


















































18 MissOURI AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

ly followed. In the modern self-service market, there is no friendly
butcher to explain the various cuts and answer the questions of the
customer. While it is true that in most self-service stores one may se-
cure the services of an attendant by a signal buzzer or other devices,
most customers are seldom willing to seek such assistance. Thus, it is
necessary for the customer to place greater reliance upon her own judg-
ment as to which package of meat will be most satisfactory for her
table. Of those who preferred pre-packaged meat 97% said they
examined more than one package of meat before deciding upon their
purchase (Table 19). Moreover, 70% of the customers interviewed
wanted to be able to see all of the meat in the package, while an ad-
ditional 229 wanted to see at least a portion of it (Table 20).

TABLE 20 -- Replies Given by Respondents who Preferred Pre-packaged
Meat Service to the Question, “Do You Prefer to Buy When the Display
Counter has a Large Supply of Meat in it or a Small Supply?”

Respondents Who

Replies Prefer Prepack Service
%
Large supply . . . . . ¢ v 4ttt e e e e e e e e e 85.3
Small supply . . . . . . . & 0 & v et e e . 5.6
o = = v 9.1
= - 1 100.0
Number of respondents . . . . . . . ... ... .. 673

The interviews revealed that customers preferred to select their
meats from a display case well filled with meat. Only 15% expressed
little or no concern as to the amount available from which to make
a selection (T'able 21).

Customers concerned themselves with quality, quantity, and price,
as they inspected the various packages. The interviewers did not probe
the respondents as to what was meant by the term “quality.” Such
expressions as “liked to compare quality,” “to get the best quality,”
and “to determine which price is best,” were the usual statements.

The concept of quantity was clearly expressed by those interviewed,
some of them saying they were “looking for a certain amount,” others
remarking that they were “looking for the right size,” and still others
said the meat packages were “too small for my family” or that they
were “trying to find a package that suits my family’s needs.”

Questions regarding costs were answered succinctly. Such answers
as “having to watch the budget,” “want to get to see the price range,”
were typical.

Other replies as to why respondents looked at more than one
package of meat centered about specific characteristics of the meat
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TABLE 21 -- Reasons why Respondents who Preferred Pre-packaged Meat
Service Examined More Than One Package in the Display Case.

Respondents Who

Reasons Given Gave Their Reasons
%
Togetbestquality. . . . . .. ... ... ... 28.5
To find the desired quantity . . . . . .. .. .. 20.1
Price . . + « « ¢ 2 + 2 8 s 2 s 2 2 8 s 2 « s = = 15.3
Considering meat characteristies. . . . .. .. 13.1

Lean meat (6.4%)
Fat content (2.6%)
Freshness (2.0%)
Bone content (1.2%)

Color ( .6%)

Thickness of piece ( .3%)
GetwhatIwant . . . . . . . . ¢« s o s s o s s 5.5
APPEATANCE . . & & o = o« o u o » » ¢ 2 28 28 ¢ 2 = 4.9
Togetcutdesired. . . . . .. .. .. o 3.2
Other reasonsS . . « + v v « ¢« o = = o & = s & » 3.9
NOTEASOM . v « « « o « s s o = s s s = s = « s = 5.8
Mumber of respondents . . . . . . . ... ... 653

TABLE 22 -- Replies of Respondents who Preferred Pre-packaged Meat
Service to the Question, “Are You More Influenced by Price per Pound or
Price per Package when Buying Pre-packaged Meat?”

Respondents Who

Replies Prefer Prepack Service
%
Total price of package. . . . . . . . « ¢ « ¢« 4 & &« 53.0
Priceperpound . . . . . o v & s v v s w0 0w 0 a 41.0
Both . . . . . . & i i s st s s s s s s e s s s s 5.8
Notgiven. . . . . . . & c 4 v s s s = 2 ¢ 4 s o a s s .2
Total. . . . & v o 4 e s o s e s s s s s s s s 100.0
Number of respondents . . . . . . . « « « =« + = = = « 673

itself. Some mentioned they wanted lean meat. Others mentioned the
fat content, apparent freshness, amount of bone, the color of the meat,
and the thickness of the piece. Others stated they preferred to “shop
around” “to get what I want”. Just what each respondent meant by
the statement was not clear, but a few explained that sometimes they
were not sure what they wanted, so they looked until some item at-
tracted their fancy. About 5% were in this category. Another possible
reason for their indecision was that they had not decided upon a spe-
cific cut or kind of meat before coming to the store.

Only 4% of the respondents said appearance was the reason for
looking at more than one package in the display case. Most of them
replied that the package they selected “looked better than the others,”
(or some similar remark). In other words, apparently the customers
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were making comparisons within a complex composition of their own
desires, experiences and values, about which they did not or could not
adequately express themselves.

“Securing the cut desired” was the reason some respondents gave
for looking at more than one package. Variety of cuts available played
some part in inducing wider comparisons, but there were not enough
replies of some types to classify under a single heading. Some habit-
ually shopped by looking at all the meat in a display counter before
selecting the package they preferred. Others said, “just like to see what
is available,” or “to meet requirements for special diets” (Table 21).

TABLE 23 -- Replies of Respondents who Preferred Pre-packaged Meat to
the Question, “Does it Make any Difference to You if Price per Pound is
not Given?”

Respondents Who Preferred

Replies Pre-packaged Meat
%
Y BE. & v & v v e e s s s s s ma e e h e 53.2
MO & v v v v v v v s o8 s s s s s s 2 8 8 & 4 4 8 a4 33.2
NOLEIVER, . . . & & v 4 s v s s s s s s s o o+ = « s s 13.5
Total . . & & & & 4 & s s & s s s e s s n e oe s 100.0
Number of respondents . . . . - « « = = + =+ = « = 673

Influence of Price per Pound or Package on Choice

Most persons interviewed said the total price of the package was
the greatest factor in choice, but 53% said they were influenced by the
price per pound (Tables 22 and 23). Those more concerned about
the total package cost also wanted to know the price per pound (Table
24). Reasons given by those who wanted the price per pound stated
clearly on the package were rather general and ambiguous. “I just

TABLE 24 -- Reasons why Respondents Desired Having the Price per
Pound Given on the Package.

Respondents Who
Desired Price Per

Replies Pound on Package
%
Just like to know priceperpound. . . . . . . . . . .. 25.1
Know what sheisgetting . . . . . . . . ... .. 19.6
Pricecomparison . . . . . . . . & ¢« ¢ s s o s s s s s » 18.

Quality in proportion to money spent . . . . . . . . ..
Weight comparison . . . . . . . .« ¢ ¢ 4 s & 4 5 s & =
Afraidof beingcheated . . . . . . . . . . . . v ..., ;
Wish to know which cuts cost more. . . . . . . . . . .
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want to know,” said 25%. Apparently these persons could not define
their use of the price per pound as a factor. Another 15% said “then
I know what I'm getting.” Apparently this was the respondent’s way of
saying that the price per pound was her common denominator for
such factors as quality and weight in helping her to make up her mind
as to the ultimate choice. Somewhat vaguely, 18% replied “price com-
parison.” Others more specific in their response used price per pound
as a basis for (1) comparing quality in proportion to the money spent,
(2) comparing of weights, and a means of keeping within their bud-
gets limitations, (3) checking on the accuracy of the total price, and
(4) comparing cost per pound (Table 24).

One in each three customers said they believed pricing by the
pound was unimportant, and were concerned only about the total cost.
Some bought according to the quantity in the package, and a few said
they paid no attention to the price or cost of their meat (Table 25).

TABLE 25 -- Reasons why Respondents Said “Total Price Only” on
Package was Sufficient.

Respondents Who
Wanted Only Total
_ Replies Price on Package
%
Only total cost is important. . . . . . .. .. ... 25.0
Buys by size or weight of package . ... ... ... 94
Pays no attention to priceor cost. . . . . .. . ... 6.7
Price comparison . . . . « v ¢ « ¢ o o o s o 0 0 0w s 3.5
Weight given so can figure price per pound. . . . . . 3.1
Other. . . . . . v i« s s s s v v s s a s s s s s s 4.1
Notgiven . . . . . v v v v o v v v o v oo oo oo 48.2
Total. . & & o o v & s s = s s e s s e s e 100.0
Number of respondents . . . . . .« v o o s o 4 o o & 224

Grades and Labels Affecting Purchasers’ Choices

Although some stores post the grade of meat handled in the store,
it is probable that few consumers actually have any appreciable knowl-
edge about graded meat. Little fresh meat at the retail level carries the
government grade designation. This vagueness or lack of information
on grades probably accounts for the low rate of response when shop-
pers were asked what grades and labels they considered when buying
fresh meat (Table 26). Since 28% indicated their choices were based
on government grades, it appears that grade is a factor in meat selec-
tion. It is likely that some of the consumers thought the government
inspection label on the meat was a grade designation, for it was men-
tioned by 20% of those interviewed. The packer’s brand or label, and
the butchers’ recommendation were each mentioned by 11% of the
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TAELE 26 -- Grades and Labels Considered by Respondents When Buying
Fresh Meat.

Respondents Classified According

to Merchandising Preference

Prepack Butcher No All
Grades and Labels Service Service Preference Respondents
% % % %

Government grade. . . . . 27.6 29.7 24.1 27.9+
Store label or brand. . . . 24.1 16.1 18.2 20.3
Packer label or brand . . . 13.1 0.4 10.8 11.4
Butcher’s recommendation 3.5 17.1 15.3 11.2
Use my own judgment . . . 9.8 11.2 12.3 10.7
All grades and labels . . . .6 .6 1.0 .6
Notgivenf . . . . ... .. 30.2 27.7 246 28.4
Number of respondents . . 673 509 203 1385

* Percentages add to more than 100 because many respondents mentioned

more than one grade or label,

I The large percentage of “not given” was due to the apparent inability of
many respondents to express themselves in terms of grades and labels

or brands.

respondents. The butcher’s recommendation was more important to
respondents who preferred that type of meat merchandising or who

had no preference (Table 26).

Characteristies Considered in Meat Selection

Importance of the amount of fat in proportion to lean was stressed
by 74% of the customers interviewed. Next in order were (2) attrac-
tiveness, (3) color of the lean meat, (4) and price. Regardless of the

TABLE 27 -- Factors Considered by Respondents in Choosing Meat.

Respondents Classified According

to Merchandising Preference

Prepack Butcher No All
Factors Given Service Service Preference Respondents
% % % %

Amount of fat and lean. . . 78.9 69.9 1.4 T4.5
Attractive appearance. . . 56.6 53.2 55.7 55.2
Coloroflean. . . ... .. 44.9 39.3 46.3 43.0
Price ... ... ..... 34.2 27.7 28.6 31.0
Amountof bone . ... .. 32.2 24.4 33.5 29.5
Coloroffat . .. ... .. 23.6 22.0 30.5 24.0
Grade . ... .. ..... 17.4 16.1 10.8 16.0
Colorofbone .. ..... 14.4 9.8 20.7 13.6
Reputation of store . . . . 12.6 13.2 14.8 13.1
Brand ... ... .. ... 9.8 7.7 9.4 9.0
Reputation of butcher . . . 3.0 13.7 8.4 7.7
Nameofcut . .. .. ... 3.6 6.5 1.0 4.4
Freshness . . . . . . . .. 3.7 3.7 2.0 3.5
Quantity in package . . . . 4.0 2.2 4.0 3.3
Texture . . . . . . « « « . 1.8 33 1.5 2.3
Number of respondents . . 673 509 203 1385
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preference between the two meat merchandising methods, these four
factors held the same relative importance. This is shown by the fact
that 55% chose meat on the basis of its attractive appearance, 43%
mentioned the importance of the color of the lean meat, 31% were con-
cerned with price, and 29% mentioned the amount of bone. Other
factors frequently mentioned were color of the fat, grade of the meat,
color of the bone, and the reputation of the store (Table 27). Shoppers
frequently mentioned more than one factor.

PURCHASING PRACTICES

A portion of the study was devoted to an attempt to determine
what outside influences might have a bearing upon the purchase of
meats in a pre-packaged service. Were the customers coming to the
store because of (1) convenience, (2) a new innovation, or (3) cus-
tom? Had the customers decided before entering the store what kind
or cut of fresh meat, or the amount, they planned to purchase? Did
they purchase other items in place of meat if their budget did not per-
mit them to buy all the meat they wanted?

Days Preferred by Consumers

The interviewers found that meat buying increases gradually
throughout the week until a peak is reached on Friday. They found that
48% of the respondents purchased meat on Friday, 32% on Saturday,
and 21% on Thursday. Only 12% said their meat purchases were made
without any particular pattern of regularity as to the day of the week
(Table 28).

TABLE 28 -- Days of the Week When Meat is Usually Purchased.

Respondents Classified According
to Merchandising Preference

Prepack Butcher No All
Days of Week Service Service Preference Respondents

% % % %
Sunday . . . . . .0 ... 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.4
Monday. . . . . .. .. .. 14.6 12.0 13.3 13.4
Tuesday . . . ... . ... 15.7 16.9 18.2 16.5
Wednesday . . . . .. ... 17.8 16.3 16.3 17.0
Thursday. . . . . . .. .. 22.9 21.2 18.2 21.6
Friday . . . . .. ... .. 46.7 49.1 54.2 48.7
Saturday . . . . .. .. .. 33.9 34.0 26.1 32.8
Every two weeks. . . . . . 1.5 2.6 2.5 2.0
Everyday . . .. .. ... 2.5 5.1 3.0 3.5
Anytime . . . .. ... .. 11.7 12.8 15.3 12.6
Every otherday . . . . . . 4 A 5 A
Motgiven .. ... .... NI 4 1.0 B

Number of respondents . . 673 509 203 138
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Distance Traveled to the Store

Some customers lived as far away as 25 or more miles from the
store at which they purchased fresh pre-packaged meats. Others lived
only one or two blocks from the store. The distance patrons lived from
the nearest store that sold meat ranged from less than two blocks to
20 miles. A total of 58% of the respondents lived within two blocks
~or less of a store that sold fresh meat (Table 30), but only 17% re-
ported that they lived two blocks or less from the store where the in-
terview took place (Table 29). Fifty-nine percent said pre-packaged
fresh meat was not available at the store nearest them handling fresh
meat (Table 31).

TAELE 29 -- Distance 1385 Respondents Lived From Store Where
Interview Took Place.

Number All Number All
of Blocks Respondents of Miles Respondents
% %

2orless. ... ... 173 2orless ... .... 28.1
Boieietin ke R 7.4 - P 5.6
iy niie wwi st 8.1 . 2.1
D e, i W mim m e 4.8 S 3.3
i T 4.4 Bonia oomets mee i sgmne 1.5
T-9......... 5.8 R T 1.4
10 -14. . ... ... 4.4 10 -14 . ... .. .. 2.1
15-19. . ... ... 9 15-19 . ... .. .. 9
20-24. .. ..... .6 20-24 . ... .. .. .4
25 and over .. .. . .2 25and over . . . . .. .9
Not given. . . . . . . .1

Total. ... ... 54.0 45.9
Number of respondents 1385

TABLE 30 -- Distances 1385 Respondents Lived From Nearest Store That

Sold Meat. L
Number All Number All
of Blocks Respondents of Miles Respondents
% %
2orless. . .. ... 58.9 2orless ....... 12.4
B wies mia e et . 11.0 B sicah wieie womeie s B
L T P 5.0 L .2
B onie amate paiE i s 2.5 B civis w i metie unie 4
B siieiais amminn wisw 2.4 Bi aiain e iive wiwas e 2
Fom W yin o wis osis 1.2 T=8 .. it i s --
10-14, ....... .8 10-14 . ... .... 2
15-19. .. .. ... -- 15-19 . ....... 1
20-24, . ... ... 1 20-24 . ... .. .. --
Notgiven , . . . . .. 3.9
Total. . .. ... 81.9 18.0
Number of respondents 1385
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TABLE 31 -- Replies of Respondents to the Question Asking Whether or
Not Pre-packaged Fresh Meat Was Sold at the Store Nearest Them Which
Retailed Meat.

All

Replies Respondents
%
o 59.17
=, 31.6
Dont KNOW. . & ¢ i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 2.0
Notgiven . . . . . @ i v v v i i i it it e v v e 6.7
Total. . . . v v i s s e e e e e e e e e e e 100.0
Number of respondents . . . . . .. . .. ¢+« ... 1385

Place of Purchase

Nearly half — 48% — of those interviewed purchased all their meat
at the store where the interview took place; 51%, all their fruits and
vegetables; and 52% all other grocery items (Table 32).

Who Does the Shopping?

In the area selected, 839 were homemakers, and 14% were hus-
bands (Table 33). The number of husbands might be high because of
the inclement weather during the survey. On the other hand, the term
“homemakers” included single women and widows. Husbands showed
a slight preference for butcher service (Table 34).

When Do Purchasers Decide What To Buy?
and How Much Is Bought?

Sixty-one per cent of the respondents said they had decided upon
the kind of meat they intended to buy before they came to the store
that day (l'able 35).

While a major portion of those interviewed had already made up
their minds as to the type of meat they had intended to buy, a large
number of them — 46% — had not decided on the quantity. The others
said they bought as they had planned. While 25% bought more than
they had planned before entering the store, only a few bought less
(Table 36). Why the customers bought more or less than previously
planned was not easy to determine (Table 37). Those who bought more
explained their purchase by saying “it looked so good,” “attractively
packaged” or “it had eye appeal.” Of the respondents, 129% said they
bought more than planned because they saw something they liked
or because they saw what they considered a bargain, 10% said they
wanted a good supply on hand, and 8% said they were planning to store
the meat for future use. Several persons said they had a deep freeze
or freezing compartment in their refrigerator, and one woman said
she planned to “put this up”. A few shoppers bought more because
they could not get the size package originally desired or because they
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TABLE 32 -- Relative Amounts of Commodities Purchased in
Stores Where Interviews Took Place.

Commodities Purchased

Meat

Respondents Classified According

Relative | to Merchandising Preference
Amounts Prepack | Butcher No All
Purchased Service | Service | Preference |Respondents
% % % %
All . .. ... 56.5 39.5 41.9 48.1
Most .. ... 27.0 18.7 26.6 23.9
Some. . ., .. 15.0 35.0 28.1 24.3
None . . . .. 1.0 6.7 1.5 3.2
Not given 4 .2 2.0 .6
Number of
respondents| 673 509 203 1385
Fruits and Vegetables
Respondents Classified According
Relative to Merchandising Preference
Amounts Prepack | Butcher No All
Purchased |Service | Service | Preference | Respondents
% % % %
All . ... .. 54.2 48.7 46.3 51.0
Most . . . .. 28.1 23.4 25.6 26.0
Some. .., .. 15.0 23.8 24.1 19.6
None . . . .. 2.4 3.5 2.0 2.1
Not given. . . 3 B 2.0 J
Number of
respondents| 673 508 203 1385
Other Groceries
Respondents Classified According
Relative to Merchandising Preference
Amounts Prepack [Butcher No All
Purchased |Service |Service | Preference |Respondents
% % % %
All. ... .. 56.2 50.5 45.3 52.5
Most . . . .. 27.6 24.2 27.1 26.3
Some. . . .. 14.6 22.2 24.1 18.8
None . .. .. 1.3 2.6 1.0 1.7
Not given. . .3 ;] 2.5 i
Number of
respondents| 673 509 203 1385
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realized they had not planned for enough or had unexpected company.

Among those who did not buy as much as they had planned, the
chief reason seemed to be that “they did not see what they wanted.”
Next in order of importance was “lack of money” and ‘“could not get
the size package desired.” Other reasons included such remarks as
“changed my mind,” “ lack of time,” and “forgot the list.” Still other

answers were given (Table 38).
Foods Used Instead of Meat

Cheese, eggs and fish were most frequently used as substitutes for
meat by those whose budgets did not permit them to buy all the meat
they wanted. Cereals and vegetables were also mentioned (Table 39).
Substitutes for meat did not appear to be related to merchandising
preferences. More than 80% of those interviewed said they were able
to buy all the meat their family wanted and stay within the family

budget (Table 40).

TABLE 33 -- Replies to Question, “Who Usually Does the Grocery and
Meat Shopping in Your Family?”
Respondents Who

Replies Prefer Prepack Service

%

Homemaker . . . . . . . . .. . ¢ e, .., 83.3
Husband . . . . .. . ... . ... ... ..... 14.2
Other . . . . . . 0 i i e et e e e e 2.1
Notgiven. . . . . o v v i v vt e e e e e e a .4
Total. . . . . . . . . . . 0 i i e e e 100.0
Number of respondents . . . .. ... ... ... 1385

TABLE 34 -- All Respondents Classified According to Their Relationship
to Head of Household and According to Their Preference on Meat
Merchandising Service.

Prefer Prefer
Relationship Pre-package Butcher No
to Household Service Service Preference Total
% % % %

Homemaker . . .. ... 78.8 75.4 T8.8 7.5
Husband . . . ... ... 17.7 21.0 19.2 18.1
Daughter. . . . ... .. 1.8 1.6 1.5 1.7
Son. ... .. e e e e 1.3 1.4 5 1.2
Others . ... ...... 4 .4 -- 4
Not given . . ... ... -= 2 -- .1

Total. . . ... ... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of respondents . 673 509 203 1385
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TABLE 35 -- Replies of Respondents to the Question, “Had You Decided
What Kind of Meat You Were Going to Buy Before You Entered This
Store Today?”
Prefer Prefer

Prepack Butcher No - All
Replies Service Service Preference Respondents
% % % %

Yes. . . o v v e e u s e 60.8 60.5 65.0 61.3
HO . . ... 060000 38.5 38.7 34.5 38.0
Not given, . . . . . . . . NI .8 .5 7
Total. . . v « ¢ 2 4 & 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of respondents . 673 509 203 1385

TABLE 36 -- Replies of Respondents to the Question, “Did You Buy More
or Less Meat Than You Planned?”

Prefer Prefer
Prepack Butcher No
Replies Service Service Preference  Total
% % % %
Same amount . . ... .. 54.1 55.4 54.2 54.5
More. . ... « + ¢+« « 4 28.5 22.2 22.2 25.3
Less. . . v 2 o v w o o u 4.5 6.7 8.8 6.0
Didnot plan . . . . . . .. 1.3 6 1.5 1.1
Not given. . . . . . . . - - 11.6 15.1 13.3 13.1
Total. . . . ... ... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of respondents . . 673 509 203 1385

TABLE 37 -- Reasons Why Respondents Bought More Meat Than They Had
Planned.
Respondents Who Bought More Meat
Than They Planned Classified as
to Merchandising Preferences.

Prepack Butcher No All
Reasons Service Service Preference Respondents
% % % %
ADDEATANCE . . & v v + « . 22.4 18.6 22.2 21.1
Saw something she liked. . 11.5 15.9 8.9 12.6
Sawa bargain . . ... .. 10.4 14.2 13.3 12.0
Like a good supply on hand 8.3 11.5 17.8 10.7
Decided to store some. . 10.4 5.3 6.7 8.3
Weather bad . . . ... .. 6.8 8.8 6.7 7.4
Thought of additional needs 6.8 3.5 4.4 5.4
Couldn’t get size wanted. . 2.1 8.8 2.2 4.3
Unexpected company 4.2 1.8 2.2 3.1
Other ........... 8.8 3.6 8.9 7.1
Notgiven. . . . . . .. .. B.3 8.0 6.7 8.0
Total. . . ... .... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0.
Number of respondents . . 192 113 45 350
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TABLE 38 -- Reasons why Respondents Bought Less Meat Than They Had
’ Planned.
Respondents Who Bought Less Meat
Than Theéy Had Planned Classified
as to Merchandising Preferences.
Prepack  Butcher No All
Reasons Service Service Preference Respondents
% % % %
Did not see what was wanted 30.0 29.4 38.9 31.7
Not enough money . . . . . . 16.7 14.7 11.1 14.6
Could not get size package
desired. . . . . . . . .. 10.0 17.6 5.6 12.2
Had meaton hand . . . . . . 3.3 5.9 5.6 4.9
Avoiding left overs . . . .. - 5.9 11.1 4.9
Riding bus today so can’t
carry it home . . . . .. 3.3 2.9 -~ 2.4
AllIneeded . . . . . « « - . 6.7 - -- 2.4
Other . .. ..ot ov - 6.7 11.8 11.1 8.8
Notgiven. . . . . « + s » « . 23.3 11.8 16.7 17.1
Total. . . . .. ... .. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of respondents . . . 30 34 18 82

TABLE 39 -- Foods Used in Place of Meat--Listed by Respondents who
Stated Their Food Budgets Did Not Permit Them to Buy All the Meat Their
Families Wanted.

Respondents Classified According
to Merchandising Preference

Foods Used in Prepack  Butcher No All
Place of Meat Service Service Preference Respondents
. % % %
Cheese. . . . . . . . « .. 47.6 41.6 46.9 45.8
EZES . & v v v o o s u a 40.5 46.1 42.9 43.2
Fish . . . . « « ¢ ¢« + .« . 34.1 38.2 44.9 37.9
Cereals . ... ... ... 13.5 20.2 16.3 16.3
Vegetables. . . . ... .. 8.7 11.2 18.4 11.4
Soups and salads . . ... 7.1 3.4 8.2 6.1
Stew and casserole 6.3 2.2 6.1 5.3
Chicken ... ...+ ..« 3.2 4.5 4.1 3.8
Milkk . . . . . i i 1.6 1.1 -- 1.1
Game . . . . .« s v 4 s s -- 1.1 2.0 ]
Number of respondents . . 126 89 49 264

29
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TABLE 40 -- Replies to the Question, “Does Your Family Budget Permit
L You To Buy All the Meat Your Family Wants?®

Respondents Classified According
to Merchandising Preferences.

Prepack Butcher No All
Replies Service Service Preference Respondents
% % % %
Yes. . . . . . . o BD.1 81.7 75.9 80.1
ND:: wetn smnd i o 18.7 17.5 24.1 19.1
Not given. . . . . .. ... 1.2 8 == B
Total. . . . ... ... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of respondents . . 673 509 203 1385
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