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ABSTRACT 

The goal of this study was to develop a demographic 

profile of food co-op shoppers and to assess the 

relationship between policy importance ratings and two 

measures of shopper involvement. A survey measuring co-op 

shopper demographic characteristics, ratings of co-op 

environment and ratings of the importance of 13 co-op 

policies was completed by 283 food co-op shoppers in the 

fall of 1983 at the Food Conspiracy Co-op in Tucson Arizona. 

Overall, the strongest distinction between working members 

and non-members was a tendency for members to spend more at 

the food co-op. The two groups were similar demographically 

and similar in their ratings of the quality of food co-op 

atmosphere. Both groups rated range of co-op policies as 

important factors in store selection. These co-op policies 

were equally important to both members and non-members, and 

the importance ratings were largely unaffected by length of 

involvement with the organization. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1980, there were more than 2500 retail food co

operatives nationwide accounting for approximately $500 

million in grocery sales (Cottrill, 1983) . These co-ops have 

been of interest to researchers in a number of areas, for 

both practical and theoretical reasons, as alternatives to 

corporate supermarkets or as symbols of an emerging 

lifestyle trend. Several researchers are convinced such 

interests reflect an emerging tren£l in society toward 

conservation oriented behaviors (Henion and Kinnear, 1979; 

Valaskis,1979). This trend toward voluntary simplicity, or 

the conserver society, is represented by a preference for 

more frugal patterns of consumption paired with a concern 

for the ecological and human consequences of methods of 

production (Elgin, 1982; Valaskakis, Sindell, & Smith, 

1977) . 

Although the structure of contemporary food co-ops is 

supportive of a voluntary simplicity lifestyle, it is 

unclear if this interpretation of consumer concerns has been 

imposed by social theorists and other visionaries or if it 

is supported by actual consumer attitudes. Amid the 

speculation, a few studies have polled co-op patrons, who 

say the attraction of the food co-op is price, quality, co

op philosophy and ecological concern (Ehlers and Fox, 1982; 
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Gourley, Razzouk, and Dodd, 1984). Food co-op patrons have 

also been compared to shoppers at traditional supermarkets 

and this research has shown that they differ on some 

demographic variables (Sommer, Becker, Hohn and Warholic, 

1983) . 

The emerging profile of the socially responsible 

consumer suggests that some segments of the population are 

becoming more aware of the environmental and social 

implications of product and store selection. The current 

study attempts to examine whether the implications of 

product selection are important to food co-op shoppers. In 

addition, since the notion of voluntary simplicity suggests 

personal involvement as an additional means of expressing 

social and environmental concerns, it is of interest to see 

if these motives will be reflected by measures of 

involvement such as membership status and length of 

membership. 

Overview of Current Research 

Food co-ops have been studied as examples of an 

alternative to declining competition in retail food markets 

(Cotterill, 1978), as examples of the "small is beautiful" 

hypothesis in action (Cotterill, 1983), and as a specific 

example of the upsurge in consumer co-operatives in general 

(Hall and Hall, 1982). In the grocery retailing industry, 

food co-ops have been studied as potential channels to 

provide economical food in inner city urban areas (Marion 
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and Aklilu, 1975) and to predict the impact of food co-ops 

on the supermarket industry (Curhan and Wertheim, 1972). 

Mather (1969) examined the influence of consumer food 

co-ops in the grocery retailing industry by comparing 

supermarkets competing with food co-ops to other 

supermarkets. The supermarkets competing with co-ops had 

both lower prices and a wider selection of goods. Cotterill 

(1978) estimated that large food retailing chains had 

overcharged consumers by 600 million dollars in 1974. He 

also suggested that food co-ops provide the most likely 

source of competition to the growing food market monopoly 

because the start up costs of co-ops are low, supermarkets 

do not perceive the co-ops as a threat, and use of member 

labor reduces a major cost component of the retail 

distribution process. 

On the theoretical side, food co-op structure has been 

analyzed because the food co-ops established in the last 25 

years are thought to be reflective of a societal trend in 

patterns of resource use. Studies of the "conserver society" 

(Valaskakis, Sindell, & Smith, 1977), the "socially 

responsible consumer" (Antil & Bennett, 1979) and the 

"voluntary simplicity lifestyle" (Elgin, 1982) posit a shift 

from a materialistic society to one which emphasizes 

personal fulfillment through a rehumanization of 

institutions and the marketplace. 
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The History of Food CO-OPS 

Food co-op structure, and how it has changed over 

time, has been the focus of several studies. The history of 

consumer cooperatives dates to 1844 when the Rochdale 

Society of Equitable Pioneers established a cooperative 

store based on the principles of open membership, democratic 

control, dividends paid on the basis of patronage, and sale 

for cash at market prices (Harris, 1976). In the late 1800s, 

groups in the United States such as the New England 

Protective Union and the Right Relationship League 

established over 1000 cooperative stores, of which only 

about 10 survived more than 10 years. In the 1930's, 

hundreds of cooperatives were funded by the Federal 

Emergency Relief Act, but many of these stores closed when 

the federal funding ended (Sommer, 1984). 

The "new wave" food cooperatives emerged in the 1960s. 

About 3,000 co-op food buying clubs and storefronts with 

over 3.5 million members have been established in the last 

25 years (Hall and Hall, 1982). These "new wave" food co-ops 

are distinguished from the older co-ops in providing direct 

savings at the time of purchase rather than year end 

rebates. The depression era co-ops sold stock, while newer 

co-ops depend on membership fees. Finally, the "new wave" 

co-ops rely heavily on volunteer membership labor, avoiding 

payroll and some income taxes through a barter system (Hall 

and Hall, 1982). 



In addition to changes in the operating principles, the 

social and political aims of these co-ops have changed. The 

food co-ops of the depression era were primarily concerned 

with consumer protection and product quality, while the 

contemporary food co-ops emphasize ecology and nutrition, 

reflected in unprocessed foods and support for local and 

organic agriculture (Fjeld, Schutz, & Sommer, 1983). While 

researchers agree that the changes coincide with the 

cultural upheaval of the 1960's, they differ on the 

components of social change that inspired the co-op 

resurgence. Ehlers and Fox (1982) credit an increased 

awareness of the health hazards of chemical additives and 

the nutritional quality of non-processed foods. In their 

view, the establishment of food co-ops allowed more consumer 

control over the types of products available. Food co-ops 

have also been described as a practical economic alternative 

of the 60's counter culture: rejecting the values of middle 

class suburban affluence created a class of low income young 

adults who "were forced to consider economic alternatives 

undreamed of by their parents" (Gourley, Razzouk & Dodd, 

1984). 

Others have observed that compared to the time 

commitment required, the benefits derived from co-op 

membership are not very compelling and that membership is 

primarily sustained by the opportunity for involvement in 

primary group relationships (Curhan & Wertheim, 1975). 



However, Marion and Aklilu (1975) regard food co-ops as an 

opportunity for lower income groups to participate in social 

and political reform by exerting control over a resource 

that influences individual lives. 

Sommer (1984) provided an eloquent summary of all 

positions: 

The New Wave ... reflected a disenchantment with the 

commercial food marketing system on ecological grounds 

(wasteful use of resources, excessive packaging, 

reliance on long distance transportation and fossil 

fuels), on political grounds (consolidation trends 

within the food industry, association with 

multinational corporations allied to repressive 

governments, and economic exploitation of farmers, 

employees, and consumers), on social grounds 

(dehumanization of the marketplace brought about by 

impersonal supermarket merchandising, increased 

distance between producer and consumer, and the 

elimination of local producers and suppliers), and on 

nutritional grounds (promotion of food with a low 

nutrient to dollar ratio, over processing, and 

excessive use of additives), (p.3). 

More succinctly, Sommer (1984) has characterized the "new 

wave" food co-op as a movement organization: a group which 

is the acting component of a social movement. 



Consumer Trends 

The studies of food co-op shoppers indicate these 

consumers are attracted to locally controlled institutions 

which contribute to self reliance and provide access to 

organically produced food and un-processed goods. A number 

of theorists feel the change found in food co-op philosophy 

is representative of a nationwide consumer trend. In a 1977 

survey of voluntary simplicity, Elgin (1982) asked readers 

of the Co-evolution Quarterly (primarily a catalog offering 

a variety of environmentally sensitive products for self 

sufficient living) to describe their lifestyles. From the 

responses, he developed a profile of the concerns of this 

group. Five components of this "voluntary simplicity" 

movement were identified: increased self reliance, 

ecological awareness, material simplicity, a preference for 

small scale institutions and an emphasis on personal growth. 

A 1977 study for the Stanford research institute estimated 

that about 5% of the American public was living a voluntary 

simplicity lifestyle and over 50% of the American public was 

sympathetic with the aims of the movement (Elgin & Mitchell, 

1977). A more recent content analysis of local newspapers in 

the United States suggested that these values are diffusing 

throughout mainstream society (Naisbitt, 1982). In 

particular, Naisbitt notes trends toward increasing 

decentralization and increasing interest in developing 

networks to promote self-reliance in education, health and 
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domestic resource use. 

The concept has also emerged in the literature as "the 

conserver society" and the "socially responsible consumer." 

The conserver society literature originated in Canada, 

culminating in a four volume study by the GAMMA group, a 

think tank at McGill University (Valaskakis, Sindell, Smith, 

& Fitzpatrick-Martin, 1979). As described by these authors, 

their study was commissioned to define a popular political 

metaphor of the Trudeau Administration. The conserver 

society study outlined a policy response to high rates of 

resource use, high waste and constantly inflating material 

expectations of the Canadian public. The goal of the study 

was to support a transition toward more sustainable and 

selective patterns of growth. The initiatives proposed to 

achieve this goal included promoting economy of design, 

favoring reuse and conservation of resources, discouraging 

an artificial demand for goods, developing pricing which 

reflected net costs to society and encouraging a diversity 

of solutions to these problems. 

Examination of supporting literature from the conserver 

society and the socially conscious consumer suggests that 

more effort has been devoted to defining these concepts than 

to testing their influence. A 1979 analysis of the impact of 

the conserver society movement commented that it had 

received mixed government and corporate support, had 

generated lots of supporting publications and had inspired 



an economic development agency and some recycling efforts 

(Shapiro, 1979). However, there was no evidence at the time 

that the study had influenced lifestyles or was even 

generally accepted by the Canadian public. 

The literature on socially responsible consumption 

originated in the 1970s in the area of market research and 

is primarily aimed at identifying the segments of the 

population which could be exploited with an environmentally 

sensitive approach (Henion and Kinnear, 1979). Antil & 

Bennett (1979) defined socially responsible consumption as 

"consumer behaviors and purchase decisions which are related 

to environmental and resource related problems and are 

motivated not only by a desire to satisfy personal need, but 

also a concern for the welfare of society in general." 

(p.51). In the topic area of socially responsible 

consumption, the main focus is on developing attitude 

measurement instruments and identifying demographic 

correlates (see Henion and Kinnear, 1979). 

The trend toward voluntary simplicity has been 

empirically investigated by several researchers. In most 

instances, however, the research has focussed more on 

identifying consumers who fit the preconceived definition 

than to identifying the extent to which a particular set of 

values influence decision making. To a large extent, the 

research has been in the area of energy conservation. 
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Leonard-Barton (1981) was able to predict the purchase 

of solar energy equipment and the installation of energy 

saving devices with a voluntary simplicity index based on 

Elgin's formulation. The scale developed by Leonard-Barton 

consists of a list of behaviors associated with a voluntary 

simplicity lifestyle such as developing skills to use in 

self-reliance, recycling materials, purchasing used clothes 

and contributing to ecological organizations. The National 

Study of the Residential Solar Consumer found that solar 

energy users were more likely to engage in these behaviors 

than other homeowners (Farhar-Pilgrim & Unseld, 1982). 

People who score high on the voluntary simplicity scale tend 

to be opposed to the use of nuclear power and tend to be 

concerned about the energy situation in general (Levi & 

Holder, 1986). On the other hand, in a study exploring the 

relationship between home energy use and cost consciousness, 

social responsibility and ecological awareness, only the 

cost consciousness variable was a significant predictor of 

home energy use (Henslop, Moran, & Cousineau, 1981). 

More to the point, the studies of food co-ops have 

discussed links to the literature on voluntary simplicity 

and the socially responsible consumer, but mostly have not 

supported them through research since reports are limited to 

shoppers reasons for patronage. Although the link between 

attitude and behavior is notorious for its weakness, more 

examination of consumers1 awareness of the values embodied 
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in their actions would be informative. 

Food Co-op Consumer Studies 

Several studies have sought to identify reasons for 

food co-op membership. The most frequently cited reasons 

include food quality, natural foods, lower prices, and co-op 

philosophy. In the four of the seven studies of the 

preferences of food co-op shoppers, food cost was the most 

common reason for store selection (Sommer, Becker, Hohn and 

Warholic, 1983; Sommer, Hohn and Tyburczy, 1981; Hoyt, 1973; 

Kreitner, 1976). In the other three studies, food quality 

was the most frequently given reason for shopping at a co-op 

(Ehlers and Fox, 1982; Marion and Aklilu, 1975; Gourley, 

Razzouk, and Dodd, 1984). Co-op philosophy was one of the 

four most frequently given reasons in all of the studies. 

The fact that the co-op served as an outlet for 

natural/ecological food emerged as important in three 

studies (Sommer, Becker, Hohn and Warholic, 1983; Sommer, 

Hohn and Tyburczy, 1981; Kreitner, 1976). 

In interviews at a small food co-op in northern 

California, respondents cited lower prices (55%), food 

quality (52%), natural foods (26%) and co-op philosophy 

(23%) most frequently (Sommer, Becker, Hohn and Warholic, 

1983) . A second study by this research group interviewed 

shoppers in food co-ops in ten western states and found the 

same patterns of expressed preferences in these shoppers 

(Sommer, Hohn and Tyburczy, 1981). Two additional studies 
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identified food cost as the most common reason for store 

selection, followed by natural foods (Kreitner, 1976) and 

food quality (Hoyt, 1973). 

Co-op shoppers in Nebraska identified food quality 

(77%) most frequently, followed by lower prices (34%) and 

co-op philosophy (31%) (Ehlers and Fox, 1982). In a study 

comparing a successful and an unsuccessful food co-op in the 

Bronx, shoppers at the successful co-op said convenience was 

most important, followed by food quality, low price and co

op philosophy. At the less successful co-op, convenience was 

the most common response, followed by food quality and food 

cost. Co-op philosophy was ranked last by these shoppers 

(Marion and Aklilu, 1975) . In a study of three co-ops in 

Arizona, the most frequently cited reasons for store 

selection were food quality (21%), food cost (17%), and co

op philosophy (16%) (Gourley, Razzouk, and Dodd, 1984). 

The values and demographic profiles of food co-op 

shoppers and supermarket shoppers have been compared, as 

well as the difference between member and non-member 

shoppers at food co-ops. In one comparison of food co-op 

shoppers and supermarket shoppers, the most important motive 

in store selection was food cost for both groups. Two other 

commonly mentioned attributes of the supermarket were 

convenience and product selection. The two other commonly 

mentioned attributes of the co-op were food quality and 

natural foods (Sommer, Becker, Hohn and Warholic, 1983). In 
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a second study, co-op shoppers cited food quality, food cost 

and co-op philosophy, while supermarket shoppers selected a 

store on the basis of convenience, food cost and speed of 

service. Another study compared the level of environmental 

concern of supermarket shoppers and food co-op shoppers 

(Fjeld, Schutz, and Sommer, 1983). The co-op shoppers scored 

significantly higher than the supermarket shoppers on the 

Environmental Concern Scale (Weigal and Weigal, 1978). 

In comparing members and non-members, Ehlers and Fox 

found that both groups agreed that food quality, food prices 

and co-op philosophy were the most common reasons for 

shopping at the food co-op, although significantly more 

members cited co-op philosophy as an important reason for 

patronage. In the Ehlers and Fox (1982) study of food co-op 

shoppers, there was no difference between the nutritional 

knowledge of members and non-member cooperative shoppers. 

Compared to supermarket shoppers, food co-op shoppers 

tend to be young and well educated, with somewhat lower 

incomes (Sommer, Becker, Hohn and Warholic, 1983; Gourley, 

Razzouk and Dodd, 1984). Fewer minority customers shop at 

the food co-ops, but a greater proportion of these shoppers 

are male. In the Arizona study, 43% of the co-op shoppers 

were vegetarians compared to 1% nationwide (Gourley, Razzouk 

and Dodd, 1984). 
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Local Co—op Policies 

The Food Conspiracy, a food co-op in Tucson, Arizona, 

appears to exemplify the "new wave" co-op as identified in 

the previous research. The bylaws of the Food Conspiracy 

specify open and equal membership (no stock is issued, so 

the interest of each member is equal). Members must 

volunteer labor two hours per month or pay an annual fee in 

exchange for a member discount. Members are eligible to run 

for the Board of Directors after three months of membership. 

Non-members can also shop at the co-op but do not receive 

these membership benefits. Article seven of the bylaws is a 

statement of the purpose of the Food Conspiracy Food 

Cooperative: 

The basic purpose of Food Conspiracy, Inc. is to 

encourage and support cooperation as an alternative to 

the competitive and oppressive economic, political, 

social, and educational systems prevalent in the 

greater society in which we live. Some systems in which 

we encourage and support change, including freer access 

to information and equitable distribution are: food and 

other consumer goods, health care, housing, vocations, 

the use and control of natural resources, 

transportation and education. 

We, the members of the Food Conspiracy 

Cooperative, are committed to retaining and encouraging 

those aspects of our society that support the growth 
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and equality of all people and to supporting change in 

those aspects of our society that are oppressive to any 

people. Some of these societal oppressions are 

discrimination based on race, sex, age, physical 

differences, religious beliefs, social and/or economic 

class, sexual preference, life style and political 

beliefs. 

We believe that cooperation between all people and 

with the ecosystem is the most viable way to live and 

thrive, and will do all we can to encourage that 

cooperation, and to discourage oppression, (p.12). 

In this statement of purpose, the issues identified by co-op 

shoppers (concern for cost, food quality, co-op philosophy, 

and ecology) are restated in value terms. 

Low cost food is equated to relief from economic 

oppression, while ecology is linked to cooperation between 

people and the ecosystem. This value laden interpretation of 

the preferences of their customers is repeated in a product 

policy report produced by a member committee. Among the 

suggestions made were improved in-store education to inform 

buyers of the "social, environmental, political, and 

personal health repercussions" of production of the goods 

sold at the food co-op. The policy on stocking fish products 

prohibited sale of fresh water fish because of concern over 

industrial pollution, and prohibited the sale of some types 

of salt water fish because the associated fishing methods 
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are lethal to other non-food species. The product policy 

also outlines the unacceptability of additives, sweeteners 

and meats. 

These policies suggest that the aims of the Food 

Conspiracy are compatible with the trend toward a society 

which leavens consumption with a concern for the values 

represented by product content and means of production and 

distribution. These policies and the values abstracted from 

the literature on lifestyle trends inform the definitions of 

food quality, food cost, food ecology and co-op philosophy 

which follow. 

Policy Statements 

To measure consumer awareness of the social and 

political implications of food co-op policy, a set of 13 

policy statements were developed for use in this study. The 

policy statements were abstracted from reviews of food co-op 

consumer literature and the local food co-op bylaws and 

product policies. The statements were organized into four 

categories common in the food co-op research literature: (a) 

food quality, (b) ecology, (c) food cost and (d) co-op 

philosophy. 

Food quality refers to the availability of non-

processed foods, hard to get items, foods without harmful 

additives or preservatives and foods without pesticide 

residues. The concern for food quality is thought to relate 

to an increased consumer awareness of the health hazards 
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associated with food additives, preservatives and pesticide 

residues. Research on this factor also shows that food co-op 

shoppers also believe that non-processed foods have higher 

nutritional values (Ehlers & Fox, 1982). A wider range of 

such products tend to be available at food co-ops and 

natural food stores compared to traditional supermarkets. 

Ecology encompasses references to methods of food 

production (such as organically grown foods), foods packaged 

in low waste or reusable containers, and patronizing 

distributors of these types of products. The distinction 

between food quality and natural foods was explicitly stated 

in three of the seven co-op studies (Sommer, Becker, Hohn 

and Warholic, 1983) and analysis of other studies suggests 

this is an important distinction which is captured by the 

inclusion of an ecology category. In the Ehlers and Fox 

(1982) study, shoppers mentioned organically grown foods 

specifically. Kreitner (1976) suggests that a preference 

for healthful or natural foods also represents a concern for 

the ecological processes involved in food production. 

A heightened concern for ecological impacts of consumer 

choices is also supported by a study comparing the 

environmental concern of supermarket shoppers and food co-op 

shoppers (Fjeld, Schutz, and Sommer, 1983). The co-op 

shoppers scored significantly higher than the supermarket 

shoppers on the Environmental Concern Scale (Weigal and 

Weigal, 1978). Food quality refers to both the nutritional 



24 

value of the food and the way food is processed while 

ecology refers primarily to the way food is packaged and 

produced. 

Food co-ops offer a variety of non-processed and/or 

organic food to customers. Such products are ecologically 

sound in terms of means of production. Mainstream 

agricultural practices are also energy intensive and 

dependent on petroleum products for fertilizers and 

pesticides (Lappe & Collins, 1979; Miller, 1983). Food 

processing also has environmental impacts. Processing 

currently accounts for 33% of the total energy used in the 

United States food production system (Hays, 1976). Thus, 

through product selection, the food co-op reduces 

environmental impacts associated with food production. 

Shoppers are also concerned with co-op philosophy. 

According to the literature, co-op philosophy is embodied by 

access to non-corporate food outlets, increased personal 

control over a food distribution outlet, and the opportunity 

to exchange labor for food (Ehlers & Fox, 1982; Curhan & 

Wertheim, 1975). Ehlers and Fox commented that many of those 

consumers citing food as a factor "seemed to be using whole 

and organic foods as an economic lever to decrease the 

control of large companies and food processors and increase 

personal responsibility and individual choice rather than 

because of a conscious desire for good nutrition." In the 

study of shoppers in three Arizona food co-ops, 10% of the 
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sample cited the importance of patronizing an alternative to 

a traditional supermarket and 16% cited membership benefits 

as reasons for store selection (Gourley, Razzouk and Dodd, 

1984). These researchers observed that "many respondents 

commented on the benefits of working with others in day to 

day operation of their respective food co-ops. To many of 

the respondents, the need to control an institution 

superceded the need for cheap food." 

The interviews of food co-op patrons also indicated 

that food cost is an important issue for shoppers. At the 

local food co-op, food cost can be linked to three 

characteristics of the store. First, food costs can be 

reduced through membership; food co-op members receive a 15% 

discount at the cash register. Second, "natural foods" are 

often costly at traditional supermarket outlets: health 

conscious consumers pay high prices to have ingredients left 

out of foods. This cost differential is reduced at food co

ops because a majority of their products are purchased from 

natural food distributors (Sommer & Hohn, 1981). Third, the 

practice in food co-ops of selling bulk goods also reduces 

item cost (Sommer & Hohn,1981). 

Goal of Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine what aspects of 

food co-op policy are important to co-op shoppers. In 

addition this study will explore the relationship between 

food co-op membership and concern for co-op philosophy, food 



quality, ecology and food cost. A third aim of this study is 

to relate food co-op membership to the demographic 

characteristics and average expenditures of food co-op 

shoppers. 

While previous studies have been useful in establishing 

the behavioral incentives and preferences that characterize 

food co-op shoppers, it is not possible to determine from 

these studies the relative contributions of co-op 

philosophy, food quality, ecological concerns and food cost 

to membership status. Determining the relative contribution 

of these concerns and the ways in which food co-op members 

differ from other co-op shoppers will provide information 

about how membership and length of co-op patronage relates 

to the preferences expressed by these groups. 

In previous studies, researchers have recorded 

categories of expressed preferences, and have offered these 

categories as evidence of a trend toward a voluntary 

simplicity lifestyle. In the current study, a set of policy 

statements are included which explicitly link the categories 

of food quality, food cost, ecology and co-op philosophy to 

statements expressing the hypothesized underlying 

philosophy. Importance ratings of these statements will 

allow co-op shoppers to indicate the extent to which they 

are sympathetic to this organized philosophy. 

Because an increased concern with self-reliance and an 

active involvement in expressing an alternative lifestyle 
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preference are central to the concept of voluntary 

simplicity, it is expected that active co-op members will be 

more concerned with the philosophic attributes of co-op 

involvement than non-members. In addition, comparing 

demographic characteristics of members and non-members will 

aid in developing a profile of the socially responsible 

consumer. 

A second measure of involvement with the organization 

is length of patronage or length of membership. Relating 

length of involvement to policy importance ratings will 

indicate if shoppers and members become more aware of policy 

implications over time. Relating length of involvement to 

policy importance ratings will also indicate if some of the 

policies are more important than others in terms of 

attracting new members and shoppers or in terms of 

sustaining membership. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

METHOD 

The goal of the study was to assess the relationship 

between policy importance ratings and measures of 

involvement. To accomplish this end a survey was 

administered to food co-op shoppers. This segment of the 

report describes the subjects, procedure, environment and 

survey employed in the study. 

Subjects 

The subjects were recruited from shoppers at the food 

co-op in the fall of 1983. The shoppers were classified as 

working members, non-working members, staff, former members, 

and non-members. Working members work two volunteer hours 

per month in return for a rebate on food cost of 15%. Non-

working members pay $60.00 per year in return for a rebate 

on food cost of 15%. 

Procedure 

Surveys were distributed every fifteen minutes to the 

first five individuals entering the store who agreed to 

complete the form. Data collection sessions were held for 

seven consecutive days in both the late morning and late 

afternoon. 

Environment 

The subjects were surveyed at the Food Conspiracy food 

co-op in Tucson, Arizona. The co-op is located in a 
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commercial area servicing a low income neighborhood about a 

mile from the campus of the University of Arizona. The Food 

Conspiracy maintains a storefront, and is a participatory 

consumer co-op. The co-op is open to nonmember shoppers, but 

members receive an immediate rebate of 15% at the checkout. 

Survey 

The survey form was four pages long and took on the 

average 15 minutes to complete. Questions one and two 

concerned reasons for shopping at the co-op. Questions three 

and four concerned expenditures at the co-op. Questions five 

through eight concerned membership status and length of 

membership. In question nine, working members indicated 

which jobs they had performed for work credit. 

Question 10 included 13 statements about food quality, 

food cost, ecology and co-op philosophy. Shoppers were 

instructed to indicate how much each statement influenced 

their decision to shop at the co-op on a scale of one to 

ten, where a ten indicated a high importance rating and a 

one indicated a low importance rating. These questions were 

presented to shoppers in two orders: in half of the surveys 

the food ecology and co-op philosophy questions appeared 

first, and in the other half the food quality and food cost 

questions appeared first. 

Question 11 listed ten characteristics such as 

convenience of hours, cleanliness and social atmosphere. 

These questions were taken from a form provided by the 
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Center for Consumer Research at the University of California 

at Davis. The shoppers rated these ten characteristics on a 

four category scale which included great, okay, poor and 

cannot answer as the possible responses. 

Questions 12 through 20 were demographic questions 

including age, income, and gender. Question 21 asked for 

suggestions for improvement of the co-op. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

The intent of this study was to provide a profile of 

the beliefs of food co-op shoppers and to examine the 

relationship between membership in a food co-op and the 

importance of organizational philosophy. This chapter 

reports the results of the study which includes shopper 

classification, average shopper expenditure, demographics, 

shopper concerns, ratings of the food co-op environment and 

co-op policy importance ratings. 

Shopper Classification 

The subjects who participated in the study were 

classified both by membership status and by length of 

patronage of the co-op. Table 1 summarizes these results. Of 

the 283 shoppers surveyed, 35% were working members and 39% 

were nonmembers. An additional 6% hold non-working 

memberships, 3% were staff members, and 17% were former 

members. Table 1 also reports the average length of co-op 

patronage and the average length of co-op membership for 

these groups. The average length of patronage for all 

shoppers was 4.4 years. The average length of patronage was 

longest for the former members, and was shortest for the 

non-members. The average length of membership is reported 

for staff, working members, and non members. The average 

length of membership was longest for the staff members and 
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was shortest for the working members. 

Table 1. 

Membership 

Membership Status Number Percent Averaae 
Lenath of 
Patronaae 

Averaae 
Lenath of 
Membership 

Working member 98 34.6% 4.4 years 2.4 years 

Non-working member 17 6.0% 4.2 years 3.2 years 

Food co-op staff 10 3.5% 5.1 years 5.2 years 

Former member 49 17.3% 5.7 years N/A 

Non-member 109 38.5% 3.5 years N/A 

Average Expenditures 

Two questions on the survey asked shoppers to estimate 

how much they spent at the food co-op on a weekly basis and 

what percent of the family monthly grocery bill was spent at 

the co-op. The results are summarized in Table 2. Working 

members reported spending significantly more per week than 

non-members, X2 (3, N = 203) = 49.54, £ < .01. Working 

members also reported spending a greater percent of their 

monthly grocery bill at the food co-op than the non-members, 

X2 (3, N = 203) =76.97, e < .01. Most working members 

reported that over 50% of their monthly family grocery bill 

was spent at the food co-op, while 70% of the non-members 

reported that less than 25% of their monthly family grocery 

bill was spent at the co-op. 



Table 2. 

Average Expenditure 

Membership Status 

All Working Non-
Question Shoppers Members Members 

About how much money do you spend 
at the co-op weekly? 

Under $10 28% 8% 49% 

$10 - $25 43% 46% 39% 

$25 - $50 23% 38% 11% 

Over $50 6% 8% 1% 

What percent of your monthly family 
grocery bill is spent at this co-op? 

0 - 25% 45% 18% 70% 

26 - 50% 18% 13% 18% 

51 - 75% 20% 34% 10% 

76 - 100% 17% 35% 2% 

Demographics 

The survey included several demographic questions 

relating to education, income, occupation, age, gender, 

ethnic background, distance from home to co-op and number 

of persons in family (see Table 3). There were no 

statistically significant relationships between these 

demographic characteristics and length of involvement or 

membership status. 



The sample of co-op shoppers was highly educated, 57% 

of the sample held at least one college degree. Occupations 

reported by co-op shoppers were coded into three categories 

for analysis: wage earners, students, and other. The "other" 

category was composed of people who were unemployed, 

retired, or worked in the home in a non wage earning 

capacity. Most of the sample reported a wage earning job as 

an occupation (66%) and 20% of the sample were students. 

Forty-five percent of the shoppers reported incomes of less 

than $10,000 a year. The majority of the shoppers were 

between the ages of 25 and 34, although a large percentage 

(27%) were between 35 and 64 years of age. 

Of the shoppers surveyed, 58% were female. The ethnic 

background of these shoppers was overwhelmingly white (87%). 

About half the sample lived between two and six miles from 

the food co-op. There were two adults in 51% of the 

households and only 27% of the households included children. 

Shopper Concerns 

Shoppers at the food co-op were asked to list their 

reasons for shopping at the food co-op and which reason was 

primary. The categories abstracted from shoppers' responses 

included food selection, food quality, coop philosophy, 

cost, convenience and atmosphere. 

The two most often cited primary reasons for shopping 

at the food co-op were food selection (42% of the sample) 
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Table 3. 

Demographics 

Education High school graduate 10% 
1-3 years of college 33% 
College graduate . 26% 
Graduate studies 31% 

Occupation Unemployed, retired 14% 
Employed 66% 
student 20% 

Income Less than $10,000 45% 
$10,000 to $14,999 16% 
$15,000 to $19,999 11% 
$20,000 to $24,999 10% 
Over $25,000 18% 

Age Under 18 to 24 16% 
25 to 34 50% 
35 to 64 27% 

- Over 65 7% 

Gender Female 58% 
Male 42% 

Ethnic White 87% 
Background Other 13% 

Distance from One mile or less 29% 
home to CO-OP 2 to 6 miles 46% 

over 6 miles 25% 

Average number 1 39% 
of adults in home 2 51% 

More than 2 10% 

Average number of No children 73% 
children in home 1 or 2 children 24% 

More than 2 children 3% 



and food quality (31% of the sample). In addition, four 

other primary reasons were identified by a smaller 

percentage of the sample. Co-op philosophy was the primary 

reason for 6%, convenience for 5%, cost for 4% and 

atmosphere for 5%. 

Food CO-OP Ratings 

Shoppers were asked to rate the food co-op environment 

on a scale furnished by the Center for Consumer Research at 

Davis, California. The scale listed ten features including 

convenience of location, cleanliness, and social atmosphere. 

Shoppers rated each feature great, okay, poor or cannot 

answer (see Table 4). There were no statistically 

significant effects for length of involvement or membership 

status and the food co-op ratings. 

The median response for the ratings of convenience of 

hours, convenience of location, and checkout service was 

great. The median response for the ratings of aisle space, 

cleanliness, social atmosphere, ease of locating products 

and feeling of involvement was okay. Only availability of 

parking was rated as poor by a substantial number of 

respondents. 

Co-op Policy 

In order to measure customer awareness of the policies 

behind product selection and co-op organization, shoppers 

were asked to rate the importance of 13 policy statements 

relating to food cost, food quality, ecology, and co-op 
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philosophy. The policy statements along with the means and 

standard deviations of the total sample of shoppers are 

provided in Table 5. 

One way analyses of variance between working members 

and non-members revealed some significant differences. One 

food quality statement, "Availability of foods without 

harmful additives or preservatives" was rated as more 

important by working members than non-members, F (1,202) = 

4.37, £ < .03. The mean rating for all shoppers was 8.2, 

while the mean rating for working members was 8.4 and the 

mean rating for non-members was 8.0. 

Table 4. 

Ratings of Co-op Attributes 

Attribute Response Category 

Great Okay Poor Cannot 
Answer 

Convenience of hours 52% 45% 1% 2% 

Convenience of location 52% 40% 7% 1% 

Cleanliness 44% 53% 2% 1% 

Friendliness of staff 38% 55% 6% 1% 

Check-out service 50% 44% 5% 1% 

Social atmosphere 35% 56% 7% 2% 

Availability of parking 7% 41% 44% 8% 

Ease of locating products 27% 67% 4% 2% 

Feeling of involvement 22% 50% 8% 20% 
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One food cost statement, "Food costs can be reduced 

through membership" was rated as more important by working 

members than non-members, F (1,194) = 45.79, p < .01. The 

mean rating for the total sample was 6.0. The mean rating 

for working members was 7.3 while the mean rating for non-

members was 4.7. 

One ecology statement, "Co-op product policies have a 

positive impact on the natural environment" was rated as 

more important by working members than non-members, 

F (1,198) =7.54, e < «01. The mean rating for the total 

sample was 7.5. The mean rating for the working members was 

8.0 and the mean rating for non-members was 7.2. 

One co-op philosophy statement, "The co-op provides an 

alternative to corporate owned supermarkets" was rated as 

more important by the working members than the non-members F 

(1,200) = 8.4, P < .01. The mean rating for the total sample 

was 7.2. The average rating for the working members was 7.7 

and the average rating for non-members was 6.7. 

Length of patronage and length of membership were 

significantly related to a few of the policy statements. For 

the total sample, a food quality statement "Access to hard 

to get items" was positively related to length of food co-op 

patronage, r (257) = .13, p<.02. This same statement was 

also positively related to length of patronage for the non-

members, r (91) = .20, e<*°2. In other words, people who had 

shopped at the food co-op longer were more likely to view 
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Table 5. 

Policy Importance Ratings 

Instructions: The following statements list some reasons 
customers might shop at the food co-op. Please indicate how 
much each of these characteristics influence your decision 
to shop here by placing a checkmark on the numberlines 
below, notice that the scale ranges from 1 indicating 
unimportant to 10 indicating important. How much do the 
following characteristics influence your decision to shop at 
the Food Conspiracy? 

Cateaorv/Ouestion Mean SD 

Food Quality 

Availability of foods without harmful 8.2 1.5 
additives or preservatives. 

Availability of foods without pesticide 8.1 1.6 
residues. 

Non-processed foods are available 8.1 1.6 

Access to hard to get items. 7.8 1.9 

Food Cost 

Food costs can be reduced through 6.0 2.9 
membership. 

Products are available at the co-op 6.1 2.8 
that are more costly at other stores. 

Non-packaged goods reduce the cost 7.2 2.3 
of food items. 

Ecology 

Many foods sold at the co-op are grown 8.0 1.8 
using ecologically sound techniques. 

Many goods are packaged in reusable, 7.2 2.2 
recyclable or low waste containers. 

Co-op product policies have a positive 
impact on the natural environment. 

7.5 2.0 
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Table 5 (cont.) 

Policy Importance Ratings 

Cateaorv/Ouestion Mean SD 

CO-OP Philosophy 

The co-op provides an alternative to 7.2 2.4 
corporate owned supermarkets. 

The co-op is owned and operated by 7.2 2.4 
members 

The products are not obtained from 7.2 2.5 
economically, politically, or socially 
oppressive organizations or individuals. 

access to hard to get items as an important feature of food 

co-op policy. 

For working members, length of membership was 

significantly related to two of the policy statements. 

Length of membership was negatively related to one of the 

food quality statements, "Non-processed foods are 

available", r (93) = -.30, e<.01. As length of membership 

increased, the importance of access to non-processed foods 

decreased. 

Length of membership was also negatively related to one 

of the ecology statements, "Co-op product policies have a 

positive impact on the natural environment", r (91) = -.20, 

E<.03. The importance of the impact of co-op product 

policies on the environment decreased as length of 

membership increased. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

The goal of this study was to develop a demographic 

profile of food co-op shoppers and to assess the 

relationship between policy importance ratings and two 

measures of shopper involvement. This segment of the report 

compares food co-op shoppers to a larger group of Tucson 

residents. This section also reviews the results of the 

analysis of the policy importance ratings. These ratings are 

discussed in reference to two measures of involvement, 

membership status and length of involvement. 

Demographic Comparison 

There were no statistically significant demographic 

differences between working members and non-member shoppers 

at the food co-op; however, because all of the shoppers were 

surveyed at the food co-op, it is useful to compare the 

demographic characteristics of food co-op shoppers to a 

larger normative group. The demographic distribution of food 

co-op shoppers is different from that of the general Tucson 

population, according to norms provided by Gourley, Razzouk, 

and Dodd (1984). Overall, food co-op shoppers are younger 

and better educated than most Tucson residents; however, the 

co-op shoppers also have lower incomes and smaller 

households. The racial mix of the co-op shoppers is similar 

to that of Tucson. 
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The food co-op shoppers were more educated than the 

general Tucson population: 90% of the co-op shoppers 

reported one or more years of college education while only 

49% of the general population reported education beyond high 

school. In terms of income, 45% of the co-op sample reported 

incomes below $10,000 per year and 18% reported incomes over 

$25,000 per year. In contrast, the general population of 

Tucson reports incomes below $10,000 per year for 26% of the 

population and incomes above $25,000 for 33% of the 

population. 

Compared to the Tucson norms, more shoppers were in the 

25-34 age range and fewer were in the 35-64 and over 65 age 

categories. Fifty-eight percent of those surveyed at the co

op were female, while females comprise 51% of the general 

population. Co-op shoppers reported smaller households than 

typical. The ethnic origin of the food co-op sample was 

primarily white. This is reflective of the general 

population of Tucson: 87% of the households in Tucson are 

also white. 

Food co-op shoppers were different from a norm group of 

Tucson residents. The demographic characteristics of these 

food co-op shoppers are similar to those of co-op shoppers 

reported in other studies. Like the food co-op shoppers in 

the New York and California samples (Sommer, Becker, Hohn & 

Warholic, 1983) and the Phoenix sample (Gourley, Razzouk & 

Dodd, 1984), these consumers tend to be younger than 
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comparison groups. Gourley, Razzouk and Dodd attributed the 

youth of these shoppers to the proximity of the Phoenix food 

co-op to a university, and inferred a high proportion of 

student shoppers. However, the occupational data from the 

current study revealed that only 20% of the shoppers were 

college students. 

Food co-op shoppers also tend to be more educated than 

comparable samples of supermarket shoppers (Fjeld, Schutz & 

Sommer, 1983). A previous study reported that food co-ops in 

New York and California had few minority customers (Sommer, 

Becker, Hohn & Warholic, 1983), but the racial mix of Tucson 

food co-op shoppers was reflective of the racial mix of 

Tucson as a whole. 

Membership Status 

The most notable difference between working co-op 

members and non-members was the average expenditure at the 

food co-op. Working members estimated that they spent more 

per week at the food co-op than non-members. The majority of 

the working members estimated that they spent over $25.00 

per week at the co-op, while the majority of non-members 

estimated that they spent under $10.00 per week at the food 

co-op. When asked to estimate what percent of the monthly 

family grocery bill was spent at the food co-op, 69% of the 

working members estimated that over 50% of their grocery 

shopping took place at the co-op. In contrast, 70% percent 

of the non-members estimated that less than 25% of their 
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monthly grocery bill was spent at the food co-op. 

These findings suggest that working members are 

beneficial to the organization overall. The working members 

provide labor which reduces organizational expenditures, and 

membership is also associated with increased expenditures 

and store loyalty. When these results were published in the 

co-op newsletter, they were a source of confusion to some 

members of the board of directors of the co-op. 

The Food Conspiracy's accounting records showed that 

non-members actually spent more money at the co-op than 

working members. Under the belief that membership benefits 

were greatly reducing co-op profits, the board of directors 

were discussing changes in the membership structure. The 

data provided by the survey complicated the debate. 

Subsequently, it was discovered that systematic embezzlement 

was responsible for the discrepancy. At the time of this 

report, no changes had been made in membership benefits 

although changes were made in cashiering procedures. 

One of the primary goals of the study was to determine 

if shoppers recognized the policies behind product selection 

and organizational structure of the food co-op. The 

importance ratings for the policy statements suggest that 

customers do identify with these co-op policies. The average 

importance rating for all co-op shoppers ranged from 6.0 to 

8.2 on a ten point scale for the 13 policy statements. Food 

quality statements received the highest rating followed by 



45 

ecology statements, co-op philosophy statements and food 

cost statements, in that order. 

The 13 food co-op policy statements rated for 

importance by the co-op shoppers revealed some differences 

between members and non-members. However it is important to 

note that on most items working members and non-members 

agreed on the importance of these statements. Working 

members attributed higher importance than non-members to the 

following policy statements: (a) Availability of foods 

without pesticide residues, (b) Food costs can be reduced 

through membership, (c) Co-op product policies have a 

positive impact on the environment, and (d) The co-op 

provides an alternative to corporate owned supermarkets. 

It should be noted that these differences are equally 

distributed across the four policy categories. Although 

there are differences between working members and non-

members, there is no outstanding pattern in these results. 

The fact that an additional policy statement "The co-op is 

owned and operated by members" was equally important to both 

working members and non-members further illustrates this 

point. Although non-members were not active participants in 

the operation of the food co-op, they still believed that 

member ownership was an important policy. 

The finding that working members and non-members 

differ on four of the statements and are similar on nine of 

the statements suggests that while co-op policy is important 
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in store selection, it is not a major determinant of 

membership. Working members are by definition more active in 

the co-op organization, however, it is only partially 

because they are more aware of the social, environmental, or 

political implications of co-op policy. Overall, non-members 

are equally appreciative of the implications of co-op 

policies. 

Length of Involvement 

A third goal of the study was to determine if length of 

involvement with the food co-op was related to the policy 

importance ratings. There were some significant but minor 

correlations between the policy importance ratings and 

length of patronage and length of membership. The only 

length of patronage relationship that was statistically 

significant for all shoppers was the availability of hard to 

get items. As length of membership increased, concern for 

two of the food co-op policies (availability of non-

processed foods and the impact of product policies on the 

natural environment) actually decreased. In general, there 

was not a strong relationship between length of involvement 

and the policy importance ratings. 

Comment on Results 

One of the primary aims of this study was to examine 

the effect of measures of involvement on food co-op policy 

importance ratings. In general, this study found few 

differences between working members and non-members or 
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between short term and long term shoppers or working 

members. Although it was hypothesized that members would be 

more concerned with the implications of co-op policy than 

non-members, this hypothesis was not supported by the 

results of the study. There are several alternative 

explanations for the lack of significant relationships. 

The majority of the food co-op product policies were 

rated as important by all shoppers. Statistically, this 

created a ceiling effect in these scales that reduced the 

likelihood of finding significant differences between 

working members and non-members. It also reduced the 

variance in the data set, reducing the usefulness of 

correlational techniques. 

The ceiling effect found in the data suggests that most 

of the customers shop at the food co-op because they are 

sympathetic to co-op policies. This primary self selection 

factor overwhelmed the differences between members and non-

members or long term and short term shoppers. 

Recent research on participation in the Sierra Club 

suggests that factors not considered in this study might 

have discriminated between members and non-members (Manzo & 

Weinstein, 1987). Compared to non-active Sierra Club 

members, the active members reported more friends in the 

organization both before and after joining the club and were 

more likely to believe in the effectiveness of activism and 

to serve as volunteers in other organizations. 
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Conclusions 

Overall, the strongest distinction between working 

members and non-members was a tendency for members to spend 

more at the food co-op. The two groups were similar 

demographically and similar in their ratings of the quality 

of food co-op atmosphere. Both groups a rated range of co-op 

policies as important factors in store selection. These co

op policies were equally important to both members and non-

members, and the importance ratings were largely unaffected 

by length of involvement with the organization. 



49 

APPENDIX A 

FOOD CO-OP SURVEY 

1. What are your reasons for shopping at the co-op? 

2. Of the reasons given above, which is your primary reason 
for shopping here? 

3. About how much money do you spend at the co-op? 
(circle one) (circle one) 

a. monthly 1. under $10 
b. weekly 2. $10-$25 

3. $25-$50 
4. $50—$100 
5. $100—$200 
6. over $200 

4. What percent of your monthly family grocery bill is spent 
at this co-op? (circle one) 

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 

5. Are you a member of this co-op? (circle one) 

a. active working member 
b. active paid member 
c. staff member 
d. former member 
e. never been a member 

6. How long have you shopped at the co-op? 

years: months: 

7. If you are a member, approximately what month and year 
did you attend orientation? 

8. Have you ever been a member of a food co-op other than 
the Food Conspiracy? 

9. If you are a working member, please check the jobs you 
have performed for work credit. 

packaging 
pick-up of goods 
served on committee 
served on board of directors 
work at street fair 
work on newsletter 
other (please specify) 
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10. The following statements list some reasons customers 
might shop at the food co-op. Please indicate how much each 
of these characteristics influence your decision to shop 
here by placing a checkmark on the numberlines below. Notice 
that the scale ranges from 1 indicating unimportant to 10 
indicating important. Please try to use the full range of 
the rating scale. 

How much do the following characteristics influence your 
decision to shop at the Food Conspiracy? 

Food Quality 

Availability of foods without harmful additives or 
preservatives. 

unimportant important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

Availability of foods without pesticide residues. 

unimportant 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Non-processed foods are available, 

unimportant 

8 10 

12 3 4 

Access to hard to get items, 

unimportant 

10 

important 

important 

important 
8 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Food Cost 

Food costs can be reduced through membership, 

unimportant 

10 

important 
8 10 

Products are available at the co-op that are more costly at 
other stores. 

unimportant important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

Non-packaged goods reduce the cost of food items. 

unimportant 
8 10 

important 
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Ecology 

Many foods sold at the co-op are grown using ecologically 
sound techniques. 

unimportant important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

Many goods are packaged in reusable, recyclable or low waste 
containers. 

unimportant important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

Co-op product policies have a positive impact on the natural 
environment. 

unimportant important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

Co-op Philosophy 

The co-op provides an alternative to corporate owned 
supermarkets. 

unimportant important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

The co-op is owned and operated by members. 

unimportant important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

The products are not obtained from economically, 
politically, or socially oppressive organizations or 
individuals. 

unimportant important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  



11. Please rate the co-op on each of the following 
characteristics. 

Great Okay Poor Cannot 
Answer 

Convenience of hours ( ) ()()() 
Convenience of location ( ) ()()() 
Cleanliness ( ) ()()() 
Friendliness of staff ( ) ()()() 
Check-out service ( ) ( ) 1)1) 
Social atmosphere ( ) ()()() 
Availability of parking ( ) ()()() 
Ease of locating products ( ) ()()() 
Feeling of involvement ( ) ()()() 

We would like to define what populations we serve or fail to 
serve. 

12. How far (in miles) do you live from the co-op? 

13. Your age? (circle one) 

under 18 18-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-49 50-64 65+ 

14. Ethnic background? white black mexican-american 
other 
15. What is the highest level of education you have 

completed? 

a. High school or less 
b. 1-3 years of college 
c. college graduate 
d. graduate studies 

16. Your sex? (circle one) M F 

17. What is your current occupation? 

18. Which of the following best describes your income for 
last year? If you combine incomes with another member of 
your household, please give total income. Circle the letter 
for the range that fits. 

a. less than $10,000 e. $25,000 - $29,000 
b. $10,000 - $14,999 f. $30,000 and above 
c. $15,000 - $19,000 g. prefer not to answer 
d. $20,000 - $24,000 

19. Number of adults in household? 

20. Number of children in household? 
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