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CHAPTER I
INTRODUGTION

Parpose of Study

Since February of 1951, a consumer panel has operated at Michigan
8State University, The research projeot that supports this panel was
originally established 30 as to operate contimuously for a ten year
period, The pansl is composed of about 250 families in the Lansing
area.. This group of families regularly submits a weekly diary, which
eontaine a detailed record of thelr food puwrchases made during that
weak, to the Department of Agricultural Eoconomics, Michigan State
University, One of the many areas in which these date provided Yy
the Michigan State University Comsumer Panel may be of usefulness
is to the retail food distributer,

With the trend to self-service fresh fruit and vegetable oper-
ations in the retail food stares, the retailer is becoming more
isalated from his customers, In the past he knew his customers
through servicing their needs; and by talking with them he not
only discovered what they wanted and what they bought, but he obe
tained information that enabled him to estimate the future needs of
his customern, The present lack of personal eontact and absence of
information as to the total retail market situation for fresh produce
have in some cases resulted in the retaller being unsware of his
relative competitive position and the techniques he might use to
increase his sales and profits,



It 18 felt that information which reflects the purchases of the
oonsumer in the market place will be of value to the food retailer in
reaching merchandising decisions, A comprehensive knowledge of the
fresh produce purchase patterms for different types of fruits and
vegetables appears to be essential if merchandisers are to purchase,
promote, display, and price effectively and profitably, Undoubtedly
many merchandisers have gained sufficient knowl edge through personal
experience and detailed records to do an effective job. To thoss in
this category this thesis may be locked upon as a ocomplementary souree
of information, However, it is balieved that there are many othurs
who have an inadequate knowledge of purchase patterns and therefore
mast rely upon rule of thumb and conjecture in their merchandise
practioces,

Thus, the purpose of this thesis, "An Evaluation of Consxumer
Purchase Pattarns for Selested Fresh Fruits and Vegetables® is
twofold, The first purpose is the presentation of processed data
esallected from food purchase diaries so as to reveal to those inter-
ested in fruit and vegetable merchandising the types of infarmation
that are available and of possible usefulness to them. The second
purpose is to evaluate these data in terms of serviceability for
food retailers by applying these data to eertain specified functions
of merchandising to determine whether these data can or camnot be
adapted to these functions,

Eoonomie Significance of Study
Marketing, or the movement of products through the channels of
distribution to the ultimate customer, cannot be viewed as having



economic importance to only one of the many institutiomal groups inter-
ested in merchandising fruit and vegetables to the exlusicn of all
others involved in marketing of the same products, By the very defi-
nition of merchandising as defined by the Ameriocan Marketing Associ-
ation as "the planning involved in marketing the right merchandise or
service at the right place, at the right time, in the right quantities
and, at the right price,” it would by neocessity cut across all groups
involved in moving the particular produet te its final destinatien.)
Farmers, their marketing organisations and associations, wholesalers,
and retailers are engaged in merchandising fresh fruits and vegetables.
They are all involved in promotional asctivities, designing and build-
ing attractive packaging materials and displays, advertising product
and service differentistion in an effort to establish customer loyalty
and pricing eampetitively so as to attract new customers., Thus, amy
research which delves into a study of the customer's habits and
preferences for a particular line of food produsts affects all in-
volved groups,

Many people seem to regard marketing as merely a passive act in
which the funstion of the marketing agency is merely to stand ready
to supply demands, But in a dynamic economy, in which competition
1s the coordinator, marketing institutions are always attempting te
areate new and larger demands for their produsts, Some uncertainty
my result, but this is one of the facets of economic growth,

1z, M. Walsh, "And What Are Its Parts?® Yearbook of Agricultire,
United States Department of Agriculture, Washington, D, Co %‘—‘59 > pe Do



Through this study, a knouwledge of existing and potentisl new demand
a8 represented by consumer expenditure in dollars and cents and in
physical quantities is provided.

Retailing is selling to the customer, The retail food store is
at the end of the marketing chamnel, In it the producte of the farm
in & multitude of varieties and forms are gathered, it is that part
of the distributive process that gives purpose to all that which has
gone on before it,

The basic task of the food retailer is to provide service. BHe
has to determine the wants of his customers and then acquire and
price at competitive levels anywhers from a dozen to a hundred differ-
ent kinds of fresh fruits and vegetables in all of their varieties and
sises. The average consumer expects the marketing system to keep the
goods flowing continuocusly into the retail outlets at prices that
allow her a rising standard of living., That goal requires tremendous
amounts of effort and know-how by all marketing agencies.

What do the customers want? As consumers we all think we know
what we wvant, Yet few questions in marketing are harder to answer,
It is an important question, because decisions for all marketers
are based on this answer, Am I packaging in the quantities desired
by customers? Is the variety sufficient to attract additional sales
and new customers? Are the right items being promoted so as to
attract additional traffic? These are just a few of the questions
that retailers need answers to. Answers to these problems are
provided if the retailer can give & positive reply to the query;

What do the customers want?



Marketing research has worked out various ways ef learning what
customers want, Techniques such as cbservation, interviewing, report-
ing panels, controlled experiments at retail stores, ete, are making
svailable to the merchandising exscutive factual information for
decision making in plase of wasteful trial and error methods,

An efficient marketing system is one that gives the public as
nearly as possible what it wants, Isprovements in efficiency ceme
gradually in an eoonomy that is dominated by free enterprise and
ocompetition, The main job for the researcher in both private and
public institutions is to make information available to all those
who can use 1t,

Regardless of the individual problems faced by farmers and
marketing agencies in the handling and selling eof commodities there
is one ccsmen problem that permeates the entire marketing strusture,
They need to understand the marketing process better, because under-

standing is one of the highways to improvement.

Scope of the Study
Studies of consumer behavior usually fall into twe classifications:

(1) 1dentificstion of customers and (2) their buying behavior, The
purpose of such studies is to ascertain who buys, where, what, when,
snd how, This thesis will have elements of who, what and how woven
throughout,

Identification of customers seeks to determine who the customers
e, it is not sufficient to study buying behavior patterns without
knowing whose tuying is involved. Hence it is necessary to identify
the composition of customers. Incidentally, the terms "customers®



and "eonsuners" will be used interchangeably throughout this thesis,
although there is a technical distinction, A customer is the pure
chaser of goods and services while a oconsumer is the user of goods
and services,

Composition of customers could include the complete gamut of
characteristics such as sex, inoome, religion, nationality, edu-
cation status, ecoupation, family size, and so on, The buying be~
havior is affected by each of these characteristics; however, the
relative sigmificance of each would vary greatly depending upom the
itens of purchases, In this study it would be impractical and
unnecessary to. study all of these gharacteristics, However, fer
certein of the commodities (apples, potatoes, grapefruit, arenges)
an attept will be made to determine the relationship between family
aise and inoome to frequency of purchase, size of purchase, and
total quantity purchased,

A distinoction should be made between buying habits and behavior,
Habit is o tendency toward a partioculsr action that has becoms almost
spontansous through repctition, while buying dehavier patterns repre-
sent the buying design of s large mmber of customers, Customer duy-
ing habits and behavier sre not fized, although 1t may take a period
atﬁnhforg they oan be changed, A combination of different
factors are slvays in operstica $o changs food buying behavier,
Several of these fastars are autamocbiles, shopping centers, selfe
servioce supermarkets, frosen foods, prepackaged produce, prepared
foods that require little if any preparation, better home refriger-
ating facilities, etc,



Acoording to William Applebaum of Stop and Shop, Inc., consumer
bwinsbdlniwmhomodinrdnﬁmtoaz

1, Flaocs of purchase,

2. Items purchased,

3¢ Tinme and frequency of purchase.

Lo MNethod of purchase,

Se Response to sales promotion devices.

Date from the Michigan State University Consumer Panel comtributes
information on only the second, third, and fourth items, For purposes
of this thesis only fresh fruits and vegetables will be studied fyom
the viewpoint of what items, how much of esch item Ly sise or welght,
by expenditure dollar, ky frequency of pwrchase, and by season for the
twenty-five most important fresh fruits and vegetables in terms of
expenditure,

A more detailed analysis will be given to four of the twemty-five
oommodities, These commodities are potatoes, spples, oranges, and
grspefruit, 7This analysis will attempt to examine the relatienship
between who the customers are by family size and income, and the
frequenay and quantity of the items they purchased, Also thess fouwr
items will be considered for sise of purchase so that more satis-
factory sised units of pwrchase may be displayed in the fruit and
vegetable counters, Commodity merchandising studies that sre perti-
nent to the development of the discussion will also be presented,

2
We Applebaum, "Studying Consumer Behavior in Retail Stores.®

Journal of Marketinz, October 1951, pe 172.



Method of Study

Customer wants and needs cen be studied directly or attempts may
be made to infer them from studies of behavier. Five principal methods
oan be used in such consumer Mgntionaa’

1, Measures of product consumption,

2¢ Retail store records of sales, prices, and inventories,

3. Sales experiments in retail stores.

ke Direct surveys.

Se Reparting panels,

Bach has special advantages particular to itself but by the same
token each has its owvn individual drawbacks. Because of the existence
of an operating reparting panel and a need for an evaluation of the
usefulness of these data for food retailers the fifth techmique was
chosen a3 being the most expedient for this study.

Although the consumer reporting panel has been chosen Ly the
author as the technique to be used in investigating consumer behavior,
it should not be assumed that this method is necessarily the superior
technique, The other four techniques have their own peculiar advane
tages and defects in salving the variety of diverss problems arising
in this field.

31?.. Clements and T. Meyers. YHow They Tell What We Want.®
Yearbook of Agriculture, United States Department of Agriculture,
Ry Ve ey s Do 207.



CHAPTER IIX
SOURCE AND NATURE OF THE DATA

(b jectives of the Michigan State University
Consumer Panel

The Michigan State University Consumer Panel is a group of about
250 families, who reside in lansing, Michizan, These families repart
their food purchases weekly through the medium of a diary. (Ses
Appendix for copy of diary.) Diaries are filled out so that the price
per unit, quantity bought and total expenditure for each food item
purchased are recorded. Completed diaries are then mailed to the
Department of Agriocultwral Economios, Michigan State University
vhere the data are transferred onte I.B.M. m. The data from
these food purchase diaries were the primary source of information
for this thesis,

The project that supports this pansl wes approved in 1948 and
was designed to contime for ten years. The first diaries were
subnitted to the department in February 1951; however, it was mot
until sddesumner of that year that families were repoarting on a
regular basis, Since that time the mmber of pansl members has
remained at about 250 families.

The objectives of the original project were as followss

"The first s to determine the effect of price changes

(both real and money) upon the quantities of foed purchased,

and the associated time-lag adjustment. The second ebjective

48 to determine the effect of a change in income (both real
and money) upon the quantity purchased and expenditure for



10

various food produets, and the associated time-lag. The third
~objective 1s to measure the effect of price changes and income
changes upon substitution among different products, In a sense,
therefore, the objectives are to determine price el elty,
inocme elasticity, and oross elasticity of demand,

The Justification for the establishment of a panel are as follows:

*Many surveys have established certain relationships smeng
different sectors of the population at a point in time, and
many studies of time series data provide aggregative relatione
ships over time, But, problems arise in explaining changes in
ageregates without a knowledge of the compenent parts, Alse,
different sectors of the component parts may not respond over
time as they would be expected to based on relationships at a
paint in time, A seocond underlying reason for the projest ine
valves the time period for which most consumption data are
available, namely anmual data, Responses te year to year
changes may not represent the responses to which producers and
markoters must adjust in many of their week to week and month
to month sotivities, Many researchers in demand analysis ha
expressed the need for grou-nctioml analysis over time and
fer short-peried data.”

In addition to providing information related to the studies of

:

elasticities, the panel may also serve as an excellent source of
information related to consumer purchase patterms, buying habits,

It 1s this supplementary type of information that the authar

feels will be most useful to the retail food merchant as an aid te

the suceessful management of a fresh fruit and vegetable dspartment,

Operation of the Panal
The leadership for the arganisation and operation of the Michigan

State University Consumer Panel has been under the direction of

16, G, Quaskenbush, "Demand Analysis from the M.S.U, Consumer

Panel.” A paper delivered at a joint meeting of the American Stae
tistics Association, and the American Farm Eoconomios Associatiom,

Washington, D,C,, December 30, 1953,

2Ibido. Pe ik,
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Dr, Gerald G, Quackenbush and Dr, James D, Shaffer, Dr, Shaffer's
doctarate dissertation dealt with the methodological problems of
erganising and operating a panel,’

The initial step in establishing a panel was to obtain a sample
. gsmsus of the Lansing populatiem; the characteristics of the popus~
lation wers not well known, since the last census was ten years ald,
The eensus would not only give an insight into the characteristics
of the Lansing population, but would provide a pool from which new
smbers could be drawn in case prospective members refused to par-
ticipate o subsequently dropped out,

It was decided that a sample of approxinately 2000 families,
er about seven percent of the population, would provide an adequate
level of reliability, and at the same tims provide a sufficiemt
substitution pool, The 2000 family sample was selected smystematically
by taking every fourteenth residentisl address from the street and
address 1ist in the lansing City Directory published by R, L, Polk
and Company., A total of 1885 interviews were sucoessfully coepleted
in the spring of 1950 and were used as the basis for the panel sample.

From the original sample s sub-sample was drawn using four come
trol factars which are as followss (1) inocome of the family, (2)
pumber of individuals in the family, (3) education of the housewife,
and (L) age of the housewife, This sub=sample consists of 300 fami-
1lies or sbout one percent of the population, To provide far nem-

3

Jo D, Shaffer, "Methodological Basis for the Operation of a
Consumer Purchase Panel.” Unpublished Ph, D, thesis, Department
of Agrieultural Economios, Michigan State University, 1952,



cooperators and ®drop outs" a method of substitution was provided which
involved four control factors in addition to the four mentioned above,
Incidentally, the families least likely to cooperate were those in the
low or high incoms groups, those where the housewife had an eighth
grade or lower education, those with txoken homes, those where the
housewife was elderly, and those where both the housewife and hmsband
warked,

¥When panel members drop out, new members are selected from the
femilies in the sample census so &3 to be as much like the replaced
faxily as possible, When panel members mowe from the aity, an attempt
is made to replace them with families who are moving into the city,
Provisions are also made for adding a small mumber of newly created
families so that the panel representiveness is maintained over time,
A second ssmple census was taken in 1954 as a basis for revising the
sample and to provide a new pool of potential mbm.s

Monstary payments are made to pansl mecmbers as an imcentive to
return their diaries promptly without interruption. Poyments range
from five cents to fifty-five cents per diary, with the largest
premium being paid to those families who return their diary for the
longest periods without interruption. The maximm that any menber

can carn 18 £27.60 a yoar.6

hJ. D, Shaffer. ®A Plan for Sanpling a Changing Population
Over Time." Journal of Farm Economics, Vols 37, 1954, ppe. 153-163.

53. M. Riley. "Some Measurements of Consumer Demand for Mcats."
Unpublished ™, Do thesis, Department of Agricultural Economics,
Michigan State University, 195kh.

6Quackenbnsh, op. cit.
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The diary is an itemized listing of all important food products
categorized into major food types, In contrast to a jouwrnal type of
diary the member needs only to write in the quantj:ties bought, price
paid, and the expenditure for each food product or\ item purchased
during the seven days, In addition, where it is appropriate, the
member checks certain aspects of the item that are of interest to the
department, For examples, with fruits and vegetables the method of
preservation is checked (fresh, frozan, camned, dried or jam, Jelly,
eto.)3 starting in 1955, fresh purchases were further classified into
prepackaged and bulk., Purchases of about 500 different products can
be entered in the diary.

Other information that is reported weekly is as follows: (1) all
disposatle income received during the week, (2) the mmber of and
anount spent for meals away from home, (3) mumber of guest meals served
at the home, (L) changes in househald membership, and (5) gift food
items received, home-grown produce or killed meat items used.

As mentioned before, all data are transposed onto I.B.ie cards,
Cards can be sorted into numerous classifications depending upon the
information that is desired, These tcbulations provide price, quantity,
and expenditure information by imdivicual products or product groups
for spccifie time periods according to families or famlly character-
istics, However, the processing burden makes it impossible for data
te become avallable for analysis until after a period of time has
elapsed, |



Characteristics of the lLansing Population

So that the information oollectsd from panel members may be useful

to retailers in other population areas, a knowledge of the Lansing

population i3 essential, The census of population taken in 1950 pro-

vides the most recent complete survey of this area. A summary of the

pertinent statistios of lansing is contained in Table 1, So that

ocomparisons can be facilitated, statistics of Michigan and the United

States are also included,

Population characteristics which should be of interest in study-

ing purchase patterns of selected fresh produse items are as followss

)

2.
3.

'®

Low percentage of non-white as compared to both Michigan
and the United States.

Slightly lower than average number of persons per household,
Larger percent of females 1l years old and over in the laber
force as compared to Urban Michigan, but a lower percent than
the rest of the United States. (The number of emplayed
females has been accepted by the food industry as one of the
reasons for the increased demand for convenience types of
foods as opposed to food that requires larger amounts of
time in preparation.)

The lower percentage of emplayed in manufacturing and the
lower percentage unemplayed in relation to the rest of
Urben Michigan, This may be partly explained by the fact
that lansing is the state capital, thus it has a large
number of people who are engaged in civil service ocou=-

pltionl .
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TABLE 1

CHARACTERISTICS OF LANSING POPULATION, 1950%

Urban United States
Characteristics lensing Michigan Michigan Urban Total
Total pepulation 92,000 6,372 M, L,503 M, 96,L68 M, 105,697 M.
Percentage increase
1940=1950 17.0 21,2 18,6 1h.5
Medisn age (yw‘) 30.8 29.8 30,2 3106 30.2
Percentage £5 years
old or over 8.0 Te2 6.6 8.1 8.1
Percentage non-white 3.3 71 9.5 10,1 10,4
Persons per househald 3.16 3.,42 303’ 3021‘ 3o38
Parcentage of males
1 years old and
over in laber
foroe 8.5 80.0 81.9 76.1 6.4
Perocentage of females
1l years old and
over in labor
fexrce ”.3 27.3 30.2 h2.5 3607
Peroentage of laber :
foros wnemplayed 4.8 Selt 5.8 Se6 b3
Pereentage emplayed
in mamafacturing 33.8 0.9 lh.3 29.1 25.9 -

Modisn inocome families $L097  $3519 $385 $3L3 $3073

Percent of families
with income less
than $2,000 20.7 28.4 244 32.6 38,6

Percent of families
with income more
than %,M 21.6 ]507 18O6 1503 1203

Gumu of Population, "Characteristics of the Population.* Vol, II,
Buresau of Census, Washington, D. C., 1950.
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S Lansing is a city with a comparatively high level of income,
The median family income was $4,097 in 19L9. This is seven
percent higher than the rest of Urban Michigan, 19 percent
higher than the Urban United States, and 33 percent higher
than the United States as a total, This higher income level
is further brought out by the fact that there is a smaller
percentage of lansing families with incomes of lsess than
$2,000 and a larger percentage of lansing families with
incomes of over §6,000.

Reliability of the Panel

One question of importance to the researcher who uses data derived
from a sample population is: Is the panel representative of the
measured population? It is difficult to ebtain an original sample that
is representative of the population as classified in the original sample,
but the problem is even more acute in maintaining sample relisbility
over a long time period,

Observation of Table 2 reveals that characteristics of the pepu-
lation have not changed greatly in some instances, while in other
instances there appears to be rather wide discrespancies., As pertains
to the average age of housewives, the increase in age probably repre-
sents the normal age increase of the original sample over the four
year period, Additional panel members will be recruited from younger
housewives so that the average age of all members will more closely
reflect the ariginal sample age of L2,7 years.



TABLIE 2
CHARACT:RISTICS OF THE AVERAGE FAMILY IN THE M,S.U.

CONSUMER PANEL AT DIFFERENT TIME PERIODS COMPARED
T0 THE AViRACE FAMILY IN THE 1950 SAMPLE CENSUS™

17

Family BN T T din.1 wme Jam, 1
Characteristics Census® 1952 1953 1953 1954
Average age of

housewife

(yeers) ka7 k5.0 W56 W66 S
Averasge education

of housewife
Average family

income last e d " ¢

year (dollars)  $3758°  @lask® sukos?  $s8L®  $s07
Aversge nmmber of

persons per

fnﬂy 3028 3.3 3.29 3018 3.22
Namber of families

reparting 1885 207 22 230 24l

*miey, oy cit., p. 67,
Spersonal interview survey of 1885 lansing familles.
51949 income after taxes.
%1951 inoome after taxes.
4952 income after taxes.

'1953 income after taxes,

1'].953 income after taxes.
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Fluctuations in the average education of the housewife and average
number of persons per family are minor, Deviations in the former have
not been over fourstenths of a year while deviations in the latter
varied within a range of not mare than twoetenths of a person.

The characteristics which have shown the greatest amount of change
is the level of average family inoome, However, in appraising the
reliability of the sample census two conditions should be observed,
First, families are classified on the basis of last year's income,
so that on each Janmuary lst average income of panel members is
caloulated based upon the previous year. Second, since 1950 the
average level of income has been on the upward trend,

"If family incomes in Lansing moved parallel to national
disposable income per person, the aversge level of income for
panel members in 1952 (based on 1951 realized income) should
have been $4,359. On this basis the actual level appeared to
be less than desired for an optimum samplej however, this
seemed to be corrected as the panel moved into 1953, The
panel average of $L,584 for June 30, 1953 was sbout 22 pere
cent above the 19.9 level of $3,738., This compared with an
overall inocrease in national disposable income of 19 percent
for the corresponding period.

“Local income data on gross weekly earnings of manufacture
ing workers in Ingham County, where Lansing is located, showed
an increase of 21 percent from the last half of 1951 to the
first half of 1953, Weekly average income of panel members
reported on a current basis rose 16 percent during the same
period, The difference in rate of increase could be due to
the lag in wage increases received by non-manufacturing workers
anxd to the increase in overtime pay for manufacturing workers
Families with fixed incomes also affected the panel averags.”

Another eriterion of sample stability is the continuity of
mmber of families reporting, Table 3 shows a frequensy of distrie
bution of families that have participated in the panel for varying

7R11¢y, cit., p. 66.
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TABLE 3

NUMBER OF FAMILIES REPORTING CONTINUOUSLY FOR SELECTED
TOME PERIODS, BY YEAR STARTED REPORTING, FEERUARY 1951
TO MAY 1955, M.S.U, CONSUMER PANEL¥

No, of Weeks 1951 mo. 1952 mo, 1953 no. 1954 no, 1955 no.

1« L a 18 17 16 8(5)
S5« 11 28 12 7 10 9(8)
12« 26 23 7 5 1700)  19(19)
21~ 51 11 8 2 23(21)  .eee
52« 78 28 10 1L(12) T(6)  eeee
79 « 104 10 3 1) cese cose
105 »« 130 S 10(8) 15(16) seee cone
1N - 156 7 2h(20) coee . eose
157 - 182 6(3) 27(27) onee cons ceve
183 - 208 38(35) cene cose csoe
209 and ever _SL(S3)  _sess.  _sses . _sses  _sese
Total 254 19 72 73 ¥%

»
Jde D¢ Shaffer and G, G, Quackenbush, "Cooperation and
Sampling in Four Years of M.S.U. Consumer Panel Operation,”

gm«rg Bulletin, Michigan Agricultursl Experiment Station,
ugus » Pe Jle

*sComtinacusly® is interpreted as meaning that the family
missed no mare than k peumm of the diarin in the time period

they were in,

() Parentheses mean that this mmber is still in the panel,
They total 25, or 86 percent of the May 1955 panel of 297
ssmbers,
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lengths of time, As it can be noted there has been fairly good sta-
bility of panel member partiocipation since the inception of the panel
in the spring of 1951.

Retailing Produce in lansing

There are several sources of supply for fresh fruits and vegetables
which are available to the Lansing family, First, and by far the most
important, is the combination retail food store and the speciality
fruit and vegetable market, In the retail food trade of Lansing,
Michigan there are a total of 208 stores which do a total annual volume
of 836.712,000.8 As it might be expected the food retailing structure
1s not umusual for a eity of this size. Four large carporate chains
maintain units in the city, These firms are the Oreat Atlantic &
Pacific Tea Campany, National Tea Company, Kroger Company, and Wrigley
Stares, Inc, (since March 1955). A locael chain operates three supere
markets, and until 1953 another local chain operated six supermarkets.
The second local chain has since been acquired by National Tesa Company.
These firms operate a total of 19 supermarkets in or near lansing, all
of which carry a complete line of fresh produco.9 As indicated by the
total number of stores, there are several individually owned super
markets and superettes and a large number of small neighborhood

grooeries which carry produce.

aAmm. "Census of Business, Retail Trade.” Preliminary Data.

Buresu of Census, Washington, D. C., 195L.

9
Riley, ops cit., p. 63.
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Competition is quite keen among the supermarket operators for the
consumer's weekly produce dollar, These stores usually run single or
double page ads once a week and a less-than-a-page ad one other day of
the week, The primary media is the lansing State Journal, which is
the only local daily newspaper, In sddition, one chain uses a radio
program, while two others use spot radio amnouncements, Undoubtedly
this advertising does much to influence the relative quantities of
the different verieties that are purchased in Lansing during any one
week, The effect is probably much greater when a particular item is
featured by more than one chain,

Another source of supply is the producer roadside stand, During
the winter months these stands are inoperative because of elimate and
lack of items to sell, During the summer monmths these stands are of
greater impartance in the distributiom of produce commodities throughe
out the state, However, in the lLensing area roadside selling of produce
items 1s quite wrirpartant.l®

Producers in this area have available to them a public market
looated within the corporated limits of lLansing, This sunieipally
owned market is primarily a retail market; however, it does engage
in some wvhalesale transsctions., In addition to farmer representatives
there are iwcnl other typu of sallers in this market, First, there
is the trucker who buys produce from farmers and resells it in the
public market, Second, the dealer who sells out-of-state produce on
the market, usually citrus and bananas, Information on sales and

10, estimate by the County Agricultural Agent of Ingham County

indicates there are probably no more then half a dosen such stands in
the county.
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use of the market by consumers has been impossible to obtain because
records revealing this type of infarmation have not been kept, The
last information available was in 1930 which shows that total sales
vers estimated at 3306,815.u Bowever, this figure includes not
only fruits and vegetables but items such as meat, dairy products,
poultry meat, eggs, baked and canned goods, cut flowers and other
niscellaneous items, Also to be conzidered is the fact that it is
unknown what proportion of these sales are made to the ultimate
customers as opposed to retailers. It can generally be concluded
that the public produce market iz a relatively unimportant source
of supply for fruits and vegetables for the ultimate consumer,
Exceptions to this conclusion might be made for certain summer and
fall manths when quantity purchases of apples, peaches, tomatoes,
and potatoes can be made there,

Minar sources of supply for the urban consumer, such as hewme
grown gardens, fruit trees, and gifts from neighbors are excluded
from these data since there is no expenditure made, From the several
different sources of supply available to the lLensing consumers, it
can quickly be ascertained that the major source of most produce
supply is the retail food store.

Processing of the Data
As was mentioned earlier, a proocedure has been established in the
Department of Agriocultural Economics for the coding of the data from

no Mlrey. “Public Produce Markets of Michigan,® Agricultural

Experiment Station, Michigan State College, Special Bulletin No, 268,
hy 1937’ Pe 13.
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the panel disries and the punching of them on I.B.M, cards.n From
the punched card, tabulations can be made by sorting the cards for
the information that is desired, When work began on this study,
tabulations which disclosed the seasonal purchase patterns of fresh
fruits and vegetalles were already available for 1952 and 1953, and
during the study data on 1954 expenditures became available,

Information on amount of expenditure, percentage of total
expenditure for each item, and average percent of families buying
each week were derived from each thirteen-four week period of 1952,
1953, and 1954, Processing of the data revealed minor fluctuation,
which will be discussed in the following four chapters.

For quantity totals, only the year 1953 was used. In the
interpretation of the quantity infarmation a problem arose which
involved inconsistencies of reporting units, For example, oranges
are sometimes reported on a unit basis and in other casces on a
weight basis, with the reporter failing to specify the basis of
msasurement, In most instances these points of confusion can be
easily ocorrected because the obvicus intension is spparent, Wwhen
these omissions are not apparent a telechone call to the family
involved eften clarifies the padnt in question.

For some items both gift and home grown amounts are received
by panel members. This is partiocularly truc for home grown items
during the summer and fall nohthl. Although these are eonsumed

mThia procedure for I.B.M, analysis was developed by Dr. G. G.

Quackenbush and Dr, J. D, Shelfer,
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they are not reflected as purchases by panel members. For this reason
they are not included in total aggregates or other emmputations,

In the more detailed study of the four commodities, oranges,
grapefruit, apples, and potatoss, tabulations pertaining to indi-
vidual family purchases were studied, The families were clasaified
in several respects. First, families were sorted into groups based
upen the quantity purchased; second, they were grouped accerding to
frequency with which they made purchasesj third, families were sorted
into three equal income groups; and fourth, families were sorted by
mmber of persons in tho family., These four classifications were then
applied to determine if they were related to either family character-
istics or frequency, sise, and quantity of purchase. Because of the
seasonality considerations involved in the purchase of these items
enly those families who reported their diaries for 50 or more weeks
wers used,

From the family individual purchase tabulation it was possible
to record the size of each purchase made by the family during the
week, Fronm this information studies of the most frequently purchased
sise unit and the sise unit that contribute most to total quantities
can be mads, To facilitate this study additional data became availa~
ble in 1955, New diaries at the start of 1955 made it possible for
panal members to repart whether they purchased fresh fruits and
vegetables in prepackaged form or in bulk farm. Unfortunately omly
the first twelve weeks of the ysar are available at this writing,
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Despite the inoompleteness in time this information will disclose to
the food merchant the wide possibilities of this type of data in
helping to plan the package sise that offers the greatest potential
sales appeal. |

Iimitation of Data

In addition to the limitation of consumer reporting panels
mentioned heretofore, there are several limitations which are
inherent in the data itself, First, and perhaps most obvious is
the limited geographical area of coverage, The city of lansing is
the statistical universe for the panel. To the extent that the
lansing populstion has characteristics similar to other areas in
which the data might be applied, the results might be expected to
be quite similar, As was painted out in Table 1, the lansing area
was quite mﬁu» teo other urban areas in Michigan and in the
United S;utn for cartain characteristics but other characteristics
exhibited elements of diuinﬂarity,

A second problem in the use of this data is the impossibility of
making comparisons on the basis of quality characteristics or variety
distinotions, There is 1ittle that can be done in this area since
4t 1is believed that most housewives could not distinguish varieties
unless otherwise marked, and could not identify and report purchases
by grade, OGrades of fresh fruits and vegetables are of wholesale |
arigin and intended to facilitate trading at channels above oconsumer
devel, Therefore, it is doubtful, even if these grades were known
by consumers, that they would acourately reflect the characteristies
of quality that the customer considers in making her purchase,
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Moreover, materiasl ocollected from the panel does not furnish
data for the analysis of buying motivations er the effect on behavior
of information or misinformation about the product, Although the
panel is a relatively sensitive indicator of trends, it provides no
knowledge of why there are noneusers of a product and hence cannot
point out how to scapture potential markete.

Finally, there are undoubtedly some errors in reporting fresh
fruits an.d vegetables, Because fresh fruits and fegotablu consti-~
tute a fairly large partion of the weekly sales budget it is
believed that error of omission are few, Exception to this might
be made where the fruit or vegetable item purchssed is of small
quantity and is the only item purchased, Errors of confusion are
probably small but are poesible for some of the fruit items like
berries and between oranges and tangeloes., Also, there is the possi-
bility that some errors sre made in distinguishing between items that
are prepackaged and those that are bulk purchased,



CHAPTER III

PURCHASE PATTERNS AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF FRESH POTATO PURCHASFERS

The potato is a basia produse item which accounts for one-eighth
to one=sixth of each dollar that is spent in the produce departments
of lansing, Michigan, Becsuse thers are both early and late varieties
of potatoes and because of the keeping qualities of this product, po-
tatoes are avallable throughout the entire year,

It has long been recogniszed by merchants in the produce business
that the potato is the "backbone®™ fitem of every fruit and vegetable
departizent, Panel data substantiates this belief: ferr during most of
the months of the year potatoes rank first among all fruits and vege-
tables in both dollar expenditure and quantity consumed. Years in
whiech this is net true are years in which the average price is so low
that inoreased purchases are not sufficient to ocompensate for the lower
prics. This fact is vividly pertrayed in Table L4, which shows the ex-
penditure per capita and the average percent of families buying each
week during the thirteen-fouwr week periods of 1952, 1953, and 195k,
During 1952 and 1953 petatoes ranked first in expenditure with $4.66
and $3.50 per capita being lpcn"t respectively for potatoes, while in
1954 fresh potatoes dropped to second position in expenditure rank
with $3.02 pe:r ospita being spent, The marketing seascns of 1951-1952
and 1952-1953 were sharacterized as high potato price years, while the
marketing season of 1953-195L was a high production-low price potato year.
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TABLE 44
YEARLY VARIATION IN EXPENDITURE PSR CAPITA AND AVERAGE

PERCENT OF FAMILIES BUYING FRESH POTATOES EACH WEEK
BY THE THIRTEENeFOUR WEEK PERIODS OF THE YEAR™

Expenditure Per Capita Average Percent of Families
Peried Buying Each Week

1952 1953 1954 1952 1953 195k

1 $.30 $.3 §.a8 32% 3% 32%

o 35 32 ok 38 32 30
III o3 29 A8 35 34 3k
v 38 27 Ja5 ko 3% 35

v 21 25 o2k 35 37 ko

VI 39 32 32 L6 L3 k2
VII okl .28 32 Ly k2 39
VIII olib 25 30 50 38 ¥
p# 4 32 o2h 27 35 37 37

X 37 23 23 38 34 3k

xI 52 o3 25 28 1 b1}

D 694 35 «20 24 30 27 30
IIII 23 »20 «20 2k 28 28
Total $L.66  $3.50 $3.02 37% 35% 5%

»
Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.
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Being a product of inelastic demand the price is subject to large
fluctuation when production varies from year to year. Thus the extreme
variation in expenditure per capita during the three years can be
accounted for, Table 5 further adds to the clarification of this fact.
Viewing the first two-four week periods in 1953 (high potato prices)
shows that substantially the same quantity was purchased at considera-
bly higher prices than during the last two~four week periods in 1953
(lewer prices),

Although not revealed from a study of panel data, there is a long
time dowmnrd‘ consumption trend that is affecting the potato industry.
The year to year fluctuations in expenditure tend to hide the direstion
of the trend, The most obvious influence that is causing a downward
spiral in potato consumption is the desire for a better diet, Mr, David
G, Melnicoff of Penn Fruit Company pointed out at the Naticnal Associ-
ation of Food Chains Produce Clinic of 1954 that in 1912 we ate about
176 pounds of potatoes per person while in 1952 we ate about 100 pounds
of fresh and processed potatoese-a decline of about LO percent.} Hand
in hand with the desire for a better diet and an increased family in-
come 18 the increased demand for more processed convenience type foods,
Perhaps then the increased use of prepackaged potatoes in both unpeeled
and ether prepared forms will help reverse this trend,

Fresh Potato Purchase Data .
Acsording to Table L, sbout 35 percent of the families bought
potatoes sach week with some variance taking place during the seasons

1), O, Melnicoff. "Economic Trends in Produce Consumption.® A
speech presented at the National Association of Food Chains Produce
Clinie on March 15’ 1954,



TABLE 5

SEASONAL VARIATION IN FRESH POTATOES QUANTITY,
EXPUNDITURE, EXPENDITURE RANK, AND FREQUENCY
OF PURCHASES DURING THE THIRTEEN-FOUR WEEK
PERIODS OF 1953*

Mt Average
Quantity  Expenditure mm Ur®  percent
Time Period Purchased in Cents Feuite ;‘:g of Families
Per Person Per Person Vegetables Bw‘i‘?;kEach
(pounds) (cents) (persent)
Des. 28, 1952~
Jan, 25 « Feb, 21 5.6 .32 1 32
Feb, 22 « Mar, 21 5.6 29 1 3k
m. 22 - ‘w. 18 5.6 .!1 2 ”
Apr. 19 -« May 16 5.3 «25 2 37
June 1 - July 11 Sel «28 2 L2
Jul’ 12 - “g. 8 502 .25 2 38
m: 9 - m«. 5 602 .ﬁl 2 37
Sept. 6 = Ost. 3 7.1 «23 b 34
Oct, 4 = Oct. 31 1.5 0% 1 § 2 n
u“o 1 - '9'. 28 5.0 020 3 27
NW. !9 - D”o 26 506 .20 3 28
80.0 3.50 1 35

“Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.
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of the year and between the years, During the first seven months of
1952 there was an unusually large number of families buying potatoes
each week, When compared with the same time period of 1953 and 195L
this becomes very apparent. The reason for this occurrence seems to
be the result of govermnment price control regulations that were in
existence during 1952. Potatoes were placed under ceiling regulations
on Jamuary 19, 1952, According to the United Fresh Fruit and Vege-
table Association the effect of the controls was "to disrupt potate
marketinz, diverted great quantities of petatoes to black market
channels, and eaused potatoes to dissppear from retail stores.*? 4
short orop of potatoss which under narmal conditions would have deen
spread out over the long marketing season, due to price acting as a
brake on consumption was used too quiokly; so that for s short time
in the spring of 1952 potatoes became slmost uncbtainable. The effect
of the price control was so disastrous that Congress in July 1952
passed an amendment exempting all fruits and vegetables from price
oontrol, This occurrence is borne out by Table L, showing that a
relatively larger number of families bought fewer potatoes more fre-
quently in 1952 than during 1953 and 195k,

During 1953 data pertaining to quantity purchased became availa-
ble fer use, Table 5 shows the pounds of potatoss that were purchased
throughout the seasons of 1953, The feature that is most outstanding
about this data is the remarkable stability of quantity purchased

2Kc P, Bemis and R, A, Seelig. "Fruit and Vegetable Facts and
Pointers.® United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Association, Washingtonm,
D, C. » November 1952.
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during most of the year, The exception to this is bstween mid-August
and late October when over 31 percent of the annual supply was pure
chased, This is the time ef year when the late producing states such
ap Michigan are harvesting and marketing their crops. Promotion and
merchandising of potatoes in large size units of purchase undoubtedly
socount for the larger average per capita quantity,

Table 5 also indicates that the average percent of families buy-
ing each week is considersbly larger during the summer months than
during the other three quarters of the year, With about the same
quantity of potatoes being sold during the summer as during the rest
of the year it becomes apparent that purchases are being made mere
frequently and in smaller quantities,

Since potatoes are most often merchandised and displayed by state
of origin, the following discussion will make the distinction of po-
tato arigin. 5o that the study of displsay methods will also be facilie
tated, a table of distribution of potato sales by state of origin is
presented, Tsble 6 shows the relative impartance of each state's
potato sales in lansing throughout the four seasons of 1953, Michigan
leads in potato sales during the entire year with the main spring and
summer competition coming from California and the fall and winter
competition from Idaho. }Maine potatoes sre relatively unimportant
throughout the year with the highest propartion being emnly 5 perecent
during the winter months, Idsho's top sales also ocoowr during the
winter months when thay reach 1l percent of the total sales, Michigan's
dominanoe in potato sales points strongly to the need for Michigam re-
tallers to carry and aggressively pramote Michigan potatoes,
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Table 6 provides further information on the fluctuation of potato
sales during the year, The first three quarters of 1953 were note-
worthy by their stability in total pounds of potatoes purchased by
panel members, During the last quarter potato tonnage increased by
over 15 percent compared with each other quarter of the year, lack
of seasonality among total potato sales during the first three quarters
of the year 1s another reason for studying prepackaged size units from
a state of origin basis,

Prepackeging and Size of Purchase

In studying the prepackaging size requirements for Michigan potae
toes two tables of figsures are necessary, Table 7 shows the distri-
bution of Michigan potate purchases by sise of the unit of purchase
during 1953, Table 8 shows the varistion in sise of Michigsn potate
purchases and quantity purchased by method of purchsse for three-four
week periods in the first qurtp of 1955, Table 8 becams possible
wvhen in 1955 consumer purchase ;iiariu were changed so as to reflect
vhether the consumer mads her purchases in prepackaged er bulk ferm.

A look at the first quarter of 1955 (when method of purchase
information became available, Table 8) shows that about three-fourths
of the purchases and three-fourths of the Michigan potate quantity
was purchased in prepackaged form. The 15 pound unit of sale was the
most important prepacksged sise, with about 60 percent of the pure
chases and SO pereent of the quantity of all Michigzan potatoes being
sold at that package site, Second in importance in terms of quantity
purchased was the 50 pound unit, During the first quarter of the year
the 50 pound paper baégod potato accounted for between 10 to 15 pereent
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of Michigan potato sales, Of third importance in prepackaged form is
the 10 pound unit sise, which accounted for sbout 5 to 8 percent of
Michigan potato quantity, The on'Ly bulk purchases that were of any
consequence were the 15 pound size ssles, which amounted to about

15 percent of all Michigan sales,

During the winter months Michigan retailers sheuld carry the
majority of their potate supplies in Michigan potatoes, These pota-
toes should be packaged in 10, 15, and 50 pound siszes, To emcourage
sales of larger units the price per pound sheuld be adjusted om these
three sises 8o that the least per pound price is carried oa the S0
pound package, them the 15 pound peckage, and finally the 10 pound
sise, This should help to encourage larger units of sale and at the
same time it reflects the lower unit cost of handling large sise
packages, To those that may wish to buy less than a 10 pound sise
the retailer and his personnel should be ready to serve these ouse
tomers needs by opening prepackaged bags and selling loose potatoes
from them, This will not only serve these customers but will help
build eonfidencs in prepackaged potatoes,

It is interesting to note that a potato preference study oconducted
by the United States Departmemt of Agriculture in 1948 showed that
almost half of all those interviewed never bought prepackaged potatoes,’
The reason mest frequently wmentioned was: "You can't see what you are
getting,” This feeling was expressed by about LO percent of all heuse-
wives interviewed, Other frequently mentioned reasons were: "Can't

3"1"otato Preferences Among Household Customers.® United States
Department of Agriculture, Miscellaneous Publication Number 662, 19L8.
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be bought in small quantities,® ®Not as good quality," and "Not
available in stores,” These comments indicate the necessity of mak-
ing sure that all consumer packages of potatoes offered are of satise
factory quality. During the past sevem years much of this objectiom
to prepackaged potatoes seems to have been overcome, Panel date
points out that about 75 percent of all lansing purchases were pre-
packaged,

During the second quarter of the year there was little change
in the relative position of each size of unit sale., Of course the
actual Michigan potato sales are redused because during the spring
the last yearts crop has usually been campletely removed from stare
age stocks while the new crop does not some inte harvest until late
sumer, Nevertheless Table 6 indicates that Mighigan's relative
pesition is at LO percent tonnsge of all potatoes sales during the
spring. The principsl exceptioms compared to the winter quarter is
that there is a relative imorease in movement of the 10 peund umit,
Table 7 shows that 3 percent of the purchases and 2.5 percent of
the Michigan quantity was sold in 10 pound units during the second
quarter compared with 1.3 pereent of the purchases and 9.1 peroent
of the quantity during the first quarter. At the same time the 15
pound unit dealined from 66.7 percent of the quantity to 57.9 perocent
of the quantity and the large sise units of 50, 60, and 100 pounds
also declined,

Reasons for the increased customer interest in the smaller 10
pound units seems te stam from one main factor, During the spring

the last of the late potato storage stocks move into the marketing
chamnels, In the late spring and early summer aold potatoes tend



39

to shrivel rapidly and may if kept too long in the home become spongy
and start to sprouty As total potate tonnage remains about the same
it becomes evident that the customers are purchasing smaller sised
unites more frequently, Table 5 verifies this fact by indicating that
on the average an additional 5 percent of the families made potate
purchases every week during the months of April, May, June, July, and
August then they do during the rest of the year,

The third quarter had several significant changes ecour when cem-
pared with the second quarter, Table 7 points out that the main change
was the increass in the large units of purchase, The 50, 60, and 100 |
pound units accounted for about 17 percent of the total quantity in
oomparison with 12 percent in the second quarter. This suggests that
retailers should offer at least one of these zises. The relative
quantity of 10 peund and 15 pound siszes dropped 5 percent each compared
with the second quarter, m:dmmoiﬁmnpurdu.nmniﬂy
the result of the increased sale of large units. The 30 pound sale
sise ascounted far 5.6 percent of the Michigan quantity, Undoubtedly
thess sales wars composed of two 1S peund umits. It should be re=
membered that these are relative changes among the umits themselves
and that the actual tonnage of Michigan potatoes increased over the
previous quarter,

The last quarter was the most important potato quarter in terms
of total quantity purchased. Michigan sold more than L0 percent,
more than any other quarter, The most important sisze was again the
15 pound unit, with more than 50 percent of the Michigan quantity

being sold at that sise, The largest increass in quantity sold
sccurred in the large units; the 50 pound, 60 pound, and 100 pound
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sises obtained 5.9 percent, 11.,L percent and 19,8 percent of the
Michigan quantity respectively, The sises the retailer should
earry are the 15 pound sise and the 50 pound unit, Customers who
would buy the 100 pound unit eould probably be expested to buy two
S0 pound packagesj likewise the 50 pound unit could serve as a sub-
stitute for the 60 pound or bushel size,

The California potato does not compete with the Michigan po-
tatoes to the extent that Idaho, Maine, and other late state poe-
tatoes do, When Michigan potatoes are starting to disappear from the
market in the spring, the California lLong White potato starts to appear
in the retail stores, Table 6 indicates that virtually ne California
potatoes are on the market during the first and last quarter of tho
year and for that reason a discussion of package size during those
quarters will not be meds,

During the spring the Califormia potato was at a seasonal peek
in sales with about 22 percent of all petato sales being realised
by this state, Table 9 indicates sbout 75 percent of the purchases
and 75 percent ef the quantity is realized in the 10 pound package
sise, 7 peromnt of the quantity at the 15 pound sise, and 6 percent
of the quantity in the 1 te 5 pound range, This seems to indicate
that a 10 pound package would be sufficient for food retailers. The
present practice of merchandising the 10 pound sise in epen top tote
bags has the advantage of permitting the customers to more easily
ebtain a smaller muxber of potatoes than 10 pounds if they so desire,
However, wvhen & tote bag is used, display signs should clearly indie
cate that the merchandise must be welighed,



TABLE 9

DISTRIBUTION OF CALIFORNIA POTATO PURCHASES BY SIZE
OF THE UNIT OF PURCHASE DURING 1953%

Size March 29, 1953 June 28, 1953
in  ———dune 27, 3953 Septemb
Pounds Percent of Percent of Percent of  Parcent of
Purchase Quantity Purchase Quantity
le 5 1,78 L.7% 8.L% 3.L%
6 - 9 1.3 1.0 08 .s
10 77.6 75.9 7h.0 70.8
11 - n.‘ 1.0 1.3 08 1,0
15 5.0 T.k 13.0 18,7
20 2.3 b6 2.9 56
30 01 2.0 (YY) XY}
lm 03 303 (XY} Y Y
100% » 100% 100% 100%

‘)ﬂchigan State University Consumer Psnel Data,

In the summer California potatoes dropped to 18 percent of the
total potato sales; this occurs because of the stream of the new
Michigan potatoes onto the retail scens. Table 9 discloses that T1
percent of the California quantity is sold in 10 pound sises, 19 per-
cent in 15 pound units, and 6 percent in 20 pound units, Thus re-
tailers should continue to carry the 16 pound size package. Although
the 15 pound unit is responsible for about 19 percent of the California
sales when it is compared with all potato sales this is less than L
percent of the total potato quantity. Thus, the 15 pound unit in
California potatoes appears to be unnecessary im a successful potato
' merchandi sing progran,

In Lansing the Maine potato is quite unimpartant in sales, Pro-
duced at the same time as the Michigan varieties it must face the
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prospects of a higher transportation charge into Michigan stores than
do Michigan potatoes. Essentially the Maine potato is the same type.
of potato that Michigan produces. For this reason, as Table 6 shows,
less than 2 percent of the total potato quantity was sald during the
spring, summer and fall, Maine potatoes do slightly better in the
winter months when they attained 5 percent of the total sales, This
appears to be the only time in which Lensing retallers would be justie
fied in handling Maine potatoes,

Idaho potatoes are shipped during the entire year and offer compe~
tition to Michigan potatoes because of their axcellent baking‘qm.lity.
They are most important in the first quarter of the year when they are
responsible for about 1} percent of the total sales. During the second,
third, and fourth quarter their sales were 6 pereent, L peroent, and
7 peroent of the total potato sales, Because of thelir baking charace
teristics and the high customer acesptance of their superior quality,
there appears to be a8 need for food retailers to sell Idsho potatoes
during the entire year, '

What should the proposed package siu‘; be to merchandise Idaho
potatoss? Table 10 shows the variation in sigze of Idaho potato
purchases and the quantity purchased by method of purchase for the
three-four week periods in the first quarter of 1955. This table
gives s detailed breskdown of purchase sizes by prepackaged and
bulk purchases, Table 11 shows the distribution of purchase sises
of Idaho potatoes during each quarter of 1953, However, in this
table no distinction is made between prepackaged and bulk purchases,
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During the first quarter, Table 10 shows that from 75 to 80 pere
cent of the purchases were prepackaged purchases while 80 to 85 percent
of the Idaho potato quantity was sold in prepackaged form, Most all
of the prepackaged sales were made at the 10 pound size unit, There
appears to be little justification for selling any prepackage sisze
other than the 10 pound unit. Since most of the bulk sales are also
bought in 10 pound increments there should be several of the prepackaged
bags open for customer inspection so that any fears of purchasing unde-
sirable merchandise will be avoided. As for the rest of the year, the
same practice seems desirable because Table 11 shows that from 75 te
80 persent of Idaho potatoss are sold in 10 pound sises during the
sesond, third, and fourth quarters. DBecause of the relatively small
amount of total Idaho potatoes sales any sises other than the 10 peund
package would be unjustified.
| Panel members also have two other cholces in marking the state of
potato erigin. First they may mark potatoes that come from states
other than the four previously mentioned, These other states represent
an inconsequential amount of the total potato supply except during the
spring months. Table 6 indicates that during this time the other states
acoount for 9 percent of the total quantity. This is the time when some
of the early potatoes from the southern states are shipped into Michigan,
The last choice the panel members msy indicate is "Don't know state."
This represents a fairly important amount of the total potato supply.
For example, Table 6 shows that 10 peroent, 22 percent, 15 percent, and
T percent of the supply is reslized during each one of the quarters of
the year, A look at Table 12 indicates the most popular size in the
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first and last quarter of the year is the 15 pound size and in the seo=~
ond and third quarters the 10 pound unit is in predominance, Undoubtedly
most of these potatoes come from the group of potatoes that have their
state of origin in Michigan, Idsho, Maine and California, Without know-
ing the producing area it would be hard to draw any conclusions as to
bag size for these potatoes, BHowever, the larger number of 1 to 10
pound sized units of purchase indicates the fact that smaller quantities
are more desirable in the spring and sumer months, Both the old and
early potatoes at this time of year are more subject to rapid deterio-~

ration.

Packaging Containers

Of interest to food retailers in the packaging and merchandising
of prepackaged potatoes is the type of container material that has
been mest successful in selling potatoes, Consumer packages for pew
tatoes are usually paper bags which provide little or me opportunity
for inspection of the product at the time of purchase, Since visi-
bility of contents appears to be a desirable feature of oconsumer
packages for potatooe,h a test study was made in Maine to determine
the customer acoeptance of transparent plastic bags for potatoes
and the problems connected with their u_se.s

h'l‘ho study referred to on page37 indicated that lack of merchan-
dise visibility is a deterrent to selling prepackaged potatoes,.

5 A, Parry, "Plastic Bags for Potato Packages.® University of
Maine, Bulletin 51k, 1953.
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Since both Maine and Michigan market similar varieties of pota-
toes it secms that the results which were disoovered in the Maine
experiments should be adaptable to Michigan potato merchandising,.
Tests were run in several supermarkets in Bangor, Maine during the
late fall of 1952 and early winter of 1953, Three containers were
chosen for selling the 10 pound unit., These were as follows:

(1) a regular mesh window paper bag, (2) a printed pelyethylene bag,
and (3) a slatted top corrugated box, U, S, Number ) grade washed
potatoes were used in this six week test, During the first two weeks
all three containers were sold at the same price; this gave customers
a chance to become asquainted with each package without the influence
of price affecting the choloe, In the following two weeks the price
of each package was changed 8o as to reflect the container cost,
During the final two weeks the price cof the polyethylene plckagc

was inoreased by more than the container cost to determine what
premium, if any, would be paid for potatoes packaged in this material.
The results of this experiment are shown in Table 13,

Results from these test clearly indicate the demand by customers
for product visidbility in their selection of potatoes, The desire
was strong enough that they were willing to pay a four-cent premium
over and above the mesh paper window bag which only gives partial
visibility, It seems if potatoes were priced at an amount which
would cover the added cost of packaging in transparent bags that the
retailer handling such potatoes would have overeome one of the roade

blocks in selling packaged potatoes and would have at the same time
added one more competitive merchandising tool to his stock in trade,



TABLE 13

CONSUMER ACCEPTANCE OF POLYETHYLENE AND MSSH WINDOW PAPIR
BAGS AND CORRUGATED BOXES IN TWO BANGOR SUPERMARKETS
FOR A SIX-WEZX PERIOD, 19521953 SEASON™

k]
Type of 10-Pound Package

Ssles Period -Poly- Mesh rrugs
ethylene Window Co Boxe:“
Bags Bags

First 2-week Period Dec, 8-20, 1952

Retail price per 10-pound package 59¢ 59¢ 59¢
Percent of test sales 63.5% 25.7% 10,84

Seocond 2-week Period Dec, 22, 1952

Jamuary 3, 1953
Retail price per 10-pound package 57¢ 55¢ 59¢
Percent of test sales 62,3% 33.3% holg

Third 2-week Period Jan, 5«16, 1953

Retail price 10-pound package 59¢ 554 59¢
P:r«ntp:f; tegt" sales packes 54.0% Lo.6% S.hi%

*
Pm, citn’ Pe S.

In this same study another experiment was ocondusted which should
help to evercome resistanee to potato sales, Conducted at the same
time as the other experiment,only in different supermarkets, was a
test to determine acesptability of weshed and umiashed potatoes dise
played next to each other in transparent plastic bags. During the
first twe weeks both packeges were priced at the same amount, so that
customers would be permitted to become acquainted with each package.
During the next two weeks the price of the washed potato was advanced
two-cents above the price of the umwashed so as to take into account
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the additional cost of lushing.6 In the final two weeks the prise of
washed potatees wers increased four-cents above the 10 pound umwashed
bag to determine how much of a premium the customer would pay for

washed potatoes. Results of this sixeweek test are shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1L

CONSUMER ACCEPTANCE OF WASHED AND UNWASHED POTATOES IN
POLYETHYLENE BAGS AT TWO BANGOR SUPERMARKETS FOR A
SIX~WEEK PERIOD, 195241953 SEASON™

Type of Potatoes

Sales Period

Washed Unwashed
Retail price per 10 pound packago 59¢ 59¢
Percent of test sales 85.5% 1h.5%
Second 2-week period Des, 22, 1952~
Janmuary 3, 1953
Retail price per 10 pound package 30 S5¢
Percent of test sales 76.8’ 2302’
Third 2-week period Jan, 5~16, 1953
Retail price per 10 pound package 594 S5¢
Percent of test sales 62,3% 37.71%

*
Pezry, ODs dt:, Pe To

Even at a premium of two cents above the added sdditional cost of
washing, customers showed their preference for washed potatoes by pure
chasing 62,3 percent of the supply compared to 37,7 percent for une
washed potatoes, The results of these sales demonstrate that aleanlie-
ness has high appesl valus to consumers,

6Stndiu indicate the cost of washing potatoes are about 20 cents
per hundredweight,
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Also, of interest to potato merchandisers is the effect of certain
famlly characteristics on the total quantity of potatoes purchased, the
sige of purchase, and the frequency of purchase, Such information
should be of help in determining potential sales peossibilitics and
directing the advertising and promotion efforts of those that are
responsible for produce sales performance,

Relationship eof Family Characteristics to
Fresh Potato Purchases

Two methods are employed in studying the relationships that exist
between family characteristics and fresh potato purchases, The first
method is to study families that had different total purchases of
potatoes and the second method is to study families that have differe
ent family characteristics. So that accurate yearly results eould be
obtained, only those families which reported 50 or more weeks were used.
These 178 families were ranked into five equal groups according te
the total family purchases and into five equal groups according to
frequency of purchase, Then, these same fanilies were classified into
inocme groups and sise of the family groups. Thus, this provides
studies of families by differences in purchase behavior and studies
of purchase behavior by differences in family characteristics,

In Table 15 the families wers ranked into five equal groups based
upon the quantity of fresh potatoes they purchased, It is intereste
ing to note, even with such a staple item such as potatoes, the wide
variance in quantity oconsumed per capita, The range in average
quantity consumed per capita was 125.7 pounds down to 31,0 pounds
per person, Those families that consumed the largest amount of
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potatoes per capita were the families that also had the highest average
sige families, the largest family income, but the lowest sverage per
person income, These same famllies bought potatoes the most frequently
and in the largest average sizes, The families that were the lowest
purchasers of fresh petatoes wers those families that had the smallest
sized families, lowest family income, and medium per oapita inocome,
Alse, the low purchase families were the families that bought potatoes
the least often and in the smallest average size of purchase,

By grouping the families according to the frequency ef purchasse,

& large range of average number of purchases was realised, Although
the families that bought most frequently also bought the largest total
quantities; they didn't buy in particularly large quantities when they
did make purchases, Table 16 points out that the highest one-fifth of
the families bought 36 times in a year and in average sises of 13
poundsj while the mediwm family bought only 15.5 times in a year, but
in an average of only 18.2 pounds, Families that buy most frequsatly
tend to have larger families, larger family income, but the lower per
capita inoome,

Next, the families were grouped sooording to family characteristies
to determine to what extent, if any, fardly characteristics are related
to purchases of potatoes,

By first grouping the families into thres equal groups based upea
per ocapita income it is possible to determine if any trends in purchas-
ing are attributable to differences in income, The results of this
classification are presented in Table 17, High income seems to de
related to large quantities of potatoes comsumed per capita. High
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TABLE 17

DIFFERENCES IN FRESH POTATO PURCHASES AMONG 178 M.S.U.
CONSUMER PANZL FAMILIES GROUPED ACCORDING TO
PER CAPITA INCOME 1953%

Family Charscteristics Mghest 1/3  Middle 1/3 Lowest 1/3

Family Characteristiecs
Averﬁ per capita
inoo

$2674 $§1597 $994

Average family inoomel $613L . $§5080 $3607

Average sise of family 2.2 3.2 3.8
Quantity

Average quantity per

Average quantity per

person (pounds) 90,7 Th.5 86.1
Expenditure rure

Average cgcndi

*Michizan State University Consumer Panel Data.

lBuod on 1952 inocome as reperted on Janmary 1, 1953.

2Based on mumber of meals eaten at hame, 21 meals equaling
one person,
ingome families purchased about 5 percent more potatoes per capita
than did the lew income growp, but 22 percent more per capita than
medium income families group, The high inoome group purchased fewer
potatees per family than the other two ineome groups, however, the
sise of the family was considerably smaller, From the expenditures
and quantity purchased per capita it can be determined that the
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middle income group paid more per pound than did the other groups,
S8ince the middle inoome group purchased the smallest quantity per
capita it appears that income is neither directly nor inversely
related to purchases of fresh potatoes, This data indicates that
potatoes, although considered a low cost food, are not purchased in
a8 great & quantity per capita by low and middle income families as
is potentially possible, Promotion efforts might be directed in
informing the customer of the high food value received for the
small expenditure, ZEfforts might also be spent in carrying potateoes
of two or more price lines, By carrying several lines; higher priced-
higher quality potatoes could be used to attract high and middle income
groups, vhile a lower priced-lower quality line might be used to attract
low ineome families,

The last classification is based on families of different sises,
In Table 18 four classifications are used: (1) one person, (2) twe
persons, (3) three and four persons, and (L) five and mare persens,
.Euh group is not equal in mumber of families because at either
extreme families are not as prevalent as the middle sised families.
The families of largest size were not only the purchasers of the
greatest amount of potatoes per family but were the largest purchasers
per capita, Second, in purchases per capita was the family of two,
third the family of three and four, and last the family of one member.
The correlation between family size and purchases per cavita seems to
be direct at only the two extremes in family size with the middle sised
families showing an inverse relationship, Purchases by the large fami-
1ies occur about every other week compared with the smallest sized
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TABLE 18

DIFFERENCES IN FRESH POTATO PURCHASES AMONG 178
M.8.U, CONSUM:R PANEL FAMILI:S GROUPED
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FAMILY IN 1953%

Data on Purchases and Cize of Family
Family Characteristics Ons Two Three & Five &
; : Four Over
Number of cases 17 61 é8 32
Family Characteristics
Average size of
f 1.1 2.0 3.k Sk
Avergge family
income? $1529 84859 $5504 $5980

Aversg er capita
tnoomes $138 $2386 Qs $1097

Quantity

Aver ti per 6509 86,0 16018 9705

capitad (pounds)
Expenditure

Average enditure

per aapit 33.12 $3o$ 330 32 33056
e sige purchas

Average ® °

t.t (M) 7 9 5 . 8 3 ,? 3.6

per capl

mey
Average number eof
purchases 8.3 1.7 20,4 26.8

*Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data,

ansed on the number of meals eaten in the home, 21 meals equale
ing one person.

2Baaod on the 1952 income as reparted on Jammary 1, 1953.
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families buying only about every six weeks, Although the family eof
two members ranked seocond in purchases per cspita they spent more
in dollars per capita than the high quantity families, which indie.
cates that the high consumption families paid & lower price per
pound far their potatoes,

Since the relationships between family characteristics are not
clear-cut precise conclusions cannot be drawn, The family of one
person sise consumes the smallest quantity of potatoes and has the
lowest family inocome (next to the lowest per cepita income), This
suggests a line of potatoes which carries a relatively low price;
also auggéstod, since this person is probably employed and has
little time for meal preparation, is the adoption of a fresh potato
that is easily and quickly prepared. This latter suggestion could
only be adopted when technology develops a petato that can be pree
peeled and pre-cut so as to withstand quality deterioration. A
higher priced and probably a higher quality potato seems to be
preferred by the families of two, three, and four, A low price
potato is purchased by the large families, This is probably the
result of the low per ocapita income received by these families.
Judging from the high frequency of purchase, potatoes would be a
good item to featurs in store advertisements which aim to create
8 price impression,

The high aversge sise of purchase and relative infrequency of
purchase which 4s a characteristic of small size families points out
the necessity far retallers to have lecse potatoes readily availahle
for these customers, Low consumption should be coupled with smaller
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sized purchases bought more frequently rather than the revarse., This
would reduse home spoilage and enable the merchant to sell other
produce items due to the increased potato patronsage,

Sumary

The potato is the top item in tonnage movement and usually highest
in custamer expenditure dollars, Years in which this is not true are
years in which the potato supply is heavy and consequently the price
is low,

In lansing, the potatoes from Michigan are the mest popular, The
nost important reason for this faverable position of Michigan potatoes
48 the lover cost involved in marketing them in Michigan, Panel data
indicates that the Michigan potatoq were purchased in prepackaged
form by over three-fowmrths of the customers during the winter months,
Prepackaged size should be a 10 pound, 15 pound, and 50 pound with
prices per pound adjusted dowrsrard as the bag size increases.

During the spring Michigan tomnage and relative position with
other states decreases, Bag sises should be the 10 and 15 pound
sise during the spring, Mare rapid deterioration of old sterage
potatoes and new potatoes is the reason for the customers more
frequent purchases of smaller quantities, In the summer, Michigan
tomnage increasss over the second period and Michigan retailers
lhould.again adopt the larger sise unit of either 50, 60, or 100
pounds, The last quarter is the most important Michigan potate
quarter wvhen tonnage was LO percent more than any other quarter,

The sises retailers should carry are the 15 pound pack and either the
50 pound bag or bushel,
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When Michigan potatoes are disappearing from the market, Califernieas
potatoes are begimning to appear. During the spring this potato acoounted
for 22 percent of all potato sales, Since the 10 pound bag sold over 70
percent of the quantity, it is the only size retailers should carry dur-
ing both the spring and summer, Idaho potatoes compete with Michigan
potatoes during the entire year, however, they are most competitive dure
ing the winter, About 80 percent of the quantity were prepackaged sales,
Most all of prepackaged sales were made at the 10 pound size unit, There
appears to be little justification for handling any other prepackaged
size,

Families that were the lowest purchasers of fresh potatoes were
those families with the smallest sised families, lowest family income,
and medium per capita inoome, These same families bought potatoes the
least often and the smallest average sise purchases, Families that
buy most frequently buy on the averace of 3 times a year but in
sasller average siges than those families that buy only half as often,
Families that buy most frequently tend to have larger families, larger
family income, but the lowest per capita inocome,

Purchases of potatoes are not positively related to inooms,
although the highest income group purchased more potatoes per capita
than did the other income groups. The correlation between family size
and purchases of potatoes per capita seem to be directly related at
the two extremes in family sise with the middle siged families showe
ing an inverse relationship,

From this data on family characteristics several conclusions ¢an
bo.drnm. First, there appears a need for customer education on the
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low oest, high food value that can be derived from potatoes., Second,
two price lines of potutoes should be carried. This would appeal te
those that desire a higher quality of potato and are willing to pay

s premium for quality and at the same time it would permit a low price
campetitive potato for appeal to those families that have low incomcs,
Third, the infrequent purchase of potatoes by small families, points
out a need for retallers to make loose potatoes readily available to
those customers that purchase only & small total amount of potatoes.



CHAPTER IV

PURCHASE PATTIRNS AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF FRESH APPLE PURCHASERS

*The bulk ef the apple crop is purchased by consumers as fresh
apples, Over three-fourths of the panel families' expenditure for
apples vere for fresh apples in 1952 and 1953,%%

Fresh Apple Purchase Dats

During the three years 1952, 1953, and 195L, apples ranked third
smong fruits and vegetables in consumer dollar expenditure, with $2,17
being spent per person in 1953 and with only slight variations from
this amount in 1952 amnd 195k, This eompares with a per eapita dellar
expenditure of $3,50 fer potatoes and $3.25 fer bananss, which ranked
one and twe, respectively. In terms of quantity consumed per person,
spple purchases amounted to slightly ever 25 peunds, Far 1953, spples
were purchased by an aversge of 2L peroent of the families every week,
This means that spples ranked seventh in this eategory, with hesd
lettuce, beananas, potatoes, celery, carrots and aranges having a
superior frequency of purchases,

There is, of course, censiderable variatiom in dollar expenditure,
quantity expenditure, and frequency of purchase by seasons of the yeer,

14. D. Shaffer and G, G, Quackenbush, "Consumer Purchases of

Apples.® Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station, East Lansing,
Special Bulletin hOS, 1955’ Pe Te
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Table 19 depicts this information for the thirteen-four week periods
of 1953, '

As can be noted in Table 19, apple expenditure during the twelve
veek period from September 6, 1953, until November 28, 1953, was 37
peroent of total anmual dollsr expenditure, while the quantity bought
vas almost 50 percemt of the annual total. In contrast, during the
twelve week perdod from May 17, 1953 to August 8, 1953, 7 percent of
the yearly dollar expenditure was mads and 5 percent of the total
spple quantity was purchased., The month of Octobar is the most
impartant month for apple sales in both dollars and pounds, Purchases
averaged sbout 5-1/2 pounds per person for four weeks or 21 percent of
the anmusal purchases,

Results frem a Michigan State University Consumer Panel Repart
reveal that the weighted average price for apples was also the lowest
éuring this high purchase p«a-iocl..z For example, the average prioces
per pound in September, October, and November were $.0656, $.057 and
$.073, respectively, In contrast, during the low purchase peried,
from May 17, 1953, until August 8, 1953, averasge prices per pound ware
$.15, $.173 and $.10 far each four week interval. However, in using
Michigan State University Consumer Panel price information the follow-
ing limitations should be observed: (1) no distinction betweem grade
or quality is made, (2) price difference between varieties is not
reported, and (3) the sises of purchase units will cause fluctuations

in price per pound. Although price and the quantity purchased appear

2Ib1dc, Pe 1.



TAZIE 19

SEASONAL VARIATION IN QANTITY, TYPTIDITUTE,
LXTNDITURE RANK, AMD FROQUIDY OF
FURCHASE OF APPIZS, 1953%

Averago

Expenditure
R R T e
Vegetavles Yook
(pounds) (percant)
Dec. 28, 1952~
Jan. 2l, 1953 2,00 $ .19 3 29
Jan, 25 - Feb. 21 149 17 L 26
Feb, 22 = Mar. 21 1.98 «23 3 32
Nar, 22 - Apr. 18 1,07 Jah 5 22
Apre 19 = May 16 97 o1l S 21
May 17 « June 13 53 <08 8 13
June 1} - July 11 13 02 22 L
July 12 = Aug, 8 <55 .05 18 10
Aug. 9 = Sept. 5 1.54 A1 8 20
Sept. 6 = Oct. 3 3.73 «25 2 34
Oct, U4 = Octe 31 5.5 31 1 35
Nov, 1 = Nov, 28 3.19 23 2 29
Nov, 29 = Dea. 26 2,72 23 2 30
Anmal 25.35 $2.15 3 2l

*nichigan State University Consumer Pancl Data,
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to be related, there are undoubtedly other merchandising practices that
influence purchases, For example, this same report points out that
mere purchases weres made during the four week period following
February 22, 1953, than during the four week period preceding that
date, and at substantially the same price.

Another unique feature of the Michigan State University Comsumer
Panel data i3 the report of the percentage of families buying a pare
ticular commedity each week, Table 19 depicts this information far
fx;eah apples during 1953, As can be noted, the variation in average
percentage of families buying each week does not fluotuate as mmuch
as one would expeot, However, Tahl-o 20 shows that differences in
seasonal variations of expenditure between years seem to be related
to the average perosntage of families buying each week, For example,
during the last four week period of the years 1952, 1953, and 195k,
the seasonal variatiom in expenditure was $.18, $.23, and $.16 per
person, respectively; during the same periods the percentage of
farilies buying weekly was 25, 30 and 22 percent, respectively. It
appears that if improved merchandising practices had been fallowed
4n December of 1952 and 1954 the expenditure for apples could have
been increased.

Gne of the problens involved in the merchandising of fresh fruits
end vegetables in prepackaged form is the selection of the most salable
consumer units.’ What would be the most desirable weight for packages

| BPrapncngod merchandise involves the sale of items in film,
earton, paper bag or in other types of unitised wraps., The dise-
tinction between prepackaged and self service should be made, A

self-service produce department is not necessarily one that carries
prepackaged items,



TATLE 20

YEARTY VARIATION IN FXPTNDITURE TTR CATITA AND AVDRAGE
FRCENTAGE OF FAMILIES BUYING FRESH APFLES TACH VIDK
DURING THE THIRTEEN-FCUR %TTXK P RIODS OF
1952, 1953, and 1954*

Ixpenditure Per Capita Average Percent of Families
Period Buying Each Week

1952 1953 1954 1952 1953 195L

1 $.19 $.19 8.9 g 29% 29%

II 18 17 o22 32 26 35

111 17 $23 .18 29 3 29

v ol Ak 17 23 22 26

v 09 o1l 2 16 2 21

VI 03 «08 «08 é 13 1}

ViI 02 002 e 3 L 7

VIII .07 05 <06 12 10 13

x A1 11 A1 21 20 18

X 23 «25 o2k 36 34 34

X1 Jo 3 o35 L2 35 L3

XIT 23 023 .28 29 29 32

XIII .18 23 16 25 30 22

»
Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.
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of apples—=for example, 1, 3 or 8 pounds? Should the mmber be standard
all year around? These are two of the questions that need answering

so that operators may package quantities that will appeal to the largest
number of customers and yet sell the largest possible quantities, A
study of the sales distribution of apples should help in making these
decisions,

Prepackeging and Size of Purchase

Table 21 depiets the relative impoartance of sach unit of purchase
in terms of frequency of purchase and quantity bought, During 1953,
panel members wvere not required to indicate whether the purchases were
in bulk or prepackaged form; thus, Table 21 is a combination of both
types of purchases. The average sise of purchase for the yesr was
about 6=2/3 pounds and the total mumber of Michigan State University
Consumer Panel members! purchases, on which this table is based, was
2,943, There is of course considerable variation in the distributiom
of size eof purchase between the seasons.

During the last quarter of 1953, when the majority of apples
reach maturity, the greatest mumber of apple purchases were made and
the largest average purchases were realized, In contrast to the rest
of the year, better than 4O percent of the apples were bought in larger
than half-bushel sises while a smaller percentage of the apples were
bought in the smallexr units, The most popular size in terms of number
of customers buying was the 3 pound sigze, while the L and 5 pound sizes
were seocond and third, respectively, However, the bulk of the apples
were sold between 37 and 48 pounds, the bushel being the most impor-
tant single sise in that range,
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During the fall and winter of 1950, the New York State College
of Agriculture conducted a study of merchandising practices in cone
nection with New York State gpples.h The objective of this work was
to find thoso‘ mothods of retailing espples that were most effective
in modern supermarkets, A number of merchandising practices were
tested, such as the use of a bulk display, a display of prepackaged
apples, and a display combining bulk and prepackaged apples; the use
of different materials for prepackaging applesj and the practice of
varying the sise of units in which spples were priced and packaged,
The results of this twelve week test (September 25 to Desember 16,
1950) are shown in Table 22,

TABLE 22

THS EFFECT OF MERCHANDISING PRACTICES
ON APPLE SALES™

Merchandising Practice Pounds Sold
Per 100 Customers

Bulk display

2WMtoo.oooooooooooo 1n

hpoundmﬂ.t.........'.....o 13
Prepackaged display

kpmmdocncphmoba@l e e o 008 0 0 18
Bulk and prepackaged display

2 pound cellophane bag and bulk o ¢ o o « 13

L pound cellophane bag and bulk . ¢ ¢ & » 20

hpound polyotlvlene bag and bulk o o o o 23

6 pownd palyethylene bag and bulk o o « 28

»
Daﬁ.. ODe cit., Pe 26
&L. H, Davis, "“Applying Improved Apple Merchandising Practices

4n Retail Stores," Cernell University Agricultural Experiment
Station, A.K, 807, 1952,
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Thess tests clearly show that a bulk display is not an effective
method of selling apples in modern selfe-service stores, The most
satisfactory methed appears to be a combination of bulk and pre-
paskaged displays, wvith the prepackaged apples displayed in 6 pound
units with a polyethylene bag container, Although Michigan State
University Consumer Panel data in 1953 do not make the distinctiem
between metheds of display er type ef material oovering,@haydl
indicate size of purchsse, As has already besa mentioned, 37 te L8
pound units aceount for better than 22 percent of total apple sales,
while 6 pound units aocoount for slightly less than 6 percent of the
total males.

Thers are several ressons that would tend to acoount for this
spparent diserepancy. First, large sise units ef apples were not
tested, because many stores do not stock units ef 10 peunds or more
for an extended time during this thirteen week period,. Second, combie
mations of the smaller sised units were not displayed, For example,
2, i, and 6 pound units were not tested simultaneously. Third, enly
oms varisty, the Molntosh, was tested, wvhile Michigan State University
Consumexr Panel data do not make such distinctiems. Although not a
discrepancy, the element of mumber of purchases was not tested. The
6 pound wit may sell more spples but at the ssme time the maximum
smount of customers may not have been appealed to. The unit of sise
mast not only be capable of selling a large quantity of applu,.:lt
must be a size that a large mumber of shoppers will purchase,

Based upon Michigan State University Consumer Panel data,
severasl tentative oconclusions can be drawn about sise of prepackaged
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unit for displaying during the last quarter of the year. In the smaller
sizes (1 to 6 pounds) a variety of siges from 3 through 6 pounds dis-
played with bulk seems to be most advantageous, These units could be
packaged in transparent film and merchandised at a single price, such
as 3 pounds for so many cents or 5 pounds for some other price. Since
displays of between 1 to 6 pounds acoount for nearly 65 peroent of the
purchases, and 25 percent of the quantity, prepackaged units in these
sizes would appeal to a large mmber of customers. There also sppears
to be a meed for an intermediate size package of about 12 pounds, since
almost 7 percent of the purchases are made at this unit sise while 8
percent of the quantity is sold, 7Two larger size units are also needed:
a half<bushel and a bushel sise undt, Although a range of sises is in-
cluded in Table 21, an estimate of the combined seles petential of these
twe sises would be about 10 percent of the purchases and 35 percent ef
the quantity.

Moving into the second most impartant quarter in terms of number ef
purchases, the period from December 28, 1952 to March 28, 1953, appears
to contrast in several respects with the fall quarter. The L peund unit
predominates as the most impartant single unit both in terms of per-
centage of purchase and parcentage of quantity., In both these eriteria
the smaller sizses become more important than during the previous quarter.
Examining the 1 through 6 pound units, it can be readily seen that thay
oonstitute bettes than 85 percent of all purchases and 60 percent of the
quantity, At the sams time the larger sizes diminish in impartance. For
exanple, the 37 to L8 pound size accounts for S percent of the quantity
campared with 22 pereent during the fall quarter.
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Does this change in distribution pattern mean the retailer should
change the package sizes he offers for display? To answer this question
additional help can be obtained from viewing Table 23, Data became
availsble in 1955 which distinguished the type of purchase into the two
categories of bulk and prepackaged, Tabulations for the first twelve
weeks of 1955 oan be used as supplementary data for this partioular
period, -

Approximately 55 percent of the purchases wers made in the pre-
packaged form while L5 percent wers purchased in the bulk farm, This
faot in itself points strongly toward the ssme conclusions reached in
the New York study, in that apples displayed im both bulk and prepackaged
form increased the pounds sald per 100 ouatmm.5 There are several
reasons why arple sales can increase when consumer packages are added.
It has long been recognised that additional items placed on sale in a
grocery store increase total sales, Adding oconsumer packages to bulk
displays of spples essentially adds another item for consumers to con-
sider in making their purchases. Then there are always some shoppers
in a hwrry who do not want to wait for a produce clerk to weigh out
apples from a bulk display, They find it more convenient to select a
unitised package. Also, some customers like to know the exact cost
of an item and a produce clerk seldom weighs out the exact amount of
apples from a bulk display. Other customers like to select their
apples from & bulk display., With both consumer packages and apples
displayed in bulk, the retsiler is mare nearly able to satisfly
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During the first quarter of the year the percentage of prepackaged
merchandise sold fluotuated from Ll to Sh percent of the total quantity,
The mast popular prepackaged size was the L pound unit, with the 3 and
2 pound units also being important, Very few prepackaged sales wvere
made in large units, Although most retailers do mot prepackage in
wnites of ever 8 pounds, it would be possible for consumers to make
. purchases of several smaller size packaged units at one time, The
largest quantities of bulk apples are sold in the larger sise units,
nmamely, the bushel and half-bushel quantities,

From the data contained in Tables 21 and 23 the following recom-
mendations can be made as to the sizes of apple displays to use during
the first quarter of the year, A variety of sizes from 2 through 5
pounds offers the greatest potential, with the majoarity of sises being
packaged in the 3 and L pound units, An intermediate sized prepacksged
wit might be eliminated or carried in only small mumbers. The half-
bushel, 24 pound size, seems to remsin a good chales for cantinuance.
The bushel aise unit should be discontinued.

In a study to determine if (hio apples eould be given more ocom-
petitive advantage by offering attractive units in two or three sise
units at the same tims, Ralph W, Sherman and (len H. Mitchell ef Chio
State University determined that the offering of several sises of bags
of apples increased apple sales in the stores whers they were offered.®
The results of this study, conducted during the fall of 1951 and 1952,
were very similar for the two years, In 1951, whea 3, 5, and 10 pound

6&. We Sherman and Glen H, Mitchell, ®Sell Pre-Pack Apples in a
Variety of Sises." Progressive Orocer, January 195L, p. 92.
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units were tried the statistical anslysis showed that apple sales were
inereased by about 15 percent compared with when only one sise (5 pounds)
wvas used, The importance here is that it gives the retailer 15 percent
more volume of apples while helping to lower his serviee cost, During
the secand year the combination was changed to include a 3, k, and 8
pound pack, Substantially the same results were obtained in both years,
with the exception that in 1952 the 8 pound pacicage sald a slightly
higher percentage of the total apple sales than had the 10 pound unit
the year before., As a side light, s popular theory held among members
of the retail trade was dispelled. It had always been believed that a
large sise unit with a high unit price would not sell. Ocatrary te
this belief, it was found that the 8 peund unit with a price tag of
over a dollsr had no detrimentsl effect on the percentage of sales
represented by the large bag.

The second quarter of 1953, in the Michigan State University
Consumer Psnel data, was characterized by s low number of purchases
and the lowest average sise of purchase., During this period panel
mezmbers made 523 purchases which averaged 3.61 pounds per purchase,
With the exception eof about L peroent of apples bought in the 13 te
2li pound range, there were virtually no apples bought in large smounts,
Compared with the previous two quarters, there was an incressingly
larger proportion ef apples bought im 2, 3, L, and 6 pound units, Fer
prepaskaging purposes a combination of small sizes should be used, A
fow intermediate sise packages of 11 er 12 pounds might be sucesssfully
tried, It would be wmnecessary to carry the large sigze bushel or half-
bushel at this season,
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In the third quarter of 1953 the amallest number of purchases were
made, vhile average purchases jumped to 6.64 pounds per purchase., At
this time of the year the early summer apples such as Yellow Trans-
parent, Qravenstein, and Duchess meke thelr first appesrance. Since
thess varieties are primarily used for cocking and baking, the larger
sise of purchase, as indicated in Table 21, mpa{'tidlyboqlmod.
Alsc the treditional fail faverites, Jenatham, McIntosh, and Wealthy,
begin their way to marked during September, A particularly strong
favorite in terms of quantity was the range of sises between 13 and 2k
pounds, This undoubtedly means a large perecentage of half-bushel sises
were purchased, Alse 1mpmint in quantity purchase was the 11 to 12
pound purchase which sssounted for 18 percent of the total quantity,
This strongly supperts the ocontention that there is a need for a
package of about 10 te 12 pounds, Again, the small sises were popular
for frequensy ef purchase, with the 2, 3, 4 and 6 pound units sesounte
ing for 65 percent of the purchases and 35 percent of the quantity, A
variety of these small sizes would be idesal for packaging purpeses,

A resent study by the United Ststes Department of Agriculture con-
firms many of the conclusions drawn from the Michigan State University
Comsumer Panel data as pertains to bag sise in the smaller units.! Alse
answered in this study 1s the often asked question, "What priocing unmit
should be used?® The study was conducted during the winter moaths in
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, The findings indicated that more apples

7Anon. *"Merchandising Studies in Supermarkets -~ Apples, lettuce

and Tomatoes,® Agricultural Marketing Service, United Stetes Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Washington, D. C., 1955.
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vere sold per 100 customers, using a displsay of plain polyethylene
bags with veights verying from 2 te 6 pounds "catch-weight® in cembi-
nation with bulk and based upon a 3 pound pricing unit.a Displsys of
s printed 5 pound polyethylene bag offered in combination with bulk
and based on a 5 pound pricing unit resulted in the second largest
quantity of sales, Table 2 depicts the four merchandising methods
tested,

TABLE 2h

QUANTITY OF APPLES SOLD PER 100 CUSTOMERS BY
SPECIFIC METHODS IN 12 FOOD CHAIN STORES,
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA

Merchandising Method Sales Per 100

1, Flain polyethyleme bags of weights varying
from 2 to 6 pounds, in combination with dulk,
mdtd.tha)pcmdpriocmt......-...... 10.751“-

2. Printed polysthylene bags of 5 pounds in
sambination with bulk, and with a 5 pound
prigeunit . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o v e e 2 e s e e s e e oo 9.90 lbs,

3. Plain polysthylene bags of weights varye
ing from 2 to 6 pounds, without bulk, with a
Jdpound price unit . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 6 e 0 0 o 0 e 0 0 9.78 1bs,

ko Printed polyethylene bags of 5 pounds,

oombined with bulk, and having a 5 pound
primuuitc....o..,............. 8.92 1bs,

’Merchmdi-ing Studies in Supermarkets, op, cit., p. 3.

s'cnteh-vd.ght,' a coomaon term in retail trade usage, refers to
package weights that are not predetermined, but are arrived at after
the packages are filled,
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Among the four methods tested a significant difference prevailed
only bestween the first and last methods, The desta indicated a lttcng
preference for a choice of 2 to 6§ pound "cetch-weight” bags of apples
offered at a 3 pound price unit, During these tests about 85 peroent
of the apples were z0ld in bags when a combination of bulk and bags
was displayed, with the largest proportion of the small sise packeges
being purchases in the 3 and L pound bags,

While it is impossible to tell from this United States Department
of Agriculture study whether the adoption of these recommended sise
unite would result in more spple sales for all retailers as a group,
they are good enough eampetitively to farce themselves into stores,
and those stores adopting them first will benefit first.

Relationship of Family Characteristics to
Fresh Apple Purchases

Of interest to produce merchandisers is the relationship that
exists between family characteristics and the quantities purchased,
the size of purchase, and the frequency of purchase, One of the
methods by which this information can be cbtained is to study the
families that had different total purchases of fresh apples. Because
of the seasonal nature of apple purchases, only those families which
reported 50 or more weeks wers used., These 178 families were ranked
inte five equal groups according to the quantity of apples they pur-
chased, Table 25 summarises the informatiom on these five groups by
factors that are believed to be related to consumption, Individual
family purchases ranged from no purchases at all to 372 pounds, with
the average purchase of the top one-fifth of the families being 200



*€S6T ‘T Laenuep uo pejJoded se emOOUT ZG6T uo vouumn
*soTdde 3urinq esoyj Luo sepurour,
*uoszed suo Suyrende sTeBew [Z fewoy 38 USqEe STELW UO pesedy

*ST *d ‘G561 *S0N uryeTIng Teroedg ‘Sursuey 3sey ‘uoTiejs JusuTJIediy Ty TNOTIY weS TP
u*seTddy jo seswyo.md Jeumsuop, ‘ysnquepEnd °p °p PU¥ I8FJeUs °Q °f woxy pegdepy

€2 82 T°¢ 't g°c Lryue; Jo o218 ofedsay
96T 808T$ 9ELTS 995T¢ gMoTe gouoout uoszed ad eFeseay
ToThe LéLng 0génNe 9868 €065¢ gowoout ATpuey 83eJoAy
: S0T3STIej0BIRY) ATTWe]
L ] . . L] £ Oi .NOQ
4 . L m X m n Hoa OO.Q:W.MWM: WMVOMMO .Ud.nbbd
S 1 ? 4 (3) ¢ Tt (spumnod) an.ﬂld.w Jod
: eseyoand Jo o218 e3exeAy
ezTg
” 0°0 b 2*02 Jnd Jo Jequmu 83vIoAy
LN T €°€CT 9Nt 2508%YD sz i
e 5%6 0°9T S*ne 9°9H . A3 y3uend
Te303 Jo juedted ow-.smq
8 8T 92 g€ 6s .nnon.lm Jod huﬂuﬂuvAwwm%b
002 spunod) Lywey Jod
& u @ o soydde %o haﬂﬁw!-v e3dexeay
£T3uBnd
ST TWR, seTTTWey seTTTwey SR SoTTTuE
oYy Jo S/T oyy Jo S5/T eoy3 jJo /T ewd jo /T ‘ey3 jo S/T SOT3STIeq08IeYyY ATTuUR]

388M0T Y3anog PITYL puodeg 3150U3TH pue seseydJng U0 BIR(Q

SoseyoJTd O1ddV ysed] jo Jequmy Aq pexusy SoTLpue]

»E56T NI ITINVE Wild SASVHOHNd TTddV HSRYL
40 XLIINVAD Ol ONIQHOOOV QidNOo¥D SATTIWVA TIANVd WWASROD
*N°S°N QLT ONOWY SESVHOUNd TT4dV HSHUA Ol QILIVIFY SHOIOVA NI SEONIUAJLAIA

42 IVl



80

pounds contrasted with 15 pounds for the lowest one-fifth, There appears
to be a direct relationship between the quantity of apples purchased per
family and average sise of purchase per family, average number of pure
chases, average size of family and, to a lesser extent, average family
incoms, The families buying the smallest quantity of apples have fewer
fardily members, the highest per capita income, but the lowest average
family income, |

Comparisons were also made by ranking the families acearding to
number of weekly purchases and average size of purchases per family,
This information is presented in Tables 26 and 27.

Families varied greatly in the number of times they made weekly
purchases.’? The range was ;‘rou 0 to L2 times in a yearly period. The
average number of purchases for the highest and lowest groups was 25.9
and 3,5, respectively, . Those families buying most frequently tended to
buy smaller quantities of apples per purchase, psy a higher price for
applea, buy a total larger quantity, and to have larger faxilies and
family incomes, but s lower per capita income, The opposite charae-
teristics prevail among the families that plEChW a fowsr wmmber of
times.

Ranking the families by average size of purchases vividly partrays
the fact that quantity purchases are bought at considerably lower prices.
There seems to be a direct relationship between average size of purchase
and total quantity of apples that are purchased. There also appears to

9anh week's purchase is termed as a single purchase as panel data
are reported on a weekly basis, This may tend to slightly underestimate
the actual number of purchases,
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be an sbsence of a clearly discernible pattern between the average
mmber of purchases, average family and per capita income, and average
size of family. .

To help im further determining if certain fanily characteristics
are associated with apple purchases, two additional tables are pre-
sented, Table 28 ranks the families by three distinct income groups
based upon per capita income rather than famlly income, Because per
capita inoome presents a truer ploture of a familyt's financial re-
sourcee than does family income, that is the eriterion that has been
selected, Table 29 ranks the families by average sise of family.

TABLE 28

DIFFERENCES IN FRESH APPLE PURCHASES AMONG 178 M.S.U.
CONSUMiR PANEL PAMILIES GROUPED ACCORDING
TO PER CAPITA INCOME, 1953%

Data on Purchases and Per Capita Income Class
Family Characteristics Highest 1/3  Mddle 1/3 ILowest 1/3
Family Characteristics

Averaa per capita

inocom $2625 58 $963

Average family inoome: $6016 §5148 $3877

Average size of family? 2.2 3.2 3.9
Quantity

Average quantity per

oapita? ?pmd-) 29.6 33.9 23.6
Expenditure

Average expenditure

per capital $2.69 $2.65 $2,03

*AdApted from J, D, Shaffer and G, G, Quackenbush, "Consumer
Purchases of Apples.” Michigan Agricultural Pkpe:riman" Station,

East Lansing, Special Bulletin 405, 1955, p. 22.
pased on 1952 income as reparted on January 1, 1953,

2Based on mumber of meals eaten at home, 21 meals equaling
one person,



TABLE 29

DIFFERENCES IN FRESH APPLE PURCHASES AMONG 178
M.S.U. CONSUMiR PANGL FAMILIES GROUPED
ACCORDING TQ SIZE OF FAMILY, 1953%

b

Data on Purchases and Size of Fﬁ%
Family Characteristics One Two ee & Five &
Four Over
Number of cases 17 61 68 32
Family characteristics
Average sise of familyl 1.1 2.0 3.4 Sel
Average family income? $1529 $u859 $5504 $5980
Average per oapita
income? $13% $2386 57k $1098
Quantity
Average quantity
per capital(pounds) 30,7 33.2 26.5 25.1
Expenditure
Average enditure
Size
Average ¢ purchase
Frequency
Average nmumber of
pmhuel 6.8 9.6)4 13.78 160?2

sAdapted from J. D. Shaffer and G, G, Quackenbush, "Consumer
Purchases of Apples.® Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station,
East Lansing, Special bulletin 405, 1955, p. 22.

lBased on the number of meals eaten at home, 21 meals equaling

one person,

2Baae‘:l on 1952 income as reported on January 1, 1953.
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On a per eapita basis the middle income group bought more apples
peor capita but did not spend as much per capita as the top inocome group,
which would suggest that those enjoying a higher income psy a higher
price for the apples they consume than do middle income groups, The
lowest income group was the lowest group in quantity of apples pur-
chased and had the loweet expenditure; however, they tend te pay a
1ittle more per pound than do the middle incame groups. It must be
remembered that these are average figures for a particular group and
that there is a large amount of variation within a group,

When families are grouped according to the sise of family, there
is a tendency for the large families to buy more apples per family,
but a smaller number per capita. The larger families buy apples a
greater number of times during the year and in large average sises per
purchase, but in smaller quantities per person, The families which
eonsist of two persons are the leaders in average quantity per cspita,
average expenditure per capita, and aversge sise purchase per capita.
This indicates that probably married ocouples sre the largest consumers
of apples on a per capita basis. The larger size families, where
children are members, do not consume as many apples on a per ospita
basis. Thus, childrem probably do not eat as many apples as adults,
This offers an oppertunity for produce merchendisers to increase apple
sales by promoting epples among children,

Surmary
Fresh apples rank third in terms of expenditure among all fresh

fruits and vegetables., Apple sales are highly seasonal, October being
the most important single month for apple purchases, Almost 50 perceat
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of all apples are purchased in over 10 pound units, Since most retaillers
do not handle such large unit quantities except for limited periods ef
time, it suggests the possibility that more retailers might attempt to
oarry a prepackaged apple unit of between 10 and 12 pounds, a halfe
bushel unit and a bushel unit during certain selected periods of the
year, Unit size of apples should be varied so as to reflect the various
seasons of the year, Varying the sizes of prepackaged spples from 2 te
6 pounds and displaying along with bulk apples at a selling price of

3 pounds offers the greatest opportunity for increesing apple sales,
In the Michigen State University Consumer Panel data, quantity was

related to both frequency of purchase and sigze of purchase, The fifth
of the families which bought the largest amount of apples alse bought
five times as often as the lowest purchase group and in average sizes
vhich were almost three times as great., It would seem that extending
the length of time that apples are available, thereby increasing fre-
quency of purchase, might be another way of increasing sales.

Both the top and middle thirds of the families, based on income
per eapita, bought a larger amount and spent more per capita than did
the low income group, FHowever, income did not seem to be directly
related to large purchases. Ilarge size families bought larger quanti-
tles, in larger average size, and more frequently than did the smaller
families, However, on a per capita basis the family of two members
bought more apples. This would suggest that produce merchandisers
could potentially increase apple sales by encouraging children to

eat more apples.



CHAPTER V

PURCHASE PATTERNS AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF FRESH ORANGE PURCHASERS

The orange is a fruit which has grown into prominence only within
the past L5 years. Prior to 1510 only about 1l pounds of fresh oranges
were consumed per capita., A peak was reached in 19l when LS pounds
were consumed and sinoe that time there has been a steady decline
until only sbout 27 pounds are consumed today.l This decline in the
fresh market is attributed to the tremendous gains made in the process-
ing imdustry, Prior to 1915 less than 1 percent of the crop was proo-
essed, Today less than S0 percent of the arop is sold on the fresh
market, while the trend appears that it will drop still farther. It
is difficult to guess when and where the point of stability between
fresh and processed will be resched,

Although fresh oranges have enjoyed a wide acceptance trend over
the past LS years it is interesting to mote that about 5,5 percent of
the panel families made no purchases during 1953, A study of consumer
preferences for citrus products in Texas indicates that sbout 5 persent
of the homemakers did not use fresh aranges.? Reasons most frequently

"R. A, Seelig, "Fruit and Vegetable Facts and Pointers,” United
Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Association, May, 1952,

2!. A, Fugeth, J. A. Bayton and H, W, Bitting, "Citrus Preference

Among Customers of Selected Stores,"” Texas Agricultural and Mechanical
College, Bulletin 722, 1950.
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given for nonuse were: too much trouble to prepere the product, fore
bidden by doctor's orders, and dislike of the taste, This same study
pointed out why orange consumption has enjoyed such a favorable trend.)
Health promoting values that have been stressed by producer advertis~
ing has convinced many customers that oranges are beneficial as a
means of preventing colds, as well as an sbundant source of vitemins,

Oranges m available every day of the year but are most abundant
from January through May, In general Florida starts the new crop year
in October by marketing its early and mid-sezson varieties until the
end of April, Starting in February the Valencia is sold until late
July. The other important producing state, California, starts its
season off with the famous Naval orange in November and then the
Valencia in March and continues with the Valencia until Kovember., Of
secondary importance are Texas, Arisona, and Louisiana which market
during the fall months until the early spring.

Fresh Qrange Purchase Data

Table 30 shows the interrelationship that exists between expendie
tures per capita and average percent of families buying each wesk dur-
ing the three year peried of 1952, 1953, and 1954. 1953 was & year of
relative high expenditure per capita compared to 1952 and 195L. The
highest average percent of families buying each week in 1953 coincides
with this higher expenditure, Comparing period with perioed it is
interesting to mots that in every period in which the expenditure per
capita exceeds the like period in 1952 and 195L that the average

ijidc. Pe 15,



TABLE 30

YBARLY VARIATION IN EXPENDITURE PiR CAPITA AND AVERAGE
PERCENT OF FAMILIES BUYING FRESH CRANGES EACH WEEK
DURING THE THIRTEENFOUR WEZK PLRIODS OF
1952, 1953, and 1954*

Period EExpenditm Par Capita Avcag@og:ho; e::ninea
1952 1953 1954 1952 1953 1954

I $47 $a5 § a7 28% 7% 28%

I .18 .18 .19 28 n 33
111 19 019 «20 32 5 3
v .13 .18 A5 22 33 2
v 15 19 .18 27 34 28
VI 13 15 ok 23 26 23
vIX 20 13 .12 18 - 21 19
VIII 08 J1 10 16 18 b)Y
x «06 .08 <06 n 15 10
X 06 08 «06 n Uy 10

b o .08 Jd2 09 11 21 16
m 09 -1 12 18 25 21
XIII 17 .18 26 29 30 26
Total  $1.59 §1.88 $1.7 ag 25% 22%

»
Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.
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percent of families buying each week also exceeded the same periods of
1952 and 19543 by the same token, periods in which the expenditure was
below 1952 and 1954, the average percent of families buying each week
was lovwer, Sinoce the expenditure per capita and the average percent
of families buying each week seem to be related, the increase in
sxpenditure that takes place in one year over another year appears

to be a function of promotion and merchandising effort as well as a
function ef prioce.

For a more detailed look at erange purchase data in 1953, Table
1l ecumerates the quantity per capita, expenditure per easpita, expendi-
ture rank, and average percent of families buying each week during the
thirteen-four week periods, About 52 ersanges per ospita are satem
each year at a cost of about 3.6 cents per erange. Qranges are pure
ebased by an averags of about 25 percent of the families each week,

Of course there is a large seasonal fluctuation in femilies duying
each week and quantity purchased, TFrom the late fall until the late
spring the bulk of the anmual supply is pwrchased. For exsmple, from
December until mid-May about 60 percent of the total quantity is pure
chased, The average percent of families buying each week also varies,
from a high of 34 percent to a low of 1l percent.

There appears to be several reasons for this increase in purchasing
during the vinter months and the sharp decline in purchasing during the
sumer, First, both Florida and California are in their peek harvest
season during the winter and spring months; as the season progresses
the quality of the fruit vecomes poorer, Second, "seasonal needs,"
such as vitamins have become a necessity during the winter to aid in



TABLE 21
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SEASONAL VARIATION IN FRESH ORANGE QUANTITY, EXPENWDITURE,
EXPENDITURE RANK AND FREQUENCY OF PURC&ASE., DURING THE
THIRTZEN-FOUR WEEK P"RIOD OF 1953%

- —
Quantity Expenditure Expenditure p:;::g:
Time Period Purchased in Cents Rank Among of Families
Per Person Per Person  Fruits and  Byying Each
Vegatablu Week
(cents) (peroent)
Doa. 28, 1952-
2h, 1953 L.6 15 b 27
Jan, 25 « Feb, 21 5.6 18 3 n
r.bo 22 -~ mg 21 505 19 k 3&
m. 22 - mo 18 501 18 3 33
May 17 « June 13 3.6 15 5 26
June 1} « July 11 3.2 13 8 2
July 12 = Auge 8 3a 11 10 18
Aug, 9 = Sept. § 2.3 o8 9 15
Sﬂpt. 6 - Mo 3 2-0 08 9 lh
M. !‘ - Mo 31 3.2 12 5 21
m- 1 - NW. 28 3.8 1’4 5 25
Nov, 29 « Dec, 26 L6 18 kL 30

»
Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.
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the prevention and cure of colds. Third, much of the seasomal variation
4s due to shifting to more preferred preoducts which becoms avallable dure
ing the summer months, In a study conducted by the United Statee Departe
ment of Agriculture on consumer uses and opinions sbout citrus products
the concensus of opinion seemed to be that the citrus and nonecitrus
fruits did not compete too yutb."

Competition between citrus fruits and non-citrus fruits did not
seen to be entirely dependent upon such matters as price, supply, and
marketing methods, Consumers, in this study, considered citrus fruits
as a special food class which was different and not part of the general
line of fruits, However, this only seems to be true during the winter
months, Oranges take a severe drop in expenditure rank during the
suxmer months relative to the nonecitrus fruits, Table 31 shows that
during the sumer orenges rank ninth and tenth in expenditure while
during the winter they rank third and fourth, This change in expendi-
ture rank position is partly the result of seasomelly produced noae
citrus fruoit,

One of the controversies in erange merchandising is whether
oranges should be priced and sold by the unit or by weight, And of
nore recent interest is the controversy that exists over whether
oranges should be displa:yod and sold in loose bulk form or prepackaged
form, And if in prepackaged form, what weight or count should be put
in the bag 30 as to maximize both total sales and yet appeal to a

l‘Lnon. ¥Consumer's Use of and Opinions About Citrus Products,"”

United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Informatiom
Bulletin No, SO. 19510
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large number of customers? Answers to the above can in part be deterw
mined from the discussion that follows in the next two sections,

Pricing Method

Although panel data cannot be of help in answering the question
as to vhether pricing should be by weight or count a review of the
history of the problem and the available pricing studies conducted
sheuld be halpful in appraising the preferences the customer shows
toward these two methods,

The policies and regulations adapted by the Office of Priece Adminis-
tratien during World War II were instrumental im familiarizing the buying
public and retailers with the method of pricing bulk oranges by wedght,
Prior to that time, the pricing eof oranges by count was prevalent among
retaillers throughout the Nation with the exception of the West Coast
area vhere pricing by weight was introduced in the late 1930's,

At the expiration of Office of Price Administration controls,
produce managers were faced with the problem of deeiding whether
oranges should be priced by weight er count, After decontrol, many
retailers resunmed selling oranges by count while others continued the
weight-pricing methed, With both methods of pricing being used, the
question arises as to which 4s the better method for marketing effi-
eiency and popular acoeptance.

The customer, frequently confronted with more than one method of
pricing, has little, if any, basis for determining which method is
best suited to her needs, Custom and habit oftem play a strong role
in influencing that buying decision., Undoubtedly in many instances

whether the ocount or the weight method is used, the customer continues
to make her salection on a unit basis, ignoring the pricing method used,



ol

The United States Department of Agriculture thought that by cone-
ducting reseerch in retail stores on the two methods of pricing bulk
oranges=-by oount and by weight--it might be possible to determine if
there existe any difference in potential demand for eranges resulting
from alternate pricing nothodt.s The results of such a study would
help the retailer determine which method of selling would be most
compatible with customer desires,

Tests were conducted in four cities in the Northeastern section
of the country, In three of the cities, oranges priced under both
methods were placed in adjacent displsys. In the fourth, city stores
were equally divided into two groups, each groups using enly one method
of pricing. Cities were selected so that some ef them were accustomed
to pricing by weight, while the cthers were acclimated to pricing by
oountt,

Data from sales rescords in the four week period indicated that
where customers were given an equal opportunity to tuy by count er Yy
pound (3 cities) slightly more than twoethirds of the purchases were
made on & count basis. Sales in stores located where thare was not
an equal eppartunity to buy by count er by wedght (1 city) showed
that the custamers offered some resistance to a change in pricing
methods, Sales in stores selling by count were slightly larger than
in those selling by weight, thus giving suppart to the conclusion
that customers in that area have a preference for purchasing by count,

SE. Do Downie and H, R. Trienish, "Consumer Buying Practices and
Preferences For Purchasing Oranges By Weight ar Count, In Selected
Ci;gu," United States Department of Agricul ture, Washington, D. G,
1950,
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In all cities, more oranges were sold by the count-pricing method than

by the weight-pricing method, However, this may have been due to force
of habit and the lack of familiarity with weight prieing in some cities,
In interviews conducted with the customers, more than 70 percent
of the total customers interviewed favored the sount-pricing method.
The study diselosed that principal reasons given were:s (1) more for
the money, (2) mere understandable, and (3) habit,® When customers
who purchased their eranges by the weight pricing msthod were question-
ed, the reasons they gave were: (1) more for the money, (2) appearsance,
and (3) better for purchase of small quantities.! Those that gave
“appearante" as a reason believed eranges in that display looked better.
However, this was not true, because eranges in all cases came from the
sane source and were of equal quality, price, and lppmoa
With these facts in mind the retailer must decide which prieing
method for oranges is to his advantage. However, the conclusions
that oan be reached from this study strongly indicate that priecing
by count is preferred by most customers, Aside from customer re-
actien thare sppears to be a definite advantage to pricing bty count
when the factor of time taken per sales transection is considered,
A retailer changing from prieing by weight to pricing by count will
probably find same customer objection during the initial period,
However, time must be allowed to familiarize the customer with the
nevw method and to evaluate its merchandising merit,

6Ib1do’ Pe 9

7Ibidog Pe 10.
albid.. pPe 10,
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Prepackaging and Sise of Purchase

The more recent controversy in arange merchandising is whether
oranges sell best in bulk displeys or prepackaged displays or a
combination of beth, Allled with these questions is the farther
query that pertains to the choice of bagged quantities, To gain
further insight into this problem a review of the past studies is
in order,

In the 1949 Texas study 76 percent of the users of fresh aranges
preferred to buy the fruit in bulic rather than bags,’ The mein res-
sans for preferring the bulk were: (1) the opportunity to eelest
fruit of better quality, snd (2) the desire to be free to selest the
sise and nusber of fruit needed, About 10 percemt of the uwsers had
no proeference while the remaining preferred the prepackaged form,
Among the homemskers who indicated a preference for the prepackaged
the reasons given for that choice were: (1) packaged fruit was less
expensive, {2) fruit wes easier to handle, while {(3) only a small
percentage said that the prepackaged fruit was of better quality,

Some customers reported a preference at the begimming of the
season for fresh citrus sold in bags. As the season progressed the
preference shifted to bulk displays as & means ef selecting fruit
free from peor keeping qualities, drynoss, ete. A majority of the
housewives vho favored prepackaged oranges preferred to purchase
them in S pound package sizes.l®

9”8“13’ ODe dtog Pe 23.

mxbidop Pe 2k,
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In the United States Department of Agriculture study conducted
in Iouisville, Kentucky during 1948, most of the comparisons between
it and the Texas study are quite similar.]l Abeut 70 perecent bought
and preferred to buy the loose bulk oranges, about 20 percent beught
and preferred to buy the prepackaged oranges, and 10 percent stated
no pufannoo.u Among those who preferred bulk oranges, the prefer-
ense for that choice seemed to be (1) quality of the fruit was detter,
(2) chance to see what they were buying, and (3) econcmy, because enly
the exset amount of fruit needed was bought. The prepackaged crange
purchasers favored their method of duying because (1) comveniencs,

(2) more economical, and (3) the quality of fruit was better, It

was also interesting to mote that in this study customers bought

most frequently oranges which were purchased by count, Habit and

the misteken idea that purchases made by the pound resulted in poorer
quality and insbility to select the mumber er eranzcs nesded, asecunted
for a majority preference buying aranges in units of a dosen or a part
thersof,

In ancther study conduoted by the United States Department of
Agriculture in los Angeles during 1950, essentially the same results
were cbtained in this study as in the previous two.l3 Again, pricing
by count was the most populer of the two methods, Ressons for this

ulnon. "Citrus Preference Among Household Consumers in

louisville and Nelson County, Kentucky,® United States Department of
Agriculture, Washington, D. C., Infarmation Bulletin No. 2, 1950.

lzmdo, Pe 21,

13uconsumerts Use of and Opinions About Citrus Products,® op, cit.
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preference weres (1) habit, (2) exaot number of fruit needed can be
selected, (3) easier to Iearn cost, and (L) more convenient, The
results of this preference are particularly noteworthy because of
the predominance of pricing by weight on the Weat Coast.

These past studies point strongly toward a need for retailers
to display oranges in a loose arrangement manner on either bins or
display tables. Also pricing by the count seems to sell a grn't-'
quantity of oranges, One of the areas that these studies failed to
investigate was the possibility of selling prepﬁckagod oranges by
eount nthu" than weight. Since tﬁm was a strong preference for
priocing by the count, perhaps greater prepackaging asoeptange would
have resulted if the bag had been sold by units instead of weight,
A study of Michigan State University Consumer Panel data will be
helpful in determining if the preferences that were shown in 19L8,
1949, and 1950, are the same as in 1953 and 1955 er whether pre-
packaging had become popular encugh to overcome the objestions that
existed toward its use during the earlier period,

Table 32 shows the variation in number of orange purchases and
quantity purchased by sise and method of purchase for three-four
weok periods in the first quarter of 1955, During the first quarter
of 1955 the percemt ef total purchases ranged frem 38 to L7 peroemt
for the prepackaged aranges, The quantity purchased in prepackaged
form ranged from L3 perceat to 51 percent of the total gquantity.
Thus, over the past five years prepackaging seems to have overcome
same of the customer objection that was previously incurred. Howe

ever, about 60 percent of all purchases and 55 percent of the
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quantity is still made in bulk form. On the basis of this evidence
it still seems advisable for retailers to avoid a oomplete swing
over to prepackaging. Rather they should feature both bulk and pre-
packaged selections together.

Turning to the size of purchase it can be readily observed from
Table 32 that the dosen sized unit predominated in both prepackaged
and bulk purchases and quantity taken, Between 60 and 7O perocent
of all eranges were sold at that unit of purchase, The next sise
in importence was the 2 dosen unit which accounted for betweem 10 to
25 pereent of all quantity, with sales about equally divided betweem
prepackaged and bulk, Almost all sales of less than a dosea were
sold 4n bulk forms; although these purchases only amounted to about
10 percent of the total quantity they did account for about 20 per-
ceut of the total transactions,

On the basis of thess facts it seems desirable to feature both
bulk and prepackaged merchandise. 7Two prepackage sizesare recommended;
first, the dosen pack sisze and second, the two dosen pack sisze. The
two dosen sise would be particularly adaptable te merchandising smaller
sized aranges and oranges that could be promoted at a seasonally low
price,

Table 33 presemts the variation in size of purchase and quantity
purchased during the four-thirteen week periods of 1953, Data in this
table are for an entire year, but it does mot include method of purchase
as does Table 32, The other three quarters of the year present about
the same relative relationships between the sizes, Again the dozen
sise unit is the most popular in both transactions and total quantity
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purchased, Second in importance is the two dozen size unit in tarms

of total quantity, Third in importance in terms of total quantity
but second in importance in terms of number of transactions was the
ene-half dosen sise unit. Although the same relative relationship
exists between the sises it would be remembered that the total
quantity fluctuates between the seasons as indicated in Table 31,
Thus, a retailer would packags a dozen, and two doien size unit
during the entire year, but only in smaller total mamber during the
summer,

Units of sale other than the one-half dogen, ene dogen, and two
dozen sise are negligible, They are mainly in the thres dosem sise
and ether multiples of 12, BHowever, in the fsll there are some sales
made in crate and half-bushel sise units, The absence of odd mmbered
units indicates that very few eranges are sold by the pound such as
5 pounds or 8 pound bags,

Regardless of the type of display method that is followed the
important facter of decision making in the store and its effect uwpen
orange sales should be realised by all food retailers, According teo
the study by the United States Department of Agriculture, most house-
wives usually decids on the kind of eitrus fruit they want before
entering the atero.n‘ However, many of those housewives who had made
these decisions changed their plans after entering the store, In
most instances this change of plans is attributed to either one of
two facterss (1) poor quality or appearance, and (2) higher price

mIbido’ Pe 26.
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than anticipated for the quality on display, This importance of
quality of the fruit on sale was also demonstrsted among those who
usually vaited until in the store, to decide what to buy.l> Thus
it appears that retailers need to be alert to the necessity of buye
ing oranges of good quality and condition, handling them carefully
while in storage, and policing displays so as to weed out culls
and decayed fruit,

Relationship between Family Characteristics

" and Fresh Orange Purchases

Of interest to produce merchandisers is the relationship that
exists between different quantities of apples bought by families and
the family characteristios of those families, Also of interest to
the produce merchandiser is whether inocome or size of family is
related to orange purchases, Armed with such information the mere
chandiser 15 in a better position to aim his advertising message
and promotion effort at those customers or potential customers that
sre most likely to cause an incresse in erange sales,

In eorder to show who the families are that are responsible for
both high and low total quantity purchases; and the families that buy
most frequently, two tables of data are presented. In the first table
(Teble 34) families who purchased oranges were divided inte five equal
groups based upon the quantity of oranges they purchased per family,
In the seocond table (Table 35) families who purchased oranges were
divided into five equal groups based upon the frequency with which
they purchase oranges.

lSIbido. Pe 26,
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According to data presented in Table 34 there was a large range
in average purchases among ditferent families., This range on a family
basis was from L69 oranges to 17 oranges, There also was a direct
relationship betwsen quantity purchased and frequency of purchase and
size of purchase, The highest one-fifth of the families bought
oranges most frequently and in the largest average size per purchase,
The second one-fifth bought the next most frequently and in the next
largest averape size per purchase and so on down the line to the
lowest one-tifth, Thers seem to be no particular patterns of family
characteristics that are associated with quantity purchases, The
most that might be said is that the families with high quantity
purchases wers also the families having the highest average family in-
come and the highest average per capita income; however, the reverse
was not true, The families who bought the smallest quantities did
not have the lowest income, It appcars from ;.hia table that there
was a slight tendency for larger families to buy the largest quanti-
ties,

Table 35 shows the frequency of purchase range between the five
groups of families ranked according to the average number of weeks
they purchased oranges. There was a considerable drop in frequency
between the highest one-fifth who made purchases 32.8 times a year
and the second one-fifth who made purchases 18,7 times a year, Fre-
quency of purchase was associated with quantity purchased per family;
for example, the highest one-fifth bought LL6 oranges while the lowest
one~-fifth bought only 21 oranges a year. Although there is no definite
pattern in regard to average size purchase per family, the most frequent
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purchasers did have slightly larger purchases than the other families.
The highest one-fifth of the famllies had the largest family incomes
and largest per capita income, but again the reverse is not true

(the lowest one-fifth did not have the lowest income).

In order to determine it difference in purchases are the result
of diftcr‘nt.family characteristics two additional tables are pre-
sented, In Table )6 families were grouped into three equal per
capita income groups., In Table 37 families were grouped inte four

groups based upon the average size of the family.

TABLE 36

DIFFTRENCES IN FREZSH ORANGE PURCHASES AMONG 168 M.S.U.
CONSUMER PANEL FAMILIES GROUPED AGCORDING
TO THE PR CAPITA INCOME™

Fami G
Data oen Purchases and Iﬁ:om?;ﬁgp?w Squal

Family Characteristics Highest 1/3  Middle 1/3 Lowest 1/3

Family characteristics
A'nragg per capita

income $2665 $1593 $ 916

Average family income? $6070 $5080 $3754

Average family sisel 2.2 3.2 3.9
Quantity

Average quantity per

capita 88.0 62.6 L6.9
Expenditure

Average @ iture

per “pitﬁend 33016 §2.18 $§1.94

*Michipgan State University Consumer Panel Data.

lBued on only those families buying oranges.
2Based on 1952 income as reported on January 1, 1953.

3Bued on mmber of meals eaten at home, 21 meals equaling
one person.
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TABLE 37

DIFFERENCES IN FRESH ORANGE PURCHASES AMONG 168
M.S.U. CONSUMiR PANEL FAMILIES GROUPK
ACCORDING TO AVLRAGE SIZE OF FAMILY™

Data on Purchases and - Size of Family

Characteristic One Two Three & Five &

Family c stics Four
Family characteristics

Average size of

family? 1.1 2.1 3.6 5.5

Averagg family

1ncones $1360 slokl  §5336 96107

Average per capita

income3 £1250 $2365 $79 $1104
Quantity

Average quantity per

capita 71.6 89.0 L9.1 L9.6
Expenditure

Average expenditure

per capita $3.18 $3.23 $1.80 $1.81
Sise

Average size purchases

per person 6.2 6.4 3.8 2,6
Frequency

Average nmumber of weeks

purchased 11.6 13.8 13.0 18,9

*Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.

lﬂued on only those families buying oranges.
2

one persom.

3Buod on 1952 income as reported on January 1, 1953.

Based on number of meals eaten at home, 21 meals equaling
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By grouping the families according to per capita income the range
is from a high $2665 to a low of $916. The family size was largest far
the low inoome group families and smallest for the high income group
famities, Thus, family income ranked in the same marmer as per eapita‘
income, The quantity of oranges that are purchased per capita is
drectly related to per capita income, This range was from 88 eranges
per year per capita to L7 oranges per year per cepita. However, on a
fermily basis, the middle income group purchased slightly more aranges
than high income groups. Relationship between income and expenditure
per capita is also direct, Even though per capita income is directly
related to per capita quantity) families of all income groups buy about
the same number of oranges per family, Thus size of farily 1s a more
important determinent in arriving at difference betwesn family purchases
than is income,

And last by grouping the families sccording to family sisze (Table
37); it is interesting to note that as the femily size becomes larger
the family inocome becomes larger, however, the per capita income is
lowest for large families and highest for families of two members,
Although larger size families consume more oranges per family than
small families they consume only about five-minths as many oranges per
ocapita as the family of two members, ' Since most ome and two member
families are composed of adults and most three and more mumber families
are oomposed of adults and children, the redused pwrchase per capita of
large families must be the result of low consumption on the part of
children, The large families also buy more frequently but in smaller

quantities per person.
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The data on family characteristics as related to fresh orange
purchase behavior has limited direct application to food retailing
except for the part that advertising and promotion could play. To
increase orange consumption children must be encoursged to use oranges
in their diet as well as in the parent's diet, The theme of a produce
advertisement might take the form of encouraging the parent to place
an orange in the school lunch box or how oranges help to combat winter
calds, eto,

Summary
The fresh orange is a fruit which has come into general use enly

during this century. The peak has been reached in consumption and a
decline has slready started to take place. This decline has been due
to the phenominal growth .which the procsssed orange has experienced,
Although fresh oranges have and still do enjoy a wide socceptance
of use, it is surprising to learn that about 5 percent of the lansing
fardlies bought no fresh oranges during 1953, In compering erange
purchases from year to year it was noted that increases in expenditure
appesr to be related to promotion and merchandising effert. On the
average 25 percent of the families bought aranges ecach week, Thus,
oranges are excellent feature items for advertising. A review of
the studies of pricing methods revealed that when given a choice to
select from a display priced by count and a display priced by weight
the customer prefers to make her selection from displays priced by
oount, Asidc from favorable customer reaction there appears to be a
definite operating advantage to retailers when the factor of time
taken per transaction is considered, Studies oconducted several years
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ago definitely show that customers preferred selecting oranges from
loose bulk displays, However, panel data in the winter quarter of
1955 revealed that about LO percent of the purchases and LS percent
of the quantity is sold in prepackaged form, Retailers ocould best
maximise thelr orangs sales by displaying both prepackage and bulk
oranges,

For prepackaging purposes the dogen sige unit gseems to be the
favorite quantity that the customer purchased during the year, Dus
to the fairly large quantity sold im two dozem sise units (about 22
percent) it seams advisable for retallers to also carry this sised
units,

There is oonsiderable difference bestween fanmilies in the amount
of oranges they buy and the frequency with which they buy. Families
that bought the greatest quantity had larger incomes and tended to
have large families, The same famlly characteristics are alseo true
for families that bouzht the most frequently,

When families were grouped according to per capita income and
average size of family, it was discovered that there was a direct
relationship between per capita income and total quantity purchased
per capita, There was also a tendancy for large families to consume
a much smaller quantity of oranges per capita than smaller sised
familiee, Thus it was concluded that to inorease total erange cone
sumption through food retailer efforts it would be necessary for
promotion and advertising to stress the need for oranges in the
child's diet,
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CHAPT:R VI
PURCHASE PATT:RNS AND CHARACTLRISTICS OF

FRESH GRAPEFRUIT PURCHASES

The grapefruit is a basic produce item on the market throughout
the entire year; however it is most plentiful from October through
¥ay. Florids is the principal source ef supply with Texas, Arisoms,
and California also shipping relatively large quantities of the fruit,
Table 38 shows that virtually no grapefruit were sold in lansing dure
ing the months of July, August, and September. Due to the small
quantities shipped and the generally poor quality shipped during the
summer months this item should be dropped from the food retailers

stock 1list at this season.

Fresh Grapefruit Purchese Data

The expenditure per capita during the three year period (1952,
1953 and 195L) ranged from a low of 87 to 95 cents. Shown in Table
38 48 the average percent of families buying each week, On a yearly
basis the peroent of families tuying each week was quite stable far
the three year period (approximately 14 percent). But due to the
seasonal purchase pattern exhibited by grapefruit purchasers the
1l percent of the families buying each week becomes unrealistic
and tends to hide the impact of the shopping behavior for the
shorter time period. For example, in 1953 the range was from
almost zero in the summer months to 29 percent of the families

buying esch week during February.
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TAELE 38

YEARLY VARTATION IN EXPZIDITURE PCR CAPITA AND AVERAGE
PERCENT OF FAMILIES GUYING FRNUSH GRAEFRgIT FACH ¥WELK
FY FOUR WETK PRIODS OF THE YEAR

= Txporditure For Caplta  Average Fercent of Familles
Period Buying Each Feek
1952 1953 199, 1952 1953 195
1 114 114 11¢ 1% 20% 25%
11 10 16 13 17 29 25
ni 13 15 13 25 26 25
v 12 13 1 2L 2l 22
v 10 10 8 20 18 17
VI 8 5 6 1k 10 13
vIx L 2 3 6 6 7
VIII e a s ' ee oo © ee
x 2 a a8 3 .o .o
X 1l a a 3 oo 3
XI 5 5 L 10 12 10
I 9 9 8 18 19 17
XIIX 10 10 9 17 2 18
Total 95¢ 964 874 U 15¢ i M4

*Mchigan State University Consumer Panel Data.

aIa:zsa; than 1¢.
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Part of the difference in expenditure per eapita between 1953 snd
1954 may be emplained by differences in percent of families buying
each week, Comparing like periods of 1953 end 1954 with each other
reveals that there were more periods in 1953 than in 1954 when the
peroentage of families buying each week was greater, It is impossible
without price and quantity information to detarmine the exact function
price played in ceusing both the increased expenditure per capita and
the increased number of families buying grapefruit each week, However,
mich of this increase must be due to dfferences in merchandising effort
at both producer and retailer levels,

Table 39 gives a more detalled piocture of the grapefruit purchasing
behavior of the Lansing population during 1953. The average quantity
consuned per capita was 12 grapefruit. The fluctuation im range of
quantity purchased during the ysar was from a high of 2,6 grapefruit
per cepita during Pebruary to a low of prectically none during the
sumer, Consumption starts again in the early fall when temperatures
become more cool and the new harvest season begins,

Orapefrult oonsurption per capita is directly related to the
mmber of families buying each wesk. From Table 39 it ippears that
inareased pwrchases of grapefruit are most likely to ococur by selling
nore families grapefruit over a longer period rather than by selling
more grapefruit per family in the weekly period., Panel data indicates
that grapefruit accsptance is far from umiversal. More than 16 per-
cent of the families bought no grapefruit at all during 1953,

In the Texas study of ecitrus preferences, health promoting
values and pleasing taste were the cutstanding reasons given by
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TAZLE 39

SRASONAL VARTATION IN FRRSH GRATCFRUIT (UATTITY, EXTFTNDITURE,
EXTENDITUNE RANK, AND FROQUTICY OF PURCHAST DURING THE
THIRTEEN=-FOUR WEEEK PLRIODS OF 1953*

Average
Quantlity Expenditure Expenditure Percent
Time Period Purchased in Cents Rank Among of Families
Per Person Per Person Fruits and Puying Zach
Vegetables Week
{cents) (percent)
Dec. 28, 1952"'
Jan, 24, 1953 L.k 11 6 20
Jan, 25 = Feb, 21 2.6 16 S 29
May 17 = June 13 5 5 12 10
June 1 - July 11 2 2 21 6
July 12 - Auge. 8 a ' .o .o
Auge 9 -~ Sept. 5 a oo e 'Y
Sept. 6 « Octe 3 a se o oo
Octe L = Oct. 31 6 5 9 12
NO". 1 -~ Nov. 28 1.1 ? 7 19
Nov. 29 = Dec. 26 1.3 10 6 21
12,0 96 8 15

*uichigan State University Consumer Panel Data.

aIesa than 1l¢.
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homemakers for the general scoeptance of fresh grapen-uit.l Consuners
thought that fresh grapefruit was partioularly good for children as

a means of preventing colds, Taste, as well as health promoting values
is one of the important attribu;u of citrus produots, In this same
study fresh grspefruit ranked a;cond in taste preference umong all
forms of citrus products (fresh oranges ranked first),

With the fairly large percentage of non-grapefruit uses, as |
exists in the Lansing population, it sheuld be helpful to merchandisers
to understand the reasons for nommse, Referring again to the Texas
study of preferences it was pointed out that dislike of taste was the
main hindrance to purchase of the product.? The unsatisfactory taste
was usually expressed in terms of "bitter", "acid”, and "sour®,
Another reason that appeared was the trouble that was necessary in
preparing the item for use, Though little may be done by the re-
tailer to correct the latter complaint, there is an opportunity to
help overocnme She objection registered against taste., By purchas-
ing grapefruit of good quality and full maturity and then by handling
and rotating grapefruit earefully the retailer will be aiding the -
situstion by displaying a grapefruit that is not repulsive to the
taste because of guality facters.

Sixilar to the controversy that exists over pricing and displaye
ing methods with eranges is the contrweuy over these same merchane
dising techniques with grapefruit. Do customers prefer to buy fresh

1y, A, Fugeth, J. A. Bayton and H, W, Bitting, "Citrus Prefer-
ences Among Customers of Selected Stores." Texas Agricultural and
Mechanical College, Bulletin 722, 1950.

2nid., pe 17.
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grapefruit priced by unit or priced by count? Do customers prefer to
buy fresh grapefruit in prepackaged or bulk form; and if in prepack-
aged form what weight or count should be placed in the bag so as te
maximigze sales and customer acceptance? Answers to the gbove can
in part be determined from the following seetions,

Pricing Msthod

Although panel data cannot be of help in answering the question
a8 to whether pricing should be by weight er count, a review of the
histery of the problem and the available pricing studies conducted
should be helpful in appraising the preferences the customer ex-
hibits toward these two methods.

Famdliarity with buying by the pound was gained by the customer
during the time that regulations enforeing this method were adspted
by the Office of Price Administration, As with eranges the only prior
experience that the customer had with pricing by count was in the West
Coast area, where this method of merchandising was introduced in the
late 1930%s,

Referring again to the Texas study on consumer preference om
eitrus purchases it was reported that 60 percent of the homemakers
prefearred pricing bty count, 10 peroent preferred pricing by weight,
Mmpm'mindirfmntutothouthod.3 The two majear
reasens for preferring the count method weres (1) a desire teo
select the exact number of fruit needed, and (2) it was more con-
venient, It was interesting to note that when most consumers were
offered grapefruit priced by the pound that they still made their
selection by the number desired,

arbidcg Pe 2k,



18

In another citrus prefersence study using a cross sample of the
United States it was determined that the direction of preference was
for fresh grapefruit to be priced by count.’ However, about one-
third of the users indicated that they had ne preference in this
matter, Reasons given in this study for their preferencee were
slightly different than in Texas, Reasons most frequently gliven vere:
(1) that this was the method they wers most accustomed to, and (2)
pricing by oceunt made the fruit less sxpensive because the exast number
needed could be selected and at the same time bigger fruit ooculd be
bought,

It 1s most probable that habit is the most influential ressen
for a preference fer buying grapefruit priced by ceunt, The custom
of planning the purchases of adequate quantities in terms of a
specific number appears to be fairly deep-seated. The homemaker,
knowing how many she is providing for, makes her estimate of quantity
in terms of mmber of grapefruit., But there appears to be little
logie in preferring any one mmber of units so long as the product
can be selected by whatever criterion the shopper wishes to use,
exoept that it may be more trouble te have it welghed, Also, the
buysr may want to know at the time of selection just how much the
fruit will oost, which may not be possible when pricing by weight,
Then, probably habit and the mistaken idea that 4f they bought hy
the pound they would get poorer quality and could not select the
mumber needed, accounted for the majority preference for buying

hAnon. t"Consumer's Use of and Opinions About Citrus Products,®
United States Department ef Agriculture, Washington, D. C.,
Agricultural Information Bulletin No, 50, 1951.
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grapsafruit in units of count. However, all of this is not to say that
customers would necessarily buy a greater quaﬁtity of grapefruit if
they were sald by count,

In veiw of the present day practice of increased shipments of
grapefruit marketed in mesh bags priced by weight, a word of cautiom
is necessary., Though in many instances these bags have had goed
acoeptance in same stores, it still behooves the retailer not to -
merchandise these to the exclusion of grapefruit priced by count,

As long as the customers'! stated preference is for this pricing by
count and there actions bear this cut it seems probadble that this
should yleld a higher volums of grapefruit sales for anyone store,
Perhaps the Michigan State University Consumer Panel data, which

is of mors recent erigin than the previously mentioned studies, will
shed more light on this behavior. Turning now to the section om
prepackaging, the previocus question along with questiens posed in
the first sestion will be discussed,

Prepackaging
The mare recent controversy in grapefruit merchandising is

vhether grapefruit sell best in bulk displays or prepackaged displays
or s cambination of both, And the second part of the same question
1s vhat quantities should be packaged at different seasons of the
yoxr if prepackaging seems desirable. As with eranges, a review

of the histary of the situation as it existed four or five years

ago should be valusble, Then by studying Michigan State University
Consumer Panel data, which is of the more recent origin, a compari-

son ean be made,.
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In a study by the United States Department of Agriculture ia
Iouisville, Kentusky there was an overvhelming deaire for grapee
fruit that is displayed loose.” To the reply, "Wers the grapafruit
you bought already in a bag or leose, out of a bin?%, 95 peroent
bowght locse displayed grapefruit. When asked ss to their prefer
enoe about 90 parcent stated they would prefexr to buy loose dis-
played grapefruit and gbout S percent had no preference as to either
method, The first series of reasons for this preference centered
around the factor of quality, Thers was a feeling that if you
bought prepackaged grapefruit you get a few poorer quality fruis
snd fruit of uneven sise. The second series of ressons had to do
with sconony. The ecomomy lay im the fact that this method was
less wasteful because they could buy only the number they needed at
ay given time, Substantially the same results were obtained in
the other United States Department of Agriculture study and the
Texas study.S

These past studies paint strongly toward the need for retailers
te carry a supply of loose displayed grapefruit and to prise thess
grapefruit by oount rather than weight, However, it should be
nentioned that during this period of time mest ef the prepackeged
grapefruit was sald by weight, Whether this would have a bearing
m&oandeMthmM—
ble to deternine.

SAnon. "Citrus Preferences Among Household Consumers in Louisville
and Nelson County, Kentucky,® United States Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D. C,, Agricultural Information Bulletin No. 2, 1950.

6ngonsumer's Use of and Opinions About Citrus Products,” and
"Citrus Preferences Among Customers of Selected Stares," op. cit.
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A study of the Michigan State University Consumer Panel data
will be helpful in determining 1f the preferences that were shown in
1948, 19L9, and 1950 are the same as in 1953 and 1955 or whether pre-
packaging has become popular enough in the interim period to overcome
the objections that prevailed in the earlier period, Table LO shows
the variation in mmber of fresh grapefruit purchases and quantity
purchased at different units of sales for threee-four week periods in
the first quarter of 1955, The range in prepackaged sale of grape-
fruit was from a low of L2 percont te L9 percent of all grapetyuit
quantity, Thus it sppears that over the past five years many of the
objections formerly raised egainst prepackaged grapefruit have been
dispelled, Nevertheless about 60 percent of the purchases and 55
percent of quantity is still purchased in bulk, On the basis of
this evidenoce it still seems desirable to avoid a complete change
over to prepackaged grapefruit, Rather it seems more appropriate to
use both methods of display.

The question of mumber of units to put in a package must still
be answered, Table L1 shows that the most popular size movement is
the half desen size. However four, five, eight units in bag alse
moved quite well, These same umits were also pepular in the bulk
purchases with the further additiom of two and three unit sales being
made in large quantities, Undoubtedly the variance encountered in
prepackaged units reflect to some extent the sale of grapefruit bee
ing realized at the pricing umit suggested on the price card, For
example, h' for «=f, 6 for ~=g, or 5 for ~-¢, ets, It appears that
there is no dlear-cut mumber of units in a bag which sell decidedly
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better than any other sige unit, A retailer should change the number
of units in & bag to fit a particular merchandising program, For
example, 1f during one week he carried two sizes of grapefruit he
might ecarry the larger sisze at a 3 for --¢ price and prepackage grape~
fruit of that size in units of three and units of six, The small sise
might be sold at 5 far =-4 and the grapefruit prepackaged in units of
five and ten,

Table 41 preseunts the variation in size of purchase and quantity
purchased during the four-thirteen week periods of 1953, Data in
this table are for an entire year and does not include method of
purchase as does Table LO. The spring and fall quarters of the
year show approximately the same relationship between the sises as
the winter quarter. The only differenst of note is that there
appears to be a tendency for larger units of purchase to be made in
vinter and smaller units of purchase to be made in the spring and
fall, For example, during the winter quarter the three unit pure
chase sceounted for 7 percent of the total quantity while during
the spring and fall quarter the three unit purchase acscunted for
15 and 23 peroent respectively. This means that substantially the
sane merchandising program as suggested for the winter quarter
might be adapted during the spring and fall, except for the downe
ward shift in nmumber of units in the fall and spring., As mentioned
at the first of the chapter, the summer sesson aceounts far a
negligible amount of the total grapefruit sales, If any are handled
at that time of year only token quantities should be ordered unless
previous records for a particular store warrant otherwise.



Decision Making In Purchasing Grapefruit

The prior sections of this chapter contained a discussion of
attitudes homemakers held toward the use of grapgfruit and the
merchandising technique used in selling this commodity. Also
presented were data pertaining to customer bdehavior inm purchasing
grapefruit over s specified period. In this section data are
presented on other aspects of the shoppers decision making process
with respect te grapefruit,

In the United States Department of Agriculture study of the
entire United States about 60 percent of the homemskers who used
ummmumwaam@memme}mmubq
befors going to the store.! Thus most homemakers had made up
their mind whether to buy grapefruit or lemons, or oranges, ete.
before making the trip, However, relatively few of the homemakers
said that store advertisements helped them decide upon the citrus
prmttobwathcctoroinwhidttnb\vthﬂ. Among those who
dd say the store advertisements influenced their declsions as |
wvhere to buy grapefruit or octher citrus, most were swayed by prices
quoted, partiocularly specials, This means that most shoppers are
mmhmmﬁapmicdnmm.otthatkm&w
grapefruit prios quoted in the sdvertisement. However, advertieing
grapefruit, espesially when a large percentage of the families are
buying them, helps add sales balance to a particular store advertise-
mnent, Thus, the single advertisement may not acoomplish much by

7Ibido. Pe 22,
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itself but when added to the other feature items of the store it creates
& low priocs impression and gives the shopper a reason for buying at a
particular store,

Although many of the hamemakers had decided on buying grapefruit
before going to the store, on some ogcasions they changed their minds
and did not buy as they had plamed, In most instanoes this change
of plans was attributed to the poor quality or sppearance of the
fruitsy in other instances prices played a part in their deeision, The
ixportance of the quality of fruit actually on sale was slee demen~
strated by those LO percent of the hamemakers who made mo decisiom to
buy until they actually were in the store and then saw the fruit,

In this latter group about 70 percept-bud their decision in the
store on quauty factors and for 30 peroent the decisive factor wvas
price, Probebly in many cases it was interaction of price and
quality which is that intangible factor referred to as value,

The n;tu-lbnto of the fruit used to make the quality evaluatiom
was usually some aspeat of the skin rather than weight, variety o
eise, The criteria used for evaluation 1s often contradictary te
actual facts, For example, "Small grapefruit sre best for juice®,

*A good fruit should have no blemishes on the skin®, or "A bright
yellow 1s the best," It seems that the coler of the fruit is a
primary factor in evaluating quality,

The izmplication of this study for the retailer are several in
mature, First, "impulse buying® er buying after a visual check of
the quality and appearanse of produce is an impertant factor in
purchasing oitrus, The retailer must be constantly om guard in the



-~




127

matter of quality preservation, He must purchase fruit that is in
good condition and in the right quantities so that turnower time is
reduced, He must follow handling practices that increase shelf life
and finally he must follow merchandising practices that insure a
complete and early turnover, Second, an educational program for
customers on criteria for selection would be desirable.. Such a pro-
graa could be quite simple, It could use the direct method of ine
the~store-salesmanship, or the indirect method of store talking signs
or shart institutional type copy in the produce section of the news-
paper advertisement, To dispel some of the incorrect beliefs adbout
surface appearances and their effect on quality should do much te
reduce losses through markdowns and spoilage.

Relationship Between Family Characteristics
and Fresh Grapefruit Purchases

Of interest te those respemnsible for merchandising produce is the
relationships that exist between those who have different purchasing
behavior and their fﬂly characteristics. Also impertant is the
relationship between certain known fanily charsoteristics and those
faxilies purchasing behavior,

In order to show whe the families are that are responsible far
varying levels of total purchases and second the families that buy
at varying frequencies two tables of data are presented. In Table
L2 families who purchased grapefruit were divided into five equal
groups based wpon the quantity of grapefruit they purchased per
family. In Table L3 families who purchased grapefruit were divided

into five equal groups based upon the frequency with which they pure
chased grapefruit.
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According to data presented in Table L3 there is a range from
a high average purchase of 147 grapefruit per family during a year
to a low aversge of 5 grapefruit per family during a year period,
There was a direct relationship between quantity purchased and
frequency of purchase. The largest quantity oonsumers of grape=~
fruit also bought greater imnnt- of fruit per purchase than the
lowest quantity consumer. There seems to be no discernible pattern
between the quantity of fruit purchased and the family income or
per capita income. There is a slight tendenay tog- the larger pure
chasers to have larger families; however the differences are
probably too slight to be significant,

Table L3 shows the frequency of purchase range between five
groups of families ranked according to the sverage mmber of weeks
they purchased grapefruit. The range in frequency was from a high
of 23.3 times in & year to a low average of 1.k times in an ammal
period, The drop from the highest group to the second highest
group was the largest, In that instance, the drop was an average
of 12 purchases a year. Although the most frequent purchases were
also the same families who also bought the largest quantitiese
they were families that bought in only slightly larger average
mubers per purchase., The two top ranking families bought in only
slightly larger mmber per purchase than the three lowest ranking
faxdlies, There is no discamible psttern that shows a relation-
ship between the famdly characteristics and frequency of purchase,

In erder to determine if differences in purchases are the
result of different fomily characteristios two additional tables
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are presented, In Table L4 families were grouped into four groups
based upon the average size of the family, The families that did
not buy grapefruit during 1953 were excluded from the tabulation,

TABLE L

DIFFERENCES IN FACTORS RELATED TO FRESH GRAPEIRUIT
PURCHASES AMONG 148 M.S,U, CONSUMER PANEL FAMI
GROUPED ACCORDING TO THE PER CAPITA INCOME™

Families Orouped Into Equal
Data on Purchases and Incoms Oroups

Family Charscteristics Highest 1/3 Middle 1/3 Lowest 1/3

Family characteristics
Average per capita

income? $2726 $161) £910
Average family income? $6196 $5L02 $3635
Average family sisel 2.2 3.3 3.8
Quantd ty
Average quantity per
Expendi ture
Average nditure

*Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.

1pased on only those families buying grapefruit.

2Bued on 1952 income as reported on Jamuary 1, 1953.

BBasod on number of meals eaten at home, 21 meals equaling
one person,

By growpdng the families according to per capita income the
average per canita income was $2726, $1613, and §910, respectively,
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for each group. The highest income families had the smallest family
numbers, The highest income families bought about twice as much
grapefruit per capita as the middle and lowest income groupa.V Thus,
high per capita quantities is related to high per eapita hm..
Nowever, this large difference between groups is somewhat diminished
when family purchases are oonsidered, (There are larger average sise
families in the middle and low income groups,) Nevertheless, high
quantity purchases seem to be associsted with high income, ‘

The last grouping 1s by average sise of the family and the
results of this grouping are shown in Table LS., Family income is
largest for the largest sized family but is lowest on & per capita
basis, The family composed of two members enjoys the largest per
cepita income. The family of two purchases twice as much grapefruit
per capita as the next ranking group and consumes about 28 pM
more on a famlily basis than the families composed of more than five,
Undoubtedly the fact that the family of twe emjays the highest per
ocapita inoome is an influencing factor in this high consumption.
Sinoe ene and two member families are most likely to be entirely
composed of adults and most thruandmnnaan.- families are
composed of adults and childrem, the reduced purchases per capita
of large families must be the result of low consumption om the
part of childrea.

This section on relationships between family characteristics
and fresh grapefruit purchases probably has limited application te
food retailing except for the informstion that is provided on who is
responsible for high and low quantity purchases of fresh grapefruit,
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DII'FERENCES IN FACTOR3 RELATED TO FRxzSH GRAPEFRUIT PURCHASES
AONG 148 M.S.U. CONSUMER PANeL FAMILIES GROUPLD ACCORDING

TO AVERAGE SIZE OF FAMILY IN 1953* 3

— . m——
Data on Purchases and Size of Family
Family Characteristics One Two Three & Five &
Four Over
Family characteristics '
Average size of
£ - 1.1 2.0 3.8 L.8
Average family
income3 $1281 §5154 $5705 §59L6
Average per capita
income $1147 $2u81 $1550 $1103
Quantity
Average quantity
per capita 15.5 33.0 1.2 10,7
Average quantity
per f‘mi]: 17.0 66.0 h2.6 S5l.h4
Expendi ture
Average expenditure
per capitl $1.h2 32053 3 093 3 082
Size
Average size purchases
per person 2.7 2.8 1.4 1.2
Frequency
Aversge number of
weeks purchased 5.8 1.7 8.1 8.9

7
Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.

]'Based on only those families buying grapefruit.

2Based on number of meals eaten at home, 21 meals equaling

one person.

3Buod on 1952 income as reported on January 1, 1953.
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This information could provide a basis for directing advertising
messages, For example, it has been pointed out in these past tables
that grapefruit consumption is lowest smong families having children
and families of lower per capita income, Thus, advertising might
take the form of the low cost per sarving during the peak harvest
season or the nutrition available per sarving, sto,

Susmary
The grapefruit is a basic produce item on the market about

eight months of the year, Virtually no grapefruit werse sold in the
Lansing area during the summer months of 1953, The percent of
faemilies buying each wesk during 1953 ranged from a low of sero in
the summer time to a high of 29 percent in the peak month of
February,.

Orapefruit consumption per capita is related to the mumber of
families buying, It appears that consumption is most likely te
increase by selling more families grapefruit over a longer time
period rather than selling more grapefruit per family in the shart
time period, More than 16 percent of the panal families bought no
grapefruit at all during 1953,

Principel reasons for nomuse were unsatisfactory taste and
excess amount of time in preparation. By careful selectiem, correet
handling methods, and good merchandising techniques the retailer may
partially overcame the former objection.

A review of previous studies showed that pricing by count was
the pricing method preferred by customers., It is most probable that
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habit is the reason for this preference, In view of the trend to
do more merchandising by weight it still behooves the merchant not
to exclude pricing by count,.

f‘ive years ago about 95 percent of the customers preferred to
buy their grapefruit in the loose bulk form, However in 1955 sbout
55 percent of the customers preferred the bulk purchase method.
Thus over the past five years many of the objections ralsed against
prepackaging have been dispelled, It appears that there 1s no clear=
cut mumber of grapefruit to place in a bag which sell decidedly better
than any other size, Thus, a retailer should change the number of
units in a bag to fit a particular merchandising program, '

The decisions that the homemaker makes in the store is the
impartant decision of whether to buy or not. Value or the intere
action of quality and price together is the final determinents in
meking that decision, Planned purchases are frequently altered
after the visusl inspection is made.

Families that buy the largest quantities of grapefruit are
families that are of small size and have large per ocapita incomes.
Advertising to inorease consumption should point out the low
cost per serving and the health promoting values that it has for
children.
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CHAPTER VII

THE USE OF MICHIGAN STATS UNIVEIRSITY CONSUMuR PANEL DATA
AS RELATED TO SPiLCIFIC M-RCHANDISING PRACTICES

In an economy of plenty, where growing and producing facilities
are adequaste to provide goods far in exeess of those required to meet
basic human food needs, consumer wants become highly important. Under
these circumstances, customers can choose whether to buy or not to buy,
It 1s here that information om purchase behaviar beocmes a vital element
in providing merchandisers with facts on which to base merchandising
decizsions, Because customers need not buy items produced to satisfy
wants, rather than needs, they can transfer their favors from one
product to another or from one retailer to another. The infarmed
merchandiser can hasten the scoeptansce for his produce and influence
the stability of his returns by being ocognisent of the shopping
behavior of customers.

In the foregoing chapters the writer has discussed in some
detail the usefulness of the Michigan State University Consumer
Panel data as it pertains to a particular produst, Also discussed
in those commodity chapters were certain merchandiasing techniques
and methods which sre of current importance im marketing these
produsts, It was discovered that Michigan State University Consumer
Panel data had its greatest applicability in the area of package
sizes for an individual commodity, But the question still remains:
Are there other areas of usefulness for these data as applied to
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the overall functions of retailing all produce (as opposed to indie
vidual cormodities), and if so what are its limitations? Before
disocussing the individual functions it might be well to first look
at the nature of these data and the form in which it would appesr

in after initial processing,

Nature of the Data

First, data may be presented for an individual commodity over
an extended time period or for a brief time period. This is the
type of data that were presented in the previous four chapters,
Second, the data may be presented for a large number of commodities
in a given time period., This is the type of dats that will be used
in this chapter, This second technique permits an examination of
all oormodities handled in a produce department at one time rather
than a detailed examination of the single item. Relationships
between items become more decipherabls, and since many retailing
functions must be analyzed from the eomplete department viewpoint
rather than the individual segments, these types of data are
nNeCeSSaTy.

Table 45 shows the competitive relationships between the top
twenty-five fresh fruits and vegetables from June 1k, 1953 to
duly 11, 1953, and Tsble L7 shows the ssme relationship for the
period July 12, 1953 to August 8, 1953, Table L8, August 9, 1953
to September 5, 1953, and Table 49, November 29, 1953 to December
26, 1953. For purposes of this chapter only these four foureweek

periods of the year need be shown. An examination of the tables
shows that twenty-five items in the produce department account
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COMPKTITIVE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THZ TWENTY-FIVE TOP FRESH

FRUITS AND VEGETAELES, JUNE 14 TO JULY 11, 1953*

Expendi ture

Quantity Average
Expenditure Product Purchased ‘;o’;:?;::‘:t Percent
Rank Per 100 Fruit and of Families
Persons Vegetable Buying Each
Expenditure Week
1 Strawberries 151 quarts 19.4 3%
2 Potatoes 538 pounds 9.8 L2
3 Bananas 142 pounds 8.7 L3
L Muskmelons 71 each 6.6 Ll
s Tomatoes LS pounds 6.4 28
6 Head lettuce 97 heads 6.4 Sk
7 Watermelons 250 pounds 5.2 1
8 Oranges 320 each Le7 21
9 Celery 37 bunches 3.8 26
10 Raspberries 22 quarts 3.1 7
TOP 10 Th.l
1 Lemons 130 each 2.7 18
12 Cucumbers S5 each 2.2 22
13 Carrots L3 dunches 2.1 2k
b1 Mature onions k8 pounds 1.8 18
15 Sweet cherries 16 pounds 1.6 L
16 Cabbage k9 pounds 1.6 17
17 Radishes 68 bunches 1.5 2l
18 Green onions 39 bunches 1.2 15
19 Peaches 17 pounds 1.2 6
20 Sour cherries 13 pounds 1.1 2
21 Grapefruit 22 each 9 6
22 Apples 13 pounds o8 L
23 Peppers 23 each oT 1
2L Plums 10 pounds o7 4
25 Asparagus 8 bunches 6 b
Top 25 9L4.8
All others 5.2

*Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.
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TABLE 47
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COMPETITIVE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE TWENTY-FIVE TOP FRESH

FRUITS AND VIGETABLES, JULY 12 TO AUGUST 8, 1953%

Expenditure
Quantity as Percent of  Average
Expendi ture Product Purchased Total Fresh Percent
Rank Per 100 Fruit and of Families
Persons Vegetable Buying Bach
Expenditure Week
1 Raspberries 133 quarts 17.3 2
2 Potatoes S17 pounds 8.4 38
3 Bananas 137 pounds 7.9 L3
L Tomatoes 84 pounds 6.8 35
S Muskmelon-
cantaloupe 59 each 5.5 29
6 Sweet corn 362 ears S.2 28
7 Head lettuce 70 heads S.1 L2
8 Peaches 9l pounds "W 26
9 VWatermelons 205 pounds 3.8 1
10 Oranges 307 each 3.5 18
Top 10 68,1
1n Blueberriea 20 quarts 2.9 10
12 Celery LO bunches 2.8 2l
13 . Sweet cherries 22 pounds 2.4 é
u Lemons 123 each 2.3 17
15 Cucumbers 89 each 2.1 21
16 Carrots L7 bunches 2.0 23
17 Sour cherries 31 pounds 1.9 3
. 18 Apples S5 pounds 1.9 10
19 Mature onions L6 pounds 1.6 18
20 Snap beans ki pounds 1.5 10
21 Cabbage L8 pounds 1.2 18
22 Radishes L8 bunches Ll 17
23 Green onions 356 bunches 1,0 12
2L Plums 10 pounds .8 L
25 Peppers 2y each N 10
Top 25 9.3
A1l others 5.7

* -
Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.



TABLE 48

COMPLTITIVE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE TWENTY-FIVE TOP FRESH
FRUITS AND VEGETABLES, AUGUST 9 TO SEPTEMBER 5, 1953*

Quantity as Percent of Percent
Expenditure Product Purchased Total Fresh of Families
Persons Vegetable Week
Expenditure

1 Peaches 535 pounds b VI k2

2 Potatoes 615 pounds 9.7 n

a Muskmelons 98 each 9.6 37

Bananas 103 pounds 7.3 33

S Tomatoes 273 pounds 7.3 29

6 Head lettuce 63 each 5.8 Lo

7 Sweet corn L4T each 5.6 27

8 Apples 154 pounds L.S 20

9 Oranges 230 each 3.5 15

10 Elueberries 16 quarts 3.2 n
Top 10 70.9

1n Watermelons 143 pounds 3.0 9

12 Celery 32 bunches 2.8 22

13 Cucumbers 166 each 2.4 13

1 Pears 89 pounds 2.2 é

15 Mature onions 67 pounds 2.1 1

16 Lemons 89 each 2.0 13

17 Orapes 20 pounds 1.8 9

16 Carrots 34 pounds 1.8 18

19 Peppers 6L each 1.3 12

20 Cabbage L7 pounds 1.2 16

a Snap beans 18 pounds 1.1 4

22 Plums 13 pounds .8 b

23 Radishes 22 bunches 7 9

2h Green onions 18 bunches o 7

25 Squash 17 pounds 6 6
Top 25 9543
K11 others ho?

*Michigan State University Consumer Panel Data.



TABLE L9

COMPETITIVE REL4TIONSHIPS BETWEEN THZ TWENTY-FIVE TOP FRESH
FRUITS AND VEGETASBLES, NOVEMBER 29 TO DECEMBER 26, 1953%

PR P S et
Expenditure

Quantity as Percent of Average
Expenditure Product Purchased Total Fresh Percent
Rank Per 100 Fruit and of Famili:;
Persons Vegetable B\U:.xsnga
Expenditure
1 Bananas 146 pounds 1.0 Ll
2 Apples 272 pounds ‘ 13.3 30
3 Potatoes 563 pounds 10.7 28
L Oranges L6S each 10.L4 go
5 Head lettuce 80 each 8.2 9
6 Grapefruit 131 each 5.8 2a
7 Celery 30 bunches 5.5 30
8 Tangerines 270 each k.9 18
9 Carrots 52 bunches L.l 25
10 Grapes 23 pounds 2.5 10
Tep 10 19.4
n Cranberries 15 pounds 2.1 n
12 Cabbage LS pounds 1.8 15
13 Tomatoes 19 pounds 1.8 6
1 Mature onions L4 pounds 1.7 10
15 Sweet potatoes 22 pounds 1.6 7
16 Peppers 15 each 9 7
17 Squash 25 pounds o9 5
18 Radishes 13 bunches 9 7
19 Cucumbers 1l each .8 7
20 Lerons 2l; each .8 6
21 Spinach ks pounds o7 3
22 Turnips 1) pounds b S
23 Brussels Sprouts 3 pounds o5 2
24 Snap beans 3 pounds b 2
25 Green onions 6 bunches ol 2
All others L.

*Miohigen State Umiversity Comsumer Panel Data.
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for the major share of the dollar volume, Also shown for the foure
week period is the quantity consumer per 100 persons and second,
the average parcentage of customers buying the item in any one-
weak period, Armed with this type of data the discussion can now
proceed to an evaluation of its merit in terms of applicability to
certain merchandising functions,

Purchasing

One of the uses that might be made of this information is its
use as a basioc stock list for produce during each of thirteea four-
veek periods, It is realized that many stores carry more than these
tventy~five items, but on the other hand there are probably many
stores that do carry these twenty-five canmodities let alone the
different varieties and sizes of each item. Table L9 shows that
the top ten items acaounted for 79.L percent of the sales and the
next fifteen items accounted for an additional 15.9 peroent of the
sales, The question might well be askeds if ten items contribute
almost 80 percent of the volume, why carry any more items? In eother
words, is there a case for variety?

As has been shown in these tables there are a few "ald stand-by"
fruits and vegetables that make up the bulk of the average retailer's
sales, both dollar and volume wise. These staples-spotatoes, head
lettuce, tomatoes, celery, and carrots in the vegetable linej and
bananas, apples, oranges, grapefruit, and strawberries in the fruit
1line make up roughly 65 percent of the dollar volume handled, These

figures appear to bulld up a strong case for specialization,
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But do these figures tell the whole story? Most of the better
retail operators are convinced that they do noty and from the evie
dence that is available on consumer opinions, consumers appear to
be glad that many retailers feel that way, There is sound evidenoce
that consumers will make extra efforts to shop in stores that stock
basic items and those seasonal specialties that add "spice" to the
produce department,

Each commodity has its season, but the development of new
varieties, the use of betier cultural practices, and the mere
flexible marketing system have greatly broadened the base of
availability, The modern fully stocked preduce department should
carry the basie twenty-five carmodities for each period of the
year and then add to that list depending upon spaes, customer prefer-
enee, eto. A comparison of Table L7 with Table L9 shows that inm the
summer there were nine items in the list that did net appear en the
vinter stock list, Thus, a retaller can enhance his profits by
prmﬁng these seasonal items and at the same time ancourasge ine
creased consumption of the standard items.

Retailers who have mads produce displays a drawing card in
their stores have found that sales have increased in other depart-
ments, This is a natural consequence of the increased trend toward
"one-stop® shopping. On the other hand, those retailers who have
relied on a few staples to carry the load have disocovered the fairly
direct relationship between the mumber of items stocked and the
nunber of customers,
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Often specialty items are in and out of season so quickly that
certain retallers have discounted their importance. But while the
highly seasonal items like raspberries may constitute less than a
three parcent of annual sales, it may account for as much as 17
percent of all fresh fruit and vegetable sales in one month, Cest
and handling problems may be grester on such items, but so are the
profit margins, Panel data showe that customers do buy these
products readily and in significant volume,

Pnrchuingcr ordering i3 the first atep in the M« oper-
ation, Because of the perishable nature of the product every arder
is a risk, but it can be a carefully celculated risk, Instead of
depending entirely upon his jJudgment in buying merchandise, the
retailer sheuld Lave an effective merchandise control system se
that he will know which are his fastest and which are his slewest
selling 1tm; Such a system would help him to keep sufficient
mmbers of fast moving items im stock and aveid overstocking slew
moving items, Panel dsta in the form presented in the tzbles caa
be used as & guide to estimating what items should be stoeked and
in what quantities, However, panel data would be a poer substitute’
for accurately maintained records of a particular store, For the
day-to-dsy purchasing,sales must be estimated for the period covered
by the order., Most good operators would use sales records for the
previous week and adjust this to thelr expectations for the follow=
ing week, Nevertheless, panel data indicates when a partiocular

eommodity is going to be in peak demand, These seasonal itenms
represent short-term opportunities that must be anticipated and
planned for in advance,
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There are three limitations to using panel data as an aid in
purchasing and they are centered around the general nature of the
data, First, there are several factors that influence produce sales
from week to week, The weather will not only affect the sales from
week to week but will in many eases determine how lomg the item can
be kept without spoiling, Peak supply and demand conditions do mot
alvays ooincide from one year to the next, Promotiom items that
feature a low price will often change the movement of an item for a
btrief period, Competing prices and merchandising actions can change
the sales picture for a store, In other words, pansl data are not
an acourate guide for day-to-day purchasing, However, where advanoe
buying of carlet items is used the usefulness of the data are in-
oreased, When an order must be placed ten days prioce to expected
delivery, panel data provides a more accurate estimate of the
expected movement, but its usefulness here is still limited,

The second limitation is one involving the limited applica~
bility to any one store., Panel data are taken from a statistical
universe composed of an entire metropolitan ares. 7To the extent
that any one store serves a neighborhood that is materially differe
ent in its food buying behavior from the statistical universe, the
usefulness could be axpected te be dissipated to that degree.
Undoubtedly, certain nationality groups have buying behaviors that
are unique to themselves, As pointed out under the four commodity
chapters, income has some effect on what is or is not bought, And
certainly class of store such as "supermarket", "superettes®, and
"mom and pop® stores could be expected to have different patterns of
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produce sales, Nevertheless panel data shows what the customers
are buying and what the overall potential sales oould be, If these
two limitations are kept in mind this data can serve es & useful
guide for determining basie stock lists and as a guide for alerte
i.ng’tho nerchandiser to the forthcoming seasonal items,

The third limitatiom applies only to certain of the commodity
items, To know that a certain number of apples are sald per capita
and that they have a certain frequency of distribution is not emough
in buying spples. It is neecessary to know what varisties and sises
of apples are involved, Panel data does not provide this informstion
because of the difficulty of reporting ether than just the commodity
involved, This limiation does not spply to lettuce, carrots, celery,
ete,, vhere the influence of variety and sise are less important,

Advertising and Promotiom

This section is not intended to present a detailed acoount of
the principles or mschanics of retail advertising, What will be
presented is a discussion and examples of how panel data can be used
in selesting items to be advertised. The form that item selection
advertisement would take is the direct action response as opposed
to indireect actien or institutional type. The purpose of the former
type 18 to move goods out of the store by bringing people into the
market in response to an advertisement, The forms that this advere
tising tekes are several in nature but most are merely variations
of price promotion, However, with fruits and vegetables the use
of educational type advertising along with produce price advertising
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is a fruitful erea to bresk down prejudice ageinst a produst, promete
intelligent buying, and to suggest new uses for a product.

Only by way of a thorough understanding of the customer, his
nature, his motives, his appetites, end his desires, can an adver~
tisement be written toward the customer. The customer is looking
for mealtime ideas, for good things at reasonable prices, for
household suggestions, for weekly specials, and for many individual
wvants and needs, In short, the eperator must be capable of pre~
jecting his thinking so as to realize what pecple desire.}

In selecting items for advertising the operateor should offer
oustomers the items that they want at the time that they want them,
This means choosing items that are timely because of season, holi-
days, local events, and national advertising of producers; items
that have wide local appealj items that are frequently purchased;
and items that help to sell other items. Another factor that the
operator should consider is variety., Inclusion of varied items in
his advertisements broadens there appeal.

This is the area in vhich Michigan State University Consumer
Panel Data can be helpful, A look at the top ten items in either
Table L6, Teble 47, Table L8 or Table L9 shows which items have
wide appeal and are timely. The average percent of families buy-
ing each week in all tables reflects the frequency of purchase.

To explain how this information might be used, a produce merchandising

llu Javitch, J, Silverbury, and L, Stienberg. "A Comprehensive
Study of Foed Chain Newspsper Advertising.® Unpublished Seminar,
Michigan State University, 195L.
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program for the sumer months will be illustrated, The summer months
wvers purposely chosen because they can be the most interesting and
profitable months to the produce department, The dep;rhent under~
goes & radical change during the period from May well into September,
and the produce man has to be quick to take advantage of all these
changes, Perishability becomes more impartant, products are diffese
ent, colors are more varied, harvest and season deals are more
prominent, According to N, H, Bolstad of Von's Crocery Company,
the four major summer promotions invelve salad vegetahles, berries,
melons, and seft fruit.’ |

Coming into mejor supply throughout the gountry in May and
continuing until early fall are the salad vegetables whioch offer
the best oppartunity for sustained promotioms throughout the
summer, Profits om these items are usually better than average
and thers colors lend themselves to salad-bewl-type of displays
making it possible to build related item displays of dressings,
cheeses, spices, eto., The sslad-boul vegetables can serve to
perk up slow periods through their cool eye-appealing attractive-
ness. Tables LS, L7, and L8 show that head lettuce alvays makes
an sttractive drawing card because of its frequemt purchase (range
from LO percent to S4 pereent of the families buying each week).
lettuce featured with the ether volume sellers such as tomatoes,

celery, cucumbers, carrots, cabbage, green onions, and peppers

2!!. H, Bolstad 8 *Freshness Keys Summer Produce,® Chaim Store

Age, July 1955, p.
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are excellent for inethe-store promotions, As the home grown season
arrives those items that are loocally produced offer high valume possie
bility for the store and high value produce f-r the customers, Toma-
toes are another good feature itemj ranking high in quantity memnf
and frequency of purchase throughout the entire summer, In the Lansing
area they hit there peak demand dwring August when home-grown supplies
are on the market, According to the data celery and cucumbers would
make good secondary feature items in the produse advertisement,

The second major summer promotiom involves berries with July
being a pesk month for all berries except strawberries which reach
& peak during June, According to Table L5 strawberries were first
in expenditure rank with about 20 pereent of the fresh fruit and
vegetable dollar going toward thelr purchase. About % percent of
the families bought strawberries each week and over a four-week
period about one and a half quarts were purchased per person, During
July mere money was spent on fresh rupbﬂiéc than any other fruit.
Table L7 shows that 133 quarts were purchased per 100 capita in a
four-week period and thet about one-fourth of the families bought
this fruit each week, Blueberries were the eleventh most importent
item in July., With berries many of the cperators try to add novelty
to their department by buying on the early season markets, This
means that the berries must be top quality for in most cases the
price will be higher and the sppeals must be in quality, freshness,
and uniqueness, In Michigan it would be desirable to feature berries
when they first arrive on the market and then follow them through the
season climaxing the season with a peak of the harvest special.
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Thus a department can earn a reputatien for offering the unusual
special and yet it will stress the best buys,

Tables 45, L7, and L8 show that melons are good feature itens
from mid-June to early September, Watermelons are at their peak in
Michigan from mid-~June to mid-July. Although they are mot s fre-
quently bought item, during their peak they do account for a large
tonnage and are especially timely for Independence Day promotions.
On the other hand cantaloupes seem to hit two peaks. During the
period covered in Tsble L5 cantaloupes were purchased by about Ll
percent of the families each week and during the same four week
period 71 cantaloupes were purchased per 100 persons, These early
samtaloupes are from California, As the sessom continues California
declines in importance while the first of Michigan's crop begins;
this ccoounts for the slight decline in consumptioa as reported in
Table 47. The second peak hits during August when consumpticn
elixbed to 98 cantaleupes per 100 persoms, Thus cantaloupes offer
good promeotion possibilities as "first of the season specials® and
*home-grown features,”

The fourth group of feature items invelve the numerous soft
fruits which the consumer a.nudpatu ags the summer months arrive,
A1l of the soft fruits are highly perishadble so they must be moved
fast,

Cherries start off the soft fruit season in Michigan. They
start about the first of July and continue for about one month, As
8 promotion item they could be featured strongly for one week and
then cut baok. According to Table L7, sweet cherries acoounted for
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sbout 22 pounds per 100 persons in that four week period with enly

6 percent of the families buying. Sour cherries accounted for 31
pounds per 100 persons and only 3 percent of the families buying each
week, In splte of the small number buying, the high consumption and
high margins make both of these good inethe-store pramotions. A split
table display might be incorporated which would show sweet cherries
for eatingz on ene side and sour cherries for carming and baking om
the other,

Following the cherries is the peach deal parade, West Coast and
South Atlantioc states start the parade during July, with Michigan
hitting the peak from mideAugust to mid-September, Table 48, which
covers the period from August 9, 1953 to September 5, 1953, places
peaches as the mumber one fruit and vegetable in both dollar expendi-
ture and frequency of purchase, During this period 535 pounds were
purchased per 100 capita, lh.4 percent of the fresh fruit and vegetable
dollar was spend on peaches and ;2 percent of the families bought them
dwring the week, As favorable as these results are, many retailers
fail to take advantage of this promotion oppartunity, Cempetition
from produser sources and high spoilage are the most frequently cited
reasons for this apathetie attitude, Aggressive pramotion of bushel
siszes for camning will contribute to overall produce sales volumes
while featuring the pound size for eating will teke advantage of the
traffic building nature of this item.

The last of the major soft fruit items is grapes. Although the
peak secason for grapes does not come until early fall, the Thompson
Seedless grape is in prominence during August., Table L8 shows that
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about 20 pounds were consumed per person during this period while
about 9 percent of the families made weekly purchases,

There is one vegetable item that comes into the produce depart-
ment for major attention during the summer, Table L7 shows that
sweet corn started to come into the market in large quantities during
the middle of July, Corn ranked sixth in expenditure with 362 ears
purchased per 100 capita during the four weeks and 28 percent of the
families bought corn every week. Table L8 indicates that corm dropped
to seventh in expenditure rank but the quantity purchased per capita
increased to L47 ears per 100 capita and the frequency of purchase '
remaining almost identical o Table L7. During this latter period
the home-grown season is on in Michigan anc as indicated in Table L8
larger quantities are purchased per shopping trip.

The pramotion of seasonal items such as found during the summer
in Michizan offers the operator a real epportunity to add interest-
ing variety to the produce department., Panel data helps to point out
to the retailer the items that are most important in terms of volume
and frequency of purchase. These two factars of volume end frequency
of purchase are two important criteria in selecting product items
that will have meximum promotion appeal, Panel data provide a guide
in selesting items by use of these two criteria, Once the item has
been selected advance planning as to type of displsy, location of
display, and related item tie-in are possible.

The first three limitations to using this data for advertising
and promotion apply as they did for purchasing, First, fluctuations
in the day«toeday market situation provide a limiting factor in
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suggesting a definite date for a particular item promotion, However,
promotions should be planned far enough in advance so that proper
ordering can take place, displays planned and built, and personnel
infarmed, Wwhen such advance planning takes place, panel data be-
comes more effective, -

The limitation of applicability to any one store is less of a
problem in advertising and promotion than im buying., The items as
shown in the panel data are the items that customers are most interw
ested in, Information that shows the relative interest in the items,
such a8 panel data does, is all that is needed to provide a guide as
to promotion potential, The ordering ar buying of specific quantities
for any one stare takes a more exacting type infarmation that panel
data ean proevide,

The third limitation of lack ef knowledge as to variety, sise,
quality, etc, 18 less of a limitation to use than are the farmer two,
All that panel data should do is provide a guide as to the relative
opportunity each item provides as a promotion possibility. Although
further information about a produst would be helpful it should not be
a detriment to panel data use., For example, in Table L8, tematoes
appear to be a much better promotion item than apples; howﬁr, during
the period ocovered in Table L9 the opposite situation prevails; apples
ars a better promotion feature than tomatoes. Again this limitatiom
will only apply on items that are merchandised in wide ranges of
sires and varieties,
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Displey

How to make the best use of space is a majar problem in the food
retail store. To a self-service operator this is particularly impesr-
tant, His store is set up on the theary that goods are sold by dise
Playing them, The aim in allocating space within the selling srea is
to maximize the pi'oductivity of the entire display area by causing
each square foot to mske its proper contribution,

As desirable as this information is in allocating store space
to the produce department, panel data would be of no help in supplye
ing figures on which to make an appraisal, Several messsures of
productivity of space could be oconsidered in making alloocations,
Among those that can be expressed on a square-foot basis are net
profit, gross profit, sales in terms of dollars, and sales in terms
of quantity sold., Net profit represents the most desired measure.
When gross profit instead of net profit is used as a measure of
space productivity, some adjustments are necessary to allow for
those commodities for which operating costs are relatively higher.
Dollar sales per square fool of floor space is one step farther
renoved from net profits than is gross profit, Th{xs is because
dollar sales must be adjusted for variatiom in both commodity
marging and operating costs, Data on quantity sold takes no ascount
of return to the stare, Sinee panel data does not provide information
on any of these four measures of performance its usefulness as a guide
to produce department space allocstion is n@@ﬂo.

In the management of spece within the produce department panel
data is again of little usefulness, For panel data to be effective,
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fresh fruits and vegetables would have to be sold im proportion to
the smount of space devoted to it, For example, using Table L8,
peaches would receive 1l perécnt of the space because it aéoounto
for 1l percent of the total fresh fruit and vecstable expenditure.
Likewise bluebwrries and watermelons 3 percent of the spsce,
cantaloupe 10 percent and squash less than 1 percent, The primary
fault of displaying in proportion to dollar sales valus becomes
obvious from considering the before-mentioned items, Namely,

bulky items such as squash, watermelons, peaches, and cantaloupes
require a certain minimum space regardless of their sales potential,
less than 1 percent cof the space would hardly be adequate for squashj
while blueberries will probably require less space than watermelons
although they both account forv 3 percent of the sales dollar,

In a study by H, Wayne Bitting on produce department space
utilization some interesting observations were Qado on the manage-
ment of spece,’ It was found that potatoes and onions have low rates
of sale per square foot. In contrast to those two itams, dollar sales
per square foot of floor space for tomatoes and lettuce are larger
than the peroentage of total floor space they ooccupy. However, there
are several fastors that must be oonsidered befors it can be eoncluded
that spece should be shifted from potatoces and enions to tomatoes and
lettuse., First, high-value non-bulky items may require less spacse

31!. Wayne Bitting, “Produce Department Space Utilization, Cross
Margins and Operating Costs im Selecting Retall Stores, Charlotte,
N, Co™ United States Department of Agriculture, Market Rescarch

Report No, 35, Washington, D, C., 1953,
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then bulky low-value items, Second, increased sales may not result
in propartion to the inaressed display space, Third, it might be
advantageous from the standpoint of efficient use of labor and maine
taiming adequate selectivity for ocustamers, to allocate space bcymd
that indicated on the beasis of dollar sales per square foot of floor
space, Fourth, the margin of gross profit is an influencing facter
in allocating space, |

The second factor of sales not increasing in proportion te
additional space given them is further elabarated upom in a study
by Walter B, Hinkle, Jr,, entitled *Merchandising Fresh Fruitsand
Vegetables in Retall Stares.*® In the stares studied, large displays
usually sold more of individual fruits or vegetables than stores
having small displays, but the difference in sales were usually far
from proportionate to the increase in sise of display aresas., For
example, it took a 223 parcent inarease im average sise of cauliflower
display to bring about a 118 percent increase i{n sales per store. It
required a 296 percent difference in display to bring sbout a 66 pere
cent increase in the sale of tomatoes. Creater results were usually
cbtained by increasing sise of display on Friday end Saturdsy than
during the fore part of the week, Since total flomr 4display in a
produce department is limited, an increase in size of display of
one commodity means that the area aliotted to some other commodity
must be correspondingly reduced.

hHaltor B, Hinkle, Jr, "Practices Affecting Sales and Spoilage."

Marchandising Fresh Fruits and Vegetables in Retail Stores, Part II,
Tarmell Ualverslty Torlottoral Eoperinont Statlon, k.o W03, 1572,
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The allocation of space to produce items is probebly tied up
with the way the retailer buys, rather than the sales requirements,
Noneperishasbles are bought in fairly large quantities, They are
then allowed to take up a large part of the display space to minie
mizse movement into and ocut of storage space, Moare frequent deliver=
ies of the perishables are required and the custom has been to pile
up limited stock on hand as with the less perishable products,

Although panel data is of limited usefulness as far as indicate
ing the correct amount ef space that is necessary to maximize sales
and net profits, it can be of use in a general way. One of the
principles of produce rack display is to space the largs sellers so
that lower volume "impulse” items can be intermingled among the more
frequently bought items, Panel data indicates which items are sell-
ing best and what there frequency of purchase i1s, As the seasons
change certain produce items should be given more space, some less
space, and some eliminated, Panel data indicates this in a general
way. For example, by comparing Table L7 with Table 48, indicates
that the amount of space peaches were given in August should be
greater ‘I‘.han July, and apple space should likewise be greater in
August than in July, An examination of other items in these
tables and other items between tables will reveal the need for
changing the relative size of display of each caxmodity betweea
seasons.

These findings indicate the need for keeping records on
individual items so that the return per square foot of floor

space is known, Sush information will enable the store operator



o4

e 3

L Fe
- ..P

2t ']



158

to allocate space more efficiently. For the reasons elaborated above,
panel data does not provide this information.

Pricing

The problem of pricing merchandise is one that is a vital
problem to all merchants whether they are large or small, Prices so
low that they do mot cover ocosts or expenses, or so high that they
lessen sales volume will have an adverse effect on profits; and if
not corrected by use of more realistic prices, will soon put a
store out of business, Also, since many women give high prices as
a reason for trading at more than ene store, the grocer who is
interested in increasing his store volume, holding his regular
customers, and making hiol_atoro a one=-stop food center must be
campetitive in price,

In general, well defined limits govern the amount of margin
that a store operator can add to the purchase price of his merchane
dise, the lower limit being one that will yield sufficient dollars
of gross profit to cover operating costs, The upper limit is the
one that will give the largest net profit above his operating costs
that his competition will permit,  However, most retailers follow a
middle~of-the«road practice in establishing an overall produce
department gross margin., This enables the retailer to be competi-
tive and yet expand future volume. lLikewise, prices are not set
80 that eperating expenses are merely covered, unless a larger
share of food retail business is being tempararily sought for what
may be a more profitable field later,-
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The point of departure for fresh fruit and vegetable pricing
is the price necessary to cover, merchandise oost, merchandise
losses, operating expense, and leave the residual net profit, This
would give the operataor a certain overall gross profit percentage
figure from which to base calculations, For example, if an
operastor has the following costsj operating expenses 17 percent,
merchandise loss S5 percent, and net profit (desired) 3 percent, the
overall pricing objective would be 25 percent, However, this does
not mean that an operator would neeessarily markup each produce
item 25 percent. Most progressive food retailers use flexible
margins between items and on the same items over time.

In the study by H, Wayne Eitting, the author points out that
individusl stores followed mo consistemt pricing policy.’ Margins
on single items within a particular store fluctuated over a three
veek period and margins on single items between stores at a pare
ticular time period fluctuated widely., This seems to point out
that individual retailers do net follow an inflexible markup for
all produce items but rather vary the markup aceording to other
oriteria, And second, this study points out overall pricing
objectives in terms of gross profit vary between stores.

These "other eriteria” that are used in pricing fruit make it
difficult to subjeet pricing practices to any scientific formula.
The oriteria or factors that cause price variance between stares

are as follows:

sBitﬁng, OPe cit., Pe l2.
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Different pricing objectives (includes operating costs,
merchandising lesses and net profits),

Different costs of merchandise (based on differences in
quantity and quality bought),

Competition,

The criteria and factors that causes margin differences

between items within a store and within items over a time period

are as follows:

1.

2.

3.

L.

Se

Advertised "loas leader® features (low margins are taken
on thesé¢ items in the hope thet high volume sales of the
particular items will compensate for the low margin and/or
i1tems carrying a high margin will be purchased; and second,
a low price impression for the store will result).
Different costs of merchandise (based on difference in
quantity and quality purchased and difference due to
suply and demand factors).

Volume of sales (items bought in larger amcunts and mere
frequently usually carry smaller mu margins).

Operating costs (items requiring more handling wsually
carry larger margins).

Spoilage (items in whieh spcilage, markdowns, and othe
l1csses run high usually require higher margins),

The objective of the sales plan is to arrive et specific margins

for groups of produce items while maintaining a sales balance between

high and low margin items in relation to their sales volume, The

margins ere combined so as to arrive at an overall department marzin
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that is adequate to cover expenses and leave a net profit, The plan
also parits a flexible pricing system, so that feature items mgy be
pramoted without sacrifioing profits. Thus, the plen permits margins
to be taken on individual items, so that consideration is allowed for
compstition, volume potential, operating costs, losses, and promotional
features,

A study of past sales records enables the merchant to estimate
quite accurately his produce requirements for a given time period.
Then, by placing realistie flexible margins en groups ef produce items
of & known cost, future dollar sales can be estimated, By totaling
the estimated sales for each group of produce items a departaent sales
potential will result, Items are gathered into the following groups
for convenience purpose; citrus, bananss, other fruit, vegetables,
potatoes, and feature items., The margins assigned are arbitrary
but yet they take into account the criteria of volume sales, operat-
ing costs, and spoilage.

A most accurate plan results wvhen costs are known, tut barring
tho‘ knowledge of known cost a sales plan can be derived in advance
by using panel data, In place of a known cost the percentage of
total fresh fruit and vegetable expenditure can be used. By using
the data in Table L8 and assuming that during one of the weeks of
the months the retailer would like an approximate 2L percent gross
margin, a sales plan as fallows could result,
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Product Group Produce Sales Oross Profit Desired

Distribution

Citrus : 6% 25% (25% x 6%) = 1,5
Bananas 7 208 (208 x T%) = 1.hL
Other fruit 18 303 (30% x 18%) = S.4
Vegetables 28 35% ?51 x 28%) » 9,8
Potatoes 10 20% (20% x 10f) = 2,0
Main featurel b1 s (5t x1g) = 7
Secondary feature? 17 15% (15% x 17%) = _2,6

100% Gross Margin 2hL%

1)1&111 feature items « peaches,

2Secondlry feature items « cantaloupe and tomatoes.

This sample sales plan shows that planned groes margin of 2L.k
percent can be realized if all of the merchandise is sold and the
solected margins realized. It must be recognized, however, that
these are planmned sales and in retail practice enly a portion of
1t is realired because of spoilage, shrinkage, markdowns, pilferage,
cash register mror, etc, After a study of department records over
a period of time, a figure representative of these unrealiszed sales
ean be made. Depending upen the store, season, equipment, etc.,
this figure ranges from about 2 percent to 6 percent. Thus, sub-
tracting a shrinkage figure from the planned margin, an adjusted
margin figure is arrived at. BExample, 2h.lL percent - L percent =
20,4 pereent.

The merchant must now decide whether this margin is too low,
too high, or about right. His past experience and sales record are
the best guide for determining this, To raise the margin, the
margin on any er all groups should be raised, To lower, the process
should bs reversed., All produce in any one group does not necessarily
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have to be priced at the same profit margin, Instead, the merchant

may use aversge margins of profits methods. For example, the "must

move" type of produce are priced "on the easy side™ margin of profit
in arder to speed sales and turnover,

Thus, panel data are quite useful as a guide to produce price
planning, However, where known merchandise costs and relative
merchandise movements are known for a particular store, the usefulness
of psnel data is diminished, But, it should be emphasized that price
ing tables should only be used as a guide and should not supplant the
individuality and experience of & food retailer, Because of the
uniqueness of a particular operator and his store the art of merchane
dieing will never be reduced to a scientifically precise formula,

Sussary
In the four commodity chapters, individual items were studied

intensively over an extended time period, Iittle thought was given
to the relationships that exists between produsts for a shoart time
interval, In this chapter the emphasis is changed away from intensive
study of one item to a study of the usefulness of Michigan State
University Consumer Panel data as an aid in performing certain speci-
fied functions of retailing. The approach taken was to examine the
realationshirs between ftens during a four-wesk period to see how this
information was applicable to the functions of purchasing, advertis-
ing and promotion, displaying, and pricing,

As an aid to purchasing, panel data was a useful guide for
advanee planning because it indicated a basio stock 1ist based upon
the most important dollar-wise items, However, as a day-to-day
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purchasing tool the usefulnezs was limited because of fluctuations
in daily supply and demand, the difference in product demand between
stores, and the range in quality and variety characteristics within
a single item, These same limitations apply to data used in advere
tising and promotion, but again the panel data i8 & good gulde in
selecting advertising features based upon the or.lteri, of item sales
volume and frequency oi.‘ purchase,

Panel data waa not too useful as a guide to allocating item
display space within a produce department because of the necessity
of devoting more space to bulky items to receive a minizum of space
than there relative sales value would indicate. In pricing, panel
data is an excellent guide in sales planning, By knowing the
relative movement of items certain flexible margins can be assigned
to these 1tems 8o as to arrive 2t an overall satisfactory gross
margin, However, pricing tables will never supplant the individu-
ality and experience of a food retailer,



CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY

' In 1951 the Michigan State University Consumer Panel was estab-
lished as & means for receiving information on the food purchase
behavior ef Lansing, Michigan families, Diaries are filled out
each week so as to oontain the food items purchased, quantity
bought, price paid per unit, expenditure, and, for socme produocts,
method of purchase and type of product preservation. One of the
areas of usefulness of these data is to the retail food trade, By
providing information on who the customers are, what they buy, vhen
they buy, and how much they buy, panel data helps to answer the
question, "What do the customers want?®

The purpose of the study was to show the types of data that are
available from the panel for use by retailars who handle fresh fruits
and vegetables and seocond, to evaluate its potential as an aid im
retailing., To accomplish these purposes an intensive study of four
cormodities was presented, In order to develop the subjeot most
completely studies that pertain to the ccsmodity were discussed along
with pertinent panel data. Sesondly, panel data were presented by
relating it to certein funetions of retailing through the use of all
the major fresh fruits and vegetables in the shart time interval,

The first commodity studied was potatoes, which are the top
item in tonnage movement and usually highest in consumer expenditure
dollars. The Michigan potato is the most popular of all potatoes
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and should be carried by retailers in Michigan during most of the year,
During the fall prepack sizes should be 15 pounds, and 50 pounds, In
the winter the 10 pound size should be added to this 1ist, In the
spring the sizes most in demand were the 10 and 15 pound units, When
the early crop comes to merket during the late summer the large size
unit of either 50 pounds or 100 pounds should be added to the 10 and
15 pound bags.

The California potato comes onto market in the spring at about
the same time that Michigan stocks are depleted and are off the
market by the time Michi-zan'’s crop starts in the late summer., The
10 pound sige unit seems to be the only justifiable size. The same
size package should also be employed with Idsho potatoes, which are
in campetition with Michigan potatoes. Maine potatoes should only
be carried in the winter season in the lansing area. In spite of
their promotion in Lansing, the Maine potato sccounts for only 5 per-
cent of the potato expenditure during their peak winter season.

In spite of the predominance of prepackaged potatoes, the bulk
sale of potatoes still accounts for about 25 percent of all sales.

It would be a good practice to offer a emall display of loose
potatoes fyom either a display bin or table. For those who do mot
choose to use small open displays, several prepackaged bags should
be opened for selection purposes. This will not only serve those
customers desiring bulk potatoes but will build confidence in pre-
packaged displays.

In gtudies to determine the acoeptability ef various packaging
containers the results clearly indicate the demand by customers for
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product visibility in their selection of potatoes, The desire was
strong enough that they were willing to pay a four cents premium for
& polyethylene package over and above the mesh paper window bag which
gives only partial visibility, In conjunction with this study it was
ascertained that customers wvere willing to pay a two cents premium
for washed potatoes over and above the added cost of washing,

From the data on family characteristics, severasl conclusions
can be drawn, First, there appears to be a need for customer edu~
cation on the low cost-high food value that can be derived from
potatoes, Seocond, two price lines of potatoes should be cerried; one
a quality potato at a higher price and seocond, a low pﬂ.cu competitive
potate, Third, the infrequent purchase of potatoes by small families,
points out the need to make loose bulk potatoes aveilable to those
farilies that purchase only a smsall total amount of potatoss,

The seoond commodity studied was apples, which ranked third in
ammual fresh produce expenditure, October was the most impartant
month for sales of this seasonal cormodity, Since ever 50 persent
of all sales were in units of 10 pounds or over and since many
retailers fail to carry large units of purchass for an extended
time period it suggests that many opportunities for increased apple
sales are being missed, To solve this problem the bushel and half-
bushel size oould be successfully sold during certain select periods
of the year,

In the emaller siges the package 'woights should be varied so as
to take advantage of the seasonal nature of apples, A retailer should
not package ons weight alons, such as ki ‘pcumda, but should vary the
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weights between 2 to 6 pounds with the majority of the bags packed at
the most popular seasonal size, Panel data and merchandising studies
have shown that bulk displays alone and prepackaged displays alone

are relatively ineffective when compared with combinations of bulk

and prepackaged applea, The objective is to appcal to the desires

of the maximum number of customers without sacrificing labor efficiency,

Data on the relationship between family characteristics and fresh
apple purchases points to the need of having (1) the period when apples
are available for sale extended, and (2) education that would encourage
children to eat more apples,

Although the fresh orange is still a large volume item, its sales
in the past few years have fallen at the profit of the frosen crange
Juice concentrates. In ecomparing fyesh orange purchases from year to
Year it appears that increases in expenditure are related to promotion
and merchandising effort as wall as priece.

A review of the studies en pricing methods revealed that customers
preferred selecting their oranges when priced by count rather than by
weight, In view of this preference it would still behoove the retailer
to avoid a camplete change over to prieing by weight,

The prepackaged erange is far from being universally acoepted, In
the winter of 1955 about LO percent of the purchases and L5 percent of
the quantity was sold in prepackaged form, The only sigzes that seem
logical to package are the one and two dozen unitas,

Families that buy the largest quantities of oranges are fanilies
that have larger faxily incomes and larger mmbers of persons, There

was a direct relationship between per capita income and per capita
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quantity, Although larger families buy more aranges per family, they
buy smaller amounts on a per cepita basis, which would suggest that
orange consurption is low among children,

The last eommodity studied was grapefruit, This item is on the
market in lansing in all but the summer months, From the data it
appeari that consumption per capita increases as the percentage of
families buying incresscs, More than 16 percent of the lansing
farilies bought no grapefruit at all inm 1953.

As with oranges most customers still prefer to buy thelr grape=-
fruit priced by count rather than by weight., The change in prepackag-
ing from almost ocomplete absence in 1949 to about L5 percent of quantity
being sold in prepackaging form in 1955 indicates that many of the former
objections to this form of merchandising have beem elimirated, Since
there sppears to be no definite size of package that cutsells any other
size a retailer should change the quantity to fit a particular merchan-
dising situation,

Although many oustomers have made the decision to buy a particular
type of citrus product before entering the food store, that decisien
to buy was often changed after an inspestion of the merchandise., The
retailer can help to stimulste the desire to purchase by selecting
fruit of goed quality and full maturity and then fallow the desirable
handling and merchandising practices. Since most of the grapefruit
are purchased by families that are of smsll size and large per capita
inoome, advertisements to increase consumption should point out the
low cost per serving for the health value derived,
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In the four commodity chapters emphasis waes placed on the indi-
vidual item while in Chapter VII the emphasis was changed to a study
of all fruit and vegetables in the shart time interval, Relating
this information to specifiec roﬁiling functions revealed the
following conclusionss

l. As a guide to purchasing, panel data were useful as a toal
in planning a basic stock 1ist, but as & toal in day-to-day ordering
the usefulness was limited because of fluctuations in daily supply
and demand, differences in demand between stores, and differences in
the range of quality snd variety,

2. The same limitation applied in advertising and promotiom,
but the data ars useful in seleoting promotion items based on the
criteria of sales volume and frequency of purchase,

3. Because of the variety of factors other than sales volume
and sales distribution that affect display allocation, panel data
are of 1ittle help in reaching merchandising decisiomns,

L. Pricing sales plans can be derived based upon panel dataj
however, their usefulness decreases in relation to difference
between sales distribution as reflected at store level and as
reflected in panel data.

Panel data serve as an exsellent guids in helping the
individual reach merchandising decisions but its use should be
tempered with the expurience and ability of each individual
retail operator.
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