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Australian Supermarket Consumers and Gender Differences Relating to 
their Perceived Importance Levels of Store Characteristics. 
 
Abstract 

Family grocery shopping is the accepted domain of women; however, modern social and 

demographic movements challenge traditional gender roles within the family structure.  Men 

now engage in grocery shopping more freely and frequently, yet the essence of male 

shopping behaviour and beliefs present an opportunity for examination.  This research 

identifies specific store characteristics, investigates the perceived importance of those 

characteristics and explores gender, age and income differences that may exist.  A random 

sample collection methodology involved 280 male and female grocery shoppers was selected.  

Results indicated significant statistical differences between genders based on perceptions of 

importance of most store characteristics.  Overall, male grocery shoppers considered 

supermarket store characteristics less important than female shoppers.  Income did not affect 

shoppers’ level of associated importance; however respondents’ age, education and 

occupation influenced perceptions of price, promotions and cleanliness. 
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Introduction 
Previous Australian studies examined important supermarket characteristics and influencers 

of satisfaction, yet failed to consider the effect of gender, income and age (Miranda, Konya et 

al., 2005).Additionally, other research compared cultural differences in satisfaction levels of 

Australian shoppers in general, but did not specifically address supermarket shopping or how 

gender influences choice (Jones, Vilches-Montero et al., 2010).  Internationally, there has 

been a steady stream of consumer behaviour studies that point to the growth and presence of 

male shoppers in food shopping since the 1980s (Davis and Bell, 1991; Piper and Capella, 

1993; Polegato and Zaichkowsky, 1994; Mazumdar and Papatla, 1995; Otnes and McGrath, 

2001; Torres, Summers et al., 2001; Richbell and Kite, 2007).  In light of these studies, and 

the growth of male shoppers undertaking food shopping in Australia, an opportunity exists to 

examine whether consumer traits, particularly gender, influence the choice of supermarkets 

(Ambler, Braeutigam et al., 2004; Beynon, Moutinho et al., 2010). 

The purpose of the present study is to examine the attitudes and beliefs of male and female 

grocery shoppers in the Australian retail context.  It seeks to identify perceptions of store 

characteristics by male and female shoppers and investigates the differences in the extent of 

the importance placed upon these characteristics.  In addition, the study also addresses the 

effect of age, income, occupation or education on the consumers’ perceptions towards store 

characteristics.  The contribution of this paper is twofold.  The first contribution concerns the 

notion that men and women are socialised differently and thereby, presents a view that these 

differences play an important role in the retail context, which in turn influences the choice of 

supermarkets.  Such investigations provide the first steps towards a greater understanding of 

the behaviours of the emergent male grocery shopper.  Three research questions guide this 

study:  

1) Do male and female grocery shoppers consider store characteristics differently?  
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2) Which store characteristics do male and female shoppers perceive as more important? 

3) Does the age, income, education or occupation of the consumer affect the level of 

importance placed on store characteristics?  

The literature discussion takes a step by step approach to address the theoretical background 

and development of relevant hypotheses.  The appropriate research methods are identified 

and used to investigate the differences in the extent of importance placed upon store 

characteristics by male and female shoppers.  A secondary goal seeks to understand the 

importance placed on supermarket store characteristics according to age, income, occupation 

and education.  There is a discussion of key findings and implications for retailers.   

 
Literature Review 

 
Gender, Grocery Shopping Behaviour and Store characteristics 
Sex-role theory defines gender as an individual, dichotomous and physical differentiating role 

that is relatively static and learnt in childhood.  Gender theory suggests a system of inequality 

that is formed and reformed through daily experiences (Potuchek, 1992).  Gender scholars 

favour a social constructionist approach to understanding and explaining gender (Courtenay, 

2000; Fox and Murray, 2000; Leaper, 2000; Poggio, 2006).  Simply, gender is shaped 

through the institutional and social mores and is constantly redefined through the everyday 

individual practices and interactions (Poggio, 2006).  As such, gender identities generate 

within dynamic and shifting social contexts (Collinson and Hearn, 1996; Courtenay, 2000) 

because culture and society are more powerful explanatory mechanisms than nature and 

biology (Synott, 1993; Shilling, 2003).  The traditional male gender roles no longer exist as 

clearly defined social barriers to familial roles.  This merging of traditional familial roles, and 

society’s acceptance of these shifts, means that more men now undertake traditional female 

gendered roles such as grocery shopping (Davis and Bell 1991; Dholakia, Pedersen et al.  

1995; Dholakia, 1999; Gardner, 2004; Richbell and Kite, 2007).  Generally, men who report 
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to be the main grocery shopper are employed in white-collar, professional occupations, have 

higher levels of education and income when compared with men who do not undertake the 

grocery-shopping duty (Piper and Capella, 1993) and are mostly less than 34 years of age 

(Dholakia, 1999).  Additionally, the admitted grocery-shopping males tend to search 

deliberately and limit price comparisons and pre-planning before shopping.  There is also a 

social aspect of male grocery shopping that invokes different motivations (Piron, 2002).   

A merging of traditional familial roles and societal shifts mean that more men now adopt 

broader, gendered roles toward family chores and grocery shopping duties.  Fitting within a 

gender-balance domain, men mainly undertake the grocery-shopping task because their wives 

work (Piron, 2002).  This factor of female labour-force participation is widely recognised as a 

driving force behind males undertaking the grocery-shopping task (Zeithaml, 1985; Blair and 

Lichter, 1991; Harris and Firestone, 1998; Murcott, 2000).  Piron (2002) argues that male 

respondents believed men should take a more active role in shopping and viewed grocery 

shopping as a family activity rather than a responsibility of the household female.  Men often 

act as influencers in the grocery decision-making process.  Otnes and McGrath (2001) sought 

an understanding of the perception and action styles related to male shopping behaviour.  

Three stereotypical models of male shopping behaviour emerged: grab and go; whine and 

wait; and fear of the feminine.  They further contended that men search deliberately, limit 

price-comparison shopping and browse infrequently – views supported by other researchers 

(Mazumdar and Papatla, 1995; Thomas and Garland, 2004).   

Men took less time to complete the shopping task, purchased fewer items than women but 

paid a higher price per item.  When comparing the speed of the shopping task with the 

number of items purchased, men appeared to take less time to select products then women.  A 

male’s expenditure was higher per minute than the females, which coincided with the view 

that men seldom comparison shop (Davies and Bell, 1991).  Dholakia’s (1995) exploratory 
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work made it clear that men shop for groceries with greater frequency than women and 

purchased fewer items than women (Davies and Bell, 1991).   

In demonstrating a preference for store loyalty, men routinely patronised the same store while 

women were more inclined to shop around for the best buy.  Men favoured a wide product 

range with quality fresh produce and meat (Donegan, 1986) together with clearly identifiable 

pricing.  As such, men consider objective criteria more important than subjective criteria in 

the decision-making process (Williams, 2002).  Polegato and Zaichowsky (1994) note that 

helpful assistants, friendly checkout operators and easy parking were more important store 

characteristics for women.  Researchers considered the levels of enjoyment and satisfaction 

by men in the grocery-shopping task (Dholakia, Pedersen et al., 1995; Dholakia, 1999; Torres 

et al., 2001).  Men who claim to be the main grocery shopper enjoyed the task and, in 

general, men gain positive reinforcement from the family’s appreciation of their involvement 

in grocery shopping.  In task management, men appear not to ask for assistance; used 

shopping lists less frequently than women; did not compare prices or use catalogues; and did 

not stick to a defined budget.  Male behaviour in the supermarket is very different from 

female behaviour (Gardner, 2004). 

Since behavioural differences exist between genders, differences in perceptions towards the 

physical characteristics of supermarkets should also exist.  Accordingly, this paper seeks to 

contribute and extend knowledge of consumer behaviour by identifying which store 

characteristics male and female shoppers perceive as more important and influence their 

choice of supermarket.   

Different store characteristics present important decision criteria for consumers in their 

willingness to patronise particular stores.  Helgesen and Nesset (2010) define a store 

characteristic as a physical attribute of the store that a consumer will reference and evaluate, 

in order to make choice decisions about the store.  These include product characteristics such 
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as merchandise range and availability; merchandise freshness and quality as well as ambient 

characteristics such as cleanliness and atmospherics.  Other aspects are service features such 

as staffing competence, friendliness and speed of check out service as well as convenience 

and trading hours (Helgesen and Nesset, 2010).   

Hypotheses Development 

The term product has two meanings appropriate to this research paper.  The first refers to the 

physical stock for sale and the second concerns service delivery.  The availability of 

merchandise, including advertised promotional specials, is an important characteristic of a 

supermarket (Andreyeya, Blumenthal et al., 2008; Trautrims, Grant et al., 2009)to the extent 

that on shelf availability is a major concern for consumers.  Consumer reactions to stock outs 

have significant coverage over the past 40 years and indicate consumers’ reaction to out of 

stocks is generally consistent (Corsten and Gruen, 2003). 

Shoppers, when faced with a product being unavailable for purchase, will elect to substitute 

the product, delay the purchase or leave empty handed.  This is often referred to as SDL - 

substitute, delay or leave (Zinn and Liu, 2001; Zinn and Liu, 2008). Associated with any 

retail establishment are the physical location of stock and the ease of flow through the store.  

An oft used product description is the word – quality.  Quality is an important characteristic 

that generally describes a standard of fresh food available in the store.  The perceived quality 

of fresh produce is influential in a shopper’s decision to visit a particular store (Helgesen and 

Nesset, 2010).  Accordingly, three Product focussed hypotheses are developed and presented 

for testing. 

H1:   Being in stock of specials throughout the week is of less importance to men than to 
women. 

H2:   Well-stocked shelves are of less importance to men than to women. 
H3:   High quality fresh food is of less importance to men than to women. 
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The second product interpretation concerns the complex perceptions of service quality (Seth, 

Deshmukh et al., 2005).  Overall, the aim of a store is to enhance the buying experience, 

increase the probability of repeat purchases and foster spending.  Ultimately, service quality 

appears as a critical decision criterion when selecting a supermarket (Helgesen and Nesset, 

2010).  The key service encounter in supermarkets is the friendliness of the service personnel 

together with accuracy and speed of the checkout experiences (Helgesen and Nesset, 2010).  

Such immediate interactions contribute to the company image formed through customer’s 

interpretation of the store identity and presentation.  It has been suggested elsewhere that 

women may be more sensitive to relational aspects of a service encounter and men to core 

aspects, such as speed and efficiency (Beynon et al., 2010).  Although consumers have 

traditionally viewed the supermarket as a provider of food ingredients, supermarket retailers 

are now offering meal solutions and prepared foods in an attempt to capture a larger share of 

the family spend.  Accordingly, consumers evaluate cleanliness and hygiene as important 

characteristics (Schurer, 1997).  Cleanliness is one of the highest ranked store characteristics, 

across supermarket retail formats (Carpenter and Moore, 2006) and is the second most 

important factor in the ongoing performance of a supermarket (Min, 2010).  As hallmark 

offerings, product and quality may not be sufficient enticement to patronize a particular store.  

As such, two hypotheses developed from the Service literature are presented below. 

H4:   Well-staffed, serviced departments are of less importance to men than to women. 
H5:   Accurate and friendly register operators are of less importance to men than to 

women. 
Store location, convenience, parking facilities, transport to and from the store and trading 

hours are contributing factors to supermarket venue choices (Solgaard and Hansen, 2003; 

Hansen, 2005; Carpenter and Moore, 2006; Helgesen and Nesset, 2010).  It is recognised 

shoppers may be unwilling to change supermarkets, as they would risk giving up store 

specific knowledge (Beynon, Moutinho et al.  2010).  That car parking is of little interest to 
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men tends to suggest they feel at ease in accessing the supermarket, or they are travelling 

alone and need not concern themselves with heavy shopping bags and children (Torres, 

Summers et al.  2001). Three hypotheses relating to location are presented for testing.   

H6:   Easy parking is of less importance to men than to women. 
H7:   Convenient locations are of less importance to men than to women. 
H8:   Store cleanliness is of less importance to men than to women. 

Apart from range and convenience, there is a perception that price is the ultimate purchase 

criteria.  Low price and promotional pricing are common characteristics (Dickson and 

MacLachlan, 1990; Mazumdar and Papatla, 1995; Bronnenberg and Vanhonacker, 1996; 

Urbany, Dickson et al., 1996), while discount coupons become determinants of supermarket 

choice.  Research identifies that men will generally buy what they always buy: same size, 

same brand and same flavour (Otnes, Lowrey et al., 1997; Dholakia, 1999; Noble, Griffith et 

al., 2006).  Although price may be the main evaluative criterion considered by men when 

shopping for groceries, it is not considered high enough to affect the overall selection process 

(Otnes et al., 1997; Underhill, 1999; Noble et al., 2006).  In their study of male supermarket 

shopping behaviour, Mazumdar and Papatla (1995) indicate that men are comparatively price 

insensitive, not influenced by special prices, large displays or promotional advertising to the 

extent that price is not the most important characteristic.  To men, supermarket shopping is a 

purely purchase-driven activity (Mazumdar and Papatla, 1995; Campbell, 1997).  Helgesen et 

al (2010) maintained check out service quality appears as a more important antecedent of 

overall store satisfaction than price and suggests a task-driven approach is appropriate for 

supermarket shopping.  Whilst promotion covers media presence, the most effective tools are 

catalogues and well presented, easy to read shelf label prices.  From a simplistic marketing 

view, customers value the ‘Four Ps’ associated with the characteristics of store shopping.  In 

addition, planning, tasks and list making are the responsibility of the shopper and compliment 
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the characteristics of the store.  A final two hypotheses developed from the Price and 

Promotion literature are:    

H9:   Weekly specials are of less importance to men than to women. 
H10: Low prices are of less importance to men than to women. 

Age, Education, Income or Occupation 

Relevant social shifts cover access to greater levels of post-secondary education for both 

sexes (Harris and Firestone 1998); the impact of feminist ideology on contemporary males 

(Hochschild 1989; Buzar, Ogden and Hall 2005) and increases in the employment 

participation rates of women outside the home (Richbell and Kite 2007).  Cultural and social 

shifts over the last few decades point to a noticeable increase of younger male grocery 

shoppers is evident because the samples appear to have a higher proportion of younger males 

under the age of 54 years (Piper and Capella 1993; Polegato and Zaichkowsky 1994) . Other 

views suggest that there was more joint sharing or primary undertaking of grocery shopping 

among younger respondents (Dholakia, Pedersen et al. 1995; Dholakia 1999).  Older males 

are more likely to employ written shopping lists than younger men because lists help navigate 

their way around the store and locate specific departments. (Zeithaml 1985; Polegato and 

Zaichkowsky 1994; Thomas and Garland 2004).  Age can impact on enjoyment levels.  

Because younger men appear disengaged and are generally unhappy when shopping; older 

men are either bored or disinterested (Otnes and McGrath 2001).   

Some of the shift toward non-traditional ideas about the roles of men and women grow out of 

the higher levels of education among all groups compared to past generations (Harris and 

Firestone 1998).  As such, men and women who attain higher levels of education tend to 

develop non-traditional gender roles within the home to the extent that the higher educated 

the couple, the more role sharing took place within the family.(Qualls 1987; Biernat and 

Wortman 1991; Belch and Willis 2002).  Increasingly, education has been seen as a life-long 
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learning process, with the higher education system not only providing for the 17–19 years age 

group, but also as a community resource with the flexibility and adaptability to cope with the 

needs of different people at different stages of their lives and careers (ABS 2005c).  Men with 

higher levels of education became more involved in housework due to greater exposure to, 

and acceptance of societal change (Goldscheider and Waite 1991; Baber and Allen 1992; 

Commuri 2000) where younger men consistently adopted non-traditional family roles (Allen 

and Webster 2001).   

Recent social and demographic movements initiated changes to traditional gender roles 

within the household (Murcott 2000; Szinovacz 2000; Bhatti and Srivastava 2003; Richbell 

and Kite 2007). Women have access to improved levels of income and are often engaged in 

professional occupations (Blair and Lichter 1991; Harris and Firestone 1998; Murcott 2000). 

There is now a greater acceptance of working mothers and, alternatively, fathers choosing to 

be home-stay parents and are either voluntarily or by necessity engaging in supermarket 

shopping (Davis and Bell 1991; Dholakia, Pedersen et al. 1995; Dholakia 1999; Gardner 

2004; Richbell and Kite 2007).  Western industrialised nations, as a result of changes in the 

labour market, are beginning to identify new family role structures characterised by a more 

egalitarian division of labour at home and in the workplace (Potuchek 1992). Simply, the 

labour-force participation of women aligns with the acceptance of less traditional gender role 

attitudes (Harris and Firestone 1998) and is the most widely accepted reason for the increase 

of men shopping in supermarkets (Otnes and McGrath 2001; Richbell and Kite 2007).   

Method 

This study aims to identify differences between male and female grocery shoppers in the 

level of importance placed on specific store characteristics.  Twenty five male and twenty 

five female undergraduate students with grocery shopping experience tested a pilot 

questionnaire that pointed towards several modifications for a final survey.  The final version 
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incorporated 30 items representing various aspects of the shopping experience that became 

the basis for a factorial series (see Table 1).  Respondents’ demographics helped to determine 

if levels of importance were affected by traits, other than gender, such as age, income, 

occupation and education.  Whilst the main focus and hypotheses concentrate on concrete 

gender issues, further contributions to knowledge emerge as this paper integrates the effects 

of other demographical variables such as age, education income or occupation.   

The first research question asked if male and female grocery shoppers consider specific store 

characteristics differently.  The second, sought to identify which store characteristics that 

male and female shoppers considered more important.  The final research question examined 

the effect of other independent variables. 

INSERT: Table 1 – Store Characteristics, Items and Author/s 
 
Instrument, Sample and Procedure 
A face-to face questionnaire administered by one researcher was an appropriate data 

collection tool.  Data entry followed and a subsequent analysis allowed insights and outcomes 

relating to shopping behaviours and attitudes toward store characteristics.  The questionnaire 

began with an appropriate introduction that advised the respondent of the nature of the study, 

the proposed use of data, and addressed confidentiality and privacy issues.  Table 1 outlines 

the characteristic, items measured and author sources openly adopted for the question 

content.  Male and female grocery shoppers were asked to rate the relevant importance of 

each store characteristic on a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 was very important and 5 

was very unimportant.   

Previous sample sizes for grocery-shopping surveys included 70 to 120 respondents (Leong, 

1993; Thomas and Garland, 2004) and gender-split samples of 40 male - 40 female responses 

(Davis and Bell 1991) and 75 each (Piron 2002).  The sample used here drew from one major 

Australian capital city which coincidently, is moderately free from the significant ethnic 
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cohorts germane to other capital cities.  A quasi-probability sampling method ensured a 

representative sample of 140 male and 140 female grocery shoppers.  All respondents in the 

sample claimed to be married or co-habiting.  The definition applied to this study interprets a 

grocery shopper as a person who entered a supermarket with a basket or trolley to purchase 

food or household products and was not a supermarket employee, supplier or manager.  A 

screening question eliminated those directly associated with the supermarket and revealed 

primary or shared responsibility for shopping.  This study sought male and female grocery 

shoppers who primarily or equally undertake the weekly grocery-shopping task and all 

individual men and women observed entering a nominated supermarket were potential 

respondents.   

In an effort to reduce sample bias, every fifth shopper was a potential participant in the study 

and the researcher moved to the next supermarket on fulfilment of a 35 male and female 

quota of shoppers from each of the four identified supermarkets.  Although this research 

sought differences between genders, it was ill-considered to collect data from couples 

shopping together as the responses may incorporate response bias.  Minors (under 18 years), 

were outside the sample specifications.  Finally, the supermarkets of choice are the two 

market leaders who represent between 70 – 72 percent market share (IBIS World Industry 

Report, 2006).   

Analytical Approaches 

A series of statistical approaches sought identification and qualification of male and female 

attitudes and beliefs toward supermarket shopping and store characteristics.  Firstly, the mean 

of each of the thirty singular, independent items reflected male and female consideration of 

the relative importance of the relevant characteristics and t-tests detailed significant 

differences.  An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) sought a reduction of the thirty items to 

meaningful associations.  Two directions eventuated from the EFA; the first delineated ten 
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specific store characteristic factors and a subsequent, transform-compute procedure produced 

ten summated means variables, each with strong Cronbach’s Alpha’s.  An independent 

samples t-test sought to identify significant statistical differences between constructs 

according to gender.  Multivariate ANOVA was employed to test for significant differences 

between age, income, occupation and employment groups. Univariate ANOVA identified the 

strength of mean importance ratings between groups, based on gender, occupation, education 

and age. 

Results 

A simple comparison of means of the variables was undertaken (see Table 2) to identify 

which singular, independent characteristics were considered more importantly by each gender 

group.  Mean scores of female shoppers fell between, 1.19 to 1.66 (very important – 

important), on all thirty items and male shopper scores held much wider results of 1.23 to 

2.81 (Important – Neutral).   

INSERT: Table 2 – Comparison of Means – Singular Store Characteristics Items and 
Gender 

The use of t-tests identifies significant statistical differences within the 30 singular, 

independent items.  Differences exist between the gender on all, but two items pertaining to, 

service department staffing (sig. 0.745) and efficient register operations (sig. 0.738) (see 

Table 2).  Both gender groups produced one outlier, parcel pick up availability, female (mean 

3.64) and male (mean 4.34).  The results show 28 of the items report significant statistical 

differences in the level of importance placed on them.  Female responses accounted for 

dominance in 26 items, male 2 items and 2 items held no statistical difference.  Factors 

relating to convenience, ease of access and augmented services, like parcel pick up, fell 

outside the top ten most important characteristics and the item relating to friendly register 

operators was ranked 18th. 
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The important independent supermarket characteristics male shoppers reported was, no 

waiting (1.24), getting served quickly (1.23) and efficient register operations (1.48).  

Considered important by both men and women, was; well staffed service departments (1.63) 

and the weekly specials (1.84).  The items, easy parking (2.20) and easy access to car park 

(3.01) tend toward neutral for male shoppers.  Furthermore, convenient locations (2.29), easy 

to find (2.49) and easy to get to (2.56) were less important to male shoppers than female 

shoppers.   

Overall, female shoppers considered all thirty singular items more important than that of 

males.  The item concerning regular discounts (1.15) is the most important store attribute for 

women.  The female shoppers nominated price, value for money and cleanliness as important.  

Specifically, female shoppers rated consistent pricing (1.19) as the next most important, 

followed by, competitive prices (1.20) and Low Prices Everyday (1.22).  Both hygienic food 

handling processes and high quality food handling delivered important-level scores of 1.22.  

Female shoppers also reported easy parking (1.46) and easy access to car park (1.46) to be 

more important to them rather than to male shoppers.   

An exploratory factor analysis reduced the 30 independent questions to 10 factors that 

represent shoppers perceptions of store characteristics (Table 3)  All but two items (efficient 

operators - .514, parcel pick up - .598) produced high-loading markers.  Cronbach’s alphas 

were all above, or near, a level of.70 which is generally satisfactory.  Alphas ranged from .69 

to .98 and generally demonstrated a high association.   

INSERT - Table 3 - Factor Structure of Store Characteristics about here 
 

The factors established in the previous section underwent a summation process to form 

composite variables that align with the ten hypothesis statements.  A correlation test showed 

strong and positive correlations above .50 across the 10 items.  Independent t-tests identified 
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significant statistical differences between male and female grocery shoppers in relation to the 

levels of importance placed on each of the ten summated store characteristics by (Table 4).   

INSERT - Table 4 - Summated Constructs about here 
 
Ten hypotheses addressed the proposition that the importance attributed to a series of store 

characteristics by males would be less than the importance ascribed by females.  The only 

hypothesis to fail was; (H4) Well-staffed, serviced departments are of less importance to men 

than to women.  In reference to this item both male and female grocery shoppers assigned 

similar degrees of importance.  The nine remaining hypotheses were proven in that males 

place less importance on selected characteristics than females would.  Analysis of variation 

(ANOVA) alone identified significant differences existed between genders based on the 

perceived level of importance placed upon specific store characteristics.  Multivariate 

ANOVA was then employed to examine if differences, associated with gender, where also 

present across other variables, such as age, income, education and occupation. (See Table 6)   

The literature identified that male grocery shoppers tend to be younger, employed in white-

collar, professional occupations, have higher levels of education and income when compared 

with men who do not affirm as a regular grocery-shopper (Piper and Capella, 1993; Dholakia, 

1999).  Hence, the testing sought to identify if these variables played a role in influencing 

importance attributed to specific store characteristics. 

In preparing the data for testing, multiple age, income, education and occupation groups were 

reduced to two distinct levels.  Age was recalculated to two groups, younger <35 years and 

older >36 years old.  Income became low <$44k and high >$45k, education became non-

tertiary and tertiary educated and the occupation variable was allocated Blue Collar, 

including trade and retail and White Collar, encompassing management, professional and 

education. (See Table 5) 
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INSERT - Table 5 –New Variables – Age, Income, Education & Occupation 
 

INSERT - Table 6 –ANOVA: Between – Subjects Effects 

Significant statistical differences existed between the levels of importance assigned to store 

characteristics by gender, with the exception of sufficient and efficient staffing (sig. 0.686). 

Age and income, independently, had no affect on the level of importance placed on store 

characteristics.  No significant statistical differences were detected between young or old, low 

and high income earners.  When the variable, education, was examined, only the items 

associated with store cleanliness and hygienic processes appeared to demonstrate differences 

(sig. 0.048). Occupation of the consumer, either white or blue collar, affected the perceived 

importance of only one item; consistent, stable prices (sig. 0.028). This was evident when the 

shoppers’ age and income were considered together (sig. 0.004). The importance of quality 

fresh food and produce was dependent of the shoppers’ gender and education, with 

significant differences being noted (sig. 0.015). Age and education of the shopper affected 

their perception towards out of stocks (sig. 0.018) and food quality (sig. 0.025). Gender 

combined with occupation held differences in the perceived importance of fresh food quality 

(sig. 0.008). Age and the shoppers’ occupation affected the level of importance attributed to 

convenience and store locality (sig. 0.030). Finally, perceptions of the importance of stable 

and consistent pricing were different between customers based on their age, income and 

occupation (sig. 0.006). Specials and regular promotions were also considered with varying 

degrees of importance, dependent upon the shoppers’ gender, education and occupation (sig. 

0.027). 

Tertiary educated consumers were less concerned with the cleanliness of the store (mean 

2.167) and may align with a ‘grab n’ go’ cohort and expedite their shopping, giving little 

regard to hygiene and tidiness of the store environment. Significant differences existed 

between occupations and the level of importance placed on price (sig. 0.028). The occupation 
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of the respondents influenced their level of importance placed on consistent, reliable and 

stable pricing.  Customers employed in blue collar or trade occupations were more concerned 

with everyday, low and consistent pricing (mean 1.456).  Differences were evident between 

age and income groups based on the level of importance ascribed to consistent low pricing 

(sig.0.004). Older consumers, earning less than AUD$44,000 considered low and consistent 

pricing very important (mean 1.116), whereas consumers earning over AUD$44,000 were not 

moved by price considerations.  Accordingly, income and age affects the level of importance 

placed on pricing.  Respondents’ education had no direct impact on the level of importance 

placed on high quality, nutritional fresh produce, however when gender and education were 

considered together, differences were detected (sig.0.015). Female, non-tertiary educated 

consumers appeared to rate the quality attribute more importantly (mean 1.403) than male, 

non-tertiary educated consumers.  

Differences were evident between tertiary and non-tertiary educated consumers based on the 

level of important attributed to being in stock (sig.0.018) and quality fresh food (sig.0.025). 

Non-tertiary educated, particularly younger, consumers reported that being in stock of wanted 

merchandise (mean 1.667) and quality (mean 1.632) were important attributes influencing 

their choice of supermarket. We identified significant differences between gender, occupation 

and perceptions of fresh food quality (sig.0.008). Gender had the stronger influence with 

female respondents reporting higher levels of importance attributed to quality fresh food than 

male respondents. However, within this group of female respondents, women employed in 

white collar, professional roles were more concerned with the quality fresh food. Differences 

were detected between Age and Occupation groups and the level of importance placed on 

convenience, location and trading times (sig.0.030). We identified that respondents, 

employed in blue collar or trade occupations were more aligned to supermarkets offering 
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greater levels of convenience, than respondents employed in professional roles. Younger, 

trade qualified customers considered convenience most importantly (mean 1.679).  

Combining age, income and occupation variables, we determined significant differences 

existed on the level of importance placed on consistent, reliable and stable pricing 

(sig.0.006). There was an expectation that younger respondents, employed in blue collar 

occupations, earning less that AUD$44,000 a year would patronise supermarkets offering 

consistent, stable, low prices. This was present in the findings (mean 1.297). However, two 

other groups reported consistent pricing as more important, older, low income, blue collar 

workers (mean 1.130) and white collar workers mean 1.000). We contend that older workers 

were more concerned with pricing as they may have more financial responsibilities. Finally, 

we explored the variables of gender, education and occupation on regular specials, discounts 

and promotional prices, identifying significant differences within the groups (sig.0.027). 

Once again, gender was a dominant influencer of importance levels, with female shoppers 

rating specials a more important motivator to shop at a particular supermarket. When 

education and occupation was considered, we found non-tertiary educated, blue collar, female 

workers were more concerned with regular specials and promotional pricing (mean 1.235). 

We determine this to be related to budgeting constraints on household expenditure.   

 

 

Discussion 

The ten hypotheses constructs determined in this study incorporate three singular and 

independent contributing items that are important characteristics of choice by supermarkets 

shoppers.  The significant statistical differences between the levels of importance placed on 

these constructs relate to the ingrained shopping orientation of men and women.  

International research indicates that male shoppers seek information, attainment and 
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convenience, while female shoppers valued uniqueness, assortment seeking and social 

interaction (Noble et al., 2006).  Other research suggests men are goal orientated and women 

as socially orientated (Iacobucci and Ostrom, 1993).  Whilst the hypotheses statements 

exhibited statistical differences in favour of women shoppers, some of the contributing items 

were male orientated.  These findings identify a utilitarian approach to male shopping 

practices, as there is significant gender differences between the importance’s placed on the 

characteristics of price and price comparison because price is a single, commonly understood 

concept.  The singular and independent characteristics of weekly specials and low prices also 

hold significant statistical differences is important for male shoppers and fits well within a 

utility context. 

The results are consistent with sociological theories of gender differences and support the 

idea that men and women are socialised differently and these differences play an important 

role in the retail context and experience.  Anecdotally, men don’t enjoy the shopping task or 

they are unwilling, unengaged participants in the exercise.  However, this classic portrayal of 

the traditional male shopper type was not evident in this sample.  Many gender difference 

studies examine a traditional scenario of couples and regular family shopping duties or roles.  

The production and popularity of kitchen, cooking or food programs featured on television 

depict the male hosts as being aspirational role models in food shopping and preparation.  

Good kitchen men know what they want, seek specific advice and are in control.   

The steady growth of Australian male grocery shoppers leads toward males developing 

attitudes and beliefs about the importance of specific store characteristic.  Such results align 

themselves with the literature suggesting male grocery shoppers tend to consider factors of 

efficiency and speed to be important.  In contrast, other similar characteristics associated with 

speed, ease of access and efficiency, did not rate as highly important characteristics.  As these 
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items relate to locality and transport, expectations are that men, who shop on the way home 

from work, would not be concerned with ease of access or convenient locations.   

This research identified that male respondents did not consider many of the individual store 

characteristics as important factors influencing their choice of shopping destination.  Their 

importance rating of being served quickly and no waiting was greater than women’s ratings.  

Efficiency was measured by the speed of the transaction rather than the friendliness or 

accuracy of the operator and the participating males sought well-staffed service departments 

and efficient checkout operators.  Men did not rank friendly operators, accurate operators or 

helpful staff highly in surveys because the main concern was completing their shopping task 

in the fastest possible time.   

Female shoppers considered weekly specials, regular discounts and promotional pricing more 

important than men.  However, advertised specials and promotional items being in stock 

throughout the week presented mixed findings and this suggests further investigation is 

required.  Although both men and women considered all three measures of the in stock 

characteristic to be important, the mean score of male respondents was somewhat higher on 

the singular item - stock I want.  This tended to suggest that men were not concerned with 

stock-outs, but rather supermarkets being in stock of products they wish to buy.   

Although our female sample reported the friendliness (social orientation) and cleanliness, 

other factors relating to value for money and price were considered more importantly.  

Respondents were asked to rate their level of importance as to everyday low pricing, 

consistent pricing, and competitive pricing.  Although both male and female grocery shoppers 

indicated all three singular measures of pricing were important, male shoppers placed less 

importance on these criteria and thus exhibited different approaches to price evaluations 

along a time spent-dollar cost continuum.   



22 
 

Men reported low importance levels on external supermarket characteristics such as car 

parking, easy access to and egress from the car park.  Both male and female found the facility 

of parcel pick-up, to be unimportant where the low level attitude toward parcel pick-up 

suggests that both genders wished to carry their own purchases to the car themselves and, 

therefore, expedite the grocery-shopping activity.  The customer controls the timing and 

effort associated with the purchase and delivery of the groceries.  This self service syndrome 

encouraged by grocery retailers extends to customers for the transportation of purchases to 

the car, taxi or bus.  If grocery shopping is about task management, then the shopping task is 

not complete until the groceries are in the cupboard or larder at home.  The customer ensures 

no losses, yet accepts all responsibility.   

Significant statistical differences were detected between the genders on the characteristic of 

convenient locations.  On all measures, both male and female shoppers considered convenient 

locations important, however, men did not rate this level of importance as highly as did 

women.  On the specific measure of easy to get to, the mean scores of male respondents 

tended to align more closely with a neutral position of neither important nor unimportant.  

This may suggest that male grocery shoppers are not deterred by the difficulties of getting to 

a supermarket, as long as it is easy to find and built in a convenient location.  The difficulties 

in getting to the supermarket may include transport issues, work constraints and other 

temporal barriers.  While our sample of male shoppers did report speed and expediency, they 

disregarded other factors related to convenience.  Characteristics relating to parking, access 

and locality were not rated highly.   

Significant differences were also discovered between male and female grocery shoppers in 

relation to their perception of the level of importance placed on store cleanliness and hygienic 

processes.  On nearly all items, female shoppers considered store cleanliness and hygienic 

practices to be a more important factor than men.  Related to store cleanliness and hygienic 
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practices is the perception of fresh food quality.  This idea related freshness to perceived 

healthiness and taste.  Once again, it was found that male grocery shoppers placed less 

importance on these criteria and significant differences between the genders were present.  

Men may not be actively involved in the family meal preparation at home, hence maybe 

unaware of or deterred by poor procedures in food handling at the store level.  Alternatively, 

men may purchase pre-packaged or tinned products that do not require the same level of food 

handling as for perishable items. 

To summarise, men rated 26 items as less important than women did, rated 2 items as more 

important and showed no difference on another 2 items.  This research identified getting 

served quickly, no waiting, efficient operators and well staffed service departments are the 

most important factors of supermarket shopping for men.  By tradition men want to get in, get 

served quickly and get home.  In contrast, female respondents to this survey rated the 

following aspects of grocery shopping to be most important: weekly specials regular 

discounts, consistent pricing competitive pricing, hygienic processes, food handling 

procedures and low prices.  It is inferred from this analysis that female grocery shoppers 

appear more concerned with pricing, specials, discounts and food safety.   

The contribution of the age, income, education and occupation variables was varied but offers 

new insights. The cleanliness of the store was more important to the lower educated cohort. 

Younger, professional female shoppers were more focussed on the quality of fresh food and 

produce. Older, lower paid workers were more concerned with consistent, low and stable 

prices. Regular specials and promotions were important to older, lower educated, female 

workers. The level of importance placed on price and returns to the initial premise that 

customers seek value and savings where possible. The possibility that the older shoppers live 

with restricted incomes and make every attempt to gain value through price variations is 

reasonable; however, younger shoppers seek similar value and savings for housing purchases 
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or growing their family.  If cheaper shopping is a predominant financial goal then store 

characteristics would not be an influential factor on either high or low income. Convenience 

and locality was important to younger, blue collar workers. As with any learning, the wider 

and deeper issues become more meaningful and associated with lifestyle due to tertiary and 

non-tertiary education.  The paper argues that the more educated the consumer is, the more 

they are likely to be employed in a professional role and hence be too busy to concern 

themselves with the cleanliness and hygiene requirements, which consequently effects their 

evaluation of a supermarket and accordingly choice of patronage.   

5.  Management Implications 
This article compares and contrasts important supermarket characteristics of male and female 

shoppers, it was equally important to address the store attributes women considered 

important.  Earlier research suggested female shoppers were socially orientated shoppers, it 

was expected that identified important supermarket characteristics would not relate to factors 

of efficiency or speed, as they did with males (Noble, Griffith et al.  2006).  Similar to other 

work, it is suggested these women were more compelled to save money, employ coupons, 

achieve greater transactional value and therefore indirectly contribute to the household 

budget (Lichtenstein, Netemeyer et al., 1990; Lichtenstein, Ridgeway et al., 1993; Mazumdar 

and Papatla, 1995).    

Our study presents managerial insights into two important factors relating to supermarket 

shopping behaviour.  Firstly, the paper contends that gender influences the choice of 

important supermarket characteristics and secondly, identifies which store characteristics are 

most important to supermarket shoppers.  It provides opportunities for supermarket 

executives to develop strategies and allocate limited resources away from unimportant 

characteristics, (i.e.  Parcel Pick Up) and into other store characteristics, such as customer 

service and pricing, which are considered much more importantly. 
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The male grocery shopper represents a growing and important market for supermarket 

retailers in Australia.  Accordingly, supermarket retailers can no longer describe their core 

shoppers as simply female, nor can they continue to ignore this important group of male 

shoppers.  The Australian male shopper presents as a committed and regular shopper and is 

an attractive consumer group for supermarket retailers.  Men shop regularly and appear 

committed to their local supermarket.  They rarely check prices or consider complex product 

evaluative criteria.  Most do not plan their purchases before entering the supermarket and, 

when shopping, many will purchase unplanned and impulse items.  As the findings 

concluded; when faced with 30 store characteristics, men are only concerned about service 

levels and checkout efficiency. 

Supermarket executives should consider strategies to target, attract and retain Australian male 

shoppers.  It is argued that as men will make unplanned and impulse purchases when 

shopping; supermarkets should develop well-merchandised high-traffic areas, secondary 

locations and implement associated selling tactics.  Price points should be kept to a minimum 

and able to be easily read at a quick glance. 

Australian male grocery shoppers do not consider many store characteristics as important, 

other than service levels and efficient checkout operations.  Therefore, in-store competitions, 

taste testing and other promotional activities are of little interest.  These men simply want to 

get in and complete their shopping in the shortest possible time.  This research identifies the 

after work and evening periods as being the most common times that men frequent 

supermarkets.  Accordingly, management should focus efforts in service levels during these 

times to expedite the male shopping experience and attract this group.  The study has 

provided new insights into an otherwise under-researched group of consumers and has 

afforded ideas and direction for supermarket retailers and management.   

6  Conclusion and Future Research 
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The combined sample of 280 regular male and female grocery shoppers demonstrated that 

these shoppers place varying levels of importance on supermarket store characteristics.  This 

research examined the attitudes and beliefs of male and female grocery shoppers in the 

Australian retail context.  The main research question sought to identify important store 

characteristics and the importance placed on of these constructs by male and female shoppers.  

The overriding research objective was to identify which store characteristics male and female 

grocery shoppers consider as important and what differences exist between the levels of 

importance and the shopper’s gender.  To that end, the results demonstrate that male and 

female grocery shoppers consider important store characteristics differently and there are 

specific characteristics that men and women consider more important.  All but one of the ten 

hypotheses is proven.  Male shoppers considered speed, convenience and efficiency to be the 

most important factors.  Female shoppers, in contrast, reported characteristics relating to 

pricing, cleanliness and quality.   

These findings present new challenges for future research.  It is proposed a more extensive 

measure be undertaken.  It is also acknowledged that branding, packaging, labelling, generic 

product range and loyalty programs were overlooked in this case study.  In addition, there 

may be specialist purchases that are outside the research interest.  Males may purchase meat 

or vegetables and dominate these domains whereas women may dominate in non-food 

purchases and one avenue of research concerns a detailed assessment of across the range 

purchase responsibilities.  Accordingly, further research is warranted to address these 

influencing agents.  The characteristic of price generated mixed results and suggests further 

investigation in relation to the effect of gender. 

Our findings are supported in some ways by earlier theoretical work of researchers into 

shopping orientations of gender (Iacobucci and Ostrom 1993; Noble, Griffith et al.  2006), 

however the process employed here detected conflicting themes.  As with most research case 
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studies, this work is not without its limitations.  This research collected in one Australian 

capital city did not address issues of ethnicity that is characteristic of other Australian cities 

or the shopping formats in rural communities.  Such research may explain and predict 

shopping behaviour, under certain conditions, and integrate market-place adaptations with 

increased certainty and with improved generalisability. 
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Table 1 - Store Characteristics, Items and Author/s 
The importance:-  Items Authors 
…of in store promotions and weekly 
specials   

Weekly Specials 
Regular Discounts 
Frequent promotions 

Polegato and 
Zaichkowsky 1994 

…placed on the effective staffing of 
serviced departments  

Well staffed departments 
Served quickly 
No waiting 

Donegan 1986;  
Torres, Summers et 
al.  2001. 

…of the availability of advertised 
specials and promotional lines  

In stock specials 
No specials out of stock 
Specials I want 

Polegato and 
Zaichkowsky 1994 

…of friendly, efficient and accurate 
register operations 

Accurate operators 
Friendly operators 
Efficient operators 

Deitrich 1981;  
Zeithaml 1985 

…consumers considered easy access, 
egress and sufficient car parking  

Easy parking 
Easy access to carpark 
Parcel pickup area 

Donegan 1986 

…placed on product availability, being 
in stock and limited stock outs  

Well stocked shelves 
Products I want 
No out of stocks 

Donegan 1986 

…of convenience associated with 
trading times and locality 

Convenient locations 
Supermarket easy to find 
Quality food handling 

Zeithaml 1985  
Polegato and 
Zaichkowsky 1994 

…of cleanliness and hygienic practices 
in relation to food handling 

Cleanliness 
Hygienic practices 
Quality food handling 

Donegan 1986 

…quality fresh food  Quality fresh food 
Great tasting fresh food 
Healthy fresh food 

Zeithaml 1985 

…consistent, stable, everyday low 
prices  

Low, everyday prices 
Consistent prices 
Competitive prices  

Polegato and 
Zaichkowsky 1994 
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Table 2 – Comparison of Means – Singular Store Characteristics Items and Gender 

 Male Female Sig.  
Diff 

Promotions and Specials    
Regular discounts 1.99 1.15 .000 
Weekly specials 1.84 1.13 .000 
Frequent promotions 2.04 1.24 .000 
Staffing of serviced departments    
No waiting 1.24 1.57 .000 
Served quickly 1.23 1.53 .000 
Well staffed departments 1.63 1.66 .745 
Advertised specials – promotions    
In stock specials 2.07 1.27 .000 
No specials out of stock 2.21 1.27 .000 
Specials I want 2.01 1.26 .000 
Efficient and accurate operations    
Friendly operators 2.69 1.45 .000 
Accurate operators 2.31 1.56 .000 
Efficient operators 1.48 1.45 .738 
Easy access    
Easy access to carparks 3.01 1.46 .000 
Easy parking 2.20 1.46 .000 
Parcel pickup area 4.34 3.64 .000 
Product availability    
Well stocked shelves 2.17 1.52 .000 
Products I want 1.96 1.44 .000 
No out of stocks 2.36 1.47 .000 
Convenience, trading times, locality    
Supermarket easy to find 2.49 1.43 .000 
Supermarket easy to get to 2.56 1.43 .000 
Convenient locations 2.29 1.40 .000 
Cleanliness and hygiene    
Hygienic practices 2.56 1.22 .000 
Cleanliness 2.60 1.39 .000 
Quality food handling 2.81 1.22 .000 
High quality fresh food    
Great tasting fresh food 2.44 1.43 .000 
Healthy fresh food 2.44 1.42 .000 
Quality fresh food 2.40 1.39 .000 
Consistent, stable, low prices    
Consistent prices 2.03 1.19 .000 
Competitive prices 2.04 1.20 .000 
Low, everyday prices 2.05 1.22 .000 
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Table 3 - Factor Structure of Store Characteristics  
Structure Mean StdDev Loadings 
Weekly promotions and specials    
Regular discounts 1.57 .66 .952. 
Weekly specials 1.49 .56 .923 
Frequent promotions 1.64 .89 .847 

Variance Explained 82.53% Cronbach Alpha .89 
Well Staffed& serviced departments    
No waiting 1.41 .57 .944 
Served quickly 1.38 .55 .943 
Well staffed departments 1.65 .62 .737 

Variance Explained 77.50% Cronbach Alpha .84 
Being in stock of advertised specials – 
promotions throughout the week    

In stock specials 1.67 .63 .913 
No specials out of stock 1.74 .68 .949 
Specials I want 1.63 .68 .913 

Variance Explained 85.62% Cronbach Alpha .92 
Accurate, efficient & friendly operators    
Friendly operators 2.07 .91 .907 
Accurate operators 1.93 .67 .891 
Efficient operators 1.46 .71 .514 

Variance Explained 62.72% Cronbach Alpha .68 
Easy access and parking    
Easy access to carparks 2.42 1.20 .904 
Easy parking 1.83 .85 .880 
Parcel pickup area 4.01 1.04 .598 

Variance Explained 65.00% Cronbach Alpha .71 
Well-stocked shelves and product availability    
Well stocked shelves 1.85 .58 .839 
Products I want 1.70 .59 .858 
No out of stocks 1.92 1.41 .664 

Variance Explained 62.71% Cronbach Alpha .65 
Convenience, trading times, locality and 
convenient locations    

Supermarket easy to find 1.96 .90 .968 
Supermarket easy to get to 2.01 .93 .950 
Convenient locations 1.85 .78 .908 

Variance Explained 88.81% Cronbach Alpha .94 
Cleanliness and hygiene    
Hygienic practices 1.89 .91 .934 
Cleanliness 1.99 .86 .918 
Quality food handling 2.02 2.02 .714 

Variance Explained 74.16% Cronbach Alpha .69 
High quality fresh food    
Great tasting fresh food 1.94 .76 .985 
Healthy fresh food 1.93 .77 .968 
Quality fresh food 1.89 .74 .951 

Variance Explained 93.71% Cronbach Alpha .97 
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Consistent, stable, low prices    
Consistent prices 1.61 .62 .986 
Competitive prices 1.62 .63 .961 
Low, everyday prices 1.64 .61 .684 

Variance Explained 95.46% Cronbach Alpha .98 
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Table 4 - Summated Constructs 
Summated Constructs Male Female Sig Dif 
Weekly promotions and specials 5.86 3.52 .000 
Well-staffed serviced departments 4.11 4.76 .000 
Being in stock of advertised specials – promotions throughout 
the week  

6.30 3.80 .000 

Accurate, efficient and friendly register operators 6.49 4.46 .000 
Easy access and parking 9.59 6.95 .000 
Well-stocked shelves and product availability 6.49 4.43 .000 
Convenience, trading times, locality and convenient locations 7.34 4.29 .000 
Cleanliness and hygiene 7.98 3.83 .000 
High quality fresh food 7.29 4.24 .000 
Consistent, stable, low prices 6.12 3.61 .000 
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Table 5 – ANOVA – New Variables – Age, Income, Education& Occupation 
Dependant 
Variable 

Measures % Valid %  Cumulative 
% 

 
Gender 

Male 
Female 

50% 
50% 

50% 
50% 

50% 
100% 

 
Age 

<35 years 
>36 years 

52.5% 
47.5% 

52.5% 
47.5% 

52.5% 
100% 

 
Income 

<$44k per 
annum 

>$45k per 
annum 

33.6% 
66.4% 

33.6% 
66.4% 

33.6% 
100% 

 
Education 

Non-Tertiary 
Tertiary 

64.3% 
35.7% 

64.3% 
35.7% 

64.3% 
100% 

 
Occupation 

Blue Collar 
White Collar 

62.9% 
37.1% 

62.9% 
37.1% 

62.9% 
100% 

 
Table 6: ANOVA: Between-Subjects Effects 
 

Source 
Dependent 
Variable 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Gender Promotions 30.425 1 30.425 14.032 0.000 
Staffing 0.370 1 0.370 0.164 0.686 
Specials 44.017 1 44.017 25.111 0.000 
Service 32.267 1 32.267 14.332 0.000 
Access 50.636 1 50.636 11.051 0.001 
In stock 41.786 1 41.786 12.760 0.000 
Convenience 90.576 1 90.576 24.282 0.000 
Clean 189.995 1 189.995 68.288 0.000 
Quality 135.706 1 135.706 55.077 0.000 
Prices 45.163 1 45.163 28.693 0.000 

Education Clean 10.996 1 10.996 3.952 0.048 
Occupation Prices 7.704 1 7.704 4.894 0.028 
Age & Income Prices 13.585 1 13.585 8.631 0.004 
Gender & Education Quality 14.906 1 14.906 6.049 0.015 
Age & Education In stock 18.413 1 18.413 5.623 0.018 

Quality 12.555 1 12.555 5.095 0.025 
Gender & 
Occupation 

Quality 17.773 1 17.773 7.213 0.008 

Age & Occupation Convenience 17.785 1 17.785 4.768 0.030 
Age & Income & 
Occupation 

Prices 12.207 1 12.207 7.756 0.006 
      

Gender & Education 
& Occupation 

Specials 8.724 1 8.724 4.977 0.027 
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Table 7: Univariate ANOVA: Mean Differences between Groups 
 
Education 
Cleanliness Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

    Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Non-tertiary Educated 1.804 .063 1.680 1.928 
Tertiary Educated 2.167 .085 2.000 2.333 
Occupation 
Consistent Low Prices Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

    Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Blue Collar/Trade 1.456 .043 1.372 1.540 
White Collar/Professional 1.904 .056 1.795 2.013 
Age & Income 
Consistent Low Prices Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Income Age   Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

<AUD$44,000 <35 Years 1.326 .077 1.175 1.478 
 >35 Years 1.116 .079 0.961 1.271 
>AUD$44,000 <35 Years 1.798 .054 1.692 1.903 
 >35 Years 1.854 .057 1.742 1.967 
Gender & Education 
Fresh Food Quality Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Gender Education   Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Male Non-tertiary 2.451 .066 2.321 2.581 
 Tertiary 2.404 .062 2.283 2.526 
Female Non-tertiary 1.403 .050 1.305 1.501 
 Tertiary 1.453 .107 1.243 1.663 
Education & Age 
Being In Stock Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Education Age   Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Non-tertiary <35 Years 1.667 .061 1.547 1.787 
 >35 Years 1.779 .052 1.676 1.881 
Tertiary <35 Years 1.930 .063 1.805 2.054 
 >35 Years 1.897 .099 1.702 2.091 
Education & Age 
Fresh Food Quality Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Education Age   Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Non-tertiary <35 Years 1.632 .081 1.472 1.791 
 >35 Years 1.891 .069 1.754 2.028 
Tertiary <35 Years 2.174 .084 2.008 2.339 
 >35 Years 2.149 .131 1.891 2.408 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



38 
 

 
 
Gender & Occupation 
Fresh Food Quality Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Gender Occupation   Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Male Blue Collar 2.377 .064 2.251 2.503 
 White Collar 2.474 .063 2.350 2.598 
Female Blue Collar 1.436 .051 1.335 1.537 
 White Collar 1.333 .093 1.151 1.516 
Occupation & Age 
Convenience Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Occupation Age   Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Blue Collar <35 Years 1.679 .090 1.502 1.857 
White Collar >35 Years 1.911 .081 1.750 2.071 
Blue Collar <35 Years 2.167 .097 1.975 2.358 
White Collar >35 Years 2.148 .134 1.885 2.411 
Age & Income & Occupation 
Consistent Low Prices Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Age               Income Occupation   Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

<35 Years      <$44k  Blue Collar 2.142 .058 2.029 2.255 
                      <$44k White Collar 2.083 .225 1.641 2.526 
                      >$44k Blue Collar 1.875 .159 1.562 2.188 
                      >$44k White Collar 2.085 .055 1.977 2.193 
>35 Years      <$44k Blue Collar 1.235 .044 1.148 1.323 
                      <$44k White Collar 1.308 .125 1.062 1.553 
                      >$44k Blue Collar 1.600 .201 1.204 1.996 
                      >$44k White Collar 1.317 .100 1.119 1.514 
Gender & Education & Occupation 
Regular Specials Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Gender       Education Occupation   Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Male       Non-tertiary Blue Collar 2.142 .058 2.029 2.225 
               Non-tertiary White Collar 2.083 .225 1.641 2.526 
               Tertiary Blue Collar 1.875 .159 1.562 2.188 
               Tertiary White Collar 2.085 .055 1.977 2.193 
Female   Non-tertiary Blue Collar 1.235 .044 1.148 1.323 
               Non-tertiary White Collar 1.308 .125 1.062 1.553 
               Tertiary Blue Collar 1.600 .201 1.204 1.996 
               Tertiary White Collar 1.317 .100 1.119 1.514 
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