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ABSTRACT

SELECTED FOOD BUYING PRACTICES OF OLDER HOUSEHOLDS 

IN TUCSON, ARIZONA

The proportion of older persons dependent upon a fixed 

income in the United States is increasing each year. When prices 

rise it may be difficult for them to maintain their levels of 

living. The purpose of this investigation was to gain informa

tion about food buying practices of older households that would be 

useful in making recommendations for improving their positions 

in the market place.

From personal interviews with members of 4? older households, 

information was gained regarding annual receipts, expenditures for 

different types of food, and the procedure for securing foods.

As annual receipts increased, average expenditures for all 

foods increased at a decreasing rate, and the amount spent for dif

ferent types of foods changed. Respondents generally patronized 

a grocery store that was located near by, exhibited low prices, and 

sold foods of high quality.

The percentage of their annual receipts spent for food by 

the families investigated was significantly less than that reported 

for participants in a nationwide survey conducted in 1960-61.
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Data from the study suggested that planning food purchases 

carefully and developing an awareness of food expenditures might 

allow the consumer more satisfactions from his constant purchasing
power.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION:

In the United States, today, there is great concern for 

individuals and groups who are unable to cope with the consequences 

of rapid economic growth. An increase in price levels, or inflation, 

often accompanies economic growth. The United States Department of 
Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, measures changes in price levels 

regularly and reports its findings as the. Consumer Price Index.

Between January 1965 and January 1966, the Consumer Price Index for 

all items rose from 108.9 to 111; for food, the increase in the same 
12-month period was from 106.6 to 111.4. (36) This means that a 

market basket containing certain foods which cost $10.66 in January 
1965 cost $11.14 in January 1966.

Entrepreneurs and workers are organized and can take measures 

to compensate for losses in purchasing power experienced when the 

real value of the dollar decreases. Retired people, no longer active 

in the labor force, have little bargaining power. Because life e%. 
pectancy is increasing and because people are retiring at an earlier 
age, the number of individuals comprising this group is growing each 

year. Their total money resources may consist of pensions from former 

employers and/or social security payments. If they are to maintain, 

their levels of living, these individuals must either increase their
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resources or become more proficient in the market place to acquire 

their desired satisfactions at a cost within their means.

The purpose of this investigation was to gain information 

about the shopping practices of older Americans. These findings may 

reveal whether or not it is plausible for them to improve the manage

ment of their resources by modifying their shopping habits.
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CHAPTER II

DEFINITION OF TERMS

In the development of this investigation it was found that 

some terms commonly used conveyed different ideas to different in

dividuals. To clarify their meaning with special reference to this 

study, these terms are identified:

Level of living: the total of goods and services actually

obtained and the satisfactions derived therefrom

Original project: "Food Consumption Patterns of Older House

holds," Arizona Experiment Station Project Hatch 612

Household: the group of persons who occupy a home and pool

their resources, also referred to as a family

Income: money return or economic goods received during a

given period of time

Real income: the flow of goods and services used or avail

able for use in satisfying wants during a period of time, including 

the use of community facilities, and the returns from the efforts of 

household members (13)
Transfer income: payments which do not involve productive

effort on the part of the receiver in the time period when received 

Emoloyer-housekeeoer households: a housekeeper and her

employer, who appeared to share their living expenses, and who; in the 
sample, reported their receipts separately (under $3,000 for each)

3



4
Older familiest those whose head is 65 years old, or older 
Specials: items sold for a low price to attract customers

into the store

Grocery store:: an establishment primarily selling a wide 

variety of canned or frozen foods; bulk or packaged dry groceries, 

such as coffee and dried fruits; processed food items; fresh foods; 

and some nonedible grocery items (34), also called a market

Supermarket:■ a grocery store, either a chain store or an 
independent store, which is primarily self-service

Chain store: a grocery store having two or more retail

outlets

Independent store:: a grocery store with only one retail.

outlet

Discount store: a store selling brand-name and nationally

advertised merchandise at a price below that prevailing in the local 

market (15)

Meat: one of the six food groups evaluated,.it includes
poultry and fish in addition to the principal kinds of meat; beef,. 

lamb, pork, and veal

Dairy products: a food group which includes milk products,,

fats, and eggs

Cereals: a food group including cereals, flour and bread

Sweets and beverages: a food group comprised of sugars,

sweets, nuts, alcoholic and nonalcoholic beverages, and puddings



"Other foods": a group including soups, frozen meals,

mixtures and miscellaneous foods

Receipts: money available for current expenditures.



CHAPTER III

OBJECTIVES

Various authors (20,, 32 , 37) theorize that households could 

reduce their current expenditures for food by increasing efficiency 

at the market place. For the retired family whose money resources 

are limited and whose food expenditures absorb an increasing share 
of current income as price levels rise, this potentiality may have 

significance..

Because many retired couples lived there, the Tucson com

munity was considered a good source of information about expenditures 

of older families. A variety of socio-economic backgrounds is repre

sented in this part of the Tucson population. Some of these residents 

may be counted among the 350,000 families in the United States whose 

heads are 65 years of age or older and whose incomes are $10,000 or 
more per year; some are among the 2.6 million older couples receiv

ing annual incomes of $3,000 or less. The Department of Health,, 

Education and Welfare in 1966 reported that about one-third of the 
nation* 6 older people were well off; that is, they had assets of 

$5,000 or more per person. However, about one-sixth of the older 
couples had no assets, or less than $1,000; and another one-sixth had 

no assets or less than $1,000 plus equity in a home. (35)
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7
Making some adjustments in their expenditure patterns might 

benefit families for whom retirement was accompanied by reduced 

income. Before recommending changes in the food buying habits of 

older people, however, it seemed important to find out how they 

accomplished the task of securing food for the family. Some dif

ficulties aged people in Tucson were confronted with in their efforts 

to manage resources available to them may become apparent from this 

investigation. The objectives of the study were:

1. to determine how frequently shopping trips were made and 
the reasons for this pattern,

2. to learn in which types of stores purchases were made and 

the reasons for choosing a store,

3. to determine the expenditures for different types of

foods,

4. to ascertain the differences in shopping practices 

among the group examined,

5. to learn how the expenditures of this group compared 

with those in similar studies conducted in other parts of the United 

States.

Within the limits of this investigation, recommendations 

were formulated for modifying shopping practices to help older house

holds lower expenditures for food without reducing their levels of 
living.



CHAPTER.IV

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Literature relating to expenditures of all families and of 

older families in particular was reviewed in preparation for this 

investigation. Also, writings pertaining to problems of the aged 

in adjusting to a changing financial situation were examined,.
The United States Department of Health, Education, and Wel

fare (35) reports that there were 18§- million men and women 65 years 
of age or over in the United States in 1965,• Most of their total 
income was used for current expenditures, the largest portion going 

for housing and household operation and food purchases. Earnings 

from employment constituted the single largest source of income for 

older families although only about 17 percent remained in the labor 

force. There were 2.6 million older couples reporting incomes under 

$3,000, some listed assets of $1,000 or less..

During the next 20 years the older population is expected to 

increase almost 40 percent,.to 25 million persons. Their incomes 
and expenditures may have a proportionately greater impact on the 

national economy as their numbers increase*.

Goldstein (ll) compares data from 1950 and 1960-61 surveys 

of consumer income and expenditures to learn the extent to which 

families in different age groups actually lived within the limits
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9
imposed by their money incomes. He determines that all age groups 

had more success in living within their incomes in 1960-61 than they 

did in 1950 and he attributes this to the improved income status of 

all groups in I96O-6I. This author, however, expresses the opinion: 

that,

Although the ratio of expenditures to income is lower for the 
aged units than for the units under 45 years of age, the aged 
do not necessarily have an adequate consumption level; rather 
this suggests that the aged,, unlike the younger groups who are 
at the early stages of their family cycle, are by necessity 
living within the amounts available to them from their more 
limited income levels..

Goldstein investigated net changes in assets and liabilities 

to further evaluate the economic status of the aged. In 1950 all 

age groups headed by persons under 65 years experienced increases in 
assets, while the older families experienced decreases in assets 

because their lower average income necessitated the use of savings 

as a source of money. By 1960-61 families in the age group 65 to 74 
years showed an increase in assets and those 75 years and over showed 

a reduction in the net decrease in assets, indicating that many older 
families benefitted from increased income and used up savings at a 

slower rate. The liabilities of older families declined during this 

10-year period, leading this author to conclude that increased lia

bilities were not an important source of receipts to supplement money 

income or savings of older people. The net result of increased assets 

and decreased liabilities was increased savings for older families in 

1960-61.



10
Arthur (l) believes that older people want enough money to 

cover the bare necessities and to be free from concern for the future. 

However, they are slow to adapt to change and need time to contemplate 

new proposals. Helping them takes imagination and sympathy since 

their ways may be heavily vested with emotional meaning. This 

author points out that older people often are happier with:no changes.

Ross (30) in his book,. 11 How to Enjoy Your Later Years,11 brings 
out that society is becoming increasingly aware of problems of aging 

people and suggests that plans for retirement years be started 
during the more productive stages of the life cycle; retirement 

could then be the most interesting and gratifying years of life.. He 

believes that managing their money to procure desired satisfactions 

is the number one problem of older people in the United States today, 

and that wise purchasing and judicious spending for worthwhile activ

ities can enrich their existence. This author finds both the "Rights 

of Senior Citizens" and the "Obligations of the Aging" as adopted ty: 

delegates at the 1961 White House Conference on Aging useful in plan

ning for a more meaningful, purposeful, and pleasurable life for 

senior citizens.

Orbach and Tibbitts (24) see a vastly increasing older popula

tion and its impact on our economy since people are retiring earlier 

and life expectancy is lengthening. Low assets and low incomes are 

associated with the aged— one-half of their income is transfer income 

and only one-fourth is from wages#



11
Corson and McConnell (6) state that economic insecurity has 

always been a problem of older members of society. Now that more 

people are living to higher ages, the well-being of this group is of 

increasing concern. Ey evaluating their existing situation, it may 

be possible to formulate plans for improvement. Individuals, em

ployers, labor unions, and government have a responsibility toward 

fostering personal dignity and self-respect of this group whose 

position declines when inflation reduces the purchasing power of 

their fixed incomes.
Johnson (18) views poverty of the aged to be a result of 

discrimination in some instances. Upon reaching a certain age, 

workers may be forced to retire before their productive capacity and 

their willingness to work are exhausted and a younger person may be 

hired to fill the position. This author also points out that allow

ing unions and corporations to raise wages and prices is sacrificing 

the interests of the retired, whose incomes do not change accordingly.

Orshansky (25), in an article, "The Roster of Poverty, 

brings out that while one-fifth of families whose head is 65 years 

of age or over are counted poor by measure of incomes under $3,000, 
some have assets which could be used in an emergency.

Gross and Crandall (13) consider a plan for spending one's 

total income very important. Planning expenditures involves careful 

consideration of both resources and wants and enables the family to 

view the overall use of its income. Choices can then be made which 

will be more likely to satisfy wants and lead to the attainment of



12
predetermined, goals. The plans for use of income by an older couple 

will be quite different from the use of income planned by a couple 

at another stage of the life cycle.

In the Yearbook of Agriculture 1965» Consumers All; Peterkin 

(27) states that a family can be better fed on less money if the food 

purchases are carefully planned to meet the family’s needs and 

tastes. She advocates comparing prices per serving rather than per 

pound after finding that an average serving of cooked lean meat could 

have cost as little as 14 cents or as much as 69 cents in one store. 
She also advises watching for specials on normally higher priced 

items, watching for seasonal price reductions due to increased 

supply, and learning to recognize food nutrient substitutes..

To be better satisfied with her shopping efforts, the home

maker should develop an understanding of the nutritional needs, food 

preferences, and financial situation of her family, according to 

Stover (32). She advocates watching newspapers and magazines for 

information on which seasonal foods are less expensive because they 

are plentiful; she also recommends reading newspaper advertisements 

to find special sales, and suggests preparing and using a shopping 
list to save time, money, and energy. Reading the labels on food 

items carefully when comparing prices and products may disclose a 

less expensive food containing the same nutrients as a higher priced 

product. Although shoppers may save money by taking advantage of 

special sales on items frequently used, they are cautioned tyr Stover 

to avoid impulse buying of foods which may not be used up.
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Ellis (8) states that knowledge of expenditures helps in 

making long range financial plans and is useful in estimating future 

demand for goods and services. Citing data from the Survey of Con

sumer Expenditures 1960-61,.she concludes that spending patterns 

differ greatly at various stages of the life cycle. Reduced income 

of families whose heads were between 65 and ?4 years old made the 

necessities of life relatively more important in the total budget.

In the same study, Ellis also compared figures from the 

1960-61 Survey with data from the Survey of Consumer Expenditures 

1950 and found that spending patterns varied slightly for all age 

groups during this 10-year span when a rise in real income occurred. 

Families whose head was between 65 and 74 years old spent 30 percent 
of their income for food in 1950, and 27 percent in 1960-61; they 
spent 30 percent for housing in 1950 and 32 percent in 1960-61.

Webb (37) compared the cost of food in 1950 and in 1960-61 

using information from the Survey of Consumer Expenditures of both 

years and determined that the average urban family spent 2.4 percent 

less in constant dollars for food while consuming one percent more 

food in i960-6l than in 1950. She observed that over the years more 

was bought of the foods that had lowered in price and less was bought 
of the foods that had increased in price. Shoppers also purchased 

more food in stores with lower mark-ups in 1960-61 than in 1950.

Information from the Survey of Consumer Expenditures 1960-61 

made by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics in cooperation 

with the United States Department of Agriculture was also used by



Peterkin and Clark (26), who determined that 32 cents of every dollar 
spent by all non-farm families for food at home was spent for meat,, 

poultry or fish. Sixteen percent of the food dollar was spent for 

fruits and vegetables; 15 percent went for milk, cream and cheese;

13 percent bought cereals and bakery products; 8 percent was spent 

for fats and sugars; 5 percent bought nonalcoholic beverages. The 

remainder of the food dollar,, about 11 cents, went for other foods 

prepared at home. According to these authors, an increased emphasis 
on meat, fruits and vegetables, and beverages was apparent for L- and 

2-person families, all-adult families, and older families.

Slight variations were noted in the amounts different income 

groups spent for each food group and also in the amounts spent for 

each food group in different regions of the country. Size and compo

sition of the family affected the manner in which the food dollar 

was spent.

Expenditure Patterns of the American Family, edited by Linden 

(21), is a compilation of the findings from the Survey of Consumer 

Expenditures 1960-61 affording a statistical profile of how Americans 

live. Linden notes that the outlay for food tended to rise with 
family earnings, although at a much slower rate. Families with 

incomes under $3*000 yearly, about 20 percent of all families, 

bought about 11 percent of the nation's food in 1960-61. The average 

weekly expenditure for food by a family whose head was over 65 years 

of age was $13.36; these families contained an average of 1.8 persons.



In 1965 another food consumption survey was conducted by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics and the United States Department,of Agri

culture. In a preliminary report, "Money Value of Food Used by 

Households in the United States, Spring, 1965,11 Hiemstra (16) states 
that per capita expenditures for food by all families in the study 

was $10.65. Families reporting annual incomes under $3,000 spent an 

average of $7.63 per person for a week’s food; families with incomes 
between $3,000 and $5,000 paid out $8.91 per person for a week’b 
food. Per person weekly food expenditure increased to $10.44 when 

incomes between $7,000 and $10,000 were received and to $14.92 for 

families whose yearly incomes were $10,000 or more. The money value 

of food consumed increased 18 percent between 1955 and 1965, nearly 
paralleling the 16 percent increase in retail food prices as measured 

by the Consumer Price Index during that same period.

Elmers and Murray (4) collected data on marketing practices 

of older people, all Social Security recipients, in Rochester, New 

York. Households of one or two persons were included in the survey- 

one individual was at least 65 years of age and the other household 
member was at least 55 years of age. The authors found that shopping 

for food was not a special problem among members of the group studied. 

Most of them did their own marketing, about one-half of them obtained 

some items from route salesmen and very few used telephone and deliv

ery services regularly. This group patronized large supermarkets and 

chain grocery stores most, rarely relying on one store for all their 

needs. Economy was a reason frequently mentioned for choosing the

15
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store in conjunction with other reasons such as location, quality, 

convenience, etc. Per-person-expenditures for food each week ranged 

from $2.4? to $21.30; marketing practices differed only slightly as 

the disbursement increased. Families with the higher food outlays 

reported more shopping around, patronized more stores, used more

delivery services, shopped more frequently, and ate more meals away
i

from home than households with the lower food expenditures. Indi

viduals having a low-cost diet generally had a diet judged to be 

lacking nutritionally when compared with recommended daily allowances 

of the National Research Council.

In a study, "Food Shopping Practices of Selected Low-income 

Families of Riley County, Kansas," Barney (2) interviewed 52 female

headed households receiving financial aid in Riley County, Kansas.

She recorded food purchases as these homemakers made them or as they 

were brought into the home from the store. For a cost comparison, 

she had two home management students shop for the same grocery items 

purchased by each of the 52 homemakers. In most instances the 

experienced homemaker's total cost for her purchases was lower than 

the college students' costs for the same items. Barney also asked 

the senior home management students to compare the nutritive content 

of foods in the menus used by the homemakers participating in the 

study with the recommended allowances of the National Research 

Council as listed in Family Economics Review. October.-1964.. The 

students found the diets of the homemakers' families to be generally 

lacking in one or more food nutrients. It was Barney's conclusion



that nutrition information and motivation for changing old habits are 

more important for consumer education programs than emphasis on buy- 

manship.

In the spring of 1966, Groom (12) collected prices of 18 food 

items in 30 grocery stores in both low-income areas and high-income 
areas in six cities. She found no significant difference between 

average food prices for products of similar size and quality in poor 

neighborhoods and in high-income areas when the same type of store 

was patronized. However, the type of store asking the lowest prices 
was sometimes not available in the low-income areas, leading Groom 

to conclude that the poor may pay more for food than other shoppers.

A study of food prices in two Greensboro, North Carolina, 

supermarkets in a middle-income shopping area was reported by Lif- 

quist (20). Estimates were made of the cost per week of food for a 

family of four at each supermarket. Market baskets priced were 

representative of the low-cost food plan and the moderate-cost food 

plan prepared by the United States Department of Agriculture,

Lifquist determined that the average cost for each plan over a three- 

month period was virtually the same at each supermarket; but, if a 

homemaker had patronized both stores, shopping for specials, she 
could have reduced the cost of the market basket about 10 percent 
during this time.

Price changes and price trends are described and explained 

regularly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States 

Department of Labor as the Consumer Price Index (36)-. Adverse

17



18
weather conditions may curtail production and cause prices to rise for 

certain fresh food products. Price declines are experienced when a 

commodity is plentiful. Demand of the public has considerable effect 

on price changes. The Bureau measures average changes in prices of 

goods and services usually bought by urban wage earners and clerical 

workers, both families and single persons living alone, in cities 

throughout the United States, and publishes its findings as the Con

sumer Price Index.

In calculating the index, price changes for the various items 
in each location are averaged together with weights which 
represent their importance in the spending of all wage earners 
and clerical workers . . . Index numbers are computed on the 
base 1957-59 = 100, and are also available on the bases of 
1947-49 = 100 and 1939 = 100.

Price levels in February 1$66 were 2.5 percent higher than 

price levels in February 1965, more than one-half the increase being 

due to higher food prices, according to the February, 1966, issue of 

The Consumer Price Index.

Learning et al (19) studied food prices in 18 food outlets in 

Tucson, Arizona, and determined that the price of food in Tucson rose 

more than 6 percent between the last quarter of 1964 and the last 

quarter of 1965. This was more than twice the rate of increase for 

food prices in the nation for the same period. During this time 

the price of meat, poultry and fish rose 19 percent in Tucson, while 

for the nation as a whole the increase in price of this food group 

was 9 percent. The authors noted that despite this increase, meat 

prices in Tucson remained below the national average. Other foods
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generally followed the national pattern for price increases or de

creases. Arizona’s economy is growing at a fast rate and might, 

therefore, be expected to experience inflationazy pressures. Because 

no Arizona community is included in the national sampling by the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Division of Economic and Business 

Research of the University of Arizona has undertaken this study of 

local retail food prices and is planning to develop a consumer price 

index for major economic areas in Arizona paralleling the procedures 

used by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in compiling the national 

Index.
During the course of this investigation it became apparent 

that the general public did not have a firm impression of the char

acteristics of various types of retail grocery stores. Therefore, a 

review of literature pertaining to the classification of different 

retail grocery establishments was considered important. Several 

different definitions for some of the terms were found in general 

usage and each author stated the meaning intended in his writing.

The Census Bureau (33) in 1940 called an independent store 

one which was "merchandised and operated as a single unit, or a 

local branch system of small stores," (generally three or fewer) 

"surrounding a nucleus store." At the same time a chain store was 

described as a group of "four or more stores in the same kind of 

business, under one ownership and merchandised and operated centrally."

Beckman and Nolen (3), in The Chain Store Problem, point out 

two definitions of a chain store used by different authors— one



describes this type of store as having two or more outlets while 

the other ascribes four or more outlets to the chain store.

Hamilton (15) also defines the chain store as a business 

organization which has two or more retail outlets. He describes the 

discount store as one selling brand-name and nationally advertised 

merchandise at a price below that prevailing in the local market..

Markin (22) distinguishes the chain store as a firm having 

11 or more stores and an independent store as a grocery store operat

ing 10 or fewer retail outlets. This author describes a supermarket 

as any foodstore, chain or independent, which handles $375*000 or 

more per year in sales volume.

McNair, Applebaum and Salmon (23) agree with Markin (22) that 
the chain store has 11 or more outlets. To these authors a super

market is a large scale, self-service, check-out, cash and carry 

store having a gross margin of no more than 15 percent.

Preston’s (29) definition of the independent store is one 

in which the manager is free from direction and advice from a higher 

authority.

20



CHAPTER V

PROCEDURE 

Source of the Data

This study is a part of Arizona Experiment Station Project 

Hatch 612, "Food Consumption Patterns of Older Households.11 Data 

for the project were collected by means of personal interviews con

ducted tiy trained interviewers. Only households of two persons, one 

male and one female, one at least 65 years of age and the other at 

least 55 years of age, were interviewed. With assistance from the 

University of Arizona statistician, a sample was selected at random 

throughout the city of Tucson. A i960 metropolitan census (14) 
revealed the total population and the total number of persons at 

least 65 years of age residing in each census tract. The number of 

interviews conducted in each tract was determined by the number of 

households eligible for interview in ratio to the total number of 

eligible families in all the selected tracts; that is, from.an area 

containing 17 percent of the households eligible for interview, 17 
percent of the desired number of interviews were solicited.

During January, February, and March, 1966, members of 124 

households were questioned. Beginning on the northeast comer of 

each block selected at random within the tracts, interviewers can

vassed the houses to find eligible families. They presented to the

21
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householders a letter of introduction from the School of Home Econom

ics, University of Arizona, and requested an immediate interview.

When the householders were eligible and willing to participate but 

unable to give an on-the-spot interview, permission to return at a 

later date was requested.

Either member of the household was an acceptable respondent. 

Families were questioned about the procedure for obtaining food. An 

estimate of the amount of money spent for food was requested. Per
sonal information regarding family status, living arrangements, money 

receipts and their source, employment, age, and education, was solic

ited (Appendix A). Diary-type questionnaires were left with each 

homemaker who, in addition to granting the interview, was willing to 

record the type, form, and quantity of food her household consumed 

during seven consecutive days (Appendix B). Upon completion, these 

forms were to be mailed to the School of Home Economics.

From the 124 households interviewed, 4? returned usable diary 

forms. The remainder were either unwilling to participate because 

the task seemed too difficult or too time consuming; they were having 

house guests, or were leaving the city; or gave other reasons. In 
several cases, unforseen events, such as sudden illness, made it 

impossible to complete the diaries for seven days.

Developing Plans for This Study

This study is concerned only with the 47 households which 

completed the week’s food diary. They reported all food used during
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a seven-day period following the interview, from breakfast of the 

first day through the last bedtime snack on the seventh day. In

cluded were foods consumed by the household members or discarded; 

those eaten by guests or pets were eliminated from the study.

The cost of the foods in each household's food diary was to 

be established using an average price for each item. It appeared to 

be of interest to learn the expenditures for each of six food groups 

as well as the grand total.

For comparison of their shopping practices, the sample was 

divided into four groups according to the respondents' marital status 

and annual available purchasing power: (a) employer-housekeeper

households reporting separate receipts for each individual (less than 

$3,000 a year per person), (b) married couples reporting combined 

receipts of less than $3,000 a year, (c) married couples whose 

combined receipts were between $3,000 and $6,000 annually, and (d) 

married couples whose money resources were in excess of $6,000.

It was decided also to compare the results of this investi

gation with national studies.

Statistical analysis of the data was planned to determine 

whether or not significant relationships existed between the various 

factors investigated.

Description of the Sample

The sample consisted of the 4? households which returned a 

usable diary listing all the foods used for seven days.
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The ages of the participants ranged from 55 to 96 years. 

Seventeen homemakers reported their ages were between 55 and 64 

years; two men were in this age group. About one-half of the respond

ents, 24 women and 26 men, were between the ages of 65 and 74 years. 
Five women and 13 men reported their ages to be between 75 and 79 
years. Belonging to the 80 years of age and older group were one 

homemaker and six.men (Table 1). The oldest participant was a 

96-year-old man who lived with his 66-year-old niece. The oldest 

homemaker participating was 82 years old; she lived with her 

8l-year-old husband.

TABLE 1

AGES OF HOMEMAKERS AND HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS

Age Homemakers Household Members

55 to 64 years 17 2
65 to 74 years 24 26

75 to 79 years 5 13
80 years and over 1 6

Total 47 47
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Living Arrangements

Most of the respondents were married couples since only 

two-person households containing one male and one female were in

cluded in this study. Four households contained a housekeeper and 

her employer: three unrelated pairs and a 96-year-old man and his

niece. The interviewers gained the impression that the employer- 

housekeeper units were pooling their economic resources to use their 

limited assets to better advantage.

All participants maintained an apartment or a house. About 

one-fourth reported renting their present residences while three- 

fourths owned the homes in which they lived (Table 2). Three

TABLE 2

LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OF SPENDING UNITS

Living
Arrangement

Spending Units

Total
Number

Total
Percent

Married Couples’
Employer- Combined Annual Receipts
housekeeper Under $3*000 Over
Households $3,000 to $6,000

$6,000
(Number of Households)

Rent home 1 0 6 4 11 23
Own home 3 3 17 13 36 77

Total 4 3 23 17 47 100

families reporting receipts over $6,000 lived in Tucson winters 

only and elsewhere the rest of the year; two rented their winter



homes. The remaining 44 households maintained permanent residence 

in the city the year around.
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Status in the Labor Force

In the month prior to the interview, 79 percent of the home

makers and 81 percent of the household members received no income 

from employment (Table 3). This varies only slightly from a report

TABLE 3
SPENDING UNITS' STATUS IN THE LABOR FORCE

___________Spending Units___________ _
Married Couples'

Employment Employer- Combined Annual Receipts Total Total 
Status housekeeper Under §3*000 Over Number Percent 

Households $3*000 to $6,000 
___________________________ _______ $6.000 _____________________

(Number of Individuals).

Homemakers

Unemployed 0 3 19 15 37 79
Employed 
part time 0 0 2 0 2 5
Employed 
full time 4 0 2 2 8 17

Household
members

Unemployed 4 3 18 13 38 81

Employed 
part time 0 0 3 0 3 6
Employed 
full time 0 0 2 4 6 13
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of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (34) which 

states that about 17 percent of older Americans are active in the 

labor force..

Employed full time in the month prior to the interview were 

eight women, three of whom were paid housekeepers in the employer- 

housekeeper households; a fourth woman also belonged to the paid- 

housekeeper group, but, in addition, was employed outside the home. 

The employed married homemakers did not reveal their separate 
receipts. Two of them reported their families’ money resources to 

be between $3»000 and $6,000 a year and the other two,, over $6,000 

annually.
Only six men were employed full time the month before the 

interview; two were in the $3,000 to $6,000 bracket and four had 

annual receipts in excess of $6,000.

The oldest homemaker reporting full-time work was 64 years 

of age. The oldest homemaker reporting income from part-time 

employment (selling home products in the home) was 77 years old.

The three men reporting part-time employment ranged in dge from 79 

to 86 years. Men reporting full-time employment gave their ages 

between 59 and 79 years.
Of the three families reporting receipts under $3,000, none 

received income from employment. No employment income was reported 

by the men in the employer-housekeeper spending units.
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Origin of Money Resources

Most households that were questioned were willing to reveal 

the source of their purchasing power; money was gained from employ

ment, interest, rent, annuities and savings. These families, there

fore, were not dependent wholly upon current income for their current 

expenditures. Goldstein (ll) reported that families whose heads were 

between 65 and years of age increased their assets between 1950 

and 1960-61, indicating that in this age group the use of savings 
for daily living expenses is not prevalent. However, because the 

use of savings for current expenditures was reported by families in 

this investigation, the households were grouped according to the 

amount of money available to meet current expenditures rather than 

to their current annual incomes.

Education

The educational levels of participants varied from the com

pletion of some elementary grades to 18 years of schooling* Ten 

women and 15 men had eight years or less of schooling. Education 

beyond the high school level was reported by 39 percent of the 

participants, 21 men and 16 homemakers. Nine of these men and nine 
of the women had annual receipts of more than $6,000 per spending 

unit. Only two of the 15 men (none of the women) whose formal 

education ended with the eighth grade, or sooner, belonged to this 

group of spending units (Table 4).
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TABLE 4

YEARS OF SCHOOLING OF HOMEMAKERS AND HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS

___________Spending Units_____________
Schooling Employer- Married Couples* Total Total
(Years) housekeeper Combined Annual Receipts Number Percent 

Households Under $3,000 Over
$3,000 to $6,000

_____________________ ___________$6.000 ______________________
(Number of Individuals)

Homemakers

0 to 8 2 0 8 0 10 21

9 to 11 1 0 2 3 6 13
12 1 3 6 5 15 32
13 to 15 0 0 3 3 6 13
16 or more 0 0 4 6 10 21

Household
members

0 to 8 2 2 9 2 15 32
9 to 11 0 1 1 4 6 13
12 0 0 3 2 5 10

13 to 15 2 0 5 0 7 15
16 or more 0 0 5 9 14 30

Training in Home Economics

Twenty-nine of the interviewed homemakers had never received 

training in home economics. Of the remaining 18 women, 12 had 

acquired home economics training in high school. Four women
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received college credit for home economics courses and two partici

pated in some f o m  of adult home economics training program (Table . 5)*

■ TABLE 5

HOMEMAKERS‘ TRAINING IN HOME ECONOMICS

Training 
in Home 
Economics

Spending Units
Total

Number
Total

Percent
Employer-

housekeeper
Households

Married Couples' 
Combined Annual Receipts 
Under $3,000 Over
$3,000 to $6,000

$6,000
(Number of Homemakers)

None 2 3 15 9 29 62
High school 2 0 6 4 12 26

College 0 0 1 3 4 8

Adult 0 0 1 1 2 4

Total 4 3 23 17 4? 100

Method of Procedure

The records of 4? households which had completed a seven-day 

diary of foods used were examined for this study. During interviews, 

the householders were asked how often they shopped for food and why 

this pattern was followed. They were also asked in which type of 

store most of their food was purchased and why this type of store was 

chosen. The interviewer recorded all responses on a questionnaire 

(Appendix A).
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Cooperating families reported the types of foods purchased 

on the diary forms (Appendix B). To determine an average price for 

each food, items were priced in various markets in the city of 

Tucson throughout the duration of the interviews. The average price 

for each food was used in calculating the cost of the week's food 

for each household. Cost was also determined for six separate food 

groups itemized in the diary: meat, dairy products, cereals, sweets

and beverages, vegetables and fruits, and "other foods."
Recently, national interest has been focused upon the group 

of families receiving an annual income of below $3,000; many older 

families are in this category. Therefore, the sample was divided into 

four groups: (a) employer-housekeeper households, which, in the

sample, listed annual receipts under $3,000 for each individual; 

and (b) married couples having combined receipts below $3,000;

(c) married couples listing money resources between $3,000 and 

$6,000 a year; and (d) married couples reporting receipts in excess 

of $6,000. These divisions were set up to learn whether or not 

shopping practices changed when money resources available varied or 

when the homemaker's position in the home was not that of a wife.

Different types of statistical analyses were used in an 

attempt to determine the influence of certain factors on the food

buying practices evaluated.

To learn how the expenditures from this group compared with 

expenditure studies conducted in other parts of the United States, 

the totals from each of the food groups were converted to a percentage



of the average food outlay for all participants in the current study. 

The writer also organized the expenditures from two other investiga

tions (17, 21) into similar food groups and determined a percentage 
of the total food expenditures for each food group from both studies. 

The similarities and dissimilarities then became apparent.

Statistical Analysis

Statistical methods used in the evaluation of the data were 
(l) a simple correlation analysis among 46 variables for the purpose 

of learning the extent to which changes in one variable were accom

panied by changes in another variable, (2) calculation of "t" 

values for the higher correlation coefficients to determine the 

statistical significance of the observed associations, (3) a chi- 
square test to learn if the percentage of income spent for food by 

households interviewed for this investigation differed significantly 

from data collected by the Consumer and Food Economics Research 

Division, Agriculture Research Service, United States Department of 

Agriculture (8).
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CHAPTER VI

FINDINGS

The formation of patterns to accomplish repetitive tasks 

prevails in daily living. Most families interviewed during this 

investigation indicated the presence of a pattern for securing the 
family's food supply but were vague in expressing reasons for it. 

Statistical analysis revealed some shopping practices were related 

to various other factors evaluated..

Frequency of Shopping for Food

Among the employer-housekeeper households, three homemakers 

shopped for food weekly; one bought groceries more often than twice 

a week (Table 6).
One of the three married couples whose annual receipts were 

below $3*000 usually purchased food once a week; one couple shopped 

biweekly and the third household purchased groceries more frequently 
than twice a week.

Among the 23 married couples whose available money resources 

ranged between $3,000 and $6,000 a year, 10 shopped weekly,, 5 bought 

food biweekly, 7 purchased groceries more often than biweekly, and 

one reported that no pattern prevailed.

33
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FREQUENCY OF SHOPPING FOR FOOD

TABLE 6

Spending Units

Shopping
Pattern

Employer-
housekeeper
Households

Married Couples' 
Combined Annual Receiots 
Under $3,000 Over 
$3,000 to $6,000

$6,000

Total
Number

Total
Percent:

(Number of Households)

Weekly 3 1 10 7 21 45
Biweekly 0 1 5 4 10 21
More often

than biweekly 1 1 7 5 14 30

Bimonthly 0 0 0 1 1 2

None 0 0 1 0 1 2

Total 4 3 23 17 47 100

Weekly shopping for food was common for seven couples whose 

money resources exceeded $6,000 annually; four households in this 

category shopped biweekly, five purchased food more often than 

biweekly. One couple from this group found bimonthly shopping 

satisfied its needs although occasional trips to the market for 
exigencies were not uncommon.

The correlation coefficient for the relationship existing 

between the factors, frequency of shopping trips, and total expendi

ture for food, was r = .19. This indicates that the relationship 

between these factors is very slight.
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Neither the amount of schooling the homemaker received nor 

her home economics training, if any, seemed to influence the fre

quency of shopping for food.

Reasons for Shopping Frequency

About one-third of the homemakers reasoned that the reported 

number of shopping trips for food sufficed because, "That's all that's 

needed," (Table 7)•

Among the four employer-housekeeper spending units, two 
shopped as needed— weekly for one and more often than biweekly for 

the other. One household reported that a store's delivery service 

enabled her to shop once a week. The fourth family shopped for food 

when transportation was available— weekly.

The three married couples whose yearly receipts were under 

$3,000 had different shopping patterns. Because it met their needs, 

one shopped weekly and one bought groceries biweekly; the third 

household shopped more often than twice a week to take advantage of 

specials.

Three of the households reporting annual receipts between 

$3,000 and $6,000 shopped to maximize the number of trading stamps 

obtained, two shopped weekly or biweekly for specials, one marketed 

more often than twice a week for fresh perishables, and two considered 

storage space to be a factor limiting the quantities purchased. No 

reasons for their shopping pattern were given by three families from 

this group; seven respondents indicated only that the number of trips
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REASONS FOR FREQUENCY OF SHOPPING TRIPS

TABLE 7

Spending Units
Reason for Married Couples'
Shopping Employer- Combined Annual Receipts Total

Frequency housekeeper Under $3,000 ‘ Over
Households $3,000 to $6,000

$6,000
(Number of households)

All that's needed
Weekly 1 1 5 3 10
Biweekly 0 1 0 0 1
More than biweekly 1 0 2 0 3

Procure specials
Weekly 0 0 1 0 1
Biweekly 0 0 1 1 2
More than biweekly 0 1 0 0 1

Want fresh perishables
Biweekly 0 0 0 1 1
More than biweekly 0 0 1 3 4

Transportation available
Weekly- 1 0 1 1 3
More than biweekly 0 0 1 0 1

Maximize trading stamps
Weekly 0 0 1 0 1
Biweekly* 0 0 2 1 3

Planning ahead
Weekly 0 0 1 1 2
Biweekly 0 0 1 0 1

Failure to plan ahead
Biweekly 0 0 0 1 1
More than biweekly 0 0 0 1 1

Grocery store near
Biweekly 0 0 0 1 1

Storage space determines
Weekly- 0 0 1 0 1
More than biweekly 0 0 1 0 1

Use delivery service
Weekly 1 0 0 0 1

Pleasure
More than biweekly 0 0 1 1 2

No reason given
Bimonthly 0 0 0 1 1
Weekly 0 0 1 1 2
Biweekly 0 0 1 0 1
More than biweekly 0 0 1 0 1
Number of families 4 3 23 17 47

•Families made a second trip to get double stamps
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met their needs. Planning ahead helped two families consolidate 

purchases while the availability of transportation, weekly and more 

often than twice a week, set the pattern for two households. One 

homemaker shopped often because she enjoyed it.

Among replies from families receiving more than $6,000 

annually, two could not give a reason for the number of trips made 

to the grocery store and three shopped as needed. Two households 

reported that failure to plan ahead caused them to buy food often, 

while one planned ahead to permit shopping once a week. Four home

makers from this group felt it was important to shop frequently, 

twice a week or more often, to obtain fresh supplies of perishable 

items such as meat, fruits and vegetables, and dairy products. One 

household was dependent upon transportation from outside the family, 

one shopped biweekly because the market was close to home, and one 

tried to secure a maximum number of trading stamps. One homemaker 

from this group shopped more often than twice a week because she 

enjoyed it and one shopped twice a week to procure specials.

Reading newspaper advertisements for food correlated slightly 

with the reasons for the number of shopping trips, r = .31. No sig

nificant correlation was evident between frequency of shopping and 

the various food groups, except meat. The variable, "meat," exhibited 

a slight relationship with the frequency of shopping trips,, r = .34.
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Planning Food Purchases Around Advertised Specials

Married couples whose purchasing power was limited to $3,000 

a year or less and the employer-housekeeper spending units followed 

newspaper advertisements regularly when planning food purchases 

(Table 8). Two-thirds of the families reporting money resources

TABLE 8

USE OF FOOD ADVERTISEMENTS FROM LOCAL NEWSPAPERS 
IN PLANNING FOOD PURCHASES

___________Spending Units____________
Married Couples' Total Total 

Employer- Combined Annual Receipts Number Percent
housekeeper Under $3,000 Over
Households $3,000 to $6,000

-  $6,000_________________
(Number of households)

Read newspaper
advertisements*

Use newspaper 
advertisements

4 3 19 10 36 77

to plan food 
purchases

4 3 16 9 32 68

Size of sample 4 3 23 17 47
* "t" = 3.67, significant at the .005 level

Influence of 
Newspaper 

Advertising

between $3,000 and $6,000 a year found them useful while about one- 
half of the older households whose money resources exceeded $6,000 
planned meals with advertised specials in mind.

From statistical analysis it was determined that reading news

paper advertisements correlated substantially with the use of
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advertisements in planning food purchases, r = .48. The 111" value 
for this relationship,,3.67» was significant at the .005 level.
Reading newspaper advertisements also showed slight positive correla

tion with the reasons for shopping in a specific food store, r = .30. 
The "t" associated with this relationship, 1.17, indicates that 

there was no significant correlation between these variables, how

ever.

Among participants in this investigation, training in home 

economics appeared to be unrelated to the reading of and use of 

newspaper advertisements for food when making food purchases. When 

the homemaker's schooling included four years or more of college, 

she tended to use newspaper advertisements less frequently in planning 

food purchases than did the other homemakers examined. From Table 4 

it can be determined that these homemakers' available money resources 

were greater than $3,000 annually.

Kinds of Stores Patronized

Among authors (3, 15, 22, 23) there was a difference of 
opinion regarding acceptable definitions for the different types of 

grocery stores. As used in this investigation, a chain store refers 

to a grocery store having two or more outlets in the Tucson area; an 

independent grocery store has only one local outlet; and a discount 

store refers to the grocery section of a larger store advertising the 

sale of brand-name and nationally advertised merchandise at a price 

below that which prevails in the local market.
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Most of the interviewed households, 87 percent, reported ob
taining a large part of their food from chain stores. Only five 

families reported shopping for food regularly in a discount store; 

nine patronized an independent grocer. Among the employer-housekeeper 

households, three out of four shopped at chain stores, visiting two 

different ones regularly; one bought most of the family’s food at an 

independent grocery store which delivered her purchases. All of the 

married couples whose receipts were under $3,000 reported shopping 

in chain stores; two of them patronized only one store while the 

third shopped in two stores frequently (Tables 9 and 10).
Of the 23 spending units reporting annual receipts between 

$3,000 and $6,000, 20 shopped in chain stores; two shopped in a 

discount store; three patronized an independent store; and one was 

privileged to shop in a commissary store operated by Davis Monthan 

Air Force Base. One homemaker failed to state a preference because 

her family was dependent upon an outsider for transportation to a 

market; she shopped wherever taken by the driver. Ten hononskers in 

this group patronized only one store and 10 shopped in two different 

stores. Two families bought food in more than two different stores.

Among the families reporting annual available money resources 

of $6,000 or more, 15 respondents purchased food at chain stores; five 
patronized independent stores; three shopped at discount stores; and 

one family was privileged to shop in a commissary store. Eight of 

these households purchased food from one store; eight shopped in two 

stores; one patronized more than two stores.
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TABLE 9

TYPES OF STORES PATRONIZED (MORE THAN ONE ANSWER POSSIBLE)

Spending Units
Type
of

Store
Employer-
housekeeper
Households

Married Couples' 
Combined Annual Receipts 
Under $3,000 Over
$3,000 to $6,000

$6,000

Total
Number

Total
Percent

(Number of Households)

Chain 3 3 20 15 41 87
Independent 1 0 3 5 9 19
Discount 0 0 2 3 5 11

Commissary 0 0 1 1 2 4

Not stated 0 0 1 0 1 2

Size of sample 4 3 23 17 47

TABLE 10

NUMBER OF STORES PATRONIZED

Spending Units
Number

of
Stores

Employer-
housekeeper
Households

Married Couples' 
Combined Annual Receipts 
Under $3,000 Over
$3,000 to $6,000

$6,000

Total
Number

Total
Percent

(Number of Households)
One 1 2 10 8 21 45
Two 3 1 10 8 22 47
More than two 0 0 2 1 3 6

Not stated 0 0 1 0 1 2

Total 4 3 23 17 47 100
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The types of stores patronized showed substantial correlation 

with the reasons for patronizing a grocery store, r = .51; further 

evaluation yielded "t" = 3.98, a value which was significant at the 
.0005 level.

The number of years of schooling the homemaker received 

appeared to be unrelated to the kinds of stores patronized. Train

ing in home economics had only slight influence on this factor.

Reasons for Patronizing a Grocery Store

Five families patronized a store solely because it was 

located near the home and more than one-half of all participants 

mentioned that location of the market was a factor considered when 

making a choice among grocery stores. Prices were also important to 

about one-half of the households. Location and price were the only 

criteria for patronizing a food store named by the three spending 

units whose receipts were $3*000 a year or less. All of the 

employer-housekeeper households wanted a store located near their 

homes; they were also interested in the prices of the foods, the 

atmosphere of the store, and a delivery service (Table ll).

Quality of the foods influenced the patronage of 21 buyers 

whose money resources exceeded $3,000 annually; two reported it was 

the only basis for their choices.

Two-thirds of the participants, including 15 of those 17 
households in which the homemaker reported some training in home 

economics, indicated that more than one factor was involved in choos

ing the store or stores in which they shopped. Substantial
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REASONS FOR PATRONIZING A FOOD STORE 
(MORE THAN ONE ANSWER POSSIBLE)

TABLE 11

___________Spending Units____________
Married Couples'

Employer- Combined Annual Receipts Total Total 
Reason housekeeper Under $3,000 Over Number Percent 

Households $3,000 to $6,000
_________________ _______________ $6,000_________________________

(Number of Households)

Location only 0 0 3 2 5 11
Location etc. 4 1 9 6 20 43
Prices only 0 2 1 2 5 11
Prices etc. 2 1 10 5 18 38

Quality only 0 0 0 2 2 4
Quality etc. 0 0 11 8 19 40

Atmosphere only 0 0 1 0 1 2
Atmosphere etc. 1 0 1 1 . 3 6

Rides with
another only 

Rides with
0 0 2 0 2 4

another etc. 1 0 0 0 1 2
Delivery service

etc. 1 0 0 1 2 4

Stamps given etc. 0 0 2 0 2 4

Stays open etc. 0 0 1 0 1 2
Convenient parking

etc. 0 0 1 0 1 2
Habit etc. 0 0 1 4 5 11
Avoid stores giving

trading stamps 0 0 1 0 1 2

Prices visible etc. 0 0 0 1 1 2
Selection good etc. 0 0 0 2 2 4

Prestige feeling
etc. 0 0 0 1 1 2
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relationship existed between training in home economics and the 

reasons stated for shopping in a grocery store. The correlation co

efficient for these two variables was r = .45. The "t" associated 

with this value was significant at the .005 level.

Weekly Expenditures for Food

The cost of a week’s food for an interviewed family ranged 

from $7.96 to $25.61. These amounts were both reported by families 

with yearly money resources in excess of $6,000. It was of interest 

to note that the average weekly food expenditure for the employer- 

housekeeper households and for the married couples reporting receipts 

under $3,000 annually was almost identical, $13.73 and $13.71, 
respectively. However, their expenditures, when broken down for the 

six food groups, were diverse (Table 12). Of the three married 

couples, one household had an unusually high expenditure for meat 

during the period investigated. This fact made the average amount 

spent for meat by this group larger than the meat expenditures of 

the other groups.
The employer-housekeeper families spent more on baked goods 

and cereals and less for meat than other households. This concurs 

with findings of Peterkin and Clark (26), who, in the article, "How 

Families Spend Their Food Dollars," reported that families spending 

the least per person for a week’s food spent a smaller proportion 

for meat while their expenditures for cereals and bakery products 

were relatively high.



45
TABLE 12

AVERAGE WEEKLY EXPENDITURES FOR SIX FOOD GROUPS

Spending Units
Food
Group

Employer-
housekeeper
Households

Married Couples’ 
Combined Annual Receipts 
Under $3,000 Over
$3,000 to $6,000

' $6,000

Average
Expenditure

Meat $ 3.00 $ 6.06 $ 4.15 $ 4.99 $ 4.55
Dairy products 2.36 2.18 2.86 2.66 2.52

Cereals 2.43 1.68 1.69 1.8? 1.92
Fruits and

vegetables 2.39 2.36 3-35 3.35 2.86

Sweets and bev-
erages* (al- 1.45 .70 1.76 2.17 1.52
coholic and
nonalcoholic) 

"Other foods"

1
2.10 .73 .75 1.32 1.23

Total 13.73 ' 13.71 14.56 16.36 14.60

Number of
families 4 3 23 17

♦Expenditure significant at the .0005 level

As money resources increased, expenditure for food increased 

at a decreasing rate. Households reporting receipts between $3,000 

and $6,000 spent an average of $14.56 per week for food. This group 

spent more for dairy products, including eggs and fats, than other 

households. Families whose receipts exceeded $6,000 annually spent 

an average of $16.36 for food each week; their expenditures for sweets
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and beverages were higher than those of the other groups. The 

largest portion of food expenditures for all of the households went 

for meat products.

Expenditures for sweets and beverages showed a high correla

tion with total food expenditures, r = .74. This relationship was 

significant at the .0005 level, (i't" = 7*38). Total expenditures 

for food also correlated highly or moderately with other variables: 

expenditures for meat, r = .62 
expenditures for dairy products, r = .59 
expenditures for fruits and vegetables, r = .50 

expenditures for "other foods," r = .42.

There was a marked difference in the number of households in 

the four groups of spending units that were differentiated by their 

annual available purchasing power and their marital status: employer-

housekeeper households in which each person's receipts were below 

$3,000, four; married couples with annual receipts under $3,000, 

three; married couples receiving between $3,000 and $6,000 annually, 

twenty-three; and husband-wife households whose annual receipts were 

over $6,000, seventeen. Therefore a statistical evaluation of ex

penditures among the various spending units was not considered 

valuable.

About one-third of the homemakers had received training in 

home economics (Table 5)» When their total food expenditures and 

their expenditures among the six food groups were compared with those 

of households in which the homemaker received no home economics
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training, only slight differences were noted. Their total food 

expenditures tended to be somewhat higher than other households; 

however, none of these families was among those reporting annual 

receipts under $3,000.

The number of years of schooling the participating home

makers received apparently had no influence upon their expenditures 

for food.

How the Food Dollar Was Spent

Considering the percentage distribution of the food dollar 

as spent by participants in this study for the six food groups, the 

data revealed that about one-third of the dollars bought meat, in

cluding fish and poultry; approximately one-sixth bought dairy 

products, including fats and eggs. Nearly one-fifth of the food 

expenditures went for fruits and vegetables, fresh or partially pre

pared; and one-eighth purchased baked goods and cereals. Ten per

cent of the food expenditures went for sweets and beverages (alco

holic and nonalcoholic), and 8 percent for "other foods." The 

differences between the spending patterns of the grouped spending 

units are apparent from Table 13.

Respondents* Estimates of Food Expenditures

Of the 47 households examined in this investigation, 12 were 

not able to make an estimate of the cost of one week's food. The 

difference between the estimated weekly food expenditure and the



48
calculated cost of the foods used in one week was more than $5*00 

for 12 families, six from the group with yearly receipts over 

$6,000, five families receiving from $3,000 to $6,000 annually, 

and one employer-housekeeper household (Table 14). In this employer- 

housekeeper home, the interview was gained from the employer whose 

estimate was $7.45 more than the computed cost of foods used.

TABLE 13

DISTRIBUTION OF THE FOOD DOLLAR AMONG THE SIX FOOD GROUPS

___________Spending Units____________
Married Couples'

Food Employer- Combined Annual Receipts Average
Group housekeeper

Households
Under
$3,000

$3,000
to

$6,000

Over
$6,000

Meat 22# 44# 28# 31# 31#
Dairy products 17 16 20 16 17
Cereals 18 12 12 11 13
Fruits and

vegetables 17 17 23 20 21

Sweets and bev-
erages (al- 11 5 12 13 10
coholic and
nonalcoholic] 

"Other foods"

i

15 5 5 8 8

Seven respondents estimated their food expenditures to be 

between $3,00 and $5.00 greater than or less than the calculated 

cost of the food used during the week. Eleven households valued 

their expenditures between $1.00 and $3.00 greater than or less than



the actual cost. Three employer-housekeeper households and two 

married couples approximated the cost of their food within $1.00 of 

the cost figured from the food diaries. The employer-housekeeper 

spending units seemed to be aware of their actual food expenditures 

more often than the married couples. Recording expenditures may 

have been considered a part of the housekeeper1b responsibilities..

TABLE 14

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED WEEKLY FOOD EXPENDITURE 
AND THE-COST OF POOD USED

Spending Units

Estimate Employer-
Married Couples' 

Combined Annual Receipts Total
housekeeper
Households

Under
$3,000

$3,ooo
to

$6,000

Over
$6,000

(Number of Households)

Unable to estimate 0 2 6 4 12

Variance of $1.00 
or less from 
expenditure

3 0 2 0 5

Variance more than 
$1.00, less than 
$3*00 from e2o- 
penditure

0 1 6 4 11

Variance more than 
$3*00, less than 
$5*00 from ex
penditure

0 0 4 3 7

Variance more than 
$5.00 from ex
penditure

1 0 5 6 12

Total 4 3 23 17 4?



In the five households that approximated their food expendi
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tures, three women had received no training in home economics, one 

had some training in high school, the other received home economics 

training as an adult. Only six women secured college credit for home 

economics courses or were trained as adults. All of them estimated 

their food expenditures within $5*00 of the actual cost (Table 15).

TABLE 15

COMPARISON OF THE ACCURACY OF ESTIMATED WEEKLY FOOD EXPENDITURE 
AND THE HOMEMAKER1 S TRAINING IN HOME ECONOMICS

_____Training in Home Economics_____
Estimate None High College Adult Total
_________________ ____________ School ______________________

(Number of Households)

Unable to estimate 11

Variance of $1.00 
or less from 
expenditure

3

Variance more than 
$1.00, less than 
$3.00 from ex
penditure

6

Variance more than 
$3.00, less than 
$5.00 from ex
penditure

2

Variance more than 
$5.00 from ex
penditure

7

1 0  0 12

1 0  1 5

3 2 0 11

2 2 1 7

5 0 0 12

Total 29 12 4 2 4?



Among the homemakers participating in this investigation, 

those having some home economics training tended to estimate their 

expenditures for food with greater accuracy than those who had no 

such courses. The number of years of schooling the homemaker received, 

however, appeared to be unrelated to the accuracy of her estimate of 

food expenditures.
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CHAPTER VII"

• COMPARISON WITH OTHER EXPENDITURE STUDIES

Data on expenditures are collected by a number of organiza

tions throughout the United States for use by many interest groups. 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor conducts 

regular studies which are used to arrive at the Consumer Price 

Index. Food expenditure patterns are of interest1d a great number 

of agencies, institutions and manufacturers. The food industry from 
time to time conducts surveys for its own information. It was felt, 

that a comparison of the data collected in this study with national 

surveys might be of interest and reveal some differences that exist 

between the total United States population and the group studied.

The Six Food Groups

The average amount of money spent for food by participants in 

this investigation was compared with data on expenditures of families 

whose head was at least 65 years old collected in cities throughout 

the United States by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in 1960-61 (21) 

and also with information published in Food Topics magazine (17) on 

how all families spent their food dollars in supermarkets during

1965.

52



Older families averaged 1.8 persons in the 1960-61 survey of 

the Bureau of Labor Statistics and spent $13.36 per week for food, or 
$7.42 per person, as reported in Expenditure Patterns of the American 

Family. In the current investigation, the two-person families spent 

an average of $14.60 each week for food, or $7.30 per person. From 

both studies, the total amounts spent for the various food groups 

were converted to percentages of the total food expenditure for 

comparison with data from Food Topics magazine describing how con

sumers spent a $20 bill in supermarkets in 1965 (Table 16).

TABLE 16

53

comparison: o f food expenditures data w i t h o t her studies

Food Group
B.L.S. Study* 

1960-61 
(percent)

Food Topics 
Study13 
1965

(percent)

Present
Investigation

1966
(percent)

Meat 31 30 31
Dairy products 22 11 17
Fruits and 

vegetables 16 23 21

Sweets and 
beverages 13 16 10

"Other foods" 4 10 8

Cereals 13 11 13

^Expenditure Patterns of the American Family, edited by 
Linden (21)"

b"How the Average Shopper Spent a $20 Bill,11 Food Topics (17)
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The average outlay for meat in the three investigations was 

about the same. All families in the 1965 supermarket study spent 11 
percent of the food dollar for dairy products bought in supermarkets; 

older families in the current investigation spent 17 cents of each 

dollar for dairy products; and participants in the 1960-61 study 

reported by Linden spent 22 percent of their food money for dairy 

products. The low share of the supermarkets' sales of dairy products 

could be influenced by direct sales by dairies to consumers. Food 

Topics reports that grocery stores handle only about one-third of 

the dairy products sold.

There was a difference of only two percent between the Food 

Topics study and the other two studies in expenditures for cereals 

and bread products although bakeries were not included in the super

market report. This seemed to indicate that most bread products 

were purchased in supermarkets. The portion of food expenditures 

used for cereals in the current investigation was identical with that 

in the 1960-61 survey.

Older people apparently increased the share of expenditures 

for fruits and vegetables between 1960-61 and 1966. They spent less 

of each dollar for these items, however, than all families who 

patronized supermarkets in 1965.
Expenditures for sweets and.beverages by families participat

ing in the present study were lower than those of households investi

gated in I960-6l by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. They were



considerably less than the amount spent for these foods by all 

families in the supermarket survey in 1965.

Although the portion of older families* food dollars which 

purchased "other foods" (including convenience foods) doubled in the 

interval between the Bureau of Labor Statistics* collection of data 

and the interviews for the current examination, older households made 

less use of this type of food than all families. According to Food 

Topics, the percentage of total store sales of frozen prepared foods 

in 1965 gained 8.6 percent over 1964 sales and other prepared mixes 
gained 5.5 percent during this one-year period. Older homemakers 

may have been slower to accept this new way of cooking because they 
had more time to prepare food the familiar way or because the cost 

was more than they were willing to pay.

Proportion of Annual Receipts

Ellis reported in "Spending Patterns Over the Life Cycle" (8) 

that in 1961 all families whose head was 65 years of age or older 
and single consumers in this age group spent, on the average, about 

26 percent of their incomes for food. To compare findings from the 

present investigation with Ellis* report, the ratio of annual receipts 

and expenditures for food was calculated. Families reporting 

receipts of $3,000 or less spent at least 24 percent of their money 

resources for food. Bnployer-housekeeper spending units were grouped 

with those married couples whose annual available purchasing power 

was between $3,000 and $6,000. It was found that about 17 percent
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of their receipts was spent for food. The portion of their money 

resources spent for food by families whose receipts exceeded $6,000 

was estimated to be 14 percent. Results of a chi-square test,

= 8.8, were significant at the .02 level.

One may therefore conclude that variations between the ex

penditures of participants in this study and Ellisr findings probably 

indicate a real difference in the percentage of available money 

resources used for food by families involved in the two investiga

tions. The Tucson study included a very small number of families 

whose purchasing power was limited to $3,000 or less annually. Also, 

some of the Tucson spending units may have used money from savings 

as well as income for food expenditures, while Ellis reported only 

the percentage of income spent for food. These facts may, in part, 

explain the difference revealed.



CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This investigation was initiated to gain information about 

the food buying practices of older households. Facts pertaining to 

shopping habits and the allocation of food expenditures were obtained 

by interviewing 47 older families in the Tucson area. The findings 
are summarized with special reference to the objectives stated.

1. To determine how frequently shopping trips were made 
and the reasons for this pattern

One-half of the shoppers were satisfied with weekly trips 

to the market although many indicated that additional purchases were 

sometimes needed. One-fifth of the families reported biweekly shop

ping and one-third shopped more often than twice a week. When the 

homemaker was a housekeeper rather than a wife, the once-a-week 

shopping trip prevailed. Frequency of shopping for food appeared 

to be unrelated to purchasing power, education, training in home 

economics, and total food expenditure.

Only three participants stated that planning ahead enabled 

them to purchase all food needed for a week in one or two trips to 

the store, while two homemakers reported shopping often because of 

failure to plan ahead. It appeared that very few participants care

fully planned purchases and shopping trips.
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2. To learn in which types of stores purchases were made 

and the reasons for choosing a store

The chain store was patronized most frequently by all partici

pants. Five families reported shopping for food regularly in discount 

stores; they patronized a chain store also. About one-fifth of the 

respondents shopped often in independent stores. They reported the 

need for or preference for the special services offered, such as 

delivery of purchases.

Shopping regularly in two or more stores was reported by 53 

percent of the repliers. The remainder usually shopped for food in 

one store only.

About one-half of the participants reasoned that the location 

of the store, the prices, and the quality of the foods were deciding 

factors when selecting a food market. Many named all three, or two 

of the three reasons.

None of the respondents indicated that food advertisements in 

local newspapers influenced the decision to shop in a certain store.. 

Many later indicated that they followed the advertisements and two- 

thirds of the families reported planning purchases with them in 

mind, indicating that advertising probably influenced the choice of 

store for some buyers.

Training in home economics also influenced the homemaker’s 

decision to shop in a particular store to some degree.
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3. To determine the expenditures for different types 

of foods

It was found that the largest portion, about one-third, of 

food expenditures bought meat products, including poultry and fish. 

Fruits and vegetables were purchased with about one-fifth of the 

food outlay; 17 percent went for dairy products; and cereals ab
sorbed 13 percent of the food allotment. Sweets and beverages and 

"other foods" absorbed 10 and 8 percent, respectively, of the food 

expenditures of older couples in this study.

Family composition and purchasing power appeared to have 

some bearing upon the amount purchased of the six food groups. 

Newspaper advertising also influenced food purchases; .two-thirds of 

the respondents planned some of their food purchases around specials 

advertised by the various grocery stores.

4. To ascertain the differences in shopping practices 
among the group examined

The difference in the number of participants reporting similar 

available money resources made the evaluation of shopping practices 

among these groups difficult. However, some distinctions were in 

evidence.

As receipts increased, expenditure for food increased and a 

change was noted in the types of foods purchased. The percentage 

spent for sweets and beverages as well as for "other foods" by the 

married couples in the group with lowest receipts was very small. 

Employer-housekeeper households, which seemed to be the result of 

pooling of resources by two low-income individuals, appeared to spend
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their food allotments in a different manner from the married couples. 

They made more extensive use of "other foods," the category which 

included soups, frozen meals, mixtures and miscellaneous foods, than 

the married couples, while their meat expenditures were less than, 

the average for all couples.

Families with money resources between $3,000 and $6,000 used 

dairy nroducts more than other families. When purchasing power 

exceeded $6,000 annually, households bought more foods from the 

sweets and beverages category than other spending units.

Although the task of procuring food seemed to be primarily 

an individual effort to satisfy individual needs, some relationships 

to other factors evaluated were in evidence. The two groups having 

the lowest food expenditures used newspaper advertisements most in 

planning food purchases. The women who reported some home economics 

training seemed to have more tangible reasons for choosing the 

grocery stores in which they shopped and often gave reasonable 

estimates of their household’s food expenditures.

5. To learn how the expenditures of this group compared 
with those in similar studies conducted in other parts 
of the United States

The portion of the food dollar spent for the various food 

groups by members of the interviewed households in Tucson followed 

a pattern similar to spending reported in two other investigations; 

one study included all age groups in 1965 (l?) and the other involved 

older families in 1960-61 (21). Meats and cereals exhibited steady 

expenditure patterns in the three examinations. Over the years.



older families seemed to spend less for dairy products as well as 

for sweets and beverages and more for "other foods" and fruits and 

vegetables.

The households in the Tucson study spent a significantly 

smaller portion of their total available money resources for food 

than all families in the United States spent in 1960-61 as reported 

by Ellis (8) in "Spending Patterns Over the Life Cycle."

61



CHAPTER IX:

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

From this examination of the food buying practices of older 

families it was planned to determine whether or not specific changes 

in their shopping practices might help older families improve the 

management of their resources and to recommend modifications if 
they seemed desirable.

Conclusions

Information gained through the interviews led the writer to 

the following conclusions about older families who participated in 

this study:

1. Food shopping patterns seemed to be largely the result 

of habit rather than conscious planning

2. The number of trips made to the grocery store was not 

related to the total food expenditure

3. Local newspaper advertisements influenced the purchases 
made in grocery stores

4. A homemaker*s training in home economics influenced 

her choice of grocery store

5. Chain stores attracted the largest number of shoppers. 

Families patronizing independents made use of the services available 

in this type of store. The correlation coefficient and "t" value for
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the reasons for patronizing a store and the type of store patronized 

indicate that interviewees shopped in stores that provided the ser

vices they desired

6. Location, prices, and quality of the food were the 

reasons most often stated for shopping in a certain store

7. Expenditures for sweets and beverages were significantly- 

related to total food expenditures

8. Families whose meat expenditures were the lowest spent 

the most for cereals and bread products and for "other foods"

9. Older married couples, especially those with low receipts, 

used "other foods" infrequently, while employer-housekeeper house

holds made extensive use of this type of food

10. One-half of the households seemed to be unaware of their 

actual food expenditures; the housekeepers and the homemakers with 

home economics training were more knowledgeable about this concept 

than women with no such training

11. When expenditures of the Tucson group were compared with 

other expenditure studies, the portion of the food dollar spent for 
meat and for cereals was about the same in all of the examinations.

The percentage of older families’ food dollars purchasing dairy prod

ucts declined between the 1960-61 study and this investigation, while 

the outlay for fruits and vegetables and "other foods" increased 

during the same period of time

12. The group investigated in Tucson in 1966 spent a signifi
cantly smaller portion of their total available receipts for food than 
older families throughout the United States spent in 1960-61.
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Re commendations

Further study of the food shopping practices of larger samples 

of older Americans including areas with low-income families is recom

mended to verify findings from this investigation. The group exam

ined in Tucson may have available money resources greater than couples 

in this age group throughout the nation.

It is remembered, when making recommendations, that habits 

are not easily changed at any age. Motivation is basic; that which 

stimulates one group may not activate another. Some families may be 

happier with no changes. However, this study premised that a motivat

ing force for change is the acquisition of more satisfactions from 

the expenditure of a limited income.

Participants in this study generally purchased a variety of 

foods from the six food groups and shopped in stores which provided 

the services they desired. About one-half of them were vague about 

the amount of money spent for food and most of them might have bene- 

fitted from more careful planning of their food purchases.

From the investigation, the writer wishes to make the follow

ing recommendations to families;

1. Develop a plan for long range and short range goals to be 

incorporated in the family’s financial plans

2. Keep a record of expenditures and review it often along 

with the family goals. Interviewers in this study found that some 

households were unwilling to keep records. However, knowledge of the
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prices paid for foods is helpful in learning to recognize fair 

prices. Reviewing the record periodically, keeping goals in mind, 

may reveal where changes could be made without losing satisfactions, 

or to increase satisfactions

3. Take advantage of consumer information about nutritional 

needs, new ways to prepare and store products, foods that are 

plentiful and therefore lower in price, and changes in the market 

situation for foods offered by schools, government agencies, and 

consumer organizations

4. Read advertisements, compare prices in different stores, 

and learn to recognize fair values for varying qualities of goods

5. Read labels on containers and compare with other similar 

products; consider the uses for each food needed and buy the least- 

cost pack of a food that will give good results

6. Reduce waste by purchasing quantities of food that can 

be stored in the space available and that will be used before they 

spoil.
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Date_____________

Time of Interview

Code No.________

(Cover sheet to be detached from schedule so as to 

preserve anonymity of respondent)

NAME

ADDRESS__

TELEPHONE

INTERVIEWER

Comments of Interviewer:



68

H. H. = Household Member Date ____________________

I. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1. What other person besides the homemaker lives in this household?

Husband_____ Son_____Brother______Other______

2. Do you own or rent this house (apartment, trailer)? Own_ Rent_

3. How many rooms does it have including the kitchen but not

counting the bathrooms? _____
4. In what year were you bom? H.M._____ H.H._____

5. How many years of schooling did you complete? H.M._____H.H.___

6. Did you have any training in home economics? High School _____

College______ Adult_____

7. How many children did you rear? _____
8. In what state (or country) were you and your parents bom?

H.M. = Homemaker Code No. ______________

Self H.M. H.H.

Mother H.M. H.H.

Father H.M. H.H.

9. How long have you lived in Arizona? H.M.________H.H.__________.

10. Where did you live before? H.M. ____________ H.H._____ _____

11. Was this a rural or an urban area? H.M.____ - H.H._________

12. We would like to get an approximation of your income. Since the 

information you are giving during this interview is entirely 

confidential, would you mind telling me your 1965 income as you 

will report it on your federal income tax form. Will you please 

tell me the number of the line that fits you:
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H.M. = Homemaker -2- Code. No. _____________

H.H. = Household Member Date ____________________

12. (Continued) H.M. H.H. Both

(1) Less than $2,000 ______ ______ ______

(2) $2,000 to $2,999 ______ ______ ______

(3) $3,000 to $3,999 ______ ______  ______
(4) $4,000 to $4,999 ______ ______ ______

(5) $5,000 to $5,999 ______ ______ ______
(6) $6,000 to $6,999 _ _  ______ ______

(7) $7,000 to $7,999 ______ ______ ______
(8) $8,000 to $8,999 ______ ______ ______

(9) $9,000 to $9,999 ______  ______ ______
(10) $10,000 and more ______  ______ _____

What is your main source of income?____________________________

13. Were you employed during the last month?

H.M._____ H.H._____ Both_____ Neither_____

14. What is your former occupation? H.M.________ - H.H.________

15. If income is under $5,000, ask this question: During the past

six months did you or your______receive aid from the federal,
county, or city government (aid for families with dependent 

children, old age assistance, aid to the blind, aid to the 
disabled, general assistance, etc.)? Yes No

H.M. ______ ______

H.H. ______ ______

Are you receiving aid now? H.M. ______ ______

H.H.
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H.M. = Homemaker -3-

H.H. = Household Member 

15. (Continued)
Is this aid in the form of money? 

Do they pay your rent?

Do they pay your utilities?

Do they pay for your food?

Code No. 

Date

Yes

H.M.

H.H.

H.M.

H.H.

H.M.

H.H.

H.M.

H.H.

Do they pay for other things needed? H.M.

(Specify_________________________ ) H.H.

Do you receive federally donated food? H.M.
H.H. ______

16. Which of these cooking facilities do you have?

Range with burners and oven________ Burners, no oven

Hot plate ________  Other (specify) ________________

17. Do you have a T.V.? Yes ______ No ______
II. FOOD HABITS

No

1. Height with shoes? H.M. __________  H.H. ______

2. Weight with shoes and indoor clothing? H.M.______H.H. ______

3. Did your weight vary five pounds or more during the past year?

H.M. Yes . No _______ H.H. Y e s ______ No _________

4. How much did you weigh at age 25? H.M. __________  H.H. ___
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H.H. = Household Member Date ■________________

5. Did H.M., H.H., lose or gain because you were trying to, or for 

some other reason?
6. Different people eat or avoid certain foods for different

reasons. They may be on special diets, food does not agree 

with them, or they dislike certain foods. Do either of you 

eat (or avoid) some foods? Yes_____ No____

REASONS: Eat Avoid
H.M. H.H. H.M. H.H.

Special diet ____ ____ ____ ____

Food does not agree ____ ____ ____ ____

Dislike ____ ____ ___ ____

(Probe for kinds of food and/or methods of preparation and 

why eaten or avoided.)__________________________________________

7. If on diet and/or selectivity, probe for cause of eating/avoiding

and type of restriction. H.M.______________ H.H._____________

Diet and/or selectivity recommended by: Physician_____

H.M. = Homemaker - 4-  Code No. ______________

Newspaper T.V., Radio Religion Other
8. Are you taking thyroid medication? H.M. Yes Nc

9. Do you have: H.M. H.H.

Missing teeth 

Dental plates 

Bridges
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H.M. = Homemaker -5- Code No

H.H. = Household Member Date

III. MENUS

Now may we talk about the food you and __________ ate yesterday.

Let's start with breakfast. (Record foods eaten as meals and/or 

snacks by.each. If fewer than three meals a day were eaten, 

give reason.)

Foods or dishes Principal items Quantity eaten
and how served in mixed dishes Homemaker Household Member

MORNING MEAL
1
1
I
1
1
i

Home__ _ Out__ Home___ Out___

NOON MEAL 
1 
1
1 *
1
1
I

Home Out__ Home___ Out___

EVENING MEAL 
1
1
1
1
1
1

Home__ Out__ Home___ Out___

SNACKS Home__ Out__ Home___ Out___
1
1
1
1
1
1
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H.H. = Household Member Date ____________________

1. Were these the kinds of meals that you usually have or did some

thing happen that you and __________ate differently?

COMMENTS:

2. Did you a n d ______take any vitamin preparations or any dietary

supplements in the past seven days? (Identify days)___________

H.M. Yes___ No_______  H.H. Yes____ No______

If yes, could you tell me: H.M. H.H.

Name of preparation _____ ________  ______________

Dose ______________  ______________

Cost and size of bottle ______________  ______________

How long taken ______________  ______________

Recommended by ______________________________  V.

V. MARKETING PRACTICES

Questions about the way you get the food you use:

1. Who did the food marketing for your-household last week, week 

before last? Last week Week before last

Homemaker _____ ___

H.M. = Homemaker -6- Code No._______________

Household member 

Both

Other (specify)
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H.H. = Household Member Date___

2. Do you get the food you need by

Going to the store?

Ordering by phone, have it delivered?

Order regular delivery (milk, bread)?

Other ways (specify)?

3. How many times a week do you shop for food or order food?______
4. Is there any particular reason for getting your food ____ times

a week? REASON _______________________________________________
5. Is there a special day during the week you usually shop for

food? ________ Reason ________________________________________

6. Do you have a shopping list when you go to the store? Yes No

Always______ Most-of the time______  Seldom______

7. Do you stick to it? Always___ Most of the time___ Seldom____

8. Do you have in mind a certain amount of money to spend? Yes No

Amount: $__________

9. What proportion of your income do you spend for food items

only? ____________$
Do you purchase any nonfood items in the grocery store? 

(Example: magazines, drugs, toiletries, cosmetics, etc.)
Yes____ No____ Approximate amount: $_______________________

If your income were increased, would you spend more on food 

or make any changes in your shopping habits at food stores? 
Yes No

H.M. = Homemaker -7- Code No.
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H.H. = Household Member Date_____________________
10. Do you read the newspaper advertisements before going to the

store? Yes______ No______

11. Do you usually plan your buying (in general, or of specific 

foods, or kinds of foods) around the advertised specials? Yes No

12. How do you get to the store? Walk___ Bus___ Drive self

H.H. drives____ Other (specify) _____________________

13. In which type of store do you do most of your food shopping?
Supermarket______ Discount store______ Independent store___

Chain store______ Other (specify)_____________________________

Do you buy your food there because the store delivers food to 

your home? Yes______ No______

Do you ever charge the foods you purchase? Yes______ No______

If YES, about how often do you usually charge food purchases?____

Do you have any other reasons for doing business with the food 

stores you buy from? • Yes____ No____ Comments:________________

14. Do you shop at this particular food store because of location____

atmosphere____ habit____ prices____ quality of food____ other

(specify)__________? Distance to store__________________________

15. Do you have a refrigerator? Yes_____  No______

Do you have a frozen food compartment in your refrigerator?

Yes_____  No______

Do you have a freezer (either in refrigerator or separate)?

Yes No

H.M. = Homemaker -8- Code No._______ ________
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H.H. = Household Member Date_____________________

16. Do you have enough space in your refrigerator to keep as much

perishable food as you need for a week? Yes___No____Comment:

17. Do you have as much shelf or cabinet space as you need for

keeping canned food and staples? Yes______ No______

18. When you buy food, for how long a period of time do you shop?

Twice Every
Fresh Daily a week Weekly 2 weeks Monthly Other

Vegetables ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___

Eggs, milk, cheese ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___

Bread, rolls ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___

Frozen

Vegetables ___ __________ ______  ___ ___

Meat ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___

Ice cream, etc. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___

Others ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___

Staples ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___

19. Do you purchase any of these beverages.at food stores:

Wine_____ _ Beer Whiskey, Gin, Scotch liquors______?

If so, how much? __________________________________________ •

. 20. Are there any conditions in the food stores in which you shop

that are not satisfactory? Yes______ No______

If so, specify:
Are the sizes and types of packaging satisfactory? Yes No 
Comments:

H.M. = Homemaker -9- Code No._______________
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INSTRUCTIONS

The information collected on this survey is held in strict confidence. 
Data from any one household are not made public, as such, but will be 
incorporated with data obtained from other households and used for 
research purposes only.

It is necessary that we get as complete information as possible about 
the food and drinks that household members had at home or outside of 
the home, regardless if it was prepared at home, bought in a grocery 
store, a bakery, at a lunch counter, a restaurant, or some other place 
away from home.

Account for food items in the form in which they were bought and 
brought into the kitchen. If, for example, you bought ingredients for 
a meat pie and made it at home, include the ingredients under their 
specific categories. On the other hand, if you bought a meat pie at 
the store, include it under the appropriate category.

In the column "Size, Kind, or Type11 you need to tell us, for example, 
what kind of roast you used or the kind of sandwich you bought; was it 
whole wheat bread or white bread; was the hot cereal cream of wheat or 
any other; were the eggs large, medium, or small size, etc.

From the column "Form in which bought or used" we would like to learn 
if the food was brought into the kitchen fresh, frozen, canned, bought
in the grocery store or a bakery (like bread or cake). Please indicate
if, for example, you brought prepared food home from a delicatessen or 
a restaurant (like pizza, etc.).

In the column "Amounts of food used" you need to tell us how much was 
used each day during the seven-day period. Please estimate the amount 
if you use only part of a can or a box. Sugar, flour, rice, and other
staples that you use in cooking or at the table should be recorded in
teaspoons, tablespoons, or cups.



79
Day- Code No.

FOOD FORM IN WHICH 
BOUGHT OR USED 

- (fresh, frozen, 
canned, ready- 
mix, etc.)

SIZE, KIND, OR 
TYPE

(meat with or 
without bone, 
whole wheat 
bread, rib 
steak, large 
can, etc.)

AMOUNTS OF FOOD 
USED

(cups, ounces, 
tablespoons, 
teaspoons, 
quarts, pints, 
dozens, etc.)

-

-•

-
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Day- Code No.

FOOD FORM IN WHICH 
BOUGHT OR USED 
(fresh, frozen, 
canned, ready 
mix, etc.)

SIZE, KIND, OR 
TYPE

(meat with or 
without bone, 
whole wheat 
bread, rib 
steak, large 
can, etc.)

AMOUNTS OF FOOD 
USED

(cups, ounces, 
tablespoons, 
teaspoons, 
quarts, pints, 
dozens, etc.)

'
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Day- Code No.

POOD FORM IN WHICH 
BOUGHT OR USED 
(fresh,frozen, 
canned, ready 
mix, etc.)

SIZE, KIND, OR 
TYPE

(meat with or 
without bone, 
whole wheat 
bread, rib 
steak, large 
can, etc.)

AMOUNTS OF FOOD 
USED

(cups, ounces, 
tablespoons, 
teaspoons, 
quarts, pints, 
dozens, etc.)

,
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