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INTROikTION 

T his 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 .-lttitudes and the Super- 
market 1992continues to explore core issues from 
previous years, while looking into nen- 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 top! :s 
include: 

D Expectations and evaluations of supermarket 
performance. 
n Consumer expenditures in supermarkets and 
methods by vv-hich shoppers try to save money. 
E \\ays of economizing. 
n Frequency of trips to the supermarket, as vv ell 
as store svvitching. 
n Store products and serv.ices. 
H Consumer attitudes to\\ ard nutrition. 
n Consumer attitudes toward food safety. 
n Consumer activism. 
N M-horn shoppers believe should be responsible 
for ensuring that products are environmentally 
safe and friendly. 

For the first time, the survey asked shoppers 
about private label and store brands. In the metho- 
dology section of this report 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 t.he interview. Unless otherwise not- 
ed, questions were asked of only 1,000 shoppers. 
The survey- was conducted in January 1992. 

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

.-i ‘vote on the ‘kbles 

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 to rounding or the 
acceptance of multiple responses. In all compar- 
isons among categories surveyed 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 Dhe 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 noted in the table. 
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T he 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 ot’her issue. 

All ot,her issues. economic or others ise, are 
cited b!‘ feHer 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 (3 percent each); and drugs, the 
budget deficit, po\.ert!: a corrupt, wasteful govern- 
ment and education (4 percent each). 

Methods of Economizing and Consumer 
Expenditures in Supermarkets 

H Consumer concerns about the economy carr! 
over into their shopping behavior. Price is gro\l- 
ing in imporL,Ance relative to safety and nutrition 
u,hen individuals shop for food. Money-saving spe- 
cials and prilate label or store brands play a more 
important role in a shoppers’ evaluation of theh 
principal supermarhet. Economizing behaviors are 
MAdespread. Shoppers are increasing the frequen- 
c!.with which they use price-off coupons, adyer- 
tised grocery specials, price comparisons and 
stocking up. They also stretch their food dollar b! 
doing more meal planning, finding a use for 
leftovers and foregoing luxury or gourmet items 
and convenience foods. 
n Weekly farnil). grocery expendit.ures are on a 
par Mth last pear, averaging S78. Per-person 
expenses of S30 are down S2 since 1991. 
n Three out of four shoppers (75 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 
t,o 91 percent). 
I Shoppers search for ways to economize more 
so than in the past. On nearly every shopping trip, 

M H.AT SHOPPERS BELIE\‘E TO BE THE 
SIWLE MOST IUPORTAST ISSI’E 

FICISG 01 R COCKTRY T0D.U 

Q: IOU, turning to another subject, I uould like 
JOO to think about the problems facing our 
countr! toda!. li hat do jou thmk is the S&J& 
most Important issue taong our country rod+ ? 

Base: The shopping public 

1 nemployment 
Recewon 
Protection of the em Ironment 
Homeiessness 
Healthcare costs 
Inflatron:hlgh cost of Ii\ In,? 
BreakdoN n of farnil\ umt!lach of 
moralswligious faiih’\aluec worh ethic 
Drugs 
Budget deficit 
Povert! 
The government (corrupt’~astes 
mone!:does not help p?t~plr) 
Education 
Econom!/trade drfvxt 
Crime 
IIDS 

Taxes 
Raclsm!discnminatio~i~cqual rights 
Dispoe; of waste 
Other 
Don’t know 

*Ma! no1 lolal100prrccnt due toroundmg 

Jan 
1992 

Total* 

2,000 
%I 
28 

G 
6 
6 
3 
3 

5 
-I 
-1 
i 

4 
-I 
3 
3 
3 
2 
1 
I 
1 

-I 

at least two in five shoppers nou look in the paper 
for specials (up eight points t’o 45 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 regularI:. economize b?. shopping at places 
like B.J.‘s, Costco. Sam‘s or Price Club (2 percent). 

- 
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actual grocer! expenditures or to decrease wste 
at home. To save at the sul)ermarhet. more than 
half use price-off coupons (61 percent) or buy fewer 
luxury (58 percent) or con\,enience 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 bJ eating fewer meals out (52 percent). 
H One way shoppers can economize is through 
buying private label or store brands, rather than 
more expensive nationally advertised brands. 
Shoppers recognize this and place greater impor- 
tance on store brands when evaluating their prin- 
cipal supermarket (up 10 points to 63 percent). 
Store brands are widely a\-ailable (95 percent 
report that their supermarkets carry them). One 
out of five shoppers (18 percent) sap they buy 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 
qualit>- of store brands to that of national brands 
(61 percent). although one in t,hree view store 
brands as inferior (30 percent). One in four (2-l per- 
cent) believe store brands are better than cation- 
al brands. particulari!- for canned goods and paper 
products. 

n In keeping Wth last year, about one in five shop- 
pers can be classified as a “heavy economizer” 
(those vv’ho practice at least five economizing 
measures). f-lea\:]‘ economizers are like]!- to be 
female. married and lning in one-income housc- 
holds. They are young (under age 25) and live in 
large households with children. Khile the average 
~eckl!~ grocery expenditure of S81 is abov-e the ST8 
reported for all shoppers, the? spend S3 less per 
person than others (527 vs. S30). 

Warehouse Club Shoppers 

The price appeal of warehouse club stores during 
the current recession is t I-idenced by the fact 
nearly half of all supermarket shoppers (37 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. 

Marehouse club shoppers do not limit their 
shopping to one store and are far more likely to use 
a discount or warehouse store for grocer) items 

(88 percent \ s. 31 percent of non-club shoppr~rs). 
Consistent vv ith the greater availability of large or 
institutional sized product5 in club stores and the 
larger households for v\.hom the! 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- 
t!- of store brands on a par with national& adver- 
tised brands (57 percent). 4 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 fevveer 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 

n Shoppers continue to be pleased with the job 
their supermarket is doing. The average rating of 
‘1.9 on a scale of one to IO (a here one means poor 
and 10 means excellent) has held constant since 
1988. 
0 .4 clean, neat store, an attribute added this year. 
no\l 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 hide selection. IOU prices, 
courteous and friendly employees. quality meat 
and a cornlenient location. In a change from last 
year. more shoppers novv value readable and 
accurate shelf tags and items on sale or monep- 
sav-ing specials. Consuner concern over the econ- 
om! also is reflect.ed in the greater number who 
attach importance t.o private label or store brands 
(up 10 points to 65 percent). 

Supermarkets receive favorable performance 
ev-aluations on key items-including their highest 
rating on the most important one: a clean. neat 
store (92 percent rate this as good or excellent). 
.4t least nine in 10 also are satisfied with the con- - 
v.enient location and variety. At least four out of 
five also rate 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, 
n Supermarkets appear to be responding to con- 
sumers concerns about the economy. SignificantI! 
more shoppers noa rate their supermarket good 
or exrellent on providing sale items or monep- 



Shopping Habits and Behallol 

n Shoppers continue to average just over tuo trips 
to the supermarket per week 
n Customers remain loyal to their primary super- 
market (72 percent), although economicconcerns 
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 v-ariety 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). 
n Fast-food restaurants dominate all other out- 
lets as a source of takeout food (55 percent). .4bout 
one in four consumers continue to order food from 
restaurants (2-l percent) and one in eight buy 
takeout from a supermarket (12 percent). The 
proportion who ust’ a supermarket for carryout 
food is down by two percentage points from 1990 
and 1991 levels. 

Store Products and Services 

n Supermarkets appear to be anticipating shop- 
pers’ needs for near products and services. 
Products that are the most widely available also 
are the ones that are used most often. Products 
u ith limited availability are not only used less 
often N-hen the! are available. but are not likely 
to be used with any great frequency at, supermar- 
bets that carry them. 

Year& all supermarkets offer shoppers food 
products designed especially for the microwave (95 
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 
av.ailability include gourmet or specialty foods (73 
percent), a floral department (69 percent)and un- 
packaged or bulk food (61 percent). Of t,hese items, 
only bulk foods are available to more shoppers in 
1992 than in 1991 (up 10 percentage points). 
m A larger proportion of shoppers say their 
supermarkets offer videos or movies for rent (51 
percent) than for sale (JO percent). With reported 
penetration of 31 percent, prescription drugcoun- 
ters are noa more a idely available than they were 
tuo years ago (30 percent). Benchmark data indi- 

q On a ~eehly basis, shoppers are most libel! 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). 
n 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 

n Consumer activism is at its highest level ev.er. 
However, activities in the 1990’s involve primari- 
ly 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 8-1 percent last year. About half 
have refused to buy a product for two other rea- 
sons: disagreement with manufacturers’ po!icies 
(53 percent) and possible unethical treatment of 
animals (46 percent). 
n 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 environmental!y- safe 
and friendI\: Slightly more than one in 10 rel! on 
their food store (12 percent). Compared M ith IXGI 
year. shoppers rely more on government agencies 
and food stores, but less on themselves and con- 
sumer organizations. 

Tutrition 

n Shoppers continue to be dissatisfied vv ith the 
healthfulness of their own diet. Two out of three 
(66 percent) believe that their diet could be at least 
someuhat healthier, and only onein 10 (11 percent) 
say it is as healthy as possible. Eating more fruits 
and vegetables is the predominant approach to 
keeping a diet healthy (60 percent). About three 
in 10 say they eat less red meat (31 percent) or con- 
sume less fats and oils (28 percent). 
n Shoppers use somewhat different mechanisms 
today than a year ago to eat healthy. The number 
who directly reduce their cholesterol intahe 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 
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products(up three points to i percent) and snach 
foods (up eight points to 12 percent). Signiflcantl! 
fener IXN reduce sugar (do\\ n seven points to 12 
percent) or eat more fiber (down eight points to 8 
percent) or fish (down four points to 10 percent). 
m Nutrition remains second only to taste when 
shopping for food. Yearly all shoppers believe it 
is at least somewhat important (96 percent). 
n Nutritional concern is now significantly above 
levels reported every year since 1985. Nearly ta-o 
out of three consumers are novv very concerned 
about the nutritional 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 (50 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 (52 percent). 

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

Consistent with the declining number of shop- 
pers u-ho say they are reducing their cholesterol 
intahe, cholesterol levels are of concern to signifi- 
cantly fewer shoppers today than a year ago (dovvn 
seven points to 30 percent) and are viewed as a 
serious health hazard by fewer (d0Kr-r six points 
to 52 percent). Concerns about vitamin and miner- 
a) content and a desire to eat w-hat’s good and 
healthy also are less prevalent in 1992. 
n TH.O out of three shoppers (65 percent) ha\-e 
been cooking or preparing foods differently than 
they did three to five years ago-up from 61 per- 
cent. Consumers fry less (44 percent) and use less 
added fat (27 percent). Each of these behaviors 
ha\,e increased in the last two years. Compared 
with three years ago, significantly fewer shoppers 
say they use less salt, less cholesterol or eat less 
red meat. Microvvaving foods is now less prominent 
and steaming foods is more so. 
m As in the past, shoppers assume primary 
responsibility for food nutrition (39 percent). Main- 
taining the trend first noted last year, shoppets rely 
less on the government (14 percent) and more on 

manufacturers (27 percent) to ensure that the 
products they buy are nutritious. IWer than om 
in 10 rely on food stores, 

Consumer Attitudes ‘hard Food Safety 

Shopper confidence in t,he 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. 
m 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 (up six points to 12 percent): processing and 
food preparation (up seven points to 10 percent); 
quality 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 (15 percent), after pesticides and 
residues (18 percent). 
n Sotwithstanding the drop in confidence about 
food safety, the importance shoppers place on 
product safety remains unchanged (71 percent). 
n Residues such as pesticides and herbicides con- 
tinue to be rated the preeminent health hazard, 
although the proportion of shoppers vv ho sap it is 
c - ‘serious” hazard declined (down four points to 
76 percent). Antibiotics and hormones in poultry 
and liv.estock is considered a serious hazard by one 
in two (53 percent). In a marked change from the 
past three years, significantly fewer 1992 shoppers 
vlevv irradiated foods as a serious hazard (down 
sev.en points to 35 percent). 
n Responsibility for food safety has not changed 
in the past year. Consumers place the most faith 
in their own ability to ensure the safety of the foods 
they buy (30 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). 
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t\tPOR-T-IlT 70 TtfE\I’ 

C H h P T E R 

HOWCONSUMERS 
\;IEWTHESUPERMARKET 

EXPECTITIOSS AND 

w 
SUPERMARKET PERFORMANCE 

hen evaluating their primary supermarket, shop- 
pers place the greatest importance on a clean, neat 
store and quality produce. Shoppers are consistent in 
the criteria the\ use to evaluate a store. Is in earlier 
years. good variety or Mde selection, good. IOR‘ prices, 
courteous, friendly employees, and good qualit! meat 
remain at the forefront (see Table 1). 

Compared with prior h-ears, shoppers place great- 
er importance on three areas. 
n Shoppers continue io be cost conscjous. The percen- 
tage who attach importance to items on sale or money- 
saving specials increased significant11 for the second 
straight year and is now at an all-time high (91 percent) 
Cost consciousness also is e\Adent in the greater num- 
ber a no ii-ant their supermarket lo provide private label 
and stow brands-up 10 points to 65 percent in 1992 
n Shoppers expect supermarkets to provide clear 
product information. eUdencecl by the greater number 
\\ho \alw “rcadablc and accurate shelf taps” (up three 

points to 93 percent). 
W Fresh food sections lihe 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 place impor- 
tance on a convenient location. readable and accurate 
shelf tags. fast checkout. and items on sale or mane) - 
saving specials. 

Four in five look for attention to their special 
requests or needs. the availability of health and nutri- 
tion information, a convenient store layout and fresh 
food sections like a deli or baker;\. 4 least two-thirds 
\-alue emironmental programs. a good selection of non- 
food products and the availability of I::rvatc label or 
store brands. 

This is the sixth consecutive year in I\ hich Trends 
ashed shoppers to raie the Larious factors in sunermar- 
Let selection Three nea items were added this year 
(clean. neat store: attention to special requests I‘.‘ weds: 
and good selections of nonfood products). each of \\hich 
is Important to at Ic’a~i !wo out of thrw shoppers 

* Ztargm guotalions arr= tahrn from “The State nfth? Indusrrl -The 
Rood Itarketmg lndustr! Speaks’ ‘presentation \tonda!. .\la) 4. 1992. 
at Ihe FW Superniarkt Conrwtion Chrcago. IL. Tfmoth! 21 
tfammonds. Stwor 1 ICP Presdenr Fbod Z~afkerfng tnst~rure 
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1 .\ 8 L E 

0 
HO\\ WELL SLPERII IREElS VEET CONI VER E1PECT,ATIOUS, 1988-1992 

0: In the next series of questions. I’m going lo read a list of factors thal ma! or ma! not be lmporranl when a 
person deades where lo shop for food. Fbr each factor: please tell me if il IS ver! imporlant, some\{ ha1 Impor- 
tam, not too imporlam. or noI’ al all importan! fo you when you select a primar! food store 

0: .Yow I’m going to read the same hst of factors and ask you to tell me how well the supermarket in which you 
usoall,v shop does on each one. Fbr each factor: please tell me whether )wr supermarket does an excellent, 
good. fail: or poor job of having (READ E.4CH ITEM). 

Base. The shopping public 

Clean. neat store 
Quality produce 
ffrmts and vegetables) 
Good variety or 
wde selection 
Good, low prices 
Courteous, friendly employees 
Good quality meat 
Convenient location 
Readable and accurate shelf tags 
Fast checkout 
Items on sale or 
money-savmg spec)a!s 
Attention to special 
requests or needs 
Nutrition and health information 
available for shoppers’ 
Convenieni store layout 
Fresh food sections lihc 
a dell or baker! 2 
Environmental programs 
Good selection of 
nonfood products 
Private label or store brands’ 
Fresh seafood section’ 
21-hour operation’ 
Pharmacy’ 

Very or Excellent or 
Somewhat Important Good Rating 

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

9’0 
x 

o/C 

x 

40 

Y 

OS0 

A 

o/6 
100 

o/O 

A 

?b 
A 

“0 
A 

% 
A 

o/O 

92 

98 98 98 99 99 85 83 88 88 87 

96 96 97 98 97 87 86 89 87 90 
91 92 96 96 97 72 71 66 65 73 
93 93 94 96 96 87 85 8'7 87 87 
9-l 95 96 95 96 83 8-f 86 83 84 
92 91 92 93 93 88 89 88 90 91 
92 92 92 91 94 70 72 70 72 73 
88 88 89 91 91 70 71 69 67 72 

86 8-1 85 88 91 79 ii ii 78 83 

A X A A 85 x X 1 x 70 

i-l 8-1 8-i 86 84 50 53 73 il 73 
78 76 7; 79 80 8: 83 83 83 85 

76 
A 

A 
A 
A 
X 

x 

76 
A 

x 
A 
x 
X 

A 

\ 
3-l 
63 
45 
37 

73 
72 

A 
35 
60 
35 
37 

‘78 
71 

81 8i 88 87 
x \ 76 78 

70 
63 
60 
49 
41 

ii 
A 

\ 
A 
A 
A 
A 

A A x 77 
A i-l 73 76 
A 73 74 69 
A x Y x 
A 58 66 70 

x = Zol asked. 
‘BegInning m 1990. lhe supermarket’s performance was rated only by those whose supermarket has the specified feature In 
earher years. these items Here asked of all respondents 
2ln 1988 and 1989, shopprrs were asked 10 ralr “speclalt!, food sections like a dell. baker] or lresh fish ” 



Uumcn place greater importance on about half of 
the rated supermarhet features (see Table 2) The! ap- 
pear more cost-conscious. attaching more importance 
to good. lob prices. items on salr or mane! -sa\ ing spc- 
cials. and private label or store brands. 

Women also place more emphasis on the quality 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 

men. 
Of the remaining Items, women place more impor- 

tance on two 

n Environmental programs 

n Good selection of nonfood products 

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

TABLE 

IMPORTAWE OF SL’PERM.ARYET FE.iTTZ’RES BY SE\ 

0: In the next serves of questions. I’m going to read a ii.% of factors that mat or ma1 not he important when a 
person decides where lo shop for food. lbr each factor: please tell me if it IS ver! Important, someu hat impor- 
tant, not too Importam, or not at all important to you when !ou select a primarl food store. 

Base: The shopping public 

Base 
Ikj OF Someu hat Important 
Clean, neat store 
@alit:; produce (fruits and vegetables) 
Good variety or wide selection 
Good, low prices 
Courteous. frjendl! employees 
Good quality meat 
Corn en ient locat ion 
Rradahle and accurate shelf tagi . 
Fast checkout 
Items on sale or moneysal ing specials 
^rttentlon to special requests or needs 
Lutntion and health information 
available for shoppers 
Comrntent store layout 
Fresh food sections like a deli or a bakery 
Environmental programs 
Good selection of nonfood products 
Prtvate label or store brands 
Fresh seafood section 
24hour operation 
Pharmacy in store 

Jan. 
1992 
Total 

1.000 
OO 

100 
99 
97 
97 
96 
96 
95 
9-l 
91 
91 
a3 

a4 
80 
78 
71 
70 
65 
60 
49 
41 

\len 

215 
%J 

;; 

97 
92 
92 
96 
93 
90 
90 
8-i 
77 

72 
78 
74 
61 
59 
35 
36 
49 
35 

Total 

785 
%I 

100 
100 
97 
99 
97 
96 
96 
93 
92 
93 
88 

87 
81 
78 
74 
73 
67 
61 
49 
42 

Women 
Uorkinp 

411 
“U 

100 
100 
9i 
99 
98 
9-I 
98 
96 
93 
93 
86 

87 
82 
79 
76 
73 
64 
61 
34 
42 

Konworkmg 

366 
O/U 

100 
100 
97 
98 
97 
98 
93 
93 
90 
9-1 
90 

89 
80 
78 
72 
72 
72 
60 
43 
43 
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The ~mport;~nc~~ of supcrnwhct 1~1turc.c ~arics lit- 
tic ammg shoppm of diftercnl ag.cs (SW Table S) Shop- 
pers aged 18 to 2-l care least about courlcow and 
friendly emplo>crs and the most on a good wlrction of 
nonfood products and N-hour operation. The impor- 
tance of an in-store pharmac! and 2-Vhour operation? 
declines with age. while the w’erse holds true for pri- 
vate label or store brands. 

Store features relating to cost savings and con- 
venience clearly differentiate shoppers \vho live alone 
from those in larger hocseholds (see Table -I). One- 
person households place less importance on good. loa 
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: availabilit!. of health and nutrition informa- 

tion: and em ironmrntal programs 
Suprrmarkct~5 are best able to meet shoppers’ ex- 

pectations with rcspcct to providing a clean. neat store 
(92 percent). a corwenicnt location (91 percent) and 
good varict!, or \vidr selection (90 percent) This is the 
silth consecutive Fear that Trends has asked shoppers 
to rate !heir supermarket’s performance. llthough su- 
permarket performance ratings continue to fall belon 
importance ratings. four out the five items of greatest 
importance are also the ones on which shoppers most 
favorabl! rate their supermarkets’ performance: 

n Clean, neat store (92 percent). 

n Good variet? or n-ide selection (90 percent). 

n Quality produce (87 percent) 

l Courteous. friendly employees (87 percent). 

T A R L E 

IMPORT,tUCE OF SI’PERM.RPET FE.iTTI:RES B\ AGE 

Q: In the ne.\t serves o/questions, I’m gooln,n to read a list 01 factors that mar up ma\ not be important ut?en a 
person decides uhere to shop for food %r each factor pkase tell me if it iv r’rr! In?por!anf. someu hat impor- 
tant, not too fmportan:. or not at all important lo \nu u hen WI select n pnmar! food stow. 

Base: The shopping public 

Jan. 

Wnac 
I rr! or Somw ha/ Impnrtant 
Ck:ln. nral atorc* 
fJualil~ prot!uw (frui:~ and \cec’kbks) 
Good :arwi> or A I~I) Mrtion 
Good. IOH prlcc’s 
COU~LCOUS IrWndl! C~PIO~UY 
Load qualIly mrat 
Conwnicnt localion 
Keadable and accurate shelf tags 
Fast chccAoul 
II-ems on sale or mow> +a\ ing specials 
Wentton to special requests or needs 
Urition and health information 
available for shoppers 
Convenient sL4xe layout 
Fresh food sections like a drlr or bakery 
Envwonmental programs 
Good selection of nonfood products 
Prlvate label or store brands 
Icresh seafood section 
Z-l-hour operation 
Pharmar! In slow 

1,000 78 331 203 200 130 
% ‘!O “0 “/I “1, '!,I 

100 IO0 100 100 98 100 
99 90 98 90 CEJ 100 
97 99 96 98 98 98 
97 99 98 98 96 94 
96 91 95 97 98 99 
96 95 93 96 97 99 
95 95 96 96 91, 92 
94 94 93 Y-i 97 9, 
91 93 91 93 91 89 
91 Y! 90 92 93 91 
85 90 83 87 85 87 

84 85 82 81 90 03 
80 82 7-1 82 85 85 
78 78 80 81 73 76 
71 77 70 7-l 70 67 
70 83 ‘72 66 63 72 
65 59 63 62 69 72 
60 62 53 6.2 61 63 
49 73 -3 3, 57 JO 36 
41 -I3 42 -1-l 38 3i 

c 



n Fresh food sections Iihc a deli or bahw! (87 pcrccnt) 

n Convenient store layout (85 percent). 

n Good quality meat (81 percent). 

n Items on sale or money-saving specials (83 percent). 

Supermarkets are mahing strides in meeting shop- 
pers’ expectations on keg‘ issues(see Table 1). Over the 
past year. when economic issues such as unemployment 
and recession are foremost in shoppers’ minds, signifi- 

nwhci IS addressing 1 liw c~onom~~~ ~~I~~~IIs. Shoi’- 
pcrs’ rate I heir wpcrniarI,ct more la\orabl~ I ban c\vr 
for pro\ iding items on salt (up five points to 83 percent) 
and good. IOU prices (up eight points to 73 percent) 

\lore 1992 than 1991 shoppcre also feel that theit 
supermarhct offers a yooU \‘arietl- of merchandise and 
fast checkout. Fewer 1992 shoppers. honever, are satis- 
fied with their store’s fresh seafood section. 

Consistent with prior years. the importance shop- 
pers place on supermarhet features exceeds perfor- 
mance ratings for the top 12 items. PerformanTe ratings 
exceed expectations for the seven least important items 

cantI]- more consumers feel that their principal super- (see Table 1). 

0 

I 
I 
I 

T .i B L E 

IMPORTrlUCE OF SCPERMAREET FEATI-RES BY HOLSEHOLD SIZE 

0: In r/w ne.\ I series of questions, I’m gomg 10 read a list of factors that ma! or maI not he /mnortnnt ukn a 
person decides ufiere to shop for food. Fbr each factor: plea% tell me ifi1 is I er! important. somtw hat Impor- 
fanl. not roe mIportant. or not al all important lo !OCI rrhen you select a pnmar\ food star? 

Base, The shoppjng pubhc 

Jan. 
1992 
Total One 

Hou%hold SIZC 
Three- 

T\\ It FOUI 

I Pry or Somew ha1 Importam 
Clean. neat store 
Qualit! produce (fruits and vegetables) 
Good !arict! or wide selection 
Good. IOA prices 
Courtt~ow. frlcndi! ?mplo!ws 
(;notl qualm;\ meat 
Conx(wlcnt Iocatlon 
Kwlatw acd accurate shelf tags 
i:a\! c‘lwcl.out 
Itcm.4 on 91~ or monf~\-sa\ trig ~ptv3als 
Itttntlor: to special wqucsts or need5 

\utrition and health information 
available for shopprrs 
Cornenwnt store layout 
l’resh food sections lihe a deli or baher! 
En\ IronmtWat programs 
Good selrction of nonfood products 
Prkale label or store brands 
Fresh seafood section 
2-khour operation 
Pharmac!, in store 

1 .ooo 
%I 

100 
99 
97 
97 
96 
96 
93 
94 
91 
91 
85 

84 82 83 84 87 
80 83 81 iR 8-l 
78 79 74 78 80 
71 6-l 69 71 72 
70 71 G7 71 67 
65 61 GG G3 73 
60 58 62 59 59 
49 -18 -lG 32 52 

41 41 38 -1-l 38 
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Overall Satlsfactlon With Supermarkets three shoppc~‘sraie their supermarket a “nine“ or “IO.” 
Shoppers remain quite satisfied N ith the iob their prin- M  hen shoppers ~uggesi improvements. the) focus on 
cipal supermarket is doing in meeting their grocery items of known importance: more \-ariet!. better assort- * 
shopping needs, although two out of three can suggest ment and wider choice; faster checkouts, and lower 
improvements(Tables 5,7). As they have since 1988, on prices. These are items on bvhich supermarket perfor- 
average, shoppers rate their supermarket a 7.9 on a mance has Improved over the past year (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 

Ia 
CO\SL’MERS EMLU.4TE THEIR PRtSCIP4L SPPER,M4RhET, 1988-1992 

0: .Ul things considered. how satisfied are you with the job the supermarket :n IL hlch I ou usuall! shop is doing 

1 
with respect to meetmg your grocery shopping needs3 Please use a scale of one 10 10. u here “one’ means 
they are doing a poor lob and “10’ means they are doing an excellent iob. 1 se am number between and inclod- 

: in,0 one to 10. 

Base: The shopping public 

Percent Rating 
Average Rating Supermarket 
(1 to 10 Scale) 9 or 10 

1988 1989 I990 1991 1992 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

Total 
Sex 

\len 
&omen 

Liorking 
\onworking 

Type of Household 
\Vlth Children 
10 Ch~ldrcn 

We of Houwhold’ 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 or more 

i\ge 
18-2-l 
25-39 
40-49 
50-6-l 
65 and older 

79 

7.7 
79 
7.7 
8.2 

7.8 
8 0 

81 
7.9 
7.9 
8.0 
7.5 

7.9 
7.8 
7.6 
8.1 
8.3 

59 7.9 7.9 

77 77 7.7 
7.9 7.9 81 
i.9 78 8.0 
7.9 8 1 8.1 

7.8 7.7 i.9 
80 8.0 80 

8.0 8.1 7.8 
8.0 80 8.0 
7.8 78 S/A 
7.7 7.7 i.9 
i.8 7.7 80 

7.7 7.8 7.6 
7.8 7.7 7.8 
7.8 7.8 8.0 
8.0 8 1 8.1 
8.2 8.3 8.3 

7.9 
0 
32 

0, , 
32 

7.6 29 25 22 24 23 
8.0 - 7 J- 33 31 35 36 
7.8 21; 31 28 31 30 
8.2 -ll 36 33 38 13 

7.8 29 30 24 29 30 
8.0 3-l 33 33 23 33 

8.1 10 38 37 33 35 
8.0 30 31 33 3-I 36 
\I.4 30 32 26 \‘I s/.4 
7.8 36 29 23 29 30 
7.8 23 3i 23 35 31 

7.7 23 21 28 20 26 
7.7 28 27 21 26 26 
7.8 27 33 27 33 Y-9 
8.2 36 33 38 35 40 
8.5 3i -13 43 47 50 

/ 
‘Beginning in 1991. household size of three and four persons are combined. 

PUCE 12 m  1992 TRE\DS n F 0 0 D \I 4 R h t T I \ C I \ S  T I 1’ I T E  



Demographtcs differentiate overall shopper ratings a Older shopper? are more satisfied than are younger 
of supermarket performance (Tables 5. 6). shoppers. One tn two shoppers aged 65 or older rates 
n Women. particularly the nonworking, are more their supermarhet a “rime” or ‘. 10,” compared to only 
pleased with their supermarket’s performance than one in four under 40. 
men. n Satisfaction is highest among shoppers with house- 
n Shoppers with children are more satisfied than hold incomes of S15,OOO or less and declines as income 
others with the job their supermarket is doing. This runs rises. 
contrary to the decline in satisfaction among house- n Shoppers nithout a college education are more satis- 
holds of three or more persons. fied than those with at least some college. 

I TABLE 

CONSL’MERS EK4LUrlTE THEIR PRINCIP4L SUPERM4RKET, 1990-1992 

0: All thmgs cocsidered, how satisfied are you with the job the supermarket in u hich r’ou usually shop is doing 
uith respect to meeting your grocery shopprng needs? Please use a scale of one !o 10, where “OIP” means 
the! are domg a poor job and “IO” means they are doing an excellent job. 1 se an! number between and mclud- 
mg one to IO. 

Base, The shopping public 

Average Rating Percentage Rating 
(I to IO scalei Supermarket 9 or 10 

1990 1991 1992 1990 1991 1992 

Total 
Income 

S13.000 or less 
S15.001-s23.000 
s21.001-s35.000 
S35.001-s30.000 
S50,OOT or mwe 

Education 
High school or less 
some college~coliegr graduate 

79 7.9 7.9 

8.0 8.0 8.2 39 -12 11 
7.9 8.1 7.9 29 35 33 
7.7 7.9 7.8 24 29 28 
7.9 7.8 7.7 23 23 27 
7.7 7.8 7.8 23 - 3- 3 31 

80 81 8.0 36 37 37 
7.7 7.8 7.9 21 27 29 

0, ,O “0 

29 32 
“0 

33 
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Sugg:ested Imyrowments in Principal Supermarket (11 pcrctr,i I and louer prw~ (13 pcr’rrnt) are thr oni! 
\hout IHO our of three shoppew \\oultl like to see im- othrr impro\rrnents suggeSted by at least ow in 10. .As, 

prownients III thrir prnnar! ~upermarkcl (set’ Table i), noted in Tahk I. supermarhcts beg,,+n to mahe strides 
prnxwily better varict~, selection and a M l&r choice in all three areas over lhc past year 
01 products and ser\ I~CS (22 percent). Faster chcdout 
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SPENDING MD 
SNING MONEI 

THE KEEPLI 

A 
CROCER’I BILL 

fter the 1991 jump in average wee& grocery bills, 
expenses have leveled off, declining by St per wee)\ to 
S78 (Table 8). WeekI! family grocery expenses declined 
modestl!. but not significantl]. for all but one-person 
households (Table 9). 

In the past year. per-person xeehly grocery espen- 
ditures declined from S32 to S30 (Table 10). Economies 
of scale prei-ail: per-person expenses decline as the size 

of the household increases. The per-person amount of 
$4-4 for one-person households is more than double the 
S19 reported for households of fhe or more. Consistent 
with this finding. per-person expenses are lower in 
households with children 

For the first timeever, 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 Lest. tno areas hard hit b! the recession. 

T .4 B L E 

El 

1 
WEEliLY E\‘WL\ GROCERY EXPESSES, 1981-1992 

0: lho!it hou murh do !ou spend each u eeX on groceries for joour farnIl! 7 

Base The shopping pubhc 

Total 
Jan Jar. Jan. Jan Jan Jan Jan Jay Jan Jan Jan Jan. 
1981 1982 1983 138-l 1985 1986 1985 i988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

'I,, u, "(I L'(I 0,) Cl,, o,, ",, "0 '!(I ('0 9/o 

SO-S-IO 25 f 30 28 23 23 I9 21 23 21 2’ 19 20 

S-l l-S60 ‘9 23 29 29 27 28 26 23 2-l 2-l 22 23 

Slil-SIOO 31 30 33 34 34 38 37 38 37 39 39 39 
SlOl and OCR 6 8 9 9 12 13 12 11 1-l 13 17 15 

\ot sure 
no anwcr:refusrd -cl 7 1 1 1 3 3 3 5 3 2 4 
I\crav aeekh 

gro& expenses SS3 S58 S62 S64 S68 57-l S72 571 S7-1 ST.1 99 S78 

'1 1 = \ol a!ailablcin 1981 
Ma! noladd to 100 pwmt dwto roundmg 
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T ,Z H L E 

•a 
\\ CELL\ FZI\lIL\ GHOCEHI EKPESSES RI SIZE OF HOI SEHOLU. 1982-1992 

0: About hou, much r/c, ~‘00~ spend each week on @OCefieS fof pur lamI/! 3 

Base: The shopping public 

Size of Household 
1 

2 
3 
3 
3 or more 

Total 
Jan Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan Jan. Jan. 
1982 1983 198-I 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

s s s s s s s s sss 

33 36 40 40 11 33 38 40 39 13 44 
51 54 59 58 62 38 61 63 63 71 66 
70* 72* 71 76 76 77 i-! 80 82 92* 90' 
70* 72' 80 85 81 85 88 90 51 92* 90' 
90 85 82 92 103 10-l 98 109 103 Ill 107 

*Expenses for 1982. 1983. 1991 and 1992 are combmed for three. and fowperson households 

Frequency of [sing !tloneySa\ ing 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 b!- at least t\vo oul of five shoppers pretty 
much ever! time the? shop Looking in the newspaper 
for grocer>- specjals (45 percent) once again surpass- 
es price-off coupons (43 percent) as the primary way 
shoppers economize on thclr food bills. Shopping onl! 

at one store is reported with near?) equal frequency (42 
percent), although at least one in four shoppers routine& 
compare prices at different supermarkets (35 percent). 
Another one out of three shoppeE stocks up on bargains 
(30 percent). 

Beginning in l-182. shopper?nereasked hljwoften 
thcb cconomlze b! using supermarket succials. coupon: 
and price comparisons For the first time, in 1992. 
Trends also asked shoppers hove often the? shop onl! 
at one store or shop at anrehouse club stores l&e BJ’>. 



Use of price-off coupons is at an all-lime high (13 
percent) and looking in the newspaper for grocer! spe- 
cials is mentioned more now than at an) time since 
1983. The percentage of shoppers who take these meas- 
ures pretty much every time they shop has increased 
significantly since 1991. XIore 1992 than 1991 shoppeE 
also say they stock up on bargains or compare prices 
al different supermarkets (Table 11). 

Almost one in five shoppers buy store brands or 
lower priced brands instead of national brands pretty 
much every time they shop (18 percent), and shoppers 
place significantly greater importance on private label 
or store bra:- Is no\v than in 1991 (see Table 1). The num- 
ber of shoppers who buy products on special also has 

.\lthough one III tour shopper? actualI> compare 
prices at different supermarkets pretty much every time 
they shop. only aboul one in 10 actuall! go tosupermar- 
Lets other than their principal one for advertised spe- 
cials. This latter finding is consistent with the large 
number who say they- shop only 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 13‘4). Older 
shoppers and those in larger households also exhibit 
money-saving measures more often (Table 13B). Man) 
economizing measures are more prevalent among those 
with lower incomes or less formal education (Table 13C). 
These and other differences are detailed below. 

.4\-ER.4GE PER-PERSO\‘ NEEEW GROCERY EXPESSES. 1982-1992’ 

Base:The shopping public 

Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan Jan. Jan Jan. Jan. Jar? Jan Jan. 
19% 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

TOotal 

Married 
On? spouse at home 
Two uage-earners 

T!pe of Household 
\Yith childrrn 
10 children 

SIX of Household 
1 
2 
3-4 
5 or more 

Region 
East 
Zlidwest 
South 
Nest 

s s s s s s s s s s s 
21 22 23 24 27 24 26 29 29 32 30 

20 20 22 23 25 23 24 26 26 28 28 
22 22 23 23 26 25 25 26 28 31 27 

19 19 19 21 21 21 22 23 22 26 21 
23 28 28 29 32 28 31 33 34 36 35 

33 36 40 40 41 33 38 40 39 43 44 
26 27 29 29 31 27 29 31 32 33 
20 21 22 23 23 23 23 25 23 27 2”: 
17 16 15 17 19 17 17 19 18 20 19 

23 22 23 23 28 25 26 30 33 36 33 
20 20 22 21 25 22 25 26 26 28 27 
20 24 23 24 26 25 26 28 28 31 29 
23 24 24 26 27 24 29 31 28 33 31 

*Calculaled from average week11 grocer) expenses and household size. \t hew respondents couldn’t proclde data. the! v+err 
omilled from lhe calculation. 

I I - 
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1‘ \ 1% I, E 

q 
IlO\\ OFTEA SHOPPERS k:CO\OIlIZE. ISE SI PERI19RhEI SPECI US. 

COI POW .I\0 PRICE COIfP:~RISO\‘S, 1982-1992 

0: Ifow often do you IKE.11) E.4121 ITEM+pretl! much ever\’ time you stop, fairly ofren, on/! occasionall! 
or never? 

Base, The shopping public 

Prett\ 
1992 
Onl! 

Iluci Occa- 
Prett! Much Ever! Time You Shop Iher! Fairly siow hot 

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

Look in the 
newspaper for 
grocery specials 
Lse price-off 
coupons 
Shop only at 
one store 
Stoch up on an 
Item when !ou 
find a bargain 
Compare prices 
a! different 
supermarkets 
By store brands 
or lower pwed 
brands mstead 
of nxrcnal 
brands*** 
Bu: products on 
special eren if 
you hadn’! 
planned to bu)- 
I hem i hat da! 
Go to supwmar- 
k!k Otl:?r thaiI 

!our prrncrpal 
om- ior adwr- 
tlsrd spt-w!.s 
Shop at a d~s- 
count or ware- 
house food store 
for grocer! items 
Shop at ware- 
house clch 
stores IIke BJs, 
P\CE. Price 
Club. Costco 
and Sam’s 

ok! 50 52 

4 39 38 

40 x A 

(‘0 X x 

$0 32 30 

0,” x A 

(!U x x 

On X  x 

90 x x 

49 41 

39 30 

X x 

A s 

29 27 

x x 

k A 

12 10 

A A 

A x 

40 ** 42 34 38 

39 37 40 35 37 

A A x x A 

x x x 

25 23 26 

A x A 

x x A 

9 12 12 

X A A 

x A x 

x A 

23 2-l 

x x 

A \ 

12 10 

A A 

s x 

33 18 19 

36 

A 

20 25 

25 16 

18 

12 

Ii 

24 30 31 30 10 

20 25 20 31 25 

18 18 31 40 10 

18 32 40 IO 

9 16 46 28 

6 13 40 

2 8 36 

40 

53 

* 

0 

* 

* 

0 

1 

* 

* 

1 

1 

x = \ot asked 
*Less than 0.5 percent 

**Vol reported due to date anomaly 
***in 1991. asked as “bu) store brands or lower priced pmducls Instead of national brands’ 1 

. 
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.I_---- ~-~~- -__ 
‘T \ 13 L E 

El 
HO\\ OFTEU SHOPPER5 ECO\OIltZE CO~tt’\RED TO OTE \ L: iR iGO 

0: .Yw I’d like JOU to think of ~ovr shoppmg hnblls 01 es lhe pasr jear Fbr each of Ihe fool/on ing Ilenls. Pk’nsr 
tdl me whether J ou do rt rns often, lpss otrenl or about thr me amount that j OII d/d a ! ear a&o 

Base. The shoppmg pubhc 

Bu! store brands or lower priced brands 
Instead of national brands 
Shop at a warehouse club store 

Frrquenc\ of :lcti\‘il! 

Less Same 

I!,, 90 

12 6-l 
19 65 

Don’t 
hnoa 

?o 

2 
7 

c 

- 

1992 TRE\DS n FOOD # t R h E  T I \ G I\STITITE 6 PAGE 19 



Looh in ksspaper for Grocer? Special.s 

m Nonworking nomen read the neuspaper for grocer!- 
specials more often than &her working women or men 
(Table 13A). 
n Eastern shoppers are more likely than Southerners 
to scan the newspaper for grocery specials (Table 13A). 
n Shoppers age 50 or older are most likely to use adveler- 
tised newspaper specials. Shoppers under age 25 are 
least likely to do so (Table 13B). 
8 At least 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). 
n Use of newspaper specials declines as income rises. 
Shoppers from households earning less than S15,OOO 

are the most likeI> lo USC: grocc‘rj specials in the paper 
(Table 13C). 
n High school educated shoppers look through thp * 
newspaper for specials with greater frequency than 
others (Table 13C) 

Cke Price-Off Coupons 
m Women, particularly nonworking ones, are more like- 
ly than men to use price-off coupons (Table 13.1). 
n Shoppers who live in the East and Midwest use price- 
off coupons more often than those in the South and West 
(Table 134. 
m The use of price-off coupons increases with house- 
hold size. Coupon use among one-person households 
falls well short of others (Table 13B). 

T .4 B L E 

HOM- USE OF SPECIrZLS, COLPOSS .4UD PRICE COMPARJSOW NRIES B\ SEX .4SD RECIOS 

0: iiw o/Len do you (RE.4 D EACH ITEM)-prett! much ever!. time !au shop, fairly often, only occasionall!; 
of never? 

Bas?. The shopping public 

Sew 
&omen 

Zon- Reeion 
Total Men Tota! Korking Working East Vi&vest South &ect 

Base 1,000 2?5 783 411 366 183 260 338 219 
90 % ‘!O ‘4 ) QO ‘!I, % % (‘11 

Pretty Much Every Tim? 
Looh in newspaper for 
grocer! sprclals 45 34 48 31 53 51 -I3 12 43 
Ise price-off coupons 33 28 47 31 3 53 39 38 3: 

Shop oni) at one store 42 42 42 42 43 -46 10 4-i 38 
Stock nhen fjnd a bargain up you 30 23 32 31 33 34 30 32 ‘3 
Compare prices at different 
supermarkets 25 19 27 24 29 26 23 25 2: 
Buy store/lower priced brands 
instead of national brands 18 13 20 17 24 16 13 20 22 
Buy products on special even if 
you hadn’t planned to 18 1-l 19 17 21 13 15 20 19 
Go to supermarkets other 
than your principal one for 
advertised specials 9 8 10 9 11 15 8 7 10 
Shop at a discount or warehouse 
store f& grocery items 6 6 7 8 6 4 7 5 8 
Shop at warehouse club stores 

1 like BJs, PACE, etc. 2 4 2 3 1 2 2 2 2 
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Shop OnI? aI One Store 
W Shoppc’rh untlcr the age of 23 arc the most lihcl! of 
an\- age group to Imiit shopping to only one store (Table 
13B) 

E Shoppers with household incomes up to SE,000 
most often shop only at one store (Table 13C). 

Stocli C@ When bu Find a Bargain 
n M’hen it comes to stocking up on bargains, women 
do this more often than men (Table 134. 

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

n Shoppers with incomes of $50.000 or less stock up 
more frequently than others (Table 13C). 

n Shoppers without a college educatton stock up on 
bargains more often than the college cducatcd shop- 
pers. (Table 13C). 

Compare Priws at klifftvwl Supermarkets 
q Women are more likely than men to go to a super- 
market other than their principal one to compare prices 
(Table 134. 

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

n Shoppers without a college education more often 
compare prices than college-educated shoppers (Table 
13C). 

a 

TABLE 

HOW I’SE OF SPECIALS, COUPOSS AJD PRICE COM’ARISOSS MRIES 
BY AGE AND SIZE OF HOI!SEHOLD 

0: How often do you (READ EACH ITEM)-pretty much every time J’OU shop, fair)! often, only occasionall!. 
or never? 

Base: The shopping public 

Total 

A g e Size of Household 
63 Three- Five 

18-24 25-39 40-49 50-64 And Over One Two Four Or !vtore 

Base 
Pretty Much Every Time 
Look in newspaper for 
grocer! specials 
I se price-off coupons 
Shop onI> at one store 
Stock up when you find a 
bargain 
Compare prices at 
dIfferen supermarkets 
BUI store’lower oriced 
brands Instead of natlon- 
al brands 
Buv products on special 
even if you hadn’t 
pianned to 
Go to supermarkets other 
than your principal one 
for advertised specials 
Shop at a discount or 
warehouse store for 
grocery items 
Shop at warehouse club 
store like BJs. PACE, etc. 

I,000 78 
%I 9/O 

45 31 
43 33 
42 50 

30 2-t 

25 22 

18 21 

18 12 

9 5 

6 9 

2 1 

351 205 200 
% o/o O/o 

37 43 58 
42 42 43 
39 33 31 

33 26 32 

23 22 30 

20 18 

18 18 

10 

8 

3 

19 

19 

13 

5 

1 

150 I-19 313 
O/O $0 Yo 

53 3-i 50 
49 30 43 
Xi -18 41 

31 22 32 

27 20 21 

14 17 17 

16 16 18 

10 7 8 

3 4 4 

1 1 2 

399 

42 
45 
40 

32 

26 

20 

17 

11 

10 

3 

116 
o/b 

53 
32 
33 

31 

30 

20 

22 

10 

5 

3 

- 

J 
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BUJ, Store or Lowr Prired Brands instead of 
Iational Hranfh 
l M~I~I~II are mow likeI> than I~CI~ to purckise siorc 
brands (Table 13 I). 

H Use of score brands declines with age. and is leas! 
frequent among shoppers who are at least 65 years of 
age (Table 13B). 

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

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

Buv Products on Special That Day 
Even ff Mu Hadn’t Planned 
q Shoppers with no college education are more Mel) 
than others to buy products on special (Table 13C). 

Go to Supertnarhets Olhcr Tharr hur Principal 
One for td~er?brd Speci;r/s 
n 3hoppcrs unc’rr aat’ 7 -5 are the least likely lo go 
to another supcrmarhrt for ad\crtiscd specrals - 
(Table 13B). 

n Shoppers without a college education more often 
shop for advertised specials at a supermarket other 
than their principal one (Table 13C). 

Shop at a Discount or Kwehouse Store for 
Grocery Items 
m Use of discount or warehouse stores declmes I\ ith 
age. 

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

T A B L E 

q 
HO\\ PSE OF SPECI:lLS. COI POW :IKD PRICE COW4RISOJS VIRIES 

BY IWOIIE :lTD EDCC-ITIO\ 

Rasp The shopping publir 

East3 1 .OOl? 
f’rrll! .iluch E,‘wr! TIKIP (1 , 
LooA In nckspapcr for 
grocer! specia!s 45 
L w prw-ofi coupons 43 
Snap al onI\ one stow 42 
5tl!ch IJp n hen you 
fmd a bargain 30 
Compare prices at differ- 
ent supermarkets 23 
Bu!, store/lower priced 
brands instead of national 
brands 18 
Buy products on specials 
that day even if you hadn’t 
planned to 18 
Go to supermarkets otht=l 
than your principal one for 
adierlised specials 9 
Shop at a discount or 
u-archouse store for 
grocer) items 6 
Shop at warehouse club 
store lik N,ls i?VX. ctc 2 

386 
c:,, 

-II 
47 
-41 

31 

23 

28 2n 17 13 10 “2 13 

21 18 18 18 1-l 22 is 

12 9 7 6 9 13 6 

6 

I 

7 

2 

6 

2 

3 5 

3 -I 
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The ma)orit! of shoppc’rs hclic\c that store brands arc 
of the same qualnj as nationally advert ised brands (61 
percent). although ;I substantial portion of shoppcrs- 
30 percent-believe that nationall! advertised brands 
are of better quality (see Table 1-t). 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 qualit!, of store brands versus national 

kiler than nationall\ advertised brands, 
Shoppers hold homogeneous pcrccptlons of store 

brands [‘is-a-vis national brands. Onl! household in- 
come appears to differentiate shoppers The number 
\\ ho 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 

brands. In addition. shoppers were asked to name the hold the opposite view, favoring the national bran&, 

r 
TABLE 

q 
HO\\ COZSLNERS R.iTE STORE BRISDS 1-S. UTIOS iLLI’ AD\-ERTISED BR,i\DS 

0: In gewral. u~oold ! 011 sag that the qua!/t! of storm brands is betrer not as good as, OF about the same as 
natIonall! adr,ertised brands? 

Base: The shoppmg pubhc 

Compared To Yational Brands. Store Brands .-Ire 
Don’t 

Base Better ‘t’oi :\s Good Same hnoa 

Total 1.000 3 (It 30 61 6 

Income 

s15000 or less 19-l 4 c’li 20 69 7 

s13.001-s2~.000 181 2% 32 64 3 

s23,o!lt-s35.000 186 3"u 28 63 ;I 

s33.oo1-s~o.oon 139 3 t'o 34 ST 6 

SO,001 or more lL)O O”0 41 33 6 
- 
Ma noL add IO 100 pcrcc~: dur IO roundmg 
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STORkX\R \\I) :‘ROlN CTS CO\SI !IklRS BELlI:\ E IRE IWl’TER 1’11 \\ \ \TiO\ \L HR \\DS 

0: .4re &here an\ spec’iP/c types of load and nonfood products ior which ~00 feel store brands aw parlJcular/! 
wr than nationall! adrertised brands? 

Base: The shopping pubhc 

0: fir whal types of food and nonfood products are store brands mr than natlonall! adv-ertsed brands’ 

Base, Shoppers aho feel there are speciftc products for which store brands are better than nationall) 
advertised brands 

Jan. 
1992 
Total 

Percentage Ilho Feel Store Brands 4re Better 
Canned goods 
Paper products 
Bakery products 
Dair! products 
Snack foods 
Frozen foods 
Detergents 
Cereals 
Bread 
Produce 
Condiments 
Garbage.‘trash bags 
Pasta 
!vllIh 
Coffee 
Cleaning products D 
Soft drinh: 3 

Othrr 1-l 

Food products WI i 72 

lonfood products (\ET; 26 

Don’t hno~ 8 
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WI hods of tkonomizlng 

Sla]oritirs of shoppers rrl) on three tcchnlqucs to save 
money on their food bills: making grcaler use of prke- 
off coupons(G1 percent), doing more a ith Pftovers(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 this measure 
on pretty much every shopping trip (Tables 16 and 11). 
At least one out of two forego convenience to save 
money, either by eating out less often (52 percent) or buy- 
ing fewer convenience foods (51 percent). The only 
method of economizing shoppers do not use in great 
numbers is buying only what’s on their list (24 percent). 

Begmning in 1991, 7Yend.s investigated the extent 
to which shoppers utilize certain methods of economiz- 
ing. Fends further investigated whether these money. 
saving measures were long-standing or recently 
adopted. Over the past year, the number of shoppers 

who practice almost all bchal’iors is becoming more 
~tdesprcad. Thcclception is buymgonl! what’son the 
list: feaer 1992 than 1991 s;roppcrs 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. 

As is evident with the extent shoppers use money- 
saving behaviors pretty much every time they shop 
(Tables 1%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 belou 
(Table 17) 

0: I’m going to read you some things that people have told us the! do to economize on thelr food bills. Rr each 
one, please tell me if this is something J-ou currentl! do. 

Bas?, Th? shopping public 

0: Is this something you’ve been doing for a few !-ears and are conrinomg to do now to economize. OF some- 
thmg that you’ve just begun to do recent/r ? 

Base Shoppers who currently use that method of economizing 

Make more use of price-off coupons 
Do more with leftovers 
Buy fewer luxury or gourmet items 
Eat otii less often 
Bug fewer convenience foods 
Do mope meal planning 
Buy in larger quantit! 
Buy only what’s on your list 

‘1991 split sample base = 50-l. 

Currenth Do Freql..enc\ nf Behavior 
Jan Been 
1991’ 1992 Doing .I\\ hik Just Begun 

‘JO o/u IL” “0 
58 61 80 20 
56 60 81 18 
55 58 66 33 
50 32 55 4-l 
46 51 6-l 35 
-12 15 68 31 
39 10 73 26 
3-l 21 82 18 
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HO\\ CO\St‘MERS ECO\‘OMI%F 

0: I’m going to read ! ou some things that people have told us the? dc to economize on Iheir food bills. Fbr each 
one please tell me if the IS somethmg you currenti! do. 

Base, The shopping public 

Cse BU) 
More Do Fewer 

Buy 
Fewer 

Price-off More With Gourmet 
BU! List 

Eat Out Conven. More Meal Items 
Coupons Leftovers Items 

Larger 
Less Often Foods Planning Quantity OnI> 

%I %  o/O QO g,(l o/o UU 90 
61 60 58 52 51 35 30 24 

35 57 16 53 -Ii 39 34 29 
65 61 61 32 53 47 42 22 

69 64 67 69 59 58 54 26 
63 58 60 64 56 33 53 24 
56 59 61 55 49 45 42 20 
60 61 59 39 53 42 31 26 
58 63 44 34 40 23 17 25 

66 64 58 -- 
33 s-l 44 44 21 

56 56 38 51 49 46 37 27 

58 56 4” 40 25 22 27 
58 52 42 47 39 29 26 
63 61 59 33 55 49 22 
59 67 68 66 53 66 22 

63 64 64 37 xi 55 24 
37 -:, J- 44 47 36 ‘7 24 

Total 
Sex 

Ven 
Women 

Age 
18-24 
25-39 
40-49 
50-6-I 
65 -c 

Education 
HS or less 
Some college/ 
college graduate 

Size of househoid 
One 
Two 
Three-Four 
Five or more 

T! pe of household 
\Vl:h children 
10 children 

PiGE 26 n 1092 TRE\DS n f 0 0 D MlRhETl\C 1 , s :‘ : - - - -, 



Ilahe lkwc I sc of Price-Off Coupon.4 
n Conslstcnt u ith fmdmgs on the frequcnc) W( h u hrch 
prlcc-off coupons are used. Nomen make greater use 
of them than men. 
n Shoppers from households with children make 
greater use of coupons than do childless households. 
n L’se of price-off coupons increases as household size 
increases, with the largest households using them most 
often. 
n Shoppers without a ( Aegeeducation are more likeI> 
to use coupons than better educated shoppers. 

Do More with Leftorem 
n Shoppers without a college education do more with 
leftovers than others. 

Buy Fewer L.uwry or Gourmet Items 
n More women than men save on food bills by foregoing 
gourmet items. 
n Compared n-ith others. more shoppers with children 
save on groceries by not purchasing gourmet or luxur!- 
items. 
n Shoppers aged 65 or older are less likely to save 
money by giving up gourmet or luxury purchases 

Eat Out Less Often 
n Shoppers u ho have children at home say the!- eat out 
less often than do those without children. 
n Shoppers from households of three or more persons 
are most like11 to save money by eating out less after; 
n Shoppers aged 30 or older are the least like!! to sa\ t’ 
mane> ty not eatmg out. 

Buv Fewer Conrenience Foods 
n Households with children are most likeI!, to econom- 
ize at the expense of convenience. 
n Shoppers age 65 or older are least like11 to forego 
convenience foods to economize on their eroc\er\ hills 

n Vorc women than men IIW mcbal planning to 
economize on food bill> 
n Households with children do so more than those 
without, 
n The extent to which shoppers plan meals increases 
with household size. This technique is most prevalent 
in households of three or more persons. 
n Shoppers age 65 or older rely the least of any age 
group on meal planning. 

Buy in Larger Ouantit) 
W  More women than men buy in larger quantities to 
economize on food bills. 
n Twice as many shoppers from households with chil- 
dren than without economize in this manner. 
n Quantity purchasing increases with household size. 
Shoppers from households of fjve or more persons 
are three times as likely to do this as those from one- 
person households. 
R The frequency with \ihich shoppers buy in larger 
quantities declines with age. Shoppers under age 40 are 
more likely than those 50 or older. 

Buy List Items On/v 
n More men than women buy onI]- what’s on their list 
to economize 
II More college-educated than other shoppers stick to 
their list as a way of economizing. 

Kho are the Heal:, Economizers? 

Consumer concerns about the economy are evidenced 
by the fact that more than one in five shoppers ma) be 
classified as a “heav) economizer” (21 pcrcentj- 
defined as someone M ho practices fi\e or more of Ihc 

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 IYYI. as part of it,< emphasis on n From larger households (30 percent of shoppers from 
money -saving measures, Trends profiled shoppers who households of fiv t> or more) 
could be considered heavy economlzety;. Consistent with 
findings for other money-saving measures. heal! 

n Lnder age 25 133 percent). 

economizers are most likely to be: 
I-Ieavy economizers spend an average of $81 per 

n Women (22 percent]. 
week on groceries. compared to S78 overall. Slightly 
higher overall expenditures probably reflect their larger 

n Slarrled, from one-income households (26 percent). overall household size. Per person expenditures of $27 

l In households with children (27 percent). are somewhat below the S30 reported overall (Table 18). 

TABLE 

PROFILE OF HE-WY ECO’VO!bIIZERS 

Base The shopping public 
Hea\-! Economizers1 
!991' 1992 

Total 
Sex 

Men 
Women 
Working 
Sonworking 

Married 
One spouse at home 
Two wage-earnen 

Type of Household 
With children 
Lo children 

Size of Household 
One 
Tuo 
Three-four 
1% e or more 

,\ge 
18-2-l 
25-39 
-10-49 
50.6-l 
65 + 

Income 
S13.000 or less 
s13,001-s25.000 
S25,001-535,000 
s35,001-s~0,000 
SSO.001 or more 

Region 
East 
Midwest 
South 
West 

Average Weekly Grocery Expenses 
Per farnib 
Per person 

17 
19 
13 
21 

23 
20 

21 
13 

19 23 
20 22 
15 25 
24 20 
18 16 

17 
19 
21 
1-t 

S80 SW 
29 S27 

16 
22 
22 
22 

26 
22 

2i 
15 

13 
ii 
21 
30 

33 
2-l 
21 
19 
10 

22 
18 
22 
22 

- - - 
‘lnclutlt~d In Ihr “hravy economizer” group arc‘ shopprrs who rurrcntl\ prartw fnc or more of [he (-]fih[ cyyjnomizlna mcas. 
ur% summarlzrd In Table 16 
/ 1YYl splil samplr = 504 



FVR 01 R Fl Tl RE: SHOPPIW 

-IT II 4REHOl SE CL1 B SroRES 

4 I’D THE 1 SE OF PRMTE 

L?BEL STDRE BR-I YDS.” 

____-- 

CHAPTER 

\\:~REIIOI:SE CLPB SIIOPPERS 

UHO .iRE N\.IREHOlSE 
CLIBSHOPPERS? 

T rends loohtd in depth at one specific method of 
economizing this year, 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 offer the 
consumer a K-ide variety of merchandise traditional]! 
sold bJ- supermarkets (e.g.. health and beauty care 
products. cereal. frozen foods, etc.) at IOM- everyday 
prices. This price appeal is particularly strong during 
the current recession. as consumers have become in- 
creasingly price-conscious. 

NearI!- half of 1992 Trends shoppers (47 percent) 
have made at least one visit to such a store. About one 
in 10 say the\ visit a warehouse club store at least fair- 
I! often w!. :n they shop for groceries. More than one in 
three consumers shop this format on an occasional ba- 
sis (36 percent; see Table 11) Shopperswho haw visit- 
ed a aarehouse club store at least occasional]> arc 
someahzt different than other shoppers (Tabir 19) 1 
Comparea lvith non-users. b-arehouse club shoppeE are 
more Mel! to be from t&o-income households(36 per- 
cent vs 25 percent) of three or more persons (59 per- 
cent IS -RI pwent). More than half include at least one 
child under age 18 (52 percent). The typical warehouse 
club shopper is married (72 percent) under age 30 (72 
percent \ s. ocly 56 percen! of others), has at least some 
college education (54 percent) and iscomparatively af- 

fluent (mean 1991 household income of $34.800 vs. 
S29,600 for others). 

The average warehouse club household spends S83 
per week on groceries, compared with S70 for non-club 
households largely as a result of their larger size. Per- 
person expenditures are comparable for both groups. 

Expectations and Evaluations of 
Supermarkel Performance 

Barehouse club shoppers and others place the same 
ialuc on the ton store features and ber\:ices, although 
a convenient location is slightly more important to ware- 
house club than non-club shoppers (97 percent vs. 9-1 
percent: see Table 20). Of the remaining items, cli;b 
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 
specials2 

Almost without exception. warehouse club and non- 
club shoppers give comparable ratings cf their super- 
market’s performance. Club shoppers. who p!ace great- 
er importance on environmental programs, arc 
somewhat less pleased than non-club shoppers with the 
job their supermarket is doing environmentall!. Perhaps 
because warehouse club stores are kno\\ n for the N ide 
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. 

Wther researrh conducted br, FM1 on alternative store formats 
/illternatlr~~Storf f6rmat.s: Competmgin the.Mneties)suggrsts that 

2F\lf’s stud) of alternatlw format shoppcrsrcleals that tuo-thirds 

membershIp clubshoppersarediftrrentiated by extent of use(amount 
sa! that evervday lou’prices IS the primary rcason shoppers sax the! 

spent per 1 tslt on grorcws) Wndsdoes notdiffcrenliateshoppers 
prefer !o purchase canned goods. condnncnts. snackb. soft drmks. 

on thts basis. mrmbrrshlp club shoppers are defmed as Lhosc u ho 
net loads. paper products. household Waning suppllch and hralth 

shop this format at leas1 orcaslonallv forgroreries As a rwult. find. 
and bcaut! care products at a club store rather I han a suprrmarhct 

ings !wc ma! c!~flcr somewhat from those repowd elsr~\nerc 
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Base: The shoppmg public 

Base 

Sex 
\4en 
Cbomen 
Norking 
Konaorking 

Married 
One spouse at home 
Tao u age-earners 

T> pe of Household 
\! lth children 
10 children 

Size 0r Household 
One 
THO 
Three to f!JUr 
Fn e or more 

1ge 
‘8-2-l 
35.39 
-10-19 
30-61 
63 + 

Educdtion 
II rgh school or less 
Somf‘ co!lcgc or marl 

Incomr 
S15.000 or less 
s15.001+25.000 
S23.OOi*S35,OOO 
%3,001??50,000 
S30.001 or mow 
\l(Wl 

PROI:ILI: OF \\IREHOl.SE CL1 I3 SIIOPPE:RS 

‘Ikxal 
ClUb \on-Club 

Shopper< Shoppers 

22 19 2-l 
79 81 76 
-11 -17 36 
37 3-l 40 
63 72 60 
2-l 27 22 
30 36 23 

46 52 -II 
33 -17 58 

13 10 19 
31 29 33 
-10 -16 35 
12 13 11 

8 
33 
21 
20 
13 

-k9 
30 

19 
18 
19 
6 

13 
s32,ooo 

8 
10 
24 
19 
7 

I!erag? MeekI! Grocer!. Expenses 
Per farnil! 
Per person 

Iveragr lumber of Supermarket 
\ Isits per \\eck 

s77 S83 SO 
530 s30 s29 

2.2 23 2.1 

7 
31 
18 
21 
‘) ’ 1 -i 

- 3 3, 
4; 
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Q I 

Q 
/ I 

1‘ .I n 1, t: 

Ia 
HO\\ I\ ELL. Sl t’ER\l IRhETS IIEET COW blER E\t’ECT\TIOW, CL1 H \S. \O\-CLI’B SHOPPERS 

0: In the neH series of questions. I'm going to reaa a list of‘laclors lhar ma! or mnj not be impor!ant uhm a 
person deodes uhere lu shop for rood Fbr each faclol: please lell me ii II IS t'erj m?porlant, someuhal impor- 
lam. noI too importam. or not al allm?portanl lo ~UII u,heu ~orr selecr a prvnar! foodstore, 

0: \ow I’m soing to read the same list of fdctors and ask IOU lo lrll me ho\r, wrll the supermarket m n,hich you 
usually shop does on each ontl. For each factor, please tell me ivhether your supermarket does an ewellent. 
good. fair or poor job of having (READ E4CH ITEM). 

Base The shopping public 

\h! or Excellent or 
Somewhat Important Good Ra; ing 

Club Ken-Club Club Ken-Club 
Total Shoppers Shoppers Total Shoppers Shoppers 

Base 

Clean, neat store 
Oualit! produce (fruits and 
vegetables) 
Good vat-let> or 
wide selec:lon 
Good, low prices 
Courteous. 
friendly employ-ees 
Good qualIt> meat 
Comcnrent locatron 
Readable and accurate 
shelf tags 
Fast chcchout 
Items 011 sale or 
mow -sat ing specials 
.Ittenl ion to special 
requests or needs 
lutrition and health 
mformatlon aiailablc 
lor shopprrs’ 
COl~\ClllClli store labout 
Fresh lood sectlow like 
a delr or baher! 
Em ironmental programs 
Good wlrct ran of 
nonfood pro4ucts 
Prrvate label ot 
store brands’ 
Fresh seafood section’ 
24hour operatIonI 
Pharmac!-1 

1.000 
90 

100 

99 

97 
97 

96 97 
96 9s 
90 97 

9-f 
91 

91 

85 80 

84 8G 
80 71 

i8 81 
71 73 

70 

63 63 
60 63 
49 52 
31 3-l 

99 

97 
98 

95 
92 

92 

7: 

528 1 .ooo 
ou 4” 
99 92 

99 87 

97 90 
96 73 

93 87 
96 84 
9i 91 

93 73 
91 72 

91 83 

87 70 

83 75 
83 83 

i-l 85 
68 78 

68 ii 

67 76 
57 69 
-Ii x 
38 70 

89 86 

91 89 
72 73 

8i 88 
8-i b-l 
91 92 

73 
-3 I- 

S:! 

73 
7’ 

70 

83 

71 

77 75 
83 86 

88 87 
7-l 82 

ii 76 

72 79 
67 71 

6: 7; 

x = lot ashrd 
‘Supcrmarkt’s performance !vas rated ont! by thorc whose suprrmarhct has the spectfled fraturr 
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Importanre of Factors in Food Selection 
thcsc (see Table 211 Price appears lo br a particularI) 

U’hen shopping for food. virtually ail warehouse club salient issue. and IS raled on a par % ith nutrition and 
shoppers value laste, nutrition and price. While these taste (98 percent). Product safet’t\ is the only other item . 
are the top items for non-club shoppers as well. ware- rated as being \er) important b! at least nine out of 10 
house club shoppers place relatively greater value on club shoppers. 

T A B L E 

q 
l !WORT1WE OF \;I\RIOI-S FICTORS IS FOOD SELECTlOX. CLI R \S. 10%CLI B SHOPPERS 

0: I’d hke to start by reading a list of factors that ma! or may not be important when a person shops for food. 
Fbr each factor please tell me whether it is very important, somewhat Important. not too important, or not a{ 
all important to JOU when you shop for food. 

Base: The shoppug public 
Club Ken-Club 

Total Shopper’ Shoppers 

Base 1.000 466 328 

Taste o/O 98 99 96 

Nutrition 90 96 98 93 

Price $0 96 98 9-l 

Product safety 90 01 93 89 

Storabilit! O!. 80 79 80 

Product packaglng 
that can be recyled %I 79 81 78 

Ease of preparation time “0 75 79 78 

Food preparation time % 7; iG 73 

t 
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\\arehouse Club Shoppers and 
Methods of Economizing 

Warehouse club shoppers economize in somewhat 
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 ad\.erlised brands (57 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 IO club shoppers utilize a dis- 
count or warehouse store for grocery items (88 percent), 
compared with only one in three non-club shoppers (34 
percent). This latter finding suggests that club shoppers 
do not consider warehouse club stores to be the same 
as discount or warehouse stores. 

I i I a 

1 TABLE 

q 
HO\\ CLLB.lUD UOU-CLPBSHOPPERS\:-3R\- IZTHEIRLSEOFECO\OUIZITG %1E;\S1‘RES 

0: How often do you (RE.4D E.4CH 1TE.W - pretiy much every time you shop, fair/! often, on& occasionall!, 
OF never? 
Base: The shoppmg public 

Pretty Much Every Time Jt Least Occassionall! 
ClUb Non-Club Club Non-Club 

Total Shoppers Shoppers Total Shoppers Shoppers 

Base 1,000 466 528 i ,000 
90 90 ‘“0 qo 

466 528 
o/c “0 

82 a2 
89 87 

81 8: 

93 87 

82 70 

89 89 

93 87 

77 67 

88 34 

100 0 

Look in newspaper for 
grocer! specials 

1 se price-off coupons 

Shop at only one slore 

Stock up when you 
find a bargain 

Compare prices at 
different supermarkets 

But store/lower-priced brands 
instead of national brands 

Buy products on special that day 
even if you hadn’t planned lo 

Go to supermarkets other than 
your principal one for advertised 
specials 

Shop at a discount or warehouse 
store for grocery items 

Shop at warehouse club store 
like BJs, PACE, etc. 

33 43 47 82 

-13 30 46 88 

-12 3-l 49 83 

30 29 31 90 

25 27 23 76 

18 16 21 89 

18 19 17 90 

9 9 IO 72 

6 8 5 59 

2 5 0 47 
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In herping A ith warehouse club shoppers’ prlcc- 
consciousness and propensity not to limit their shop- 
ping to one store. the) are more likely than other?; to at 
least occasionally go to other supermarkets for adlcr- 
tised specials or to compare prices al 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- 
mg more use of price-off coupons, doing more with 
leftovers and limiting luxury and gourmet purchases. 

.Ibout half bu) fewer conventcncc foods (see Table 2-l) 
Despite man!’ smiilarities between the two shop- 

per groups. grenler proporttons 01 warehouse club shop- 
pers saq- they economtze by eating out less often, doing 
more meal planning and buying larger quantities. Buy- 
ing larger quantities ties in N ith the availability of in- 
stitutional size products at warehouse club stores and 
the larger households: for which these consumers are 
shopping. Buying onl! what’s on their list is the only 
economizing measure practiced by more non-club than 
club shoppers? 

TABLE 

HO\\ CLLB.iTD SO>-CLUB SHOPPERS RATESTORE BRASDS\S.~~TlO\'.~LBR1VDS 

0: In general, would !oo sar that the quah~)~ of store brands IS better: ROE as good as, or abour the same as 
nationall! aai,ertised brands” 

Base: The shopping public 

Club Son-Club 
Total Shoppers Shoppers 

Base 1,000 166 528 
90 40 90 

Compared to Xational Brands 
Store Brands Ire 

Better 3 3 3 

Lot as good 30 34 28 

%4lW 61 37 63 

Don’t knou 6 7 c, 

‘rla! noi add Lc~ 100 percrnt dcr Lo roundm: 

3FMl’s alternallw stow formal slud! supports these findmgs The 
characteristics cluhshoporw most frrqurnll! associatewith a mcm. 
bershlpclub storcare thr a\ailabihly of lareror~nslitullonal sizes” 
(93 percent) and “good piar: lo Noch up” (90 prrcent) Ilore than 
half associalr it 1~1th “a plarc whrrc 1 mahr man\ unplanned pur- 
chaws” (56 pcrwnl) and on!\ 32 prrcrnl assoclatr “bcmg able to 
do all m) shopping in onr stow‘ u ith this lormal 

c 



::. , 

0: I’m gomg to read you some things that people har,e told us the! do lo economize on their food bills. I%” each 
one, please tell me if this is somethmg j ou correnlly do 

Base: The shopping public 

Q: Is thus somethrng !au’ve been doing for a few years and are contmuing to do nou to economize, or some- 
thmg that yo ve just begun to do recently? 

Base. Shoppers who currently use that method of economizing 
Percent B‘ho Have 

Currently Do Been Domg lwhilet 
Club \on-Club Club \on-Club 

Total Shoppers Shoppers Total Shoppers Shoppers 

Base 1.000 466 528 
“0 %I %I “;I 00 “(I 

F&&e more use of 
price-off coupons 61 62 60 80 78 81 

Do more with leftovers 60 59 61 81 81 82 

Ru\ fewer luxury 
or gourmet items 38 60 55 66 60 71 

Eat out less often 52 56 19 55 -- 33 35 

By fewer convcnicncc foods 51 5-l 49 6-l 61 68 

Do more meal planning 45 49 12 68 63 7-l 

Buy in larger quantit) 40 49 33 73 67 80 

Buy on!!‘ n,hat’s on your list 2-l 19 28 82 78 83 

: \&cd onI\ 01 thosr uho currently pract~cr each beha\ IO~ 

. 



CHAPTER 

m 

SIIOPPISS PATTERNS 

1 he 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 supermarkw (Tables 25, 26). 

This year (1992) represents the fourth consecutive 
year in which Trends has investigated store switching. 
both its extent and why it happens. Since 1991, the num. 
ber of shoppers u-ho changed stores rose three points 
to 27 percent. Reversing a decline of comparable mag- 
nitude from 1990-91. this small increase is largely the 
result of changes in one demographic segment- 
working women. Only among shoppers age 65 and older 
did the proportion who switched stores decline in 1992 
(see Table 2% 

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

convenience (see Tabie 26): 
n Better/lower prices (39 percent). 
n Location/new store is closer/more conveniently locat- 
ed (31 percent). 
n 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 (no\\ the most critical item in 
evaluation a supermarket’s performance). all of which 
emerge as equal in importance to better meats as a 
reason for switching stores 



0: During the past ).ear: hate JOU su ilched growl StoreS7 

Base The shopping public 

Jan 
1989 

kS 

Jan. 
1990 

Yes 

Jan 
1991 

ks 

Jan. 1992 
Sn,itched Stores 

Sot 
les SO Sure 

Total 
St3 

\Im 
Women 

Rorkmg 
Sonworking 

.\gc 
18-2-l 
23-39 
1049 
50-6-i 
65 or olclu 

Income 
S13,OOO or less 
s13,001-s25,ooo 
S23.001-S35.000 
SO3.001-S50.000 
S50.001 or mow 

Region 
Eas1 
\I Id\\ es1 
Zout!1 
\\ t5t 

(‘0 
29 

30 
29 
30 
28 

31 33 -10 1-l 
33 31 27 32 
28 28 21 31 
24 22 19 22 
21 23 22 13 

31 30 23 28 
26 28 26 26 
39 27 23 23 
32 28 2-l 31 
27 26 23 32 

31 24 26 30 
26 26 21 2-l 
33 30 26 29 
23 30 2 4 2i 

%I 
27 

29 29 30 
27 22 27 
30 23 31 
2-l 21 22 

“.,I 
24 

%  
27 

?,I u/U 
72 I 

70 0 
73 1 
69 1 
77 1 

SG 0 
68 * 
69 0 
77 1 
86 1 

72 0 
74 0 
75 2 
68 1 
68 0 

70 0 
76 * 
70 * 
71 2 

c 
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Ia 

0: FbF u ha reensons d/d j ix1 sw/tch3 

Base: Those who su itched grocer! stores 

Jan Jan. Jan. Jan. 
1989 1990 1991 1992 
Total Total TOLLI I Total 

Base 302 278 2-U 27-I 
00 “0 “(1, O/n 

Betterilower prices 37 40 44 39 
Location:neM store is closer:more conveniently located 41 30 44 31 
More ~arietyiselection 23 28 26 25 
Employee attitude and competence x \ s 8 
Better meats 10 11 7 8 
\lov~d to another area s \ s 8 
Len store cleaner ? \ s 7 
Beit?r produce 9 9 7 5 
Brttcr quality produc!s!stm x s x 1 
Store closed x \ x 3 
Other 26 16 13 it 
Lot sure 1 1 0 1 

\lult~plc rrsponscs acccptca 
k = hot mcnttoncd in pre\ 10us wars 

- 



\ islls lo Supermarhet in an A\cr+t!e Neeh \ ;11’11’5 h! SC\ alIti i)i’c‘SCrlC’C’ Of c~lliltircri (SW lhM(~ 28) 

In 19W. shoppers ;I\ cr,qytl 2.2 trqb to tht’ ~r~wr~ n Zlcn a\ waft mow trip3 thi3n bomcn. 
slorr racll wrh (SW l‘abk 27). ‘l’hs numhcr IS consis- n Shoppers \vith children mak more trips to Ihc 
tc11l \vi!h the avera&’ oirr the last 11 scars, uhlch haa supcrmarhc[ [hall others. c 
ranged from 2.0 to 2.6. llouschotd size continues to bt, 
the factor that mosl ckarty differentiates bon often 

n Frequency of visits incrcascs with household size. 

shoppers visit the supermarket The freqwnc! also 
Shoppers from households of five or mow average near- 
1y three trips per perk 

T A B L E 

HO\\ OFTEZ SHOPPERS GO TO THE SPPER!I.\RKET I\ AY AYERICE W  EEli, 1981-1992 

0: Ihoot hou, man1 visits do coo ma!ie to the supermarket in an average week? That includes going to the 
same store more than once, and going to different stores. 

Ease. The shopping public 

Total 
Jan Jan. Jan Jan Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. 
1981 1982 1983 198: 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 199P 1991 1992’ 

“0 *Ii “(3 (‘1, OII ‘~(1 %  0 111 90 UO (’ 0 %  

26 31 31 31 ‘9 31 29 28 30 31 30 28 
33 32 34 31 32 34 32 32 31 32 34 35 

‘I 20 20 20 20 20 21 22 21 21 i9 20 
8 7 8 8 9 6 8 9 6 7 8 7 
4 3 3 -I -1 -l 3 -I 3 3 1 3 
ti 3 3 3 -1 2 1 3 5 3 -I 3 
1 i * 2 2 1 1 2 3 3 2 4 

i 



T4BLE 

Eli 
HOI\ Ot’TE\ SHOPPERS GO TO THE 51 PER\1 \RhLT I\ A\ 41 ER ICE \\ EEL 

0: About how man! vi.Ws 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. 
1992 
Base One TWO 

EW) 
Two 

Three Four Five Six + Weeks Average 

Total 
Sex 

Men 
Women 

Working 
Nonworking 

Type of Household 
With children 
So children 

Size of Household 
1 
‘1 
L 

3-4 
5 or more 

Age 
18-24 
25-39 
40-49 
50-6-I 
65 and older 

2,000 

462 25 33 23 8 5 
1,538 29 35 18 7 3 

819 28 35 18 7 3 
704 31 33 19 6 3 

923 24 36 22 8 
1,058 32 31 18 6 

297 35 33 16 5 
627 31 3-1 18 6 
813 26 36 21 7 
230 19 34 24 10 

136 32 35 15 7 
733 26 36 21 7 
399 2-l 31 33 8 
391 30 30 18 8 
300 33 3T 18 -1 

\la! not add to 1GO percentduetorounding 

o/o o/O 

28 35 
w 
2; 

%  
7 

“0 
3 

-I 
3 

1 
3 
-1 
7 

4 
3 
5 
-I 
2 

??I 90 

3 4 2.2 

3 2 24 
3 4 2.2 
4 5 2.2 
3 3 2.2 

-1 2 24 
2 5 2.1 

1 6 1.9 
3 5 2.1 
4 2 2.3 
5 * 2.7 

-1 4 2.2 
4 -I 2.3 
-l 2 2.4 
3 5 2.2 
1 4 2.0 



n Uomvorhing women tab, out food from the super- 
market more freauenrh than workirx women . L. 

Fast-food restaurants dominate food establishments as 
the primary source of takeout food. They continue to 

n Gnmarrird shoppers buj takeout food at the supcr- 
. 

grow as the most widely used source and are now used 
market more often than married shoppers. 

by well over half of all shoppers (55 percent), followed H Shoppers who live alone use the supermarket with 

by restaurants (23 percent; Table 29). greater frequency than those in larger households. 

One out of eight shoppers purchases takeout from n Shoppers aged 65 or older take out from supermar- 
a supermarket (12 percent‘). This is the first decline since kets twice as oft’en as shoppers under 50. 
198-i. Lse of supermarkets for takeout varies by sex, n Shoppers with household incomes of $35.000 of less 
marital status, household size, age and income, as fol- use supermarkets more often than others. 
10~s (Table 30): 

T A B L E 

BP 
SOI RCE OF T.lhEOI T FOOD, 1986-1992 

0: II hen meals are eaten at home, but not prepared at home, U,heFe do you uSUalI bu! the food? llould jar; 
sav most often from a fast-food restaurant. a restaurant, a supermarket, conwzience store, or from some --~ 
uther place?’ 

Baw The shopping public 

Jan. Jan Jan. Jan Jan Jan Jan. 
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
Total Total Total Total Total lOt21 Total 

Base2 1,001 1.007 1.019 1,031 51-l 1,004 1,000 
00 ‘h “0 o/o oc Oil ?h 

Fas!-food restaurant 43 44 11 -I1 -lG 31 55 

From a restaurant 38 33 38 33 27 23 2-I 

From a supermarkt 10 9 II 12 l-4 11 12 
From a cornvniencv store x x x \ 2 2 2 
some other place 2 7 3 6 2 1 * 

It cartes wAmlecwd) 1 1 1 3 4 3 3 
Don‘: eat out s \ i 7 6 -1 -l 
\ot sure 3 3 -i I * 1 1 

\ = \Ol ashcd 
“1.r~ lhan i’ 2 nwcvn! 
IIn 19i(bl989. qutwon nils anrdrd “ilould !m MS ~III\’ ?flrri from ii fast-food siorr u carF!ou! SP( !wn of d rwi;iuran[ ;: 
carr\oul wcllon 01 a supcrmarhrl. or from wmo olhcr place’) 
21990 sphl sample 



0: When meals are eaten ~11 home. but nof prepared al home. uhere do )ou wall! Doi the food? U,ould JOU 
sa,v most often from a fast-food restaurant. a restaurant. a supermarket. a ccmi~enwnce slore, or from some 
other place? 

Base:The shopping public 

Jan. Use Supermarket 
1992 For Takeout Food 
Raw 1991 1992 

Tota! 
Sex 

Men 
Female 
Uorking 
\onworkmg 

\!aritalStatus 
Varrled 
Lot married 

SIX of Household 
1 
2 
3-4 
5 or more 

,lge 
18-24 
25-39 
-10-49 
50-6-l 
63 or older 

Income 
513.000 or It‘s: 
515.001-S25.9OU 
52n.001-533.000 
S33.001-53O.OUO 
SO001 armor(5 

1.000 

217 %I 16 9 
733 030 13 13 
408 Of0 11 10 
338 00 16 Ii 

638 
310 

l-18 
314 
-11-l 

1-l 

li:! 
186 
ii7 
l9F 
I68 

14 I2 

12 
17 

II 
I1 

20 
11 
13 
13 

Ii 
I6 
8 

I2 

14 5 
11 IO 
10 9 
lb I3 

26 23 

19 I9 
13 11 
15 15 
9 i 
8 10 



C H P T E K 

NEW PRODUCTS 
AND SERVICES 

:WIL IBILITI 
T 

\ 

n Unpackaged or bulk food (61 percent) 
A earl\- all shoppers can find in their supermarket food W Fresh. not frozen. pizza (57 percent). 
products designed especially for microwave cooking (93 n 1 salad bar (52 percent), 
percent). private label or store brands (93 percent). and 
delicatew? or other carryout food items (87 percent). n Postage stamps (31 perckwt). 

Availabilit? of products and services has changed lit- a \‘ideos or movies for rent. not sale (51 percent). 
tie Fince 1991. Only two items are more Mdely availa- R OnI)- t\vo out of f%e shoppers sa\- that their super- 
ble in 1992: market actually sells s-ideos (-40 percent). Food cater- 
n Unpackaged or buk food (up 10 points to 61 percent) ing (49 percent) and a prescription drug counter (-11 

n Home deliver! (up six points to l-l percent) percent) are the onI! other items mentioned as a\-aila- 

\t least two out of :hree supermarkets now offer 
bility at least two out of five shoppers. Prescription drug 

gourmet or specialty foods (73 percent) and a floral 
counters are slowI! gaining acceptance (up 11 percen- 

depar~mcnt (69 percent) .\fter the availabikp of gour- 
tage points since 1990). Inother one in three shoppers 

me1 foods declined from 1989 to 1990. the! are noI\ 
sal- their supermarket accepts credit cards for pur- 

more Midel!, available than in any lear since 1988 
chases (33 percent) Despite the reported increased 

(see I’ablc 31). It lcasl one out of tw-o shoppers sa! tilat 
availabilit! of home delii-er!, it IS b! far the least N ide- 

fhe or mow ilenw arc aiailablc in their principal 
11 available service I ii percen:) 

~upcrmnrkt~ 

- 
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Food products designed especiali! for 
microuaw cooking 
Private label or store brands 
Delicatessen or other carryout 
food items 
Gourmet or specialt) foods 
Floral department 
tnpachaged or bulb food 
Fresh. not frozen. ptzza 
.A salad bar4 
Postage stamps 
\ ideas or movtes for rent, rather than 
for sale3 
Food catering 
\‘ideos or mocies for sale, rather than 
for rent 
Prewtptton drug counter 

Credit cards accepted for purchase 
llomc delher! 

Jan. Jan. Jan J~II Jan Jan Jan. 19!W 
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991’ sot 

les les . les kP ks kes hs So Sure 

“(I 

93 
A 

94 
A 

93 
93 

94 
94 

95 
93 

3 
3 

(!,I 

2 
3 

74 78 80 82 80 87 87 12 1 
70 72 i-l 66 36 70 73 21 5 

\ x \ A A 69 69 3@ 2 
34 61 36 33 58 31 61 32 7 
47 52 47 53 51 52 57 33 a 
51 37 40 42 38 48 52 4’7 2 

A 29 34 36 46 51 51 29 20 

A 
38 

44 
43 

38 
41 

x 
A 

A 
A 

50 
47 

A 
31 

A 
A 

47 
49 

A 
30 

A 
1 

49 
47 

A 
30 

A 
a 

51 
49 

43 
41 

40 
11 

33 
14 

48 
ST 

38 
‘is 

i 
10 

12 
2 

30 
11 



\s par1 of their \\whl\ shoppl:lg trip. the I,~rgw;t pchr- 
ccntagc 01 sl1oppm IlS(’ fouls prodllcls and SW\ ICW. 

R Private label or slorc brands (51 pcrccnt) 

n Food products designed cspeciall3 for microwave 
cooking (33 percent). 
R Unpackaged or hulk foods (29 percenl) 

n Delicatessen or other carr~out food items (28 
percent). 

Kith the exception of unpackaged or bulk foods, 
the most widely used items are also the most wideIS 

As in earlier Tren&. shoppers whose supermarket 
provides a specific product or scrvicc were asked hou 
often they used il. In contrast to prior years. honever, 
shoppers were ashed to quantif!, their usage (e.g., at 
least once a week. one-to-three times a month. etc.) 
rather than reporting it on a scale ranging from “fre- 
quentlv” to “never” (see Table 32). Owing to this 
methodological change. trend data on usage are not 

available. Notabl?. private label or st.orc brands-an comparable and are not reported for 1991 and earlier. 
item significantl!, more important to 1992 than 1991 

T .I B L E 

mi 
SHOPPERS’ USE OF STORE PRODlCTS A\D SERVICES 

Q: Thinking aboor the supermarket u,here gnu shop, how often do you use or purchase fKE:\D E4Cii ITEW 

Base The shopping public aho sa\ their supermarheis have the product or service’ 

Pri\ate label or store brands 

Food rwducts drsigned espe~%!l! 
for mrcroaa\e coohiilp 

Lnpackaged or bulk food 
Delicatrssen or other carry-out 
food items 
\ naiad bar 

\ !deo!: or mo\ 1e5 for rent. rather 
than for sale 
Gourmc-t Or specialt! foods 

Credit card:: accepted for pc:-clia$e 

l’wtag~* stamp\ 

Frwh. not frown. pzza 

Pr~~r~pllon clr~~ c0untt.l 
\ ldeos or mo\ ICS for salt. rather 
than for rent 
Floral department 
Food ratering 
Home deii\cr> 

Frequency of Us- 
At Least l-3 Times Less Than \0t 

Oncr a Meek A Month Oncr a \lonth le1rr SUK 

% , %r ‘1 (‘C! ‘!tJ 

51 32 8 6 3 

33 29 Ii 23 1 
29 2!4 15 25 2 

28 37 ‘I 13 * 
15 20 18 -ii * 

l-1 20 i 3 - ‘I AJ * 
10 36 -,- .I/ ii * 

7 G 6 80 1 

3 3ti ‘1 37 1 

4 29 3-I 33 * 

3 1Y ‘,:, 3’ L 3 

3 7 18 71 1 
2 13 -18 35 1 
2 7 23 63 1 
1 1 6 92 0 

x = Lo1 asked 
*Less than 0 5 percrm 
‘Split samplr. bases = 495 and 505 
Va! not add up IO0 prrccn: dw lo roundly! 

i 
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Polenllal I se of Store Products and Services 

as products or services thq uould USC at Iraht once a 
week (Table 33): 

n Salad bar (16 pt~c~~t) 

E Private label or stow brands (31 pwcenlj 

n Food products dcsigncd csprually for rnicrona\v 
cooking (29 percrull. 

T .4 II L C 

ml 
POTESTLIL USE OF STORE PRODI’CTS ASD SER\ ICES 

Q: If J our supermarkel carried or had (RE ID E. KII ITE.W, hoa often do ! ou think- I ou would USC or 
purchase it? 

Kasr~ Thr, shoppIn: public n ho say their supermarkets do not haw the product or WI ICP’ 

Prnate label or store brands 

Food products designed txspeciall! for 
microwave cooking 
Dekatessen or olher carryout food 
items 

I’loral drparlmcnl 
Food :aterinp 

\ = \Ol aikd 

*Its?: than 0 3 prrrrnt 
‘SiJlll Saniplc. baws = -193 and 303 
\la) not add up 10 100 pcrrcn! dw to rounding 
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CHAPTER 

ACTIYISM 

C onsumer activism attained new heights in 1992. As 
before, refusing to buy products that cost too much was 
the primary action that shoppers have taken. Xne out 
of 10 shoppers noa- say they have done so (90 per- 
cent)-nearly ta’icr the number who have taken any 
other single action (Table 33). 

Less widely practiced actions have idealistic, not 
economic, roots. Half of ail shoppers have refused to 
purchase a product because they disagree with the 
manufacturer’s policies (713 percent). Nearly as many 
did so because of the potential for unethical treatment 
of animals{46 percent). Environmental concerns have 
weakened: fewer than tw:. 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 boycott (16 percent). 

Participation in a// consumer activ-ities is above lev- 

els reported in 1991 and the earl!, 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. 

W illingness 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 will ingness to do so. When com- 
bining this number with those who say they would be 
“very likely” to participate in the specified activitj’, con- 
sumer activit>- increases significantly for all items. 
Shoppers in 1992 are more likely than those in 1984 to 
express a propensity for all actions except joining an 
organized consumer boycott (see Table 35). Contradict- 
ing the 1984 to 1991 decline. 1992 shoppers are novv 
equally as willing as those in 198-l to boycott a product 
or store (25 percent). 

COSSCMERACTIVISBI 
.LZNDTItEEN\:IROi\l 'MEST 
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0: First, Iti like to knou if JWJ personall) have a1read.v done an! of the f~~llowinf. 

Base: The shopping public 

Have .;llread)- Done Januar: !!I92 
Jan Jan. Jan. Jan. Don’t 
1982 1983 198-i** 1991 les A0 Know 

Refuse to buy products 
that cost too much 77% 70 %I 72 %I 83 %I 90% 9 1 
Refuse to buy products 
manufactured b) companies whose 
policies you do not agree with Y x x 17% 53% 3-i 1 
Refuse to bu\ products ahere ethical 
treatment of animals ma\ be called 
into question N x x 38 '!(I 16% 48 6 
Refuse to bu! products because 
of unrecyclable or unnecessary 
packagin: x x Ii 30 %I 38% 60 3 
Join an organized consumer 
bovcott agains: particular 
producis or stores 8 90 70/o 9 '4'0 13°C 16% 83 1 

x = 101 ashed 
Mmbtrs ma! no\ add to 100 percent own: lo rounding 
**In 1981 and earlier. respondents xere asked “Is this somethmg you alread! haic donr. somethm!! !ou are read\ to do, 
something JOU can s\mpathize utth but wouldn’t do, or something YOU Lhmk IS meffectnr. wow or illegal”’ Percentages 
shon n are the sum of those who ansuered “alread! have done” or read) to do” 
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0: Hrst. I %  /rkt= lo knon !I ! w  :!~r~snnall~ ha\ r a/read! done an! of the fottou~m:: 

0: Ilou 1ikel.i~ would !ao he to (k’E.lfl E4CII lTE.W? Plrasr use a 5-point scale u/we “1” mwns “no1 ai all 
likely” and “5” means “VW! IikelJ.” 

Base: The shopping public 

Have 4ready Done or .Vc \er> Likcl! to Do 
Jan. Jan. Jan. Jan. JM. 
1982 1983 198-l+* 1991 1382 

Kefuse to buy products 
that cost too much 
Refuse to buy products manufactured 
bq companies whose policies you do 
not agree wtth 
Refuse to buy products where 
ethical treatment of animals 
ma! be called into question 
Refuse to bu!- products because 
of unrecyclable or unnecessary 
packaging 
Jam an organized consumer 
boycott against particular 
products or stores 

s = Not asked 
**In 1984 and ear!ler respondents were asked “I: this somelhmg you alread\ hale done. somethmg YOU are ready to do. 
somethmg IOU can svmpathlze with but wouldn’t do. or something you think is meffectlre. u’rong or Illegal” Percentages 
shown are the sum of those uho answered “alread! hate done’ or “read) to do 

- 
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Keq~onsihllit\ for k:usuring Thd Produc!,s Ire 
k;u\ ironuwnlall~ Sak 

Shoppws rely mo9 un manu!‘actw?ws or food prow- equally. including themselves and consumer organiza- 
sot-55 (33 percent) and government agcncics or institu- tions (Table 36) 

In the past year. responsibility moved away from e tions (29 percent) to rnsurc that the food and nonfood 
products they buy in their supermarket are tmiromncn- manufacturers, individuals and consumer groups. More 
tally safe and friendly. This is nearl! three times the per- shoppers now shift this responsibility to government 
centage who depend on an) other single source. Another institutions and food stores. 

T A B L E 

q 
PKIM ZK1 KESPO\SIBILiT~- FOR EYXKIIG THAT PKODlCTS IKC E\\lKOUlESTALLY SAFE 

Q: /I ho do you feel should be p.rrmarilr responsible for ensurmg that the food and nonfood products you bu! in 
!‘our supermarket are environmenfall!~ safe and frlendl! ? 

Ras? The shopping public 

Jan. Jan. 
1991 1992 
Tota I Total 

Base 

\lanufacturers/food processors 
Government institutions or agencies 
Food stores 
AII are responsible 
\ourself as an individual 
Consumer RroupsiorCanizatlon~ 
Farmers 
\o one 
Oihrr 
\oI sure 

1,001 1,000 
% o/i, 
37 33 
24 29 

9 12 
3 8 

12 7 
9 6 
2 2 
I 0 
(1 * 

4 3 

1 
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WTRITION 

OF DIET 
either eat less meat in general or red meat (31 percent) 

S or consume less fats and oils (28 percent). Eating more 
hoppers continue to see substantial room for im- chicken. turkey or white meat (13 percent), cutting dotvn 

provement in their diets (Table 37).@?%%~6~ tbi~%$ - 
%dnk~theirdiet could~~tt~sbinewhatiie8lt~ik7;Ti6~, 

on sugar and snack foods (12 percent each) and eating 
more f&h (10 percent) are the onl! other behaviors men- 

‘percentf! Onl! one in 10 believe that their diet is as tioned by at least one in IO (se? Table 38) 
health! as it could possibl! tw-although another 23 Concern over sugar and cholesterol appears to be 
percent sap it is healthy enough (Table 37). dropping Fener 1992 than 1991 shoppers ia! thes- eat: 

Certain demographic groups are more likely to 
report that their diet could he at least somewhat 

n Less sugar (down seien points to 12 percent). 

healthier: 
n Less cholesterol (do\{ n four points to 8 percent). 

n \\orkmg women. 
Despite the fact feller shoppers are cutting down 

n Shoppers from household> vv ith children. 
on cholesterol, they are curtailing intake of foods gener- 
all! associated with cholesterol. More so than a !-ear 

n Shoppers under age 65. ago. shoppers today eat less snack foods (up eight points 

n Shoppers xhose 1991 household income excced~ to 12 percent) and dair\ products rup three points to 

S!3.000. 7 percent). 

In the past Scam 
z&.&~$M 6ic 

!&jt~dii$t%gQ#%@i$jvii&$‘~~~~~ Shoppers arereducingtheir consumption of three 
&$!@I# items-fiber, fish anu fresh foods. The proportion \\ ho 
~~~~e~~~e-pdtin~~n~ tlie niimtiback t$ sa! the) eat more :Jf thw IICTT,~ has dropped si&;)f)- 

v 1990 levels cantl! o\er the pas1 !ear. 
Eabng more fruits and ~eg~~!ables cont)nucs to be n Ilow fiber (tio\\n cighi points to 8 pcrccnt). 

the primary \\a! that shoppw ensure thrm~elves of a 
health! d!~.t (60 ntrcent). ‘!‘!:I< behavior IS rcportc:! 

n Yore fish (dew four points to 10 pcvnl). 

1~ IW as Ofic?! a\ r?ll\ Othf?r l’lwc (Jul (1: 10 shopper> n Vore fresh foods (dov\ n four points to 3 percent) 
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Taste rcmams the most important considcrat ion \\ hen 
shopping for food. \inc out of 10 shoppers consider task 
\rry important It 0utNcighs nulrttion (77 ptwent). 
product safety (71 percent) and cwn price (75 percent). 
Of these top-rat,ed factors, oniy price .&ye\\ in impor- 
tance (up four percentage points), which ties in with 
other economizing behaviors and attitudes. Price has 
no\l’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 year ago, (see Table 38). The importance 
of nutrition in food selection differs among shopper sub- 
groups (Table 30). Households with children continue 

to bc an ;rnornal~. \\ hilt‘ mow pcoplc from Ihew housc- 
holds feel thrrc is room tar dirtar~ impro~emcnt (‘lablc 
37). the! arc no more lihcly than chtldlcss households 
to feel that nutrition is “Let-!-” important. O!hct 
differences 

n More women than men rate nutritton as wry im- 
portant. 

n Just as I-oungcr shoppers tend to rate their diets as 
less healthful than older shoppers, they place less value 
on nutrition. Shoppers aged 50 to 6-t attach the most 
importance to nutrition: shoppers under 25 attach the 
least importance. 

n Shoppers who by food for someone on a restricted 
diet consider nutrition more important than others. 
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l 

0: ’ il like to star1 1)~ rwrjlng B /is: of fador,s lhnt ma! 01’ ma! not 1~ rmporlnnl I{ hen a peeson shops for frwd 
fir Mach taclor: plrasr ifJ/l mr whelher 11 IS I PFL’ Important, somwhal rmpormnl. nnr 100 imporlanl (or no1 al 
ail importanr lo )DU whm J ou shop for food 

Base, The shopping publtc 

Taste 
Nutrition 
Price 
Product safe0 
Storabilit! 
Product 
packaging that 
can be reqcled 
Food 
preparation time 
Ease of 
preparation 

Jan. 1992 
\ery Important Somewhat 

Jan Jan. Jan Jar VW! Too Sot at All SOI Sot 
1988 1989 1990 1991 fmportant Important Important Important Suw 

OTI ‘?” ~‘11 ‘!I, ,i,,, DrI (‘0 ‘JO On 
88 87 88 90 89 8 1 1 * 

72 75 @75 77 19 3 1 * 
63 2 66 71 75 21 3 1 0 
83 7-l 71 72 71 20 6 1 2 
33 10 -13 43 16 34 I4 3 3 

x X 1 -18 45 34 1-l 6 1 

? 37 36 38 41 33 18 7 1 

39 36 33 34 36 42 IT 1 I 

“Less than 03 prrcenl 
21g noi add IO IOil prrccnt due to roundm:! 

i 

f 

i 
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I\IPORT\\CE 01: \I THlTIO\ I\ FOOD SI<LECTlO\ 

0: I’d like 10 star1 b!, reading a hst of factors [hat ma! or may not be important 0rn a person shops for food. 
fk each factor: please tell me \vhether it is kef! fmportaq~,~~omeupat lm Oftanl. 
all Imporlant to !‘on when JOU shop for food.‘How ih@kwIt iS f?UtI’!tiOn. B  

not loo rmportanl, of not al 

Raw The shoppmg public 

Jan 
1992 
Base 

\-en 
lmoorianf 

Jan 1992 
Somewhat \ot 1’00 lot at ,411 \0t 
lm~ortanl tmportant tmportant Sure 

“/b 
1.000 

(1 !I 

19 
%  
3 

0, / 
1 

%  
* Total 

Sex 
Ven 
\lomerl 

Borlmg 
Konworhing 

Age 
18.2-l 
2539 
40-43 
SO-64 
135 or older 

Type of Household 
\\ irh children 
\o children 

\l~d~call\ Kcst~ct~? ik: 
\r; 
\O 

21; %6 
785 431 
111 79 
366 83 

24 
17 
19 
15 

1 
2 

1; 

0 

30 
21 
21 
1-l 
13 

0 
0 

78 
331 
203 
200 
150 

65 
76 

4: 
81 

1 
I 
2 

0 
1 1 

0 79 
76 

19 
I8 

* 
2 3 

0 
1 

160 8!1 9 
227 73 21 



A far greater number of shoppers are “very” concerkl 
about the notrttlonal content of the foods they eat.- 
although they do not place any greater emphasis on tR 
role of nutrition in food selection (Tables 38,4@ kar- 
1) all shoppers remain al least somewhat concerned 
\\-ith nutritional content (96 percenl1 and significanll! 
more are “very” concerned (up eight points in 1992 lo 
64 percent) This increased concern is e~presstc! 
among virluallg all subgroups (Tables -11,X2). Excep- 
tions are shoppers under age 25. Vidwesterners anu 
those who believe their diel is healthy enough 

The proportions u ho are “very” concerned about 

n Shoppers who IIYC M It II someone on a restricted diet 
arc mow likeI;\ to hc I er! concrrncd 

q More shoppers v ho are satisfied M il!l Ihc hcalt hful- 
ness of their diet exprrss strong nutritional concerns 
than others 

n More college-educated shoppers are \-cry concerned 
than others. 

T :I B L E 

q 
SHOPPER COWER\ \BOI T \i TRlTlOUAL COSTEKT. 1983-1992 

0: Uould :ou sa! \uu and low farnil\ are rep concerned. somfahat concerned noi icr! concefneU or not at 
all concerned about the nutrilional contenl of the fooa I ou eat? 

Base Thrshoppingpub!ic 

1992 
Lot \tT! 

\er\ Concerned \er! Some\lha! \ot a: \I! 10: 
1985 1986 158i 1588 l!W 1990 1991 Concernrtl ~~onccrn-d Cmcrrned Surr 

38 

33 
38 
5-l 
62 

35 
38 

33 
5-i 
49 
68 
65 

38 
33 
59 
62 

30 -19 53 
36 39 67 
51 38 63 
64 60 69 

II 
18 
52 
62 
7-l 

56 
-1 i 
61 
56 

33 69 
33 58 
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Jan. Jan. Jawlaw VW ,<m 
199Q 1991 \Oi \en 
\‘cq \erb \W! Some\\ hat Sot at 411 sot 

Concerned Concerned Conrerned Concerned Concerned Surr 

ulI 90 'ii1 flu (/I) '5 
Total 33 56 64 77 I- -l 0 
Vedicall! Kmtricted Diet 

les 70 69 81 16 3 0 
so 31 53 59 36 4 0 

I)escriptlon ol Diet 
Htalt h\ enough 66 70 73 22 6 0 
Could he healthier -19 50 60 3T 3 0 

Education 
iliph school or less 56 33 60 35 5 0 
Sam college 
collc”e eraduate 51 60 68 29 3 0 c 

\la\ n,)l ada (!I 100 pcmn! due 10 roundmg 

. 
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The drop in concern about cholesterol ties in H it!1 
the smaller proportion of shoppers who reduce the11 
cholesterol intake IO 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 concerb 
over fat content is supported only by marginal changes 
in the proportion of shoppers whoconsume lest fats and- 
oilSldoa n three percentage points). Conch about fag 
is now at an historical higti-and near11 double what 
it \as as recenti! as 1988 

Salt cotitcnt (21 percent). sugar content (13 percent) 
and preset-l-athes (11 percent) also are of concern to at 
least one in 10 shoppers (Table 13). ifter a drop from 
IWO to 1991. this concern for the latter Tao i!ems Ii+ 
s;tabilizcd. Oni!- for preser\ativcs does a significantI\ 
greater proportion of KEG! shoppers e\presz concc;‘!! 
(up three percentage points from 1991). This marhs the 
f;rst !car ww l%R that concern over prcser\at~\vs fias 
increased 

111 ,aldilIon toc’tic~l~~~t~~r’c~l. thcleve~c\fconelcan ahor8 
t’he nutritional content of four other items dropped s@ 
nfflcantly (Table 431, 
n Wamin’and ml&&l rontPnt 1Fi ow w en point?: to 
H tK’rc‘c’rll) c 

D Iksirc to be hcalt h! and eat N hat’s good (down six 
point> IO 2 percent). 

n Calories (doa n I hrcca points lo 9 percent) 

n Food/nutrilional value (doan three points to 5 
percent). 

Shoppers’ perceptions of the estcnt to v hich ccr- 
tam nutritional itcmsconstilute health hazards reflect 
their nutritional concerns (Tables 13. -ll).iFBts”(58 peti 
cent) and cholesterol (52percent) r&main theinbst seti- 
ok ht%lth h&a& tihen consumers $e- Wed ti 
vohmtker their doiG+n’s In dnalde&@st~~E%~R 
concern over fats increak! ovti the fia$k&‘in the’ 
response to the unaided questlon, the proportion whoQ 
consider it a .‘fserious hazaW in, aided qu&&%s 
decllne&@ fo&p&enta$ polnU?Consistent with the 
smaller number who are concerned about cholesterol, 
feae!, shoppers viea i! as a serious health hazard (do\$ n 
sik points to 52 pcrcent~ 

II The number of shopper; v;ho consider salt and su- 
gar hazardous falls UCII bclw that for fats and 
cholc;lwol and remains tinchanged from last year 
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1992 
Somcthmg \ol ;i 

Serious Hazard Serious of a Hazard 101 
1983 1986 19871 1988' 1989 1990 1991 Hazard Hazard 41 \ll Su!T 

‘10 0 !,I ‘!o %  (41 (10 ‘!h %I 0 (0 (I,, “0 

kits 42 -1-I 55 61 58 5-i 62 t58 3s 3 1 

CholcsLerol 4-1 18 51 59 61 47 58 $2 "41 6 2 
Salt In food 39 -10 43 12 1-l 31 32 '30 f57 11 2 
Sugar in foocl 29 29 28 28 23 1T 18 "17 56 26 2 



Food Preparation Beha\ ior 

who did so two years ago (up four points lo 65 percent) 
the oldest or ~oung~~l shoppers to ha\? done so. 

Shopper demographics clearly differentiate subgroups n Shoppers who ti\ e with someone on a medically res- 

with respect to food preparation beha\ ior (Table 45): 
tricted diet are more tiklp 10 hait changed. 

TABLE 

COULXERS W ’HO’YE CtI.IWED FOOD PREMRrlTIOS I\tETHODS. 1987-1992 

0: In the pasf three to five jears, ha1.e JOU been cooking or preparirlg food differently than JOU used to3 

Base: The shopping public 

Jan Jan. 
1987 1988 
Yes ks 

Jan 
1980 
les 

Jan 
1990 
les 

Jan. 1992 
\0t 

les 10 Sure 

90 
6-l 

36 33 -10 32 33 
66 70 36 63 68 
66 71 31) - ,I 64 70 
6G 68 56 62 63 

63 G-l 34 64 
65 69 3., 38 

bt: 
65 
G-l 
38 

‘),.a 
63 

ii3 
66 

33 
64 
67 
i3 
38 

72 
63 

uI O,o 
33 1 

43 * 
31 ! 
29 1 
3-i 1 

3G * 
33 1 

4:: 2 
33 1 
33 1 
‘7 I 
41 1 

-12 0 
33 1 
:i I 0 
30 1 

“7 I 
Jr r- 1 

\ = 101 ashed 

*I.CSS than 0 3 prrcrnt 
CJucstron not asked m  1991 

P\GE G-4 n 1992 l’Rt\DS W  F 0 0 I) $1 .I R h E  T I \ (; I \ S  ‘I‘ I T 1 T E  



‘I’!w pwdominaul c’lrang~ >* Sll lC~’ 7i‘tYld.s h5i Wl\!Yi 

thil qurslwn m 1989 arc Iw Ir’! ins (up wcn poln15 
to -4-l percent) and addIng ICC:: far (up W\VII points L(: 
27 percent). reflecting shoppers’ increased conccrw 
about fat. Some shoppers make greater use of &oiling 
(22 percenl), baking or roasting (17 percent) and steam- 
ing (10 percent). Another one in eight h&e cut doi\ n on 
salt (12 percent). 

The proportions of shoppers who say the!- arc 
reducing their intake of cholesterol (don-n eight points 
to 7 percent) and eating less red meat (down eight points 
to 4 percent) are beloa the levels reported in 1989. 
These findings are consistent with the smaller propor- 
tion who rate cholesterol as a health hazard (Table 34) 
and the declining percentage who have reduced their 
cholesterol Intake to ensure a healthy diet (Table 38) 
Concern about fats and decreasing concern about 

Other says in which shoppers ha\? significantI! al- 
tered their food preparation behavior (Table 36). 

n Continuing the trend noted in 1989. fewer shoppers 
have reduced the amount of salt they use (do\l n 12 
points to 12 percent). 

n After an increase in use from 1988 to 1989, shop- 
pers now use the microwave with much less frequent!, 
(down 13 points to 9 percent). 

n The number of shoppers N-ho eat more vegetables 
and fresh foods continues to decline (down four points 
to 7 percent). 
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HO11 CO\SI.MHRS PREPIRK FOODS DIFFt>RE\TLY FROM THRKE: TO FI\ E YE.iRS .jGO 
~\olunlecred). 1988-1992 

0: Ilow, are j’ou coohlng or ,weparing foods diffwoill~ 7 

Base. Those N ho cook or prepare food diflercntl) from three to fi\r years ago 

Jan Jan Jan. 
1988 1989 1992 
Total Total Total 

Bd?( 682 352 619 
“(I “,U %  

Less fr! ing 33 37 1-l 
Less added fat 29 20 27 
\lore broiling 20 18 22 
Ballngvoastlng more 13 l-1 l? 
Less salt 40 24 12 
\:ore steaming 10 6 10 
!lore mIcro\\a\ mg Ii 22 9 
I,w cholesterol 18 15 7 
Ea;ing more \egetableslfrrsh foods 20 11 7 
Less OII~UW vegetable. oli\v o!l \, \ 7 
\lore flshichicken ** ii 6 
Eating less red meat 13 12 1 
Lri5 sugar 17 8 4 
Changing barbecue US 1 3 1 
\lfJrr margarint 3 3 3 
S:II‘ fr! \ \ 3 
Changing use of fast foods prepawd foods- :, ., 2 
I:ati:ig more fruit 4 4 2 
\\ Klrr \ arict! ‘mow rrcipvc : .3 2 
! fv t’r xlorie5 7 4 2 
c,h~ll~~lrq! splcc's 4 2 

l.f’>q butt(ar \ \ 2 
Chdngmg Irngth of coolin:: l~mv 2 1 1 
I I I\ (‘I‘ sauc(‘s * I 1 
I.,!tir~:: smaller quantitif*s I’, ‘, 1 
Connumption of desserl~ 2 ! * 

(!ther 23 -‘I 9 
A01 sun’ I I 2 

x = 201 menlww! 
‘Icss than 0 5 prrcrnt 

** I988 
3 perrcnl rrporlrd coohmg mow chlcbm 
2 pcrcrnl rcportcd coohmg more f1r11 

Oucstlon not askd IWO- 1991 

I - 

I I 

c 



Kt~sponslhilit~ Ior I-imti Ih~ing lutrillouc; 

T A B L E 

q 
THOSE OK WHOM SHOPPERS RELI- TO EYSLRE TH.iT THE PRODl’CTS THEY BI,I’ ARE NI’TRITIOLS 

0: H ho do IOU feel should be primaril! responsible lor ensuring that the food !on bum from thr supermarket is 
nuirUious. lhe federal ,001 rrnment. the state got-ernmpnt, consumer orgamzat!atlons. manofac’tnrrrs, rwllers, or 
1 oorsN as an indir Idual? 

Base The shopping public 

Jan Jan Jan Jan. 
1989 1990 1991 1992 
Total Total TOtal Total 

FklS? 1.031 1.003 1.00-l 1,000 
“0 cl 0 ‘%I %  

\ourst~lf as an incih ldual 29 36 38 39 
Vanulacturers 29 21 26 27 
tiolernment institutions or agencies 28 23 17 14 
Food stores’ 4 6 6 7 

4II:e\erybod> x x 3 6 
Consumer Organizatwx 6 T ri 4 
I:armfv-s \ k \ 2 
Other (\oltintrered) 1 4 * 0 
\Orw I\olunieercd) * 1 * 1 

101 wr(’ 4 :i 3 1 
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C N A P T E R 

FOODSAFETI- 

C onsumer confidence in the food supply has fallen ten 
percentage points over the past year. Only 72 percent 
of shoppers are now completely or mostly confident that 
the food in their supermarket is safe. This represents 
the lowest level since mid-1989 (65 percent). following 
the Alar and Chilean grape controversies. 

Importance of Safet? in Food Selection 

Product safe!5 continues to be an important consider- 
ation \\hen shopping for food. More than nine out of 10 

shoppers rate safety as at least someB hat important 
and 71 percent regaru safe% as very important (see 
Table 18). Only one subgroup change occurred over the 
past year: shoppers from households with children are 
no longer more concerned about product safety than 
childiess households. Certam subgroups continue to 
place greater emphasis on product safety (see Table 38): 
women, the college educated and consumers who bu! 
food for a household member on a medicall!- restrict- 
ed diet. 



T \ 1% 1, I: 

IVPORTAWL: OF PROM CT S.IFETI I\ FOOlI SELECTlO\. 1989-1992 c 

Jan Jan Jan Jan. 1992 
1989 1990 1991 \0t 
\PY! \ely \er! \rr;\ Somewhat Kot Too ,4t ,111 \ot 

Important Important Important Importanl Important important important Sure 

(‘1, 
72 

%  
II 

(10 
20 

%  
6 Total 

SPX 
\Ien 
Nomen 

Rorklng 
\on\lorking 

T! pe of Household 
Kith chifdrm 
10 chlldwn 

\T m  
18-2-l 
23-39 
-40-19 
50-G-1 
63 or older 

I.r!uca:lon 
fl1ch schoc:l 
01. kss 
borne coil~~:c 
or morv 

\lc‘c!lrdli! 
Kr.-trictrd [Ii, t 

I+ 
\I1 

64 64 62 36 
ii 73 76 73 
7-l 6G 72 73 
79 m  81 78 

li 
5 
G  
4 

4 2 
1 I 
1 I 
* 2 

ii 
72 

i3 78 
G9 69 

72 
71 

21 
I8 

2 I 
1 2 

-I 
8 

70 
69 
79 
80 
7-l 

61 71 
70 66 
55 74 
76 75 
7-l 77 

0 1 
3 1 
1 2 
1 2 
I 3 

76 i-1 78 76 18 -I 1 I 

-:, I- ijT tii 67 ‘I II 2 2 

83 -I, I.’ ii 8-1 II 4 0 2 
il iii 71 69 21 7 2 2 

t’ \ G  I‘ 70 n 1442 TKE\I)S m  r 0 0 II \I \ H  h E  T I \ (, I \ 4 T I T I T 1, 



cOIlfitltwtY in Iiw Food SuppI 

f:or t 116’ t ir?;t t1mc Sinccb I!tH!). conI I~(w(~ in tli(‘ s;iff,t> 
Of th’ tOOd SlIppI) dcr4inc4-in ;I dl~~~lll~ll iv tlll’llill’Ollll~l 

f roni IWi. \\‘h(‘n confidmTcl r’cac‘hcd a rm high (82 tm- 
cent). lo\\. onl! one in eight conwmcrs arc~c’omplrtcl~ 
confident that food IS safe(l2 percent). although three 
in five (60 percent) arc mostt! confident. Mow than one 
m  four (2’7 percent) now harbor doubts about food safct! 
(Table 49). Confidence has dropped among all demo- 
graphic segments. 

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

q Freshness. long shelf lifc. expiration dates (up siy 
points to I2 prrrcnt). 

n Processing and preparation of food?; (up sc\cn 
points to 10 percent). 

n Quality control. improper shipping and hand)ing(up 
four points to nine percent). 

H In keeping with the larger number who arc concerned 
about spoilage. more shoppers than ever !rorr!, about 
bacteria and food contamination (up six points to 9 
percent). 

n Perceked threats to food Safety differ by sex and ICI - 
el of educational attainment (Table 50) Vow PO than 
others, women and shoppers a ith at least some college 
worry about pesticides and residues. Men express great- 
er concern about the threat of chemicals. 

T .\ B L E 
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“I) 

111 

94 
72 

81 82 85 74 1,; 
80 79 81 71 11 
80 80 80 70 10 
81 78 83 72 12 

79 90 81 69 
79 81 8-l 73 
80 78 81 66 
86 78 80 66 
80 i-I 89 79 

li .I- - :, 

11 63 
7 59 
1-l J- - 3 
17 63 

77 76 80 68 
86 82 8-t 75 
82 78 83 72 
79 81 82 71 

12 
12 
II 
1-I 

84 
i9 

80 82 76 
T9 82 70 

15 
10 

‘iulal 

se\ 
\Itv 

\\cvwn 

: :rhln~ 
\onnorlIng 

\Cf’ 

18-2-i 
'3-39 
-1049 
X-6-l 
65 or older 

Region 
East 
Midwest 
South 
i\est 

Description of Diet 
Health! enough 
Could hr3 hcalthltv 

Ii!) 

28 
21 
2-l 
25 

20 
27 

, 
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llw IW! 7rrwfk 011(x clg:aIn aSkd stloppcrh 10 r:iic’ 
11113 rxlcut lo it hlc‘h various load items nla! pow kallh 
h,!zards (sc~T~I~~IY 31) Co~~~;l~n~crconccl’~~ about specif- 
ic food attributes is declining Rrsidues. such as pesti- 
cides or herbicides, continue lo bc Wwcd as the most 
serious health hazard. Threv out of four shoppers be- 
lirve residues constitute a serious hazard (76 percent), 
its lowest level since 1985. ,\ntiblotics and hormones in 
poultry and livestock are the next most serious hazard 
(33 percent). Significantly fewer shoppers feel that 
irradiated foods pose a serious health hazard (down 
seven points to 35 percent)-m fact, nitrates now sur- 
passes irradiation as a serious hazard (40 percent). .\ 
steadil! decreasing minority are worried about addi- 
tives and preservatives (26 percent) or artificial color- 

Shoppers continue IO assum: responsibilit! for food 

safety (Table 52). They remain nearly twice as likeI! to 
feel that the!. themselves. should take responsibilit!, for 
product safety rather than rel! on an! other source (-10 
percent). Consumers now rel! ncarl! cquall~ on govern- 
ment (21 percent) and manufacturers (20 percent)-a 
dramatic change from 1988 A hen three times as man] 
consumers relied on the government as on industry. 
About one in 10 place responsibility with their food store 
(9 percent). and the trend toward less reliance on con- 
sumer organizations continues (3 percent). 

T .\ B L E 

COWI-\IER COWER\’ IBOLT SELECTED FOOD \TTRIBI TES. 19861992 

is: I’m going to road a ha of food items ti~at ma!’ or may not constitute a health hazard bbr each one. please 
1~41 mc jf kou bdlwe II 15 a serious health hazard, somwhat of a hazard, or not a hazard at all’ 

Basr The shoppmg public 

Reslduw. such a:: 
prstlcldes and herblctdrs 
\ntihiotlcs and hormnnes 
In poullr! and II\estocl, 
lrradlatrd foods 
\Itrites in food 
\ddltnes and 

prrscr\ati\cs 
\rtiflclal colortng 

1992 
Serious Hazard Something Kot \ 

Jar: Jan. Jan Jan Jan Jan. Serious of a Hazard \ot 
1986 1987’ 198W 1989 1990 1991 Hazarcl Hazard ,!I Ill SUv= 

i 0 i’o ‘k, “(I ‘$11 ‘il, “/1 ‘41 ‘Jo ‘b 

75 76 i’:, 82 80 80 76 19 2 3 

L ‘3 ~ ‘i 36 29 30 26 29 2G 62 9 4 
‘6 2-r 21 28 21 24 21 30 ‘4 3 

\la-. noi add 10 100 pcrcrnt due to rounding 
‘>pltl sample, bases = -I98 and 509 
+pl11 samplr bases = 308 and 511 
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WXIIODOLOGI 

SELECTION OF 
THE SAMPLE 

T he data for this survey Kere collected from 2.000 tel- 
ephane interviews conducted from January 20 to Febru- 
ar!- 16.1992 Households contacted for the survey were 
selected by a procedure kno\\ n as random digit dialing 
(RID: This procedure ensures the inclusion of indiwdu- 
als with unlisted or not yet Ned telephone numbers, 
as well as those with listed numbers. and thus closel! 
3pproWnates the total C S population. 

Each household selected \!as screened b!- the fol- 
IonWg three criteria 

E \lalc or female head of household 

sl Slaving primar) or equall! shared rcsponsibilit! for 
food shoppmg 

40 percent male heads of households The sample v, as 
then a;eightPd to an 80 percent female’20 percent male 
ratio to approximate the actual proportions of female 
and male food shoppers and to maintain comparabili- 
t!. v ith pre\ ious ~tu~l~es in the Trenrfs series. Gil-en the 
relativel! similar distributions of primar! food shoppet?; 
b) ses in the 1991 and prior surveys. the effect of this 
one-time change in the sampling methodolog! is 
mmimal 

So that the 1992 Trmds sunc!S in the United 
States. Canada. Europe and !\ustralia map bc com- 
pared. the C.S. sample was not controlled for sex of 
respondent Rather, malt and female head of households 
nho met the other screening criteria n-ere inierviencd 
as the! “fcllout “This~as bcgyn in 1991 so that these 
Trwds data and ihat for subsequent sur\c)s in thih w- 
IV> could hr compared to similar internatwnal data 
This prcvdurc rcsultccl In a T5 pcrccnl25 pcrcrnt ra- 
II0 of fcnwk to n-!aifY tc‘Onl~Jdr’l’ti \i It I) an 80 percent ‘20 
wrccW ratio m prw scars) ‘I‘hc rwltant sampk is a 
natiomvitk UY~SS scct~~n ot shoppcw ‘I‘hcrcforc. all sub- 
population pcrwita~w are pr~llc~ctahlc to the I‘S, shop- 
ping publ~: ;I\ a 0olt 
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II IS important to note that all surety results are sub- 
ject to sampling error, II’ , the dJffercncc bc‘t\\een ob- 
tainccl results and those that k\ould be obtainc’d b! 
stud! ing the entire populatmn The size of thrs errof 
varies uith the size of the sample and \vith the percen- 
tage of respondents giving a particular ans\\er Table 
54 shows the range of error for samples of eight differ- 
ent 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. ,411 example illustrates this process. 

As shown III Tabie 8 of this report, 39 percent of 
those surveyed this gear spend S61 to SIOO each Keel; 
on groceries for : heir families. This percentage is based 
on the total sample of 2,000 shoppers. From Table 54, 
the sampling error associated with a 10 percent 
response for a sample of 2,000 is plus or minus2.2 pcr- 
centage points. If one applies this sampling error to the 
39 percent response in Table 8. the true proportion of 
shoppers who spend S61 to SlOO a weeh should be no 
less than 37 percent and no more than -1: percent 

Aside from knowing the sampling error of an!. given 
finding. one ma) also be interested in a helher the differ- 
ences among certain percentage figures are a likeI! 
result of sample variation or due to real differences in 
the shopping population For example. Table 28 shoal 
an eight-point difference bct%ecn the percentage of 

shoppers 1 rmn l~seholti~ \\ it h children \\ no a\crape 
one supcrmari\cl trip a \!cel, and those from childless 
households \\ ho do this \Ithough this eight-pomt tliffeJ5- 
ence seems large. it could bc due to sampling error. To t 
determine whelher this is a true difterence. one needs 
lo consider the number 01 people responding to each 
question. as well as the particular percentages report- 
ed. In general. the larger the sample sizes. the less likeI) 
a reported difference will be due to sampling error. 

In Table 55, the minimum percentage difference 
that must occur to be considered real is shown for var)-- 
ing sample sizes and varying 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 lo the supermarket in an aver- 
age week, of whom 23 percent said once. .I total of 1.058 
households a ithout children nere asked the same ques- 
tion. and 32 percent aierape one trin. These samp!e 
sizes are closest to the 1.000 and 1.0&J sample size rev 
of the table. The two percentages are closest lo the 30 
percent or 70 percent co!umn. From the table. :he mini- 
mum difference between percentages that xould not be 
due to sampling error is four points. Because the differ- 
ence between 2-t percent and 32 percent exceeds this 
minimum. one can safel! assume that fewer shoppers 
in householdswith children than thosewithoui children 
shop onl! once per ueeh. 

T\RLE 

611 
Si\\lPLI\(; ERROR I + i-) \‘r 93 PERCEZT COWIDCWE LE\ !.L 

FOR SIW’LCS OF \l\C DIFFEREKT SIZES 

I ‘t ri 7 THE\DS W ~DDIJ \I \ W  h E ‘I‘ I \ G I\STITI Tl: n P\GI: 17 



___--.-__ __ ~----.---- 

c 

- 

P 1 G t 78 n 1992 1‘ K 1,. \ I) h n t 0 0 I) \l 1 H h I: 1 I \ 1; I \ s 1‘ I 1’ I 1 I‘ 



I 
i 
I 
I 

3 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

0 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

* 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

FM1 Business Building Publications 
If you need data, facts or background information about key food distribution issues, FM’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 1 
Alternative Store Formats: 
Competing in the Nineties - NEW! 
This new study examines membershtp 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. FM1 Members: $175 

Non-members: $400 

Consumer Research 1 
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: FM1 Members: $15 

Non-members: $30 

The Service Advantage 1992: How to Win 
and influence Customers - NEW! 
Thus new study IS the second part of a joint 
prolect between Brtfer homes & Gardens 
and FM1 to determme how important 36 
different service attributes are to consumers 
The study examines the differences among 
demographic groups and establishes a 
hrerarchy of servtce characteristics. 
Price FM1 Members and 

Non-members. $30 

How Consumers are Shopping the 
Supermarket 
Thus study provides valuable data on 
consumer shoppmg patterns, includmg how 
shopping behavtor varies by store size and 
how customers shop different departments. 
Price. FMI Members: SlS 

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: $15 

Non-members: $30 

Trends: Consumer Attitudes 8 the 
Supermarket, 1992 
Price: FM! Members: $25 

Non-members: $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: $30 

Targeting Food Customers 
A comprehensive guide to using secondary 
research for the smaller or mid-size retailer. 
Price: FMI Members: $15 

Non-members: $30 

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 Identifies possible strategies for 
building a competitive HBC advantage. 
Price: FM1 and GMA Members: $1.5 

Non-members: $30 

I Financial Studies 
I 

1 
, 

Operating Results of Independent 
Supermarkets 
A managerial tool to help retailers evaluate 
store operating results. 
Price. FMI Members: $25 

Non-members: $50 

Operating Results of Independent 
Supermarkets - Profitrak Software 
Package 
This easy-to-use software package can 
calculate valuable profit ratios and 
productivity figures. 
Price: FM/ Members: $125 

Non-members: $175 

Annual Financial Review 
Annual report for the supermarket industry 
Price: FMf Members: $15 

Non-members: $30 

Operations Review 
Quarterly operations and productivity 
reports. 
Price: FM1 Members: $25 

Non-members: $50 

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: $25 

Non-members: $50 

Food Marketing Industry Speaks 
Executive Summary, 1992 
The annual Speaks report without the 
de?ailed tabulations. 
Price: FMI Members: $20 

Non-members: $40 

[ L Other Industry Studies 
Micro-Merchandising: Targeted 
Consumer and Category Merchandising 
How micro-merchandising can be used 
effectively. 
Price: FMI Members: $15 

Non-members: 530 

Front-End Electronic Marketing: 
Frequent Shopper and Other Programs 
A companion to Perspectives or. 
Electronic Marketing. 
Price: FMi Members: $15 

Non-members: S30 

Perspectives on Electronic Marketing 
Price: FM1 Members: $15 

hen-members: 530 

The Annual Business Planning Meeting 
Practical guidelines for developing an 
effective annual business meeting. 
Price: FM1 Members and 

Non-members: %I5 

Facts About Store Development 
Thts annual report examines new store costs 
and size, store formats, remodeiings and 
rental and leasing arrangements. 
Price: FMI Members: $1.5 

Non-members: $30 

Coupon Scanning: How to Get Statted- 
Price: FM1 Members: Sl5 

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: FM1 Members: S300 

Non-members. S600 
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State of the Food Industry ‘92 1 
A package of four key resources to help you meet the challenges of the ’90s. 

Members: $85 (Save $25!) l Non-members: $170 (Save $SO!) ; 

Individual Publications/Video Prices: 
l Trends: Consumer Attitudes and the Supermarket l Facts About Store Development 

Members: SZS, Non-members: $50 Members: $15, Non-members: $30 

l Food Marketing Industy Speaks l Speaks Report Video 
Members: $20, Non-members: !I30 Members: $50, Non-members: $100 

Publications Order Form 
State of the Food Industry ‘92 

No. of 
Copies 

Total 
Price 

l Trends. +eaks, Facts & Speaks Reporr ‘92 video (9-m) - S- 

Alternative Formats 
l A:ternat:ve Formats, Competmg in the Ninettes (9.511) 

Consumer Research 
Buildmg a Competittve Advantage for Supermarkets 
in Health & Beauty Care (19.858) -%- 
Consumer Attitudes Toward Supermarket 
Pharmactes (18.841) -$- 
Dinnertime USA (~-535) -$- 
How Consumers are Shopping the Supermarket (9.51 I) -%- 
The Green Shopping Revolutton How So!id Waste 
Issues Are Affectmg Consumer Behavior (s-sss, 

The Servtce Advzntage 1992: How to Win and 
Influence Customers (9.535) 

-S- 

-s- 
Shopping for Health. A FMLiPrevenilon hlagazne 
Report on Food and Nutntton (9.511) 

Targeting Food Customers (9.51 I 1 

%- 

S- 

Trends. Consumer Attitudes & the Supermarket 
1992 (Y-5%) -S- 

1 Financial Studies 
l Annual Financial Revxw 19-5x, 

l Operating Rest&; of Independent Supermarkets (9-5~11 

l Operating Results of Independent Supermarkets 
Protiuak Software Package 19-5511 

* Operauons Revtew rr.s~~) 

Industry Perf:.mance 
l Food Markeung Industry Speaks and 

De’d!ted Tabulatrons. 1992 ~9.~13) 
I 

I l Food Marketing Industry Speaks 
Executtve Summary (9-m) 

I 
Other Industrv Studies . . . . 

0 . 
. 
. 
. 

The Annual’Busmess Planning Meeting (9.510) 

Cou,pon Scanning: How to Get Started (9.51 I) 

Facts About Store Development (9-504~ 

Front-End Electronic Marketing: 
Frequent Shopper and Other Programs (9.51 I) 

Management Compensation Study for 
Wholesalers and Large Retailers (9.507) 

Micro-Merchandising: Targeted Consumer 
and Category Merchandising (9.~1 I) 

Perspectives on Electronic Marketing (9.51 I j 

Speak< Report Video (9.~121 

-s- 

-s- 
-s- 

-%- 

-%- 

-S- 

-s- 
----s- 
-s- 

-s- 

-s- 

-s- 

-$-- 

-S- 

Subtotal $ 

Shipping & Handling 
l Add 10% up to a maximum of $35 
l International (air): add 20% of 

order up to a maximum of $83 

PAL 

$ 

l Add $15 for international video s 

TOTAL DUE $ 

Payment: 

l Enclosed is my check for S 

e VlSA# 

l Mastercard #f 

l American Express # 

Expiration date 

Signature 

(U.S. funds) 

Please print: 

Name 

Title 

Company 

Street Address 

City/StateZIP 

Phone FAX 

Send order form to: 
Food Marketing Institute 
800 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20006-2701 

Or FAX to: 202/429-4529 

Or Call: 202/4.52-8444 
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