and propensity not to limit their shop-
ping to one store, they are more likely than others to at
least occasionally go (o other supermarkets for adver-
tised specials or to compare prices at different super-
markets (see Table 22).

Other ways in which club shoppers economize
parallel those of non-club shoppers Regardless of where
they shop, about six in 10 save on their food bills by mak-
g more use of price-off coupons, doing more with
leftovers and limiting luxury and gourmet purchases.

About half buy fewer convenience foods (see Table 2-4)

Despite many sunilarities between the two shop-
per groups. greater proportions of warehouse club shop-
pers say they economize by eatingout iess often, doing
more meal planning and buying larger guantities. Buy-
ing larger quantities ties in with the availability of in-
stitutional size products at warehouse club stores and
the larger households for which these consumers are
shopping. Buying only what's on their list is the only
economizing measure practiced by more non-club than
club shoppers3

TABLE

HOW CLUB AND NON-CLUB SHOPFERS RATE STORE BRANDS VS, VATIONAL BR i \NDS

Q: In general, would you sav that the quality of store brands is better, not as good as, or about the same as

nationally aavertised brands”

Base: The shopping public

Base

Compared to National Brands
Store Brands Are

Better
\ol as good
sane

Don't know

Club Non-Club
Total Shoppers Shoppers
1,000 166 528
00 % O
3 3 3
30 34 28
61 57 63
6 7 5

Mav niot add e 100 percent due Lo rounding

3FMI’s aliernative store format study supports these findings The
characteristics club shopper<s most frequenth associate with a mem-
bership club store are the  availability of large orinstitutional sizes™
(93 percent) and “'good plac. to slock up’ {90 percent) More than

LA adduULiait 1L WH a jaatt »wHOC ¥ iant iiaiiy UBPEIBICU pJul -
chases’ (36 percent) and onhy 32 percent assoctiale “'being able to
do all my shopping in one store” with this format
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TABLE
24
MONEY-SWVING BEH AV IOR, CLUB VS, \ON-CLUB SHOPPERS
Q: I'm going to read you some things that people have told us thes do to economize on their food bills. For each
one, please tell me if this is sometinng you currently do
Base: The shopping public

Q: Is this something vou've been doing for a few vears and are continuing to do now to economize, or some-
thing that yo ve just begun to do recentiy?

Base. Shoppers who currently use that method of economizing
Percent Who Have

Currently Do Been Doing Awhile!
Ciub Non-Club Club Non-Club
Total Shoppers Shoppers Total Shoppers  Shoppers
Base 1,000 466 528
g % 0g 0 Up Oy
Make more use of
price-off coupons 61 62 60 80 8 81
Do more with leftovers 60 29 61 81 81 82
Buy fewer luxurs
or gourmet items 58 60 35 66 690 71
Eat out less often 52 36 49 35 33 33
Buy fewer convenience foods 51 54 45 6 61 68
Do more meal planning 43 49 42 68 63 74
Buy in larger quantity 40 49 33 73 67 80
Buyv only what's on vour list 24 19 28 82 78 83

‘Ashed only of Lhose who currently practice each behavior
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AS PEOPLE SUBSTITCTE

SUPERMARKET CARRY-OUT
FOODS AND CONVENIENCE

FOODS FOR RESTALRANT

MEALS. WE HAVE AN OPPOR-
TUNITY TO KEEP THEM AS -
CUSTOMERS EVEN AFTER THE

RECESSION FADES.”

SWITCHING STORES

The number of shoppers who have switched stores in
the past year remained at about one in four. For the first
time, however. better or lower prices superseded a con-
venient store location as the primary reason for chang-
ing supermarke:s (Tables 23, 26).

This yvear (1992) represents the fourth consecutive
vear in which Trends has investigated store switching,
bothits extent and why it happens. Since 1991, the num-
ber of shoppers who changed stores rose three points
to 27 percent. Reversing a decline of comparable mag-
nitude from 1990-21. this smaill increase is largely the
result of changes in one demographic segment—
working women. Only among shoppers age 63 and older
did the proportion who switched stores decline in 1992
{see Table 25).

When ashed to give the reasons for switching
stores, the largest percentage cited cost savings, then

CHAPTER

SHOPPING PATTERNS

convenience (see Tabie 26):
W Better/iower prices (39 percent).

M Location/new store is closer/more conveniently locat-
ed (31 percent).

M Wide variety or a greater selection—a critical item
in shoppers’ evaluation of their principal supermar-
ket—continues to drive much store switching (25 per-
cent). This is also the major area in which shoppers
suggest improvements to their principal supermarket
{see Table 7). Fewer than one in 10 shoppers switch
stores for any other single reason. These include em-
ployee attitudes and competence, relocation to another
area and a cleaner store (now the most critical item in
evaluation a supermarket's performance), all of which
emerge as equal in importance Lo better meats as a
reason for switching stores

« a0 n L Y A U - N NN A L DL T YO 1Yy ¢ T T I TEK = P4 aoFrR 7



TABLEL
3

-

SWITCHING STORES

Q: During the past yvear, have you switched grocery stores”

Base The shopping public

Jan. 1992
Jan Jan. Jan Switched Stores
1989 1990 1991 ot
Yes Yes Yes Yes AYY) Sure
Uy Y% Oy % Yo Y%
Total 29 27 24 27 72 1
Sex
Men 30 29 29 30 70 0
Women 29 27 22 27 73 1
Working 30 30 23 31 69 1
Nonworking 28 24 21 22 7 1
Age
18-24 34 33 10 44 56 0
25-39 33 31 27 32 68 *
10-49 28 28 21 31 69 0
30-64 24 22 19 22 77 1
63 or older 21 23 22 13 86 1
Income
S13,000 or less 31 30 23 28 72 0
$13,001-825,000 26 28 26 26 74 0
$25,001-833.000 39 27 23 23 75 2
33.001-S50.060 32 28 24 31 68 1
$30.001 or more 27 26 25 32 68 0
Region
East 31 24 26 30 70 0
Vidwest 26 26 21 24 76 *
South 33 30 26 29 70 *
West 23 30 24 27 7i 2

*Less than 05 pereent
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TABLE

REASONS FOR STORE SWITCHING

Q: For what reasons did you switch”

Base: Those who switched grocery stores

Base

Better/lower prices

Location/new store is closer/more conveniently located
More variety/selection

Emplovee attitude and competence
Better meats

Moved to another area

\ew store cleaner

Better produce

Better quality products/store

Store closed

Other

N\ot sure

Jan, Jan. Jan. Jan.
1989 1990 1991 1992
Total Total Total Total
302 278 243 274
% Uy Uy %
37 40 44 39
41 30 44 38
23 28 26 23
X \ \ 8

10 1 7 8

A \ A 8

\ Y b 7

9 9 7 3

A A by 4

A \ by 3
26 16 13 1t

1 1 0 1

Mulliple responses accepted
% = ot menuoned in previous vears




Vislts to Supermarhet in an Average Weeh

In 1992, shoppers meraged 2.2 tnps to the grocen
store each week (see Table 27). This number s consis-
tent with the average over the last 11 vears, which has
ranged from 2.0 to 2.6. Houschold size continues to be
the factor that most clearly differentiates how often
shoppers visit the supermarket The frequency also

varies hy sex and presenee of children (see Table 28)
B Men average move rips than women,

B Shoppers with children make more trips to the
supermarket than others.

B Frequency of visits increases with household size.
Shoppers from households of {ive or more average near-
tv three trips per week

TABLE

-

HOW OFTEN SHOPPERS GO TO THE SUPERMARKET IN A\ AVERAGE

27

<1

WEEK, 1981-1992

0Q: 1hout how manv visits do you make to the supermarket in an average week? That includes going to the

same store more than once, and gowg to different stores.

Base. The shopping public

Tolal
Jan Jan. Jan Jan Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan.
1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 19921
g Uq Un U, 0y 9 i Y % Ya Oy %

Number of
Visits
1 26 31 31 31 29 31 29 28 30 31 30 28
2 33 32 + 31 32 34 32 32 31 32 34 35
3 21 20 20 20 20 20 21 22 21 21 i9 20
4 8 7 8 3 9 6 8 9 6 7 8 7
5 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 3
G or more 8 3 3 3 4 2 4 3 5) 3 4 3
Ivery 2 weeks i i * 2 2 1 1 2 3 3 2 1
\werage number
¢' supermarhet
Visits per week 26 23 23 2.3 20 20 24 23 23 22 23 2.2

‘Basea on 2,000 stoppers in 1962
*Less than 03 pereent

|
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TABLE

HOW OFTEN SHOPPERS 6O TO THE SUPERMARRET IV AN W ERAGE WEER

0: About how many visits do you make to the supermarket in an average week? That includes going to Lhe
same store more than once and going to different stores

Base: The shopping public

Jan. Every
1992 Two
Base One Two  Three Four Five  Six+ Weeks Average
% % O % % % %
Total 2,000 28 33 20 7 3 3 4 2.2
Sex
Men 462 25 33 23 8 3 3 2 24
Women 1,538 29 35 18 7 3 3 4 22
Working 819 28 33 18 7 3 4 5 2.2
Nonworking 704 31 35 19 6 3 3 3 22
Type of Household
With children 923 24 36 22 8 4 2 24
o children 1,058 32 34 18 6 3 5 21
Size of Household
1 297 35 33 16 5 1 1 6 1.9
2 627 31 34 18 6 3 3 ) 2.1
3-4 813 26 36 21 7 4 4 2 23
5 or more 230 19 34 24 10 7 3 * 2.7
Age
18-24 136 32 35 13 7 4 4 4 2.2
25-39 733 26 36 21 7 3 4 4 23
40-49 399 24 34 23 8 3 4 2 2.4
50-64 391 30 30 18 8 4 3 3 2.2
63 and older 300 33 37 18 4 2 1 4 20

May not add to 160 percent due to rounding




Supermariets and Takeout Food

I‘ast-food restaurants dominate food establishments as
the primary source of takeout food. Thev continue to
grow as the most widely used source and are now used
by well over half of all shoppers (35 percent), followed

by restaurants (24 percent; Table 29).

One out of eight shoppers purchases takeout from
asupermarkel (12 percent). This is the first decline since
1987. Use of supermarkets for takeout varies by sex,
marital status, household size, age and income, as fol-

lows (Table 30):

@ Nonworking women iake out food from the super-

market more frequently than working women

B Unmarried shoppers buy lakeout food at the super-

market more often than married shoppers.

B Shoppers who live alone use the supermarket with
greater freguency than those in larger households.

B Shoppers aged 65 or older take out from supermar-

kets twice as often as shoppers under 50.

B Shoppers with household incomes of $35,000 of less

use supermarkets more often than others.

SOURCE OF TAKEOUT FGOD, 1986-1992

Q: When meals are eaten at home, but not prepared at home, where do you usuallv buy the food? Would you

say most often from a fast-food restauran!. a restaurant, a supermarket, convenience store, or from some

uther place?!

Base. The shopping public

Base?

Fast-food restaurant
From a restaurant

From a supermarket
From a convemence store
some other place

It varies (volunteered)
Don't eat out

Not sure

Jan. Jan Jan. Jan Jan Jan Jan.
1986 1987 1988 1989 159¢ 1961 1992
Total Total Totai Total Total Total Total
1,004 1,007 1,019 1,031 314 1,004 1.009
% O % 0% 0¢ 9 %
43 44 41 41 46 J 33
38 33 38 33 27 23 24
10 9 11 12 14 H 12
x X X A 2 2 2
2 7 3 6 2 1 *
1 I 1 3 4 3 3
A \ \ T 6 4 4
3 3 4 [ * 1 1

v o= ot asked
*Less than 03 nercent

'In 1986-1989. question was worded “Would vou sav mos' 9ften from a fast-food store a carmou! section of a restaurant &

carmvout section of @ supermarket. or from some other place”

21990 spht sample
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USE OF SUIPERMARKETS AS SOURCES OF TAKEOUT FOOD

0: When meals are eaten at home, but not prepared at home, where do you usually buv the food? Would vou
say most often from a fast-fuood restaurant. a restaurant, a supermarket, a convenience store, or from some

other place?

Base: The shopping public

Tota!
Sex
Men
Female
Working
Nonworking
Marital Status
Married
Not married

Size of Household
1
2
3-4
J or more
Age
18-24
23-39
40-49
30-64
65 or older
Income
513.000 or les:
513.001-825.900
525.001-833.000
S33.001-330.000
S30 001 or more

Jan. Use Supermarket
1992 For Takeout Food
Base 1991 1992

1,000 Y% 14 12
247 09 16 9
733 % 13 13
408 O 11 10
338 % 16 17
638 2
340 % 7 14
148 % 20 17
314 9 11 16
114 % 13 8
4 O 13 12
58 Yy 14 3
402 % 11 10
194 0 10 9
191 0 16 13
150 9 26 23
172 O 19 19
186 0y 13 11
157 Oy 13 15
196 91y ¢ 7
108 b 8 10
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BECOMING AN INCREASINGL]
MPORTANT GROWTH CATRGORY
FOR SUPERMARKETS 1N FACT,

SEVERAL SCPERMARKETS

AR \LREADY ON THE TOP-20 AND SERVICES

LIST OF YOLUME RENTALS

VATIONALLY "

AVAILABILITY

Nearly ali shoppers can find in their supermarket food
products designed especially for microwave cooking (95
percent). private lahel or store brands (95 percent), and
delicatess~n or other carrvout food items (87 percent).
Availability of products and services has changed 1it-
tle since 1991, Onlv two items are more widely availa-
ble in 1992:

B {Unpackaged or bulk food {up 10 pointsto 61 percent)
M Home delivers (up six points to 14 percent)

At least two out of three supermarkets now offer
gourmet or specialty foods (73 percent) and a floral
department (69 percent) After the availability of gour-
mel foods declined from 1989 1o 1990. they are now
more widelv available than in anv year since 1988
{sec Tahle 31). \tleast one out of two shoppers sas that
five or more items are asailable in their principal
supermarhet-

B Unpackaged or bulk food (61 percent)

B Fresh. not frozen. pizza (57 percent).

B 1\ salad bar (52 percent).

B Postage stamps (31 percent).

B Videos or movies for rent, not sale (31 percent).

B Only two out of five shoppers sav that their super-
market actually sells videos (40 percent). Food cater-
ing (49 percent) and a prescription drug counter (41
percent) are the onfy other items mentioned as availa-
bility at least two out of five shoppers. Prescription drug
counters are slowly gaining acceptance (up 11 percen-
tage points since 1990). Another one in three shoppers
say their supermarket accepls credit cards for pur-
chases (33 percent) Despite the reported increased
availability of home delivery, it 1s by far the least wide-
I available service (i4 percent)
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TABLL

Jl

AVAILABILITY OF STORE PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

0: Thinking about the supermarke? where you do most of your shopping, does it carry or have (READ E \CI]

ITEM)”
Base. The shopping public

Food products designed especially for

microwave cooking
Private label or store brands

Delicatessen or other carryout
food items

Gourmet or specialty foods
Flora! department
Unpachaged or bulk food
Fresh, not frozen, pizza

A salad bar+

Postage stamps

\ideos or movies for rent, rather than
for sale?

Food catering

Videos or movies for sale, rather than
for rent

Prescription drug counter

Credit cards accepted for purchase
Home delivery

Jan. Jan. Jan Jan Jan  Jan __Jan. 19922
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 Not
Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes Yes Yes No  Sure
Oy % 04 g Uy Oa o Uy Gy
86 89 93 94 93 94 95 3 2
A X A X 93 94 95 3 3
74 78 80 82 80 87 87 12 1
70 72 74 66 36 70 73 2] 7
1 X A A by 69 69 30 2
34 61 56 33 38 o1 61 32 7
47 52 17 33 51 52 37 35 8
31 37 10 42 38 48 32 47 2
% 29 34 16 16 31 51 29 20
by 38 44 50 17 19 31 13 7
3 41 43 47 19 47 49 4 10 1
A X \ A X by 40 48 12
A 1 27 31 30 36 11 37 2
\ X \ b\ \ hS 33 38 30
b\ A A\ A b\ 8

v = ot asked
Spht sample, bases = 500 and 504
“split sample bases = 4943 angd 307

I 1991 and carlier, shopners were ashed 1f their supermarket offer e ideo rentals
1986 shoppers were ashed (f thete supermarket carried “tems from 4 salad bar i 1987 <hoppers were ashed f ther

supermarket had g salad bar

Mav not add up to 100 pereent due e roundime
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Using Store Products and Services

\x part of their weekhv shopping teip. the largest per-
centage of shoppers use four products and services.
B Private label or store brands (31 percent)

8 Food products designed especially for microwave
cooking (33 percent).

B Unpackaged or hulk foods (29 percent)

B Delicatessen or olher carryoul food items (28
percent).

With the exception of unpackaged or bulk foods,
the most widely used items are also the most widely
available. Notably, private label or store brands—an
item significantly more important to 1992 than 1991

shoppers (see Table 1)—is also the type of item most
likely to be purchased on a weekly basiz At least one
in 10 report weeklv use of the salaa bar (i5 percent).
video rentals (14 percent) or gourmet items (10 percent).

Asin earlier Trends. shoppers whose supermarket
provides a specific product or service were ashed how
often they used it. In contrast to prior years, however,
shoppers were asked to quantify their usage (e.g., at
least once a week. one-to-three times a month, elc.)
rather than reporting it on a scale ranging from *‘fre-
quently”’ to “‘never” (see Table 32). Owing to this
methodological change, trend data on usage are not
comparable and are not reported for 1991 and earlier.

TABLE
323

SHOPPERS' USE OF STORE PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Q: Thinking about the supermarket where you shop, how often do you use or purchase (READ EACH ITEM)?

Base The shopping public who say their supermarkeis have the product or service!

Frequency of Use

i At Least 1-3 Times Less Than \ot
Once a Week A Month Once a Month \ever Sure
D % v e %
Private label or store brands 51 32 8 6 3
Food products designed especially

: for microwave cooking 33 29 4 23 1

| Unpackaged or bulk food 29 29 15 25 2

‘: Delicatessen or other carrvoul

; food items 28 37 2 13 * [

! \ salad bar 15 20 18 +7 * :
Vrdeos or movies for rent, rather i
than for sale B} 20 13 33 *

. Gourmet or specialty foods 1¢; 36 37 i7 *

‘ Credit cards accepted for purchase 7 N 6 80 1
Postag.: stamps 3 36 21 37 1
Fresh, not frozen, mzza 4 29 34 33 *
Prescription drug counter 3 19 22 32 3

| Videos or movies for sale, rather

i than for rent 3 7 18 71 i

| Floral department 2 15 48 35 1

1 Food catering 2 7 25 63 1

! Home delivery 1 1 92 0

f

i x = ot asked

i *Less than 03 percent

‘ 'Split sample, bases = 495 and 503

! May not add up 100 percent due to rounding
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Potential U se of Store Products and Services B Dehcatessen o other carmyout food tems (28

Where supermarkels do not carry a particularitem. five  percent)

arcaswere named by more than 15 percent of shoppers g v deo rentals (19 percent).
as products or services they would use at least once a
week (Table 33):

B Private label or store brands (31 percent)

B Salad bar (16 percent).

W Food products designed espeaially for microwave
cooking (29 percent).

TABLEL
33
POTENTIAL USE OF STORE PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Q: If vour supermarket carried or had (RE AD EACH ITEM), how often do vou think vou would use or
purchase it”

Base: The shopping public who say their supermarkets do not have the product or service!

Potential Frequency of Use

A\t Least -3 Times Less Than Not
Once a Week A VMonth Once a Month \ever Sure

0 0y, o v, 0, ;
Prnate label or store brands 31 31 0 38 0 }
Food products designed especially for !
microwave cooking 24 21 21 29 0 ;
Delicatessen or other carryout food 3
items 28 20 13 34 3 }
\ideos or movies for rent, rather than l
for sale 19 17 7 34 3
\ salad bar 16 21 149 1 3
Gourmet or specialty {oods 15 29 20 3 2 |
Unpackaged or bulk food 14 34 9 39 T !
Fresh, not frozen pizzsa 12 i S +i 5
Puslage stamps 10 29 i 43 3
Crechit cards accepted for purchase 9 9 ) 73 4
Home delners 3 12 9 b7 4
Prescripton drug counter o 19 25 16 9
Wideo movies for sale, rather than for
rent 3 ) 13 72 2
PVloral department 1 15 34 48 !
Food catering 1 6 22 63 3 i

v = ot ashed '
*[,ess than 03 percent |
ISphit sample. bases = 493 and 503 |
May not add up to 100 percent due to rounding |
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CONSUMER ACTIVISM

A\D THE ENVIRONMENT

GENERAL CONSUMER
ACTIVISM

]
Llonsumer activism attained new heights in 19G2. As
before, refusing to buy products that cost too much was
the primary action that shoppers have taken. Nine out
of 10 shoppers now say they have done so (90 per-
cent)—nearly twice the number who have taken any
other single action (Table 34).

Less widely practiced actions have idealistic. not
economic, roots. Half of all shoppers have refused to
purchase a product because they disagree with the
manufacturer’s policies (33 percent). Nearly as many
did so because of the potential for unethical treatment
of animals (46 percent). Environmental concerns have
weakened: fewer than twe. in five have refused to make
a purchase owing to unnecessary or unrecyclable pack-
aging (38 percent). Fewer than one in five have joined
an organized consumer bovcott {16 percent).

Participation in all consumer activitics is above lev-

els reported in 1991 and the early 1980s (Table 34).
Differences between 1990s shoppers and those in the
1980s may reflect real behavioral changes Caution
must be exercised in comparing these findings since
the question wording varies from decade to decade.

Willingness to participate in consumer activities
is at an new high for all items. Shoppers who have not
already participated in a particular activity were fur-
ther asked their future willingness to do so. When com-
bining this number with those who say they would be
“very likely’ to participate in the specified activity, con-
sumer activity increases significantly for all items.
Shoppers in 1992 are more likely than those in 1984 lo
express a propensity for all actions except joining an
organized consumer boycott (see Table 33). Contradict-
ing the 1984 to 1991 decline. 1992 shoppers are now
equally as willing as those in 1984 to boycott a product
or store (25 percent).
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TABLE
RES
ACTIONS CONSUMERS HWE TAREN
Q: First, 1d like to know if vou personally have already done any of the following.

Base: The shopping public

Have Already Done Januar: 1992
Jan Jan, Jan. Jan. Don’t
1982 1983 1984 ** 1991 Yes No Know

Refuse to buy products
that cost too much 77% 70% 72% 84% 90Y% 9 1

Refuse to buy products
manufactured by companies whose
policies you do not agree with X A A 4760 53% 44 4

Refuse to buy products where ethical
treatment of animals may be called
into question X \ A 384 46% 18 6

Refuse to buy products because

of unrecvclable or unnecessary

packaginz A X X 300 38% 60 3
Join an organized consumer

bovcott against particular

products or stores 8uo 7% 9% 13% 16 % 83 1

» = \ol asked
\umbers may not add to 100 percent owing o rounding

**In 1984 and eartier, respondents were asked ‘‘Is Lhis something you already have done, something vou are readv to do,
something you can svmpathize with but wouldn't do, or something vou think 1s ineffectine. wrong or illegal®" Percentages
shown are the sum of those who answered “already have done’ or ' ready to do”
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SOTIONS CONSEMERS HW E DOVE OR ARE LIKELY TO DO

I
!
. | Q: First. 1d ke to know if vou personalhh have already done amv of the following
i
| Q: How likely would you be (o (READ EACII ITEM)? Please use & 5-point scale where 1" means “‘not at al!

likely’ and "5’ means ‘‘very likeh.”

Base: The shopping public

Refuse to buy products
that cost too much

Refuse to buy products manufactured
by companies whose policies vou do
not agree with

Refuse to buy products where
ethical treatment of animals
ma: be called into question

Refuse to buy products because
of unrecyclable or unnecessary
packaging

Join an organized consumer

! boycott against particular
products or stores

Have Already Done or Are Very Likeh to Do

Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan.
1982 1983 1984** 1991 1992
85% 77 % 79% 87% 93%
A A X 37% 62%
A X X 48 % 56 %
X A A 38% 46%
27% 23% 25% 210 23 %

X = Not asked

shown are the sum of those who answered “already have done’ or “‘ready to do

**In 1984 and earhier respondents were asked ‘'l: this something vou already have done. something vou are readv to do.
something you can svmpathize with but wouldn't do. or something vou think is tneffective, wrong orliegal” ' Percentages

1992 TRENDS = FOOD

-
R
i « i Lol

MARKETING I'MNSTITUTE B

PAGE

51



Responsibility for Ensuring That Products Are one n 10 shoppers feel that responsibility lies with food
Emironmentally Safe stores (12 percent) and slightly fewer rely on everyone
shoppers rely most on manufacturers or food proces- — equally. including themsetves and consumer organiza-
sors (33 percent) and government agencies or institu-  tions (Table 36)

tions (29 percent) Lo ensure that the food and nounfood In the past yvear. responsibility moved away from
products they buy in their supermarket are environmen-  manufacturers, individuals and consumer groups. More
tally safe and friendly. Thisisnearl three times the per-  shoppers now shift this responsibility to government
centage who depend on any other single source. Another  institutions and food stores.

TABLE
36
PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR ENSURING THAT PRODUCTS ARE ENVIROVMENTALLY SAFE

Q: Who do vou feel should be primarilv responsibie for ensuring that the food and nonfood products vou buy in
vour supermarket are environmentally safe and friendly ?

Base' The shopping public

Jan. Jan.

1991 1992

Total Total

Base 1,004 1,000

0g %

Manufacturers/food processors 37 33

Government institutions or agencies 24 29

Food stores 9 12

All are responsible 3 8

Yourself as an individual 12 7

Consumer groups:organizations 9 6
Farmers 2 2 !
\o one 1 0 I

Other (1 *
N\ot sure 4 3 l
*Less than 0.3 percent 1
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640 VERSES 567 LAST YOAR

SPECIFIC CONCERNS ARE

SHIFTING MORE IN THE DIREC-

HONAL CONTENT OF {Denl b IS

IND THE LOM OF 5470 I\ 1987 -

TION OF FAT AND ARAY FROM

CHOLESTEROL.”

EVALULATION
OF DILT

Shoppers continue to see substantial rcom for im-

provement in their diets (Table 37)%6"611’?6{3@9&3
‘think their diet could b at ledst somewhat healthier (68"

‘percentf. Only one in 10 belicve that their diet is as
healthy as it could possibly he—although another 23
percent say it is healthy enough (Table 37).

Certain demographic groups are more likelv to
report that their diet could be at least somewhat
healthier:

M Working women.
B Shoppers from households with children.
B Shoppers under age 65.

W Shoppers whose 1991 household income exceeds
13.000.

in the past year® i O shoppers who bé

HelFBia Kedt dietiriee Tmbloverient declidied ¥
three percentage polfits”bringing the number back tF

§1990 levels
Eating more fruits and vegetables continues to he
the primary way that shoppers ensure themselves of a
healthy diet (69 percent). This behavior 1s reported
(wice as often as am other Three out of 10 shopners

NUTRITION

CHAPTER

either eat less meat in general or red meat (31 percent)
or consume less fats and oils (28 percent). Eating more
chicken. turkey or white meat (14 percent), cutting down
on sugar and snack foods (12 percent each) and eating
more fish (10 percent) are the only other behaviors men-
tioned by at least one in 10 (se> Tabie 38)

Concern over sugar and cholesterol appears to be
dropping Fewer 1992 than 1991 shoppers sa\ they eat:
B Less sugar (down seven points to 12 percent).

B Less cholesterol (dow n four points to 8 percent).

Despite the fact fewer shoppers are cuiting down
on cholesterol, they are curtailing intake of foods gener-
ally associated with cholesterol. More so than a vear
ago. shoppers today eat less snack foods (up eight points
to 12 percent) and dairy products tup three points to
7 percent).

Shoppers are reducing their consumption of three
items—Tiber. fish and fresh foods. The proportion who
say they eat more of these stems has dropped <ignify-
cantly over the past vear.

B \ore fiber (down eight points to 8 percent).
B \ore fish (down four points to 10 percenty.
B \lore fresh foods (down four points te 3 percent)
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TABLE
37

EVALUATION OF DIET, 1989-1992

O: Thinking of all the foods vou eat at home and away from home. how would you describe your diet? Would
you say that it could be a lot healthier, could be somewhat heaittier, is healthy enough, or is as healthy as it

could possibh pe?

Base: The shopping public

Could Be At Least

Jan. 1992

Somewhat Healthier

Could Be Could Be

Is

Is as Healthy

Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. aLot Somewhat Healthv aslitCould ot
1989 1990 199t 1992  Healthier Healthier Enough Possibly Be  Sure
Yo g 6. 0a Y % Yo
Total 67 65 17 30 23 11 1
Sex
Men 63 63 71 66 13 31 24 1 0
Women 68 63 68 66 17 49 22 11 1
Working 73 72 71 12 19 33 21 7 1
Nonworking 63 37 63 61 15 46 23 15 1
Type of Household
With children 74 70 73 70 18 32 23 8 0
o children 61 39 63 63 16 48 22 H i
Age
18-24 75 77 79 69 24 45 21 10 0
23-39 73 6 76, T2 17 33 21 7 0
10-49 ¥7 T 10 19 57 20 3 0
30-64 59 58 66 64 17 47 19 16 1
65 or older 19 45 51 12 9 33 34 22 2
Income
S13.000 or less 63 64 61 35 18 37 22 22 1
515,001-523.000 65 63 70 63 22 43 25 10 i
5235.001-333.000 70 69 73 72 14 38 20 3 0
$33.001-830.000 69 38 74 69 i3 37 24 7 0 i
530,001 or more 68 69 72 74 14 61 21 3 | |
PY6E 3 ® 1992 TRENDS B FoobpD MARKETING IENSTITIUT L



Factors for Food Selection

Taste remains the most important consideration when
shopping for food. Nine out of 10 shoppers consider taste
very important 1l outweighs nutrition (77 percent),
product safety (71 percentj and even price (75 percent).
Of these top-rated factors, oniy price grew in impor-
tance (up four percentage points), which ties in with
other economizing behaviors and attitudes. Price has
now displaced product safety as the third most impor-
tant consideration (Table 39).

Just as shoppers tend to be eating more fruits and
vegetables to ensure a healthy diet, they tend to place
more importance on nutrition today, up two percentage
points from a vear ago. (see Table 38). The importance
of nutrition in food selection differs among shopper sub-
groups (Table 40). Households with children continue

1992 TRENDS = roob
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tu be an anomaly. While more people from these house-
holds feel there is room for dietary improvement (1able
37). they are no more likely than childless households
to feel that nutrition is “very™ important. Other
differences

M More women than men rate nutrition as very im-
portant.

B Just as younger shoppers tend to rate their dicts as
less healthful than older shoppers, they place less value
on nutrition. Shoppers aged 50 to 64 attach the most
importance to nutrition; shoppers under 25 attach the
least importance.

B Shoppers who buy food for someone on a restricted
diet consider nutrition more important than others.
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TAYBLE

DIETARY BIHWIOR

Q: What, if amvihing. are vou eating more ot less of to ensure that sour diet 18 healtin?

Base. The shopping public

Jan Jan Jan., Jan.
1989 1990 1991 1992
Total Total Total Totai
| Base 1.031 1.005 1004 1.000
; U', ()” <I“ (1/0
| \ore (ruits veaelables 39 57 37 60
| Less meat.red meat 33 34 34 31
. Less fatsiolls 22 27 25 28
Lating more chicken turkey white meat 16 19 16 11
Les< sugar 20 19 9 12
Less snach foods \ \ 4 12
: Lating more fish 18 18 14 10
More fiber 13 15 16 8
Less cholesterol 12 15 12 8
Les< salt 13 15 10 8
; Less fried foods 10 14 T 7
Less dairy buttercheese-whoie milk \ \ 4 7
More starch/mice/potato pasta \ \ 3 3
\Maore balancea diet wider varie:s 3 b 3 4
More [resh foods 8 6 T 3
Fewer calories N 5 i 3
\lore protemn N 4 3 2
More beef hetter cuts of meat \ \ \ 2
More dany produeis \ \ \ 2
Maore vitamin nineral supplenieiis 2 | 2 2
Mare whaole grinn \ \ \ 2
Viate jLices N\ \ \ 2
More orgamcall 2rown natur al foods 2 2 2 |
More oods mgh mvitanmas monerds 2 I i i
More Jow -fat <kim ik \ \ \ |
Oher 24 11 9 12
Nothing Ny 7 6 4
| Nt sure 3 3 3 3
‘ A= \ot dashed
w Mulbple responses accepted
Pryel % RO 8992 TRINYDS B 100D MARMIETING I NSTITUETL
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TABLL
39
IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS FACTORS I\ FOOD SELECTION
Q: ‘d like to start by reading a list of factors that may or may not be important when a person shops for food

Por each factor, please tell me whether it 1s verv important, somewhat important, not too important or not at
all important to you when vou shop for food

Base: The shopping public

Jan. 1992
\erv Important Somewhat
Jan Jan. Jan Jan. Very Too ot at All \ot Not
1988 1989 1590 1991 Important [mportant Important Jmportant  Sure
O Y% Y Yo G o Yy %o S0

Taste 88 87 88 90 89 8 1 ] *
Nutrition 72 76 75 %175 © 77 19 3 1 *
Price 63 64 66 71 75 21 3 1 0
Product satety 83 74 71 72 71 20 6 1 2
Storability 33 40 43 43 46 34 4 3 3
Product
packaging that
can be recycled by X A 48 45 34 14 6 1
Food
preparation time % 37 36 38 41 33 18 7 1
Lase of
preparation 39 36 33 34 36 42 17 4 1

“ = ot asked
*Less than Q 3 percent
May not add to 100 percent due to rounding
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Q: I'd like to start by reading a list of factors that may or may not be important when a person shops for food.

For each factor. please teli me whether it is very important, somewhal lmg)rlanl, not too umportant, or not at

TABLE
10
IMPORTANCE OF NUTRITION 1IN FOOD SELECTION

all important to you when you shop for food.” How Iﬁyﬁbﬁém 1s nutrition

Base The shopping public

Total
Sex
AMen
Women
Worhing
Nonworking
Age
18-24
25-39
40-49
50-641
03 or older
Tvpe of Household
With children
o children
Medically Restricted Dies
Yes
\0

Jan Jan 1992
1992 Very Somewhat ot Too ot at All ot
Base Important Important Important Important Sure
Y% % % g Oy, O
1.000 L/ ki 19 3 1 *
215 *66 24 T 3 1 |
785 41 17 1 * * [
111 79 19 2 1 0 |
366 83 13 1 * 1
78 65 30 4 i 0 i
351 76 21 3 i 0 !
203 76 21 1 2 1 |
200 B5 4 2 1 0 |
130 8i 13 3 1 1 [
i
138 79 19 | * 0 :
529 76 18 3 2 1 *
160 84 9 I 1 0 ‘
e27 73 21 3 1 * |

*1oss than 035 pereent
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\utritional Content

Afar greater number of shoppers are ““very” concernex
about the nutritional content of the foods thev eat -
although they do not place any greater emphasis on theé
role of nutrition in food selection (Tables 38, 44 \ear-
Iy all shoppers remain at least somewhat concerned
with nutritional content {96 percent) and significantls
more are “'very'" concerned (up eight pointsin 1992 (¢
64 percent) This increased concern is expressed
among virtually all subgroups (Tables 41, 42). Excep-
tions are shoppers under age 25, Midwesterners and
those who believe their diet is healthy enough

The proportions who are “"very’” concerned about

nutrition vary by suhgroups (see fables 4, 42y

W The proportion increases with age

W Fewer Midwestern shoppers are very conceined
about nutritional content than those elsewhere

B Shoppers who live with someone on a restricted diet
are more likely 1o he very concerned

B More shoppers wiio are satisfied with the healthful-
ness of their diet express strong nutritional concerns
than others

M More college-educated shoppers are very concerned
than others.

e

Base The shopping public

TABLE

SHOPPER CONCERY ABOUT VUTRITIONAL CONTENT. 1935-1992

Q: Would vou say vou and vour famils are very concerned. somewhat concerned nc! very concerned or not at
all concerned about the nutritional content of the fooa sou eat?

1992
ot very
Vert Concernec ‘ery Somewha! Mota A\l \o
1985 1986 1987 1988 198¢ 199G 1991 Concerned toncern~d Concerned Sure
Total % 39 58 54 3h a9 35 36 64 32 4 G
Sen
\en Yo 5 33 18 48 5y 50 49 35 38 7 0
\ Womer ¢t 38 N 38 57 36 39 67 30 3 0
! Working v 60 34 49 33 31 5 38 65 33 2 0
Nomworking % 62 62 62 L4 0 64 60 69 27 . 0
Ivpe of Heuschola
With chiidrer, b2 37 32 52 50 32 M 62 3t ) ¥
N\o children by 5h o8 35 24 37 58 b0 66 30 3 G
\ee
13-21 by 32 33 41 33 4 41 44 47 18 ! 0
2534 36 o4 47 51 Sl 48 3 39 36 3 0
40-§9 Ya 63 49 o4 32 37 52 Sl 63 30 2 (4 |
3064 62 68 66 b oN] 62 N 72 25 - (O
; 65 and older b 38 63 69 72 673 74 65 75 n & O
1 Region
‘ [hast "y 63 o8 58 KR! 33 36 33 69 27 4 €
\idwest Yy 33 53 49 52 33 47 33 38 38 4 0
South by 39 59 o6 60 St 61 358 66 30 4 0
West by 37 62 33 36 61 a6 6¢) 04 32 4 }
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: TABLE
| 42
| SHOPPER CONCERN ABOUT NUTRITIONAL CONTENT, 1990-1942

Q: Would vou say you and vour family are vers concerned, somewhal concerned. not very concerned, or not at
all concerned about the nutritional content of the food you eat”

Base: The shopping public

Jan. Jan. Jannar 1992
1990 1991 ot Very,
\ery \ery Very Somewhat ot at All Not
! Concerned Concerned Concerned  Concerned  Concerned  Sure
O ' Uy Oy ) Og
Total 23 36 64 32 4 0
Medicatly Restricted Diet
es 70 69 81 16 3 0
\o St 33 39 36 4 0
Description of Diet
Healthy enough 66 70 T 22 6 0
Could be healthier 49 30 60 37 3 0
Education
| High school or less 56 53 60 35 3 0
i Some college
: coliege graduate 54 60 68 29 3 0

May not ada to 100 percent due to rounding
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The overadl evel o concery about ot o e
creased dram hicativ over the past sear s g he
duc.mpart tothe larger proportions of 19492 <hoppers
who are concernea about fat content (up erght points
from 1991 to 50 percent—"Table 43) Cholesterol ievels
remain the next most frequently mentoned «oncern
although this declined by a significant maraimn (down
seven points 1o 30 percent)

The drop in concern about cholesterol ties in with
the smaller proportion of shoppers who reduce thew
cholesterol intake to insure that their diet is healthy. (See
Table 38) Concern about cholesterol is now at its lowest
level in four years (See Table 43). Increasing concern
over fat content is supported only by marginal changes

in the proportion of shoppers who consume less fats and”

oil81dow n three percentage points). Concern about fats
is now at an historical high—and nearly double what
it was as recently as 1988

Salt content (21 percent). sugar content (13 percent)
and preservatives (11 percent) also are of concern to at
least one in 10 shoppers (Table 43). After a drop from
1990 to 1991, this concern for the latter two items has
stabilized. Oniy for preseryvatives does a significanthy
greater proportion of 1992 shoppers express concern
(up three percentage points from 1991). This marks the
first vearsince 1988 that concern over preseriatines has
increased

1992 TRENDS B FOOD WM ARKELE

f addition ta chalesterol, the Yevel of concern ahout
the nutritional content of four other items dropped sig¥®
nificantly (Table 43}

W Vitamin and mineral content mm\'n <even pointsto
8 pereent)

M Desire to be healthy and eat what's good (down sia
points 10 2 percent).

B Calories (down three points 1o 9 percent)

B Foodrmutritional value (down three points 1o 5
perceit).

Shoppers’ perceptions of the extent to which cer-
tam nutritional items constitute health hazards reflect
their nutritional concerns (Tables 43. 44) Fats {58 per?
cent) and cholesterol (52 percent) rémain the most seM-
ous health hazards when consumers are asked té
volunteer thelr concerns fn unaided questiof¥ X1thotek
concern over fats increased over the past vear in the®
response to the unaided question, the proportion who®
consider it a “‘serious hazard” in aided quéstions
dectined by four percentage points®Consistent with the
smatler number who are concerned about cholesterol.
fewer shoppers view it as a serious health hazard (down
siy points to 32 percent)

B The number of shoppetrs who consider salt and su-
gar hazardous falls well below that for fats and
cholesterol and remains unchanged from last vear
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TARLE
43

VATEURE OF CONCERN ABOUT NUTRITIONAL CONTENT. 1984-1992

Q: What 1s 1t about tne putritional content of what you eat that concerns you and vour famih most”
Base: Shoppers who are at least somewhat concerned about the nutritionat content of foods
1991-1992

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992  Percentage
Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Tota! Total Point Change

Uy Uy Uy gy i) U o Oy 0%
Fat content. low fat 8 13 17 16 27 29 46 42 30 +8
Cholesterol fevels 8 10 13 14 22 38 44 37 30 -1
Salt content, less salt 17 19 20 22 26 25 30 22 21 -1
sugar content, less sugar 22 20 18 16 20 15 16 12 13 +1
Preservatives 17 13 15 i4 16 9 7 8 [} +3
Calories, low calories 9 4 1 4 14 13 19 12 ] -3
Chemical additives 25 8 16 10 12 7 4 8 9 +1
\itamin ‘mineral content 19 17 22 21 21 21 14 13 8 -7
Food:nutritional value 19 14 11 13 14 8 6 8 5 -3
Freshness, purity, nu spoilage 12 8 8 8 13 b 4 4 5 + 1
Ingredients/content 0 0 0 0 4 .| 6 J -1
NMaking sure we get a
halanced diet 9 11 14 14 11 10 3 §) 4 -1
Chennicals 0 0 0 0 4 3 3 4 1 0
Processed foods 0 0 0 0 3 I 1 1 3 +2
Iiber content 1 2 3 4 3 3 5] 3 2 -1
bestre to be heaithyeat
what ~ good for us 0 3 O 7 7 6 3 8 2 -6
Protemn value 6 4 3 4 6 4 2 4 2 -2
A< natural as possible no
overiv processed 6 3 3 0 3 3 2 N 2 -1
Less red meat 0 2 2 0 ) ? 2 : 2 +1
Ouality of food 35 | | 0 () . 2 } 2 -1
No barmbab meredents,
nothing that causes
iliness cancer 6 N ) ) 0 2 2 2 2 0
Carhahverate content 2 2 2 2 3 2 ! 2 2 {0
Py calories, junk food 4 N 2 7 6 2 ” 2 2 £
Voo af sweetenet 0 2 ! * 0 1 | i 1 4]
Laxcess food cotoring. dves 4 3 2 3 0 ] * 1 1 0
\ot surerefused §) 6 N 7 2 7 v G 8 -1

*Less than 05 percent
VMultipt responses daceepled
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CONSTMER CONCERN ABOUT SELECTUD NUTRITIONAL ATTRIBUTES, 1985-1992

TAYBLL

Q: I'm gome to read a hist of food items that mav or mas not constitute a health hazard For each one, piease
tell me 1t you beheve it is a serous health hazard, somewhat of a hazard, or not 4 hazard at ail”

Base: The shopping public

: 1992

E L Something  Not a

{ Serious Hazard Serious  of a Hazard ot
! 1985 1986 1987' 19882 1989 1990 1991 Hazard Hazard At AL Sure
' Yo Qo Yo Yo U Yo Y Yo Oy Vg
| Fats 2 4 55 61 38 34 62 58 36 50

: Cholesterol 4 48 51 39 61 47 38 B2 "41 6 2
| saltm food 39 40 43 42 44 34 32 ‘30 57 noo2
3 Sugar 1n food 20 29 28 28 23 17T 18 *17 56 26 2

| 'Split sampie hases = 498 and 509

i 2Sphit sample, bases = 508 and 31t

! Mav noi ada to 100 percent due Lo rounding
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Food Preparation Behavior
p * B VWomen are more hikely than men to have changed

Nearly two-thirds 6f shoppers say they have been coof  cooking methods in the past three to five years
ing or preparing foods different!y in the past three i g shoppers aged 23 to 64 are more likely than either

% flve years. This is significantly more than the number 0 oldest or youngest shoppers 1o have done so.

who did so two years ago (up four poinis 10 65 percent)
Shopper demographics clearly differentiate subgroups
with respect to food preparation behav ior (Table 43):

B Shoppers who live with someone on a medically res-
tricted dict are more likely to have changed.

TABLE
15
CONSUMERS WHO'VE CHANGED FOOD PREPARATION METHODS, 19871992

0: In the past three to five years, have you been cooking or preparing food differently than vou used to”

Base: The shopping public

Jan Jan. Jan Jan Jan. 1992 ‘
1987 1988 1989 1990 Not |
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes \o Sure :
9% 0y ' Ve O Uy O \‘
Total 64 67 53 61 63 35 1 l
Sex ;
Men 56 33 19 32 33 13 * |
Women 66 70 36 63 68 31 1 :
Working 66 71 36 64 70 29 1 :
Nonworking 66 68 36 62 65 34 1 ,
Tyvpe of Household i
With children 63 64 3 64 63 6 * |
No children 63 09 53 58 66 33 1
\pe
18-24 36 60 3y 449 33 47 2
23-39 39 63 R 62 64 35 1
40-49 71 7! 37 3 67 33 i
30-6- 64 73 60 b8 73 27 1
65 or older 70 65 o6 ol 38 41 1
Region
Last 68 67 352 hE! 38 42 0
Midwest 63 69 o7 03 66 3 ] '
South 64 64 33 64 69 31 0
West 38 69 35 62 63 36 1
Medically Restricted Diet
Yes \ \ 68 70 72 27 I
\o \ \ 5} 58 63 37 1 i

\ = \ot asked
*Less than 0 3 percent
Question not asked in 1991
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1992

The predominant changes siee Trends last asked
this question in 1989 are less (rying (up seven ponits
to 44 percent) and addimg less fat (up seven pomts te
27 percent), reflecting shoppers’ increased concerns
about fat. Some shoppers make greater use of broiling
(22 percent), baking or roasting (17 percent) and steam-
ing (10 percent). Another one in eight have cut down on
salt (12 percent).

The proportions of shoppers who sav they are
reducing their intake of cholesterol (down eight points
to 7 percent) and eating less red meat (down eight points
to 4 percent) are below the levels reported in 1989.
These findings are consistent with the smaller propor-
tion who rate cholesterol as a health hazard (Table 44)
and the declining percentage who have reduced their
cholesterol intake to ensure a healthy diet (Table 38)
Concern about fats and decreasing concern about

TRENMNDS ] FOOD

MARRKMETI NG

cholesterol may seem iconsistent. vel actually ma
reflect greater awareness among shoppers of the com-
plex factors affecting cholesterol. including nondietar
ones,

Other ways in which shoppers have significantly al-
tered their food preparation behavior (Table 46).

B Continuing the trend noted in 1989, fewer shoppers
have reduced the amount of sall they use (down 12
points to 12 percent).

8 After an increase in use from 1988 to 1989, shop-
pers now use the microwave with much less frequency
{down 13 points to 9 percent).

B The number of shoppers who eat more vegetables
and fresh foods continues to decline (down four points
lo 7 percent).
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TABLEL

;

‘ HOW CONSUMERS PREPARE FOODS DIFFERENTLY FROM THREE TO FIVE YEARS AGO
(Volunteered), 1988-1992

| Q: How are vou cooking or preparing foods differentiy ?

Base. Those who cook or prepare food differently from three to five vears ago ;

i

Jan Jan Jan. !

1988 1989 1992 ;

Total Total Total !

Buse 682 532 649 ‘

Oy Uy % 1
Less frying 35 37 41

| Less added fat 29 20 27 |

! More broiling 20 18 22 !

| Baking/roasting more 13 14 17 |

5 Less salt 40 24 12 ‘

L' \ore steaming 10 6 10
f. More microwas ing 17 22 9
I Leszcholesterol 18 15 7
} Laiing more vegelables/fresh foods 20 1i 7
‘ Less gil'use vegetable, olive ol 2 \ 7
* More fishrchicken *r 6 6
i [iating less red meat 15 i2 4
| Less sugar 17 & 4

Changing barbecue use 1 3 4 '
. \lore margarine 3 3 3
| st fry ) \ 3
j Changing use of fast foods prepared toods 3 3 2
i Eating more fruit 4 4 2
| Wader vanety ‘more recipes N 3 2
Fewer calories 7 4 2
Changing spices 4 ! 2
Less butter \ \ 2
Changing length of cooking time 3 1 1
trwer sauces * ' 1
‘ Lating smaller quantities 3 2 1

' Consumption of desserts 2 | * .

~ Other 23 21 9

| Not sure 1 1 2 |

v = Nol mentioned

*Less than 05 percent

**1988
3 percent reported cooking more chicken [ -
2 percen! reported cooking more Nish ’

Question not ashed 1990- 1991
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Responsibility tor Food Being \utritious

Sheppers continue to assume primary responsibility for
ensuring that the products they buy are mitritious (39
percent). Maintaining a trend first noted last year, shop-
pers are placing less responsibility with the public sec-
tor and more with private industry. Twice as mam
shoppers now feel that manufacturers (27 percent),

rather than government agencies or mstitutions (H per-

cent). should take responsibility: This marks the third
straicht vear that reliance on the government has
declined significanth

Fewer than one in 10 shoppers feels that product
nutrition is the responsibility of food stores, consumer
organizabion. farmers, or eversyone equally. (Table 47)

TABLE
47

THOSE O\ WHOM SHOPPERS RELY TO ENSURE THAT THE PRODUCTS THEY BUY ARE NUTRITIOUS

Q: Who do vou feel should be primarily responsible for ensuring thal the food you bun from the supermarket is
nuiritious. the federal government, the state government, consumer organizations. manufacturers. retailers, or

vourself as an individual?

Base The shopping public

{ Jan Jan Jan Jan.
| 1989 1990 1991 1992
i Total Total Total Total
I Bace 1.031 1.005 1.004 1,000
, Yy Y Yo %
| Yourself as an individual 29 36 38 39
' Manufacturers 29 21 26 27
f Government institutions or agencies 28 23 17 14
| Food stores? 6 6 7
| Allevervbody A X 3 6
j Consumer organizations 6 7 6 4
. Farmers \ X 2
Other (Volunteered) i 4 0
! None (\olunteered) * ] * 1
\oL sure 1 3 3 1
4
" v o= Nol mentioned
*Less than 85 percent
;; 'Called retailers” i 1991 and earlier 1992
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OF THE FOOD SUPPLY DROSPLT
1FULL TEN PERCENTAGE POINTS
THIS YEAR FROM 820 10 724
THE BIGGEST JUMPS WERE I
CONCERN OVER SPOILAGE AND

FRESHNESS.”

CONFIDENCE INTHE SR

Gonsumer confidence in the food supply has failen ten
percentage points over the past vear. Only 72 percent
of shoppers are now completelv or mostly confident that
the food in their supermarket is safe. This represents
the low est level since mid-1989 (65 percent). foilowing
the Alar and Chilean grape controversies.

Importance of Safely in Food Selection

Product safety continues to be an important consider-
ation when shopping for food. More than nine out of 10

1t 992 TRENDS ®B FOOD
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FOOD SAFETY

shoppers rate safety as at least somewhat important
and 71 percent regard safelv as very important (see
Table 48). Only one subgroup change occurred over the
past vear: shoppers from households with children are
no lenger more concerned about product safety than
childiess households. Certain subgroups continue to
place greater emphasis on product safetv (see Table 48):
women, the college educated and consumers who buy
food for a household member on a medically restrict-
ed diet.
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TABLLE
18
f IVIPORTANCE OF PRODUCT SAFETY IN FOOD SELECTION, 1989-1992

Q: Id like to start by reading a list of factors that may or may not be important when a person shops for tood.
Foreach factor. please tell me whether it is very important, somewjiat important, not (oo important. or not at
all important to you when you shop for food How important is product satety?

Base The shopping public

Jan Jan Jan Jan. 1992
1989 1990 1991 ot
‘ery Very \en ‘ery Somewhat ot Too ALAIL Mot
Important Important Important Important Important Important Important Sure
O Gy O 0/0 [UN 00 0 Uy
Total 74 71 72 71 20 6 1 2
[ Sex
’ \en 64 64 62 36 27 11 4 2
| Women 71 73 76 75 18 ] 1 1
| Working 7 66 2 73 19 6 1 ]
‘ Nonworking 79 au 81 78 8 4 * 2
: Ty pe of Household
With children 7T 73 78 72 2] 2 1
} N\o children 72 69 69 71 18 8 1 2
\ge
i 18-24 70 64 64 71 24 1 0 1
i 23-39 69 60 70 66 24 7 3 1
i 40-49 79 70 73 74 18 6 1 2
| 30-64 80 13 76 75 16 7 1 2
J 65 or older 74 75 74 77 15 3 1 3
[.ducation
[ High schoul
i or less 76 74 78 76 18 4 I i
‘ sume college
Oor more 12 61 i 67 21 8 2 2
Vedicaliy
Re~tricted Dt
Yes 85 ™ 77 84 11 4 0 2
\n 71 T 71 69 21 7 2 2

*1es<than 05 pereent
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Confidence in the Food Supph

For the tiest time since 1989, conlidence in the safeiy
ot the tood supply declined—in a dramatic turnaround
from 1991. when confidence reached a new high (82 per-
cent). Now, only one in eight consumers are completely
confident that food is safe (12 percent), although three
in five (60 percent) are mosthy confident. More than one
in four (27 percent) now harbor doubts about food safety
{Table 49). Confidence has dropped among all demo-
graphic segments.

The most prominent threat to food safety continues
to be spoilage (Table 50). In fact. significantly more
shoppers view spoilage as a threal now than a year ago
{up nine points to 36 percent), and is double that for am
other item. Fewer than one out of five shoppers con-
tinues to be concerned about pesticides, residues. in-
secticides and herbicides (18 percent) or spoilage due
Lo germs (15 percent). Of concern to at least one in ten
are chemicals {13 percent). freshness, shelf life or ex-
piration date (12 percent); improper packaging and can-
ning (10 percent): and preparation and processing of

tood< {10 percenty The only item that fewer 1992 than
1991 shoppers see as a threat is mproper packaging
and canning (down seven points to 10 percent)

Shoppers are more concerned about several threats
to food safety.

B Freshness, long shelf life, expiration dates (up six
points to 12 percent).

B Processing and preparation of foods {up seven
points to 10 percent).

B Quality control. improper shipping and handling (up
four points to nine percent).

B Inkeeping with the larger number who are concerned
about spoilage. more shoppers than ever worry about
bacteria and food contamination {up six points to 9
percent).

W Perceived threats to fooc safety differ by sex and lex -
el of educational attainment (Table 50) More so than
others, women and shoppers with at least some college
worry about pesticides and residues. Vien express great-
er concern about the threat of chemicals.

TA

Base The shopping pubhe

’ Completel or

Q: How caonfident are vou that the food in vour supermarket 1s safe? Would vou say sou are completeh confr-
dent. mostiy confident, somewhat doubtful. or very douhtful?

BLE 1
19
CONSUMER COVFIDENCE I\ FOOD SAFETY, 1989-1992

] Mosth Confident Jan. 1992
: Jan  lan Jan  Jan. Completeh Mosth Somew hat Very \ot
1989 1940 91 1992 Confident  Confidert  Dochtiut  Doublfui Sure |
'y by Yo Y Oy v, T o U ’
Total 61 79 82 72 12 6 24 2 i !
Sey ‘,
\ien 84 82 85 74 15 29 24 3 0 ‘
2 Women 80 79 81 T 1 £0) 21 3 2 ‘
i L orking 80 80 80 70 10 60 28 2 I
; \onworking 81 78 83 72 12 60 21 3 2
P \ee
‘ 18-24 79 90 8 69 17 52 29 2 0 |
1 23-39 9 81 81 75 1 62 22 ) P
! 40-49 80 78 81 66 7 59 29 6 0
50-64 86 78 80 66 14 32 29 2 3
63 or older 80 T4 89 79 17 63 16 2 3 |
| Region i
East 77 76 80 68 12 30 28 2 2 {
Midwest 86 82 84 75 12 63 21 4 * |
| South 82 718 83 12 11 61 24 3 1 ;
; West 79 81 82 71 4 37 25 2 2 |
Description of Diet
Healthy enough 84 80 82 76 13 60 20 2 2 |
| Could be healther 79 79 82 70 10 39 27 3 1 i
192992 TRENDS ®B FOOD MARKETIVG IVSTITUTL B PAVGE T



TABLE
S0
PERCEIVED THREATS TO FOOD SAFETY BY SEX A\D EDUCATION (VOLUNTEERED)
O: What, if anything, do vou feel are the greatest threats to the safety of the food vou eat”

Base: The shopping pubhc

B W

e e e e e el

Education
some
Jan Jan Jan. Jan. . High Coll.’
1989 1990 1991 1992 S5ex School College
Total’  Total Total  Total Men Women or Less  Graduate
Base 772 1,005 1,004 1000 247 733 498 300
Yo Y% % % % Y N Yo
Spoilage (NET) 36 29 27 36 34 36 33 36
Pesticides residues’
mnsecticides/herbicides 16 19 20 18 13 20 1- 22
Spotlage germs by X 16 15 13 15 16 13
Chemicals 11 16 15 13 17 12 12 15
Freshness/long shelf
hfe/expiration dates A X 6 12 9 13 12 11
Improper packaging
cannmng 17 16 17 10 13 9 9 10
Processing/preparation
of foods 4 3 10 9 il 9 12
Bactenascontamination \ 3 9 10 8 T 10
Quality controlimproper
shippinz handhng etc 3 A 5 9 10 8 7 11
Unsanttery handhng
by supermarket
employvees 10 1 10 8 8 8 6 10
Tampering 20 il 8 6 a 0O 3 T
Preservatnes 7 8 7 6 6 B 4 8
L nsaniar handhng
by supermarkel shoppers v 4 3 6 4 t 3 t
Additives (nonspecific) 7 6 6 5 5 3 4 O
Pollution environmental
pollutien 3 4 3 3 4 3 2 4
Bugs pestsrats 3 3 2 2 1 2 2 2
\ritficial coloring 2 3 ] 1 i ] * 1
Radiation 1 ! 1 1 2 * 1 1
Antibiotics 1 2 2 * * * * A
Other 6 10 4 7 10 6 6 9
\one 2 6 3 3 2 3 4 2
ol sure 11 12 19 15 12 15 19 10

v = ol mentioned
Multiple responses accepted

'In 1989 Lhis question was askhed onh of those who were not completely confideni that the food i their supermarket s safe

ifferences may be atiributable to methodology

- Sy
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The 1992 Trends once agamn asked shopperstoraie
the extent to which various food items may pose health
hazards (see Table 31y Consumer concern about specif-
i food altribules is declining Residues, such as pesti-
cides or herbicides, continue to be viewed as the most
serious health hazard. Three out of four shoppers be-
lieve residues constitute a serious hazard (76 percent),
its lowest level since 1988. Antibiotics and hormones i
poultry and livestock are the next most serious hazard
(53 percent). Significantly fewer shoppers feel that
irradiated foods pose a serious health hazard (down
seven points to 35 percent)—in fact, nitrates now sur-
passes irradiation as a serious hazard (40 percent). .\
steadily decreasing minority are worried about addi-
tives and preservatives (26 percent) or artificial color-

mg (21 percent)

Responsibility for Food Safety

Shoppers continue to assume responsibility for food
safely (Table 52). They remain nearly twice as likely to
feel Lhat they, Lhemselves. should lake responsibility for
product safety rather than rely on any other source (40
percent). Consumers now rely nearly equally on govern-
ment (2} percent) and manufacturers (20 percent)—a
dramatic change from 1988 when Lhree limes as many
consumers relied on the government as on industry.
About one in {0 place responsibility with their food store
(9 percent). and the trend toward less reliance on con-
sumer organizations continues (5 percent).

TAB

S

CONSUMER CONCERY ABOUT SELECTED FOOD \TTRIBUTES. 1986-1992

Q: I'm going to read a list of food items that may or may not constitute a health hazard For each one. please
tell me 1f vou beheve it is a serious health hazard, somewhat of a hazard, or nol a hazard at all”

Base The shopping public

LE

1992
Serious Hazard Something Mot \
Jar Jan. Jan Jan Jan Jan. Serious of a Hazard Mot
1986 1987' 19882 1989 1990 1991 Hazard  Hazard AL AL Sure
{ n “(» (3,” H(J l;“ (;,, "y U’U "I; ‘)/\l
Residues, such as
pesticides and herbicides 75 76 75 82 80 80 76 19 2 3
Antibiotics and hormenes r
in poultry and Inestock \ 61 61 6i 6 36 33 36 3 6 .
\ irradiated foods 37 43 36 42 42 42 33 28 10 27 '
| \atrites in tood \ 38 14 4 37 H 40 38 4 18 :
; \dditines and ;
; preservatives 33 36 29 30 26 29 26 62 9 4 ]
i \rtificial coloring 26 24 21 28 21 24 2t 50 24 3
f N = N0l asked |
i Mas not add to 100 percent due to rounding 1
' 'Spiit sample. bases = 498 and 509 E
! 25phit sample hases = 508 and 511 i
{992 TREANDS ®B FOOD MARRMKMETING IMYSTITITE ® PAGE T



TABLL
2

2!

w THOSE O\ WHOM SHOPPERS RELY TO EASURE THAT THE PRODUCTS THEY BUY ARE SAFE

Q: s far as vou personally are concerned, whom do you rels on most (o be sure that the products you buy are
' sate- the federai government. the state sovernment. consumer organizations. manufacturers, retailers, or your-
sell as an indidual”

Base The shopping public

i Total
i 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987! 19882 1989 1990 1991 1992
i Y Yo Y0 Yy 0 RN Yy Uy 0 %
| Yourself as an mdnidual 46 48 38 418 43 43 41 33 39 10
l Government 27 25 37 33 28 29 23 27 23 21
| \lanufacturers 13 11 7 8 9 7 H 19 19 20
{ Food stores? 3 ) 6 2 3 3 10 9 9
' Consumer organizalions 6 9 8 9 15 15 8 7 T )
| Ml eversbody \ \ A\ A \ A \ \ 2 4
| Farmers \ kN A X b Y \ Y \ 1
' Other (ol ) * i 1 * ! 1 i 2 * 0
‘ N\one (vol.) | * | * * * * 1 * *
\o' sure 2 1 2 * 2 2 2 1 2 1

vo= ol ashed
; Mav not add to 160 pereent due to reunding
‘ *ressthan G5 pereent
; Iynlil sample, base = 498
it sample hase = 51
‘Reported as - Retanlers anearlier vears

P A6 71 2 1 9 9 2 TRENDS B F 00D MARRKRLETING ITNSTITIUTE



1992

SELECTION OF
THE SAMPLE

The data fur this survev were collected from 2 000 tel-
ephone interviews conducted from January 20 to Febru-
arv 16, 1992 Households contacted for the survey were
selected by a procedure known as random digit dialing
(RDD! This procedure ensures the inclusion of individu-
als with unlisted or not yet histed telephone numbers,
as well as those with listed numbers. and thus closely
approsimates the total US population.

Each household selected was screened by the fol-
lowing three criteria

B \aic or female head of household

B Having primary or equally shared responsibility for
food shopping

B [laving shopped for groceries in the past two weeks,

included were only heads of households who have
primary or equally shared responsihility for food shop-
pmg. and who had shopped for groceries in the past two
weehs, Bligible respondents were randomly assigned to
one of twoversions of the guestionnare Bgual pumbers
of shoppers (n = 1.000) compicted version \ (Shopping
[1abits) and Version B (\utrition/Food Safety). Data are
presented i aggregate where questions are comman
Lo both versions Shopper characteristics differ little b
version and are profiled in Tabie 33

TRFEFNDS ® FO0oO0D

METHODOLOGY

M A\ KRE

40 percent male heads of households The sample was
then weighted to an 80 percent female 20 percent male
ratio to approximate the actual proportions of female
and male food shoppers and to maintain comparabili-
tv with previous studiesin the Trends <eries. Given the
relatively similar distributions of primary food shoppers
by sexin the 1991 and prior survevs, the effect of this
one-time change in the sampling methodology is
minimal

So that the 1992 Trends surveys in the United
States. Canada. Burope and Australia may be com-
pared. the US. sample was not controlled for sex of
respondent Rather, male and female head of households
who met the other screening criteria were interviewed
asthey “feliout " Thiswasbegunin 1991 so that these
Trends data and that for subsequent sumvess in this ser-
10~ could he compared Lo similar international data
This procedure resulted ina 73 percent/25 percent ra-
toof females to males (compared wilh an 80 percent 24)
percent ratio m prioyvears) The resullant sample is a
nationwide cross section ot shoppers Therefore, all sub-
population pereentages are projectable to the U S, shop-
ping pubhe as a wholc

Through 1990. the Trends sample was controlled
to consist of 60 percent female heads of housenolds and

TING ITNSTITUTE ® PAVGE T3



DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF SUPERMARKET SHOPPLERN. 1992 .
J
E Base: The shopping pubic
{ Number Percentage Percentage
i In Total In \Nersion \ InVersion B
; Sample Sample Sample
‘j Uy Oy
| Total 2,000 100 100
| Sey
1 \en 162 22 25
| Women 1,338 9 73
Working 819 41 41 ‘
} Nonworking 704 37 34 !
l Ty pe of Household
| With children 923 16 47
No children 1,058 33 33
\ge i
3 18-24 136 8 6 i
f 23-39 733 35 40 |
! 10-49 399 21 19 ;
j 30-64 39 20 19 ‘
} 65 and over 300 15 13
tncome i
i $13.000 or less 366 19 17 f
| S13.001-525.000 367 8 19
‘ S23,001-833,000 343 19 16 i
$33.001-850.000 335 16 20
S50.001 or more 31¢ 19 17 j
© o Alartal status ‘
Single separated
dnoreed widowed 077 o4 34
Narried 1.30¢ 0 6L
Lducation
thigh school or e << 986 N ol
some cablege eotiess erad 1.003 Su S50
Medicath Restricted Diet
A 373 16 21
N\ 1,609 83 70
Region
Lot 361 18 1
' ‘Hidwest 543 20 28 ‘
‘ South 639 34 32 ’
| West 437 22 22 ‘

*Last mcludes Connecticut, Doaware District of Columbia, Mame, Marviand Massachusetts New Hamphire, New Jerser,
! New York Pennsvhvanmia, Rhode Island \ermont and West Virginia

! Midwest includes Himors, indiana. lowa, hansas. Vichigan. Minnesota, \hissours, Nebrasha MNorth Dakota. Ohio. South

E Dakota and Wisconsin

South includes 4labama Arkansas Florida, Georgia, Kentuchy. Lowisiana. Mississippr North Carolina Oklahoma. South

Carohna. Tennessee Texas and Virgima

West mcludes Alaska Arizona Califorma. Colorado. Hawait, tdaho, Montana. Nevada New Meveo Oregon. Llah,
Washinglon and Wyomine

; Nole Percentages mav add up to less than 100 percent as a result of nonresponse

Py G L % u i 9 9 2 TRENDS " FO0OO0D MAYRRKMETENG INSTITU T L




Sampling Error

1L is important to note that all surveys resulis are sub-
ject to sampling error, 1.¢ . the difference between ob-
tained results and those that would be oblained by
studving the entire population The size of this error
varies with the size of the sample and with the percen-
tage of respondents giving a particular answer Table
54 shows the range of error for samples of eight differ-
enl sizes and at different percentages of response
This table can be used to determine the approxi-
mate sampling errors associated with results present-
ed in this report. An example ilustrates this process,
As shown m Tabie 8 of this report, 39 percent of
those surveved this year spend $61 to S100 each week
on graceries for ‘heir families. This percentage is based
on the total sample of 2,000 shoppers. From Table 54,
the sampling error associated with a 40 percent
response for a sample of 2,000 is plus or minus 2.2 per-
centage poinis. If one applies this sampling error o the
39 percent response in Table 8, the true proportion of
shoppers who spend S61 to 5100 a week should be no
less than 37 percent and no more than 41 percent
Aside from knowing the sampling error of any given
finding, one may also be interested in whether the differ-
ences among certain percentage figures are a likely
result of sample variation or due to real differences in
the shopping population For example, Table 28 shows
an eight-point difference betweer the percentage of

shoppers from households with children who average
ohe supermarket trip a week and those from childless
households who do this Although this eight-pomt diffes-
ence seems large. it conld be due to sampling error. To
determine whether this ix a true difterence. one needs
1o consider the number of people responding to each
question, as well as the particular percentages report-
ed. In general. the larger the sample sizes, the less likely
a reported difference will be due to sampling error.

In Table 55, the minimum percentage difference
that must occur 1o be considered real is shown for vary-
ing sample sizes and varving percent responses.

In the previous example from Table 28. 923 respon-
dents who live in households with children were asked
how many times they go to the supermarket in an aver-
age week, of whom 24 percent said once. A total of 1,058
households w ithout children were asked the same ques-
tion. and 32 percent average one trip. These sample
sizes are closest to the 1,000 and 1,000 sample size row
of the table. The two percentages are closest to the 30
percent or 70 percent column. From the table, the mini-
mum difference between percentages that would not be
due to sampling error is four points. Because the differ-
ence between 24 percent and 32 percent exceeds this
minimum, one can safely assume that fewer shoppers
in households with children than those without children
shop only once per week.

i TABLE
|

SAVMIPLING ERROR ( 4 /) AT 93 PERCENT CONFIDENCE LEVEL
FOR SAMPLES OF MIMVL DIFFERENT SIZES

Size of Sample

Percentage Response 20006 1000 700 600 300 4006 306 200 100 ;

1y Y I Uy, Yy Yy g fy Uy |

10(90) 13 19 22 24 26 29 44 42 39 )

1 20(80) 18 23 30 32 35 39 43 33 78 |
i 30(70) 20 28 34 37 40 43 52 64 90 |
1 10(60) 22 30 36 39 43 18 33 68 96 ;
{ 50(30) 22 31 37 40 44 49 37 !

69 93 )

1 992 TRENDS B Y O0OOD
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TABLE

SAMPLING ERROR OF DIFFERENCE BETV EEY PROPORTIONS

sampling Tolerances (at 93" Confidence Level) to Use n
Eaaluating Differences Between Two Percentage Results

Approximate
Sample Size
of Two Groups sSurvey Survey Survey Survey Survey
\sked Question Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
on W hich survey Results at Resulls at Resulls at Results at Results at
Resulis Are Based 109 or 90 20% or 80"y 30V or 700 40 or 60 30%

1,000 vs 1.000 3 4 4 4 4
300 3 4 3 5 3
300 4 3 6 6 6

200 5 6 T 7
100 6 8 49 10 10
300 vs 300 4 4 6 6 6
300 4 6 7 7 7
200 6 7 8 8 8
100 7 9 10 11 I
300 vs 300 5 6 T 8 8
200 5 7 8 9 9
100 7 9 10 11 11
200 vs 200 O 8 9 10 10
10 7 10 1 2 12
100V~ 100 8 i 13 14 14

P\ G M u 1992 TRLNDS ® F o oD MARRAKMETI! NG
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FMI Business Building Publications

If you need data, facts or background information about key food distribution issues, FMI's research
publications may be just what you're looking for. Use the form on the back of this page to order today!

Alternative Formats

Alternative Store Formats:

Competing in the Nineties — NEW!

This new study examines membership club

stores, deep discount drug stores and mass

merchants selling grocery items. Includes a

national consumer survey, the history and

growth of these formats, questions these

competitors raise for manufacturers and

distributors, and the strategic responses

available to supermarket operators.

Price.  FMIMembers: $175
Non-members:  $400

Consumer Research

Shopping for Health: A Food Marketing
Institute/Prevention Magazine Report on
Food and Nutrition — NEW!
This new survey pinpoints specific changes
people are making fc- health reasons in their
purchase of produce, meat & poultry, dairy
products, seafood and prepared foods. Also
included is data on consumer understanding
of food labels, use of nutrition information
from supermarkets and beliefs about the
benefits of health diet changes.
Price:  FMI Members: $15
Non-members: $30

The Service Advantage 1992: How to Win
and Influence Customers — NEW!
This new study 1s the second part of a joint
project between Better homes & Gardens
and FMI to determine how important 36
different service attributes are to consumers
The study examines the differences among
demographic groups and establishes a
hierarchy of service characteristics.
Price:  FMI Members and
Non-members.  $30

How Consumers are Shopping the
Supermarket
This study provides valuable data on
consumer shopping patterns, including how
shopping behavior varies by store size and
how customers shop different departments.
Price:  FMI Members: $15
Non-members: $30

Consumer Attitudes Toward
Supermarket Pharmacies
This recent study focuses on the changing
retail pharmacy environment, including
consumer perceptions of the relationship
between the pharmacy, health and beauty
care products (HBC) and the overall store.
Price:  FMI Members: 315
Non-members: $30

Trends: Consumer Attitudes & the

Supermarket, 1992

Price:  FMI Members:
Non-members:

325
$50

The Green Shopping Revolution:
How Solid Waste Issues are Affecting

Consumer Behavior
Price:  FMI Members and
Non-members:  $30
Dinnertime USA
How to cash in on the dining-at-home trend.
Price:  FMI Members and
Non-members: 330

Targeting Food Customers

A comprehensive guide to using secondary

research for the smaller or mid-size retailer.

Price:  FMI Members: 315
Non-members: 330

Building a Competitive Advantage for
Supermarkets in Health & Beauty Care —
NEW!
This study provides a better understanding of
how consumers shop for HBC in competitive
markets, including market areas with
aggressive discount operators such as mass
merchandisers and wholesale clubs. The
report 1dentifies possible strategies for
building a competitive HBC advantage.
Price:  FMI and GMA Members: $15
Non-members: 330

Financial Studies

Operating Results of Independent

Supermarkets

A managerial tool to help retailers evaluate

store operating results.

Price:  FMI! Members:
Non-members:

$25
350

Operating Results of Independent
Supermarkets — Profitrak Software
Package
This easy-to-use software package can
calculate valuable profit ratios and
productivity figures.
Price:  FMI Members:
Non-members:

3125
3175

Annual Financial Review

Annual report for the supermarket industry.
Price:  FMI Members: $15
Non-members: $30

Operations Review
Quarterly operations and productivity
reports.

Price:  FMI Members:

Non-members:

325
350

-

industry Performance

Food Marketing Industry Speaks and
Detailed Tabulations, 1992
The 1992 report focuses on retail and
distribution center, operations, retail meat,
solid waste and human resources. Includes
detailed tables and data.
Price:  FMI Members:
Non-members:

325
$50

Food Marketing Industry Speaks

Executive Summary, 1992

The annual Speaks report without the

detailed tabulations.

Price:  FMI Members: $20
Non-members: $40

[ Other Industry Studies

Micro-Merchandising: Targeted
Consumer and Category Merchandising
How micro-merchandising can be used )

effectively.
Price:  FMI Members: $]5
Non-members: $30

Front-End Electronic Marketing:
Frequent Shopper and Other Programs
A companion to Perspectives or.
Electronic Marketing.
Price:  FMi Members:
Non-members:

$15
330

Perspectives on Electronic Marketing
Price:  FMI Members: $15
Non-members: 330

The Annual Business Planning Meeting

Practical guidelines for developing an

effective annual business meeting.

Price:  FMI Members and
Non-members: 315

Facts About Store Development

This annual report examines new store costs

and size, store formats, remodeiings and

rental and leasing arrangements.

Price:  FMI Members: $15
Non-members: $30

Coupon Scanning: How to Get Started-
Price.  FMI Members: $15
Non-Members: $30

Management Compensation Study for

Wholesalers and Large Retailers

This annual study provides the bench-

marks needed to properly administer

compensation programs.

Price:  FMI Members:
Non-members:

$300
3600
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* Trends: Consumer Attitudes and the Supermarket
Members: $25, Non-members: $50

» Food Marketing Industy Speaks
Members: $20, Non-members: $40

State of the Food Industry 92

A package of four key resources to help you meet the challenges of the *90s.
Members: $85 (Save $25!) « Non-members: $170 (Save $50!)

Individual Publications/Video Prices:

« Facts About Store Development
Members: $15, Non-members: $30

+ Speaks Report Video
Members: $50, Non-members: $100

Publications Order Form No. of Total
Copies Price
State of the Food Industry *92

¢ Trends, Speaks, Facts & Speaks Report *92 video (9-532) $

Alternative Formats
¢ Aiternat:ve Formats' Competing in the Nineties 9-511 S

Consumer Research
* Buiiding a Competitive Advantage for Supermarkets

in Health & Beauty Care (19-858) $
* Consumer Attitudes Toward Supermarket

Pharmacies (18-841) $
¢ Dinnertime USA (9-535) 3
* How Consumers are Shopping the Supermarket (9-511) $

* The Green Shopping Revolution' How Solid Waste
Issues Are Affecting Consumer Behavior (9-535, $

* The Service Advantage 1992: How to Win and

Influence Customers  (9-535) h)

» Shopping for Health. A FML/Prevention Magazine

Report on Food and Nutntion (95115 $
* Targeting Food Customers (9-511 $
¢ Trends. Consumer Attitudes & the Supermarket

1992 w530 $
Financial Studies
* Annua) Financial Review (9-52%: $
* Operating Results of Independent Supermarkets (9-551) $
* Operating Results of Independent Supermarkets

Profitrak Software Package 19-551) $
¢ Operations Review 19.502) 3

Industry Perf:-mance
* Food Marketing Industry Speaks and

Detaried Tabulations, 1992 (9-503) 3
* Food Marketing Industry Speaks
Executive Summary (9-50%) $
Other Industry Studies
- The Annual Business Planning Meeting (9-510) 3
* Coupon Scanning: How to Get Started (s-511) $
» Facts About Store Development (9-504) $

+ Front-End Electronic Marketing:

Frequent Shopper and Other Programs (9-si1) 3

* Management Compensation Study for

Wholesalers and Large Retailers (9-507) $

* Micro-Merchandising: Targeted Consumer

and Category Merchandising (9-511) s

* Perspectives on Electronic Marketing (9-511 $

+ Speaks Report Video (9.532 3

Subtotal $
Shipping & Handling
¢ Add 10% up to a maximum of $35
+ International (air): add 20% of
order up to a maximum of $80 $

PAL
* Add $15 for international video $

TOTAL DUE $

Payment:
* Enclosedismycheckfor$ ______ _ (U.S. funds)

¢ VISA #

* MasterCard #

* American Express #

Expiration date

Signature

Please print:

Name

Title

Company

Street Address

City/State/ZIP

Phone FAX

Send order form to:

Food Marketing Institute

800 Connecticut Avenue, NW.
Washington, DC 20006-2701

Or FAX to: 202/429-4529

Or Call: 202/452-8444
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