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meat. This is further substantiated by the fact that only 205 respon­
dents - 14% of the group - used frozen storage facilities of any kind 
for meat. As to the type of storage, 91 % held their meat in mechanical 
refrigerators, 1% held their meat in an ice refrigerator, and 14% 
stored their meat in a home freezer (Table 17). 

or those stor ing meat in home freezers and locker plants, 73 % 
bought their meat at retail, 12% at wholesale, and 10% bought their 
meat already frozen (Table 18) . 

TASLE 18 -- Sources of Mea t Stored In Home and Locker Plants. 

Sour ces ot Meal 

8ou&ht al relail . .. .. 
Bought It wl"lolesale .. 
Bought al r eady frozen. 
Bought trom a farmer. 
Ra ised I t •••.•••. 
Other ..... . .. . 

Number of r espondents 

• 
. . . 

Households Having 
FrozI!1I Me.u 

• 73.2 
12.7 
10.2 
7.8 
3.9 ... 
'" 

FACTORS INFLUENCING l'IEAT SELECTION 

What new problems are involved in the purchase of the pre-pack. 
aged fresh meat items? In the first place, the merchandising experience 
of both the retailer and the customer is limited. The merchant is faced 
with the problem of presenting his product attractively, cutting it to 
the proper size and shape, and labelling it so that the customer can 
identify the meat desired without further questioning. The customer 
has generally only a very limited knowledge of meat quality and must 
depend on the store's reputation and the "way the meat looks" as a 
guide in making a purchase. 

Formerly, the butcher 's advice was frequently sought, and general· 

TABLE 19 -- Replies Given by Respondents who Preferred Pre-packaged 
Meat Service to the Quest ion, You Look at Pre -packaged Meat , Do 

You Want to see An, ParI , None, or No Paference?" 
Respondents Who 

Replies Preter Prepuk Service 

All . . . 
Part .. 
No prefe r ence. 
Non •• • . 
NOlg\ven .. . 

Total ... . 

· . . . . . · . . . . . 
· . . 

• · . 
• 

• 70' 
22.4 
'.9 

.3 
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Iy 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 aU of the meat in the package, while an ad· 
ditional22% wanted to see at least a portion of it (Table 20 ). 

TABLE 20 -- Replies Given by Respondents ",,110 Preferred Pre-paclu.&ed 
Meat Servlee to the Questlon, "00 Yo ... Prefer to Buy When the Display 

Co ... nter haa a Large Supply of Mfat In Lt or a Small SuppLy?" 
Responden:. Who 

ReplLes Prefer Prepack Service 

Large s ... pply 
Small sl,lpply 
Not IPven .•. 

Total .•• 

Number of respondents 

• • 85.3 ,., 
9.' 

IOG.O 

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 ('fable 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 o{ quantity was clearly expressed by those interviewed, 
some of them saying they were "looking for a certain amount," others 
remarking that they were "looking {or 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 -- Rea$On .. why Responden" ... 1\0 Prefer red P re-paek:a,ed Meat 
Service EXllmin.-d More Tun One Paekq:. In Ihe Display C"IJe. 

Respondents Who 
Rea$Ons Given G"ve Their Reuon" 

To get best quality •.••.. . .. 
TO find the desired quantity . . .. 
PrlCIl' . . • . . • • • . • . . . . . 
Considering meat characteristics. 

Lean meat (6.4'1:) 
Fat content (2.",) 
Fr ll'shneu (2.otf.) 
Bone contll'nl (l.2'J,) 
Color ( .6'J.) 
Thickness of piece ( .3%) 

Get what I want . . 
Appearance .... 
To ,lI't eut desi red . 
Othu reasons. • • 
No reason ..... 

Number of rll'SpOndenUi 

.. . 

. . • .. 

• 28 .5 
20.1 
15.3 
13.1 

5.5 
• •• 3.2 
3.' 
5.' 

'" 
TABLE 22 - - RII'plies ot Respondll'nts who Pr efe rred Pre-pack.aged Melt 
Service to thll' Question, • Are You Mor ll' lnlluenced by Price per Pound or 

Price per pacuu ... hll'n BuylR.Jl' Pre-J?!ckaled Meat?' 

Replies 

Total price of paeka, •• 
'Prlee per pound . 
Both . .. 
NOI pven. 

Total. . . .• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

RII'spondents Who 
Prefer Pr ll'paclr. Service 

• 53.0 
41.0 
5.' 
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itself. Some mentioned they wanted lean meat. Others mentioned the 
fa t 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 uJ;ltil some item at­
tracted their fancy. About 5% were in this category. Another possible 
reason for their indeeision 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. !\.lost 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-packloged Meat to 
the Question. ~Does il Make any Difference to You. If Price per Pound is 

nol Given?' 

Replies 

Yes .. . 
No .. . 
Not given. 

Total . 

Number 01 

• 

Respondents Who Preferred 
Pre_packloged Mea.t 

• 53.2 
33.2 

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 Havtng the Price per 
Pound Given on the Paclcag:e. 

Replies 

l ust like to know price per pound. 
Know whal she Is gettlng .... . 
Price comparison ........ . 
Qu.allty In proportion to money spent. 
Weight comparison ........ . 
Alrald of being cheated ...... . 
Wish to know which cuts cost more. 
Other . . 
Not given ....... . 

Total. ... ... . 

Nu.mber of respondents 

. . • 
• · . · . · . 

Respondents Who 
Desired Price Per 
Pound on Packloge 

• 25.1 
19.6 
18.1 
'.0 
'.0 
3.' 
2.0 
U 

20.4 
100.0 

". 
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want to know," said 25%. Apparently these persons could not define 
their use of the price per pourul. 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 -- Reuon. why RU)IOndents Said "TCMal Price Only· on 
Pacbge wu SWf;cient. 

Replies 

Only 10Iai COSI Is Im)lOrtanl. 
Buy. by slu or wel&:hl of packaie 
Pays no attention 10 pr ice or COSI. 
Price comparison ... .. .. .. . 
Weight given so can Ugure price per pound. 
Other ... 
NOI riven 

Total. . . . . . . . . 

ReS)IOndenta Who 
Wanted Only TOlal 
Price on Package 

• 25.0 • •• 0.' 
3.' 
3.' 
U 

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 retaillevel'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 base!:! 
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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TABLE 26 • • Grades and Labels C onsidered by Respondents When Buying 
Fresh Meat. 

Government grade .... . 
Store label or brand . . . . 
Packer label or bund . • . 
Butcher's recommendation 
Use my Own Judgment . 
AU grades and labels 
Not gi" enf ••.• .. . . . 

, 
27 .6 
24.1 
13.1 

••• 

C lassl!ied According , 

• 29.1 
)6.1 , .. 
17.1 
11.2 ., 

• 24.1 
18.2 
10 .8 
15.3 
12 .3 

LO 

AU 

20,3 
11.4 
11.2 
10.7 ., 

• Percentages add to more than 100 because many respondents mentioned 
mOre than one grade or-label. 

f The large percentage of " not given~ was due to the appa rent Il12bi lily of 
many respondents to express themselves in terms of gr ades 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). 

Characteristics Considered in "'Ieat 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. 

Amount ot ta.t and lean. 
Attractive appearance. 
Color ot lean .. 
Price · · · 
Amount of bone 
Color of fat · 
Grade · · . · 
Color ot bone · 14.4 9.S 
Reputation of store 12.6 13.2 H.S 13. 1 
Brand · . · . · . . 9.S U ,.. 9.0 
Reputation of buteher 3.0 13 .7 S.' U 
Name of cut . . '-' , .. LO ... 
Fresilness . . · . 3.' 3.' 2.0 3.' 
Quantity In package . ' .0 2.2 '.0 3.3 
Texture · . . . L8 3.3 L5 2.3 
Number of respondents '" .09 203 IlSS 
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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 ( I ) 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 Consumen: 
The interviewers found that meat buying increases gradually 

throughout the week unlil 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 _. Oay, or tile Week When Meat I. U.ully P~rchated . 

Suncby .••.•..•••• 
Monday .••••.••••. 
Tue5day ... 
Wednesday .. 
T hur$d.ay .•.•..••.• 
Friday • ••.•.•••.. 
Saturday ..... 
Every two wuks. 
Every day .... 
Anytime ..••• 
Every other day . 
Not "ven •••• 

18.2 
54.2 
26.1 ,., 
3.0 

'" ., 
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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 ~old 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 ('rable 31 ). 

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

Number All Number All 
or Block.s Respondents of Miles Respondents 

• • 2 Or less. 17.3 2 or less 28.1 
3 . '-' 3 . 5.' 
4. · · , .. 4. · ... 
5 • · · · 4.' 5. · · · '-' , . · · 4.4 6. · · L5 
7 - 9 . 5.' 7 - 9. · ... 
10 - 14 . 4.4 10 - 14 · . · 2 •• 
15 - 19. .9 15 - 19 · . · •• 20-24 . ., 20 - 24 · · .4 
25 and over .2 25 and over. .5 
Not given. 

Total. . 

TABLE 30 __ Distances 1385 Respondents Lived From Nearest Stor ~ That 
SOld Meat. 

Number AU Number AU 
of Blocks Res2!!ndeots 01 Miles R~S2!!ndents 

• • 2orless. 58.9 2 or less 12.4 
"- 11.0 3. ., 
4- · . 5.0 4. • . .2 
5 • • • · 2.5 5. . . .4 
6 . . . 2.4 6. · . .2 
7 - 9 . · L2 7 - 9. 
10 - 14 . ., 10 - 14 .2 
15 - 19 . 15 - 19 •• 
20-24 . •• 20 - 24 

Not given 3.9 
Total . ijl.1i lijjj 

Number of res2!!ndents 1385 
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TABLE 31 -- Replies 01 Respondents to the QuesUon Asking Whether or 
Not Pre-packaged Fresh Meat Was Sold at the Store Nearest Them Which 

Retailed Meat. 

No . 
Yes. 

Replies 

Don't kno ..... 
Notglven •.. 

Total ..•• 

Number of respolldents 

. . . . . . 
• 

Place or Purchase 

Respondents 

• 59.1 
31.6 
'.0 
6.' 

ioo.o 
1385 

" 

Nearly half - 48 % - of those interviewed purchased aU 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, 83% were homemakers, and 14% were hus· 

bands Crable 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 (Table 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 
th~y 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, 12% 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 Amo..nt& 01 Commodities Purchased In 
Where interviews Took Place. 

All •• 
Most. 
SOme. 
None. 
Not given. 
Number of 

All .. 
Most. 
Some. 
None. 
Not given. 
Number of 

'" '09 ,,3 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 IDstead of Meat 
Cheese, eggs and fish were most frequently used as substitutes fo r 

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 QUfstlon, ~Wh.o Usually O<Jes the Grocery and 
Meat Sh.opping in Your Family?" 

Respondents Who 
Replies Prefer P repack Service 

Homemaker 
Husband • 
Other .. 
NO! given .. 

Total .• 

!'<umber of respondents 

• 
• 

. . . . • 83.3 
14.2 
2.' .. 

(1)0.0 

1385 

TABLE 34 -- All Respondents ClassIfied AccordIng to Their Relatlonshlp 
to Head of Household Their Preference on Meat 

Relati(mship Pre-p.a.ckage Butcher No 
to Household ServIce Service Prefe rence Total 

" • • • Homemaker 78 .8 15 .4 18.8 17.5 
Husband • 11.1 21.0 19.2 19.1 
Oaughter. ... U L5 • 1.1 
SM . . L3 L' .5 L2 
Others .• .. .. .. 
Not given .2 •• 

TOla l . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Number of r esp:mdents '" 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 

Stofe Today?" 

Replies 

Yes .. 
No •• 
Not given. 

Total. 

Number 

Prefer 
Pr epack 
Service 

• 60.8 
38.5 

Prefer 
Butcher No '" Service Preference Respondents 

• • • 60.5 65.0 61.3 
38.7 34.S 36.0 

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

Prefer Prefer 

______ ~'""''_ ________ ~~~~--'-B~utcher N!O,.", __ ~~,-
Same amount 
More • • •• 
Less .... 
Old not plan 
Not given. 

Total .. 

TABLE 37 - -

Appearance .••••••• 
Saw something she liked .• 
Saw a bargain ...... . 
Like a good supply on hand 
Decided to store some ... 
Weather bad ....•... 
Thought of additional needs 
Couldn't get size wanted. 
Une1<peet ed company 
Other .. 
Not given. 

Total. 

Bought More Meat Than They Had 
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TABLE 38 •• Reasons why Respondents Bousht Less Meat Thllfl They Had 
. Planned. 

Respondents Who Bought Less Meat 
Than Had Planned Clll5stfled 

"1 

"""-' • • Did not sO!<!! what was w;l.nted 30.0 29.4 
NOt enouSh money •..•. 16.7 14 .7 
Could not set slu paekage 

desired .•.••..• 10.0 17.6 5.6 12.2 
Had meat On hand •.•• '-' ••• 5.6 4.9 
Avoiding left overs . . . ••• 0.1 4.9 
Riding bus today $0 ean' t 

carry It home '-' ••• 
All I needed 6.' 
Other . . 6. ' 11 .8 11. 1 
NOI flven. 

Total. 

TABLE 39 •. Foods Used In Place of Meal--Lllled by Respondenlt who 
Sialed Their Food BudlelS Did Not Permi t Them to Buy All the Meat Their 

Families Wanted. 

Foods Used In 

ChHse. 
Ens .. 
FIIlil .. 
Cereals 
Vegetables. 
Soups and salads 
Stew and casserole 
Chicken 
Milk . . . . . . . . 
Came . .... . . 

• 47.6 
40.5 
34.1 
13.5 .., 
'-' 
6.' 
'.2 
1.6 

,",umbe r of respondents 126 

Classified According 

46.1 n .9 43.2 
38.2 44 .9 n.9 
20.2 16.3 16.3 
11.2 18.4 11.4 , .• 6.' 6.1 
2.' 6 .1 .. , 
6.' '.1 3.6 
1.1 1.1 
1.1 2.0 .6 .. .. "6 

29 
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T ABLE 40 · · Replies to the.Q" ""~''''. , 

Yea ••• . 
No • • • . 
Not (iven. 

Toul . 

Number of respondents 50' 20' 

Permit 

'" """ 

1385 


	age000512p0001
	age000512p0002
	age000512p0003
	age000512p0004
	age000512p0005
	age000512p0006
	age000512p0007
	age000512p0008
	age000512p0009
	age000512p0010
	age000512p0011
	age000512p0012
	age000512p0013
	age000512p0014
	age000512p0015
	age000512p0016
	age000512p0017
	age000512p0018
	age000512p0019
	age000512p0020
	age000512p0021
	age000512p0022
	age000512p0023
	age000512p0024
	age000512p0025
	age000512p0026
	age000512p0027
	age000512p0028
	age000512p0029
	age000512p0030

