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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Objective: To explore the motives underlying the selection of the food outlets where 

people purchase 2 categories of fresh foods. 

Design: Cross-sectional telephone survey, conducted in May 2024 

Setting: Montevideo, Uruguay. 

Participants: 505 adult residents of Montevideo involved in food purchasing for the 

household, recruited by a survey company. 

Main Outcome Measures: Outlet where participants reported purchasing two 

categories of fresh foods (fruits and vegetables, and meat), and motives underlying their 

choice of store. 

Analysis: Descriptive statistics and logistic regression models to assess the 

associations between the likelihood of purchasing the 2 categories at each type of store 

and motives underlying their choice, while controlling for socio-demographic variables. 

Results: Farmers' markets, supermarkets, fruit and vegetable stores, and butchers' 

shops were identified as the primary outlets for purchasing the target categories. Price, 

quality, convenience and proximity were the most frequently mentioned motives 

underlying the choice of outlet. Likelihood of purchasing at different stores was 

significantly associated with motives underlying the choice of outlet and socio-economic 

characteristics. 



Conclusions and Implications: People purchase fresh foods in different types of 

outlets due to a wide range of factors beyond proximity. Incorporating these factors in 

food environment research may contribute to develop more effective interventions. 

 

Keywords: food environment; food outlets; food purchase; fruits and vegetables 
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An exploration of the motives underlying the selection of the food outlets where 1 

people purchase fresh foods in Montevideo, Uruguay 2 

 3 

INTRODUCTION 4 

 5 

 6 

The retail food environment represents the interphase through which people interact 7 

with the food system to purchase the foods they consume.1–3 It influences dietary 8 

behaviors and health-related outcomes by shaping food availability, accessibility and 9 

affordability. 3,4 For this reason, creating supportive retail food environments has been 10 

identified as one of the most effective strategies for promoting healthy and sustainable 11 

eating patterns.5  12 

A vast body of research has focused on assessing physical access to food outlets 13 

selling healthy and unhealthy foods, based on the assumption that people rely on the 14 

outlets that are geographically close to their home.6–8 Although several studies have 15 

reported that living in areas with limited physical access to healthy food is associated 16 

with increased likelihood of unhealthy dietary habits and risk of obesity and non-17 

communicable diseases, 9–11 the available evidence is still not conclusive and does not 18 

support a causal effect.12  19 

One of the potential motives underlying non-conclusive evidence is the fact that 20 

food purchase decisions are complex and influenced by a wide range of individual and 21 

contextual characteristics.2 Research conducted in high-income countries has shown 22 

that people frequently purchase foods in outlets located outside their residential 23 
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neighborhood. 8,13–16 Reliance on price, convenience, and quality, for deciding where to 24 

purchase foods have been reported to explain why people bypass their closest food 25 

outlets and often visit multiple outlets.16–18 26 

Studies on the motives underlying the choice of food outlets is still scarce and limited 27 

to high-income countries, such as the USA and Australia.8,17,18 A more in-depth 28 

understanding of the complex interaction of individual and contextual factors that 29 

influence the decision of where to purchase foods may contribute to advance food 30 

enviroment research and inform the development of more efficient interventions to 31 

promote healthy eating. 32 

In this context, the present research aimed at exploring the motives underlying the 33 

selection of the food outlets where people purchase foods in Montevideo, Uruguay. 34 

Focus was placed on 2 categories of fresh foods recommended by the Uruguayan 35 

dietary guidelines: fruits and vegetables and meat.19 These categories were selected 36 

based on previous local studies showing insufficient consumption, particularly among 37 

the most vulnerable sectors of the population.20,21 The following specific objectives were 38 

addressed: i) to identify the types of outlets where residents of Montevideo purchase the 39 

2 target categories of fresh foods, ii) to explore the motives underlying the choice of 40 

outlet, and iii) to analyze associations between the likelihood of purchasing the 2 41 

categories in a given outlet and the identified motives. Results from the present work 42 

are expected to contribute to fill a research gap related to how people interact with the 43 

retail environment, specially in Latin America, where food environment research is still 44 

scarce. 22  45 

 46 
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METHODS 47 

 48 

 49 

The study was conducted in Montevideo, the capital city of Uruguay, a country located 50 

in the south-eastern coast of South America. Montevideo is located in the central 51 

southern region of the country, with a population of 1,670,545 inhabitants.23 Uruguay is 52 

categorized by the World Bank as a high-income country 24 and stands out in the region 53 

by its low inequality (Gini index = 0.408) and high human development index 54 

(HDI=0.809). 25,26 The country has one of the highest rates of overweight and obesity in 55 

the region among all age groups: 12% among children under 5 years old, 39.4% among 56 

school-age children, 33.8% among adolescents (13-17 years old), and 65% among 57 

adults (19-65 years old).27  58 

The study relied on a cross-sectional design based on a telephone survey. It was 59 

part of two larger projects focused on the retail food environment. The research protocol 60 

received full approval from the ethics committee of (blinded for review). 61 

 62 

Participants 63 

A telephone survey was conducted by a specialized survey company in May 2024. 64 

Trained interviewers contacted randomly selected residents in Montevideo, registered in 65 

the databases of the survey company. Participants meeting the following inclusion 66 

criteria were invited to participate: i) 18 years of age or older, ii) resident of Montevideo, 67 

and iii) involvement in food purchasing for the household. They were told that the survey 68 
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aimed at exploring the food purchase patterns of Montevideo residents. Participants 69 

provided informed oral consent, which was formally recorded. 70 

A minimum sample size of 383 participants was required to estimate a proportion 71 

of 50% with a 5% margin of error and a 95% confidence interval. Quotas were 72 

established for residents of the eight municipalities in which the city is administratively 73 

divided to capture differences in purchase behaviors related to geographical and socio-74 

demographic characteristics of the areas. Among eligible participants, the response rate 75 

was 75.7%. 76 

 77 

Questionnaire 78 

A questionnaire was developed by the research team to explore purchasing patterns of 79 

two categories of fresh foods: fruits and vegetables and meat. The questionnaire was 80 

composed of closed (Yes/No) and multiple-choice questions. Participants were asked 81 

about the type of outlet where they purchase most of the fruit, vegetables, and meat, for 82 

their household using the following question: ‘Where do you usually purhase most of the 83 

(name of the food group)?’ Response options were not provided and interviewers coded 84 

the responses using the following options: Supermarket, Grocery store, Farmers' 85 

market, Fruit and vegetable store/butcher's shop, Other. In case of doubt, interviewees 86 

were instructed to type the exact response provided by participants. Motives underlying 87 

the choice of outlet were explored using a check-all-that-apply question: ‘Why do you 88 

purchase fruits and vegetables there?’ Response options were not provided. 89 

Interviewers coded the responses using the following categories: Price, Quality, 90 

Proximity, Variety, Means of payment accepted, Opening times, Another reason 91 
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(specify). No specific instructions about the number of motives participants should 92 

mention were provided. 93 

Participants were also asked to indicate the distance to the closest outlet selling 94 

each of the food groups. The last part of the survey focused on socio-demographic 95 

characteristics, including gender, age, education level, working status, car ownership, 96 

motorcycle ownership, neighborhood of residence, household composition, type of 97 

health asssistance, and number of toilets in the household. These responses were used 98 

to estimate socio-economic status according to a standard methodology in the country. 99 

28 100 

The full questionnaire is shown in the Supplementary Material Table 1. It was pilot 101 

tested by the company with 10 participants. Interviewers did not identify difficulties in the 102 

understanding of the questions and therefore no changes were introduced. 103 

 104 

Data analysis 105 

R software was used for all data analyses.29 Descriptive statistics were used to 106 

summarize the data. The number and percentage of participants who provided each 107 

response were calculated for each question. Responses not included within the initial 108 

response options were coded using inductive coding. 30 109 

Differences in the percentage of participants who mentioned each motive for 110 

explaining their choice of outlet for purchasing fruits and vegetables and meat were 111 

assessed using the sign test. A 5% significance level was considered. 112 

Logistic regression models were used to analyze associations between the 113 

likelihood of purchasing each category (fruit and vegetables, meat) in a given outlet and 114 
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motives underlying the choice of outlet. For each category, outlets and motives 115 

mentioned by more than 10% of the participants were considered. Separate logistic 116 

regressions were run for each type of outlet and category. A binary variable indicating 117 

whether each participant reported purchasing the category at the specific type of outlet 118 

or not (1/0, respectively) was considered as dependent variable, whereas binary 119 

variables indicating whether the participant mentioned each of the motives for 120 

explaining their choice of outlet (1/0, respectively) were considered as predictors. The 121 

models controlled for gender, age range, education level, working status, car ownership, 122 

motorcycle ownership, socio-economic status, and blocks to the closest store selling the 123 

category. Results were experesed as odds-ratios. Participants who reported gender 124 

identities different from men or women (n=3) were not considered in the analyses given 125 

the insufficient statistical power to detect significant effects. 126 

 127 

RESULTS 128 

 129 

 130 

Participant characteristics 131 

A total of 505 people, ranging in age from 19 to 91 years old (Mean=54.3, Standard 132 

deviation =14.9), participated in the survey. As shown in Table 1, participants were 133 

diverse in terms of all their socio-demographic characteristics. The sample 134 

overrepresented women and older participants, which can be explained by focus on 135 

individuals responsible for food purchasing for the household.31  136 

 137 
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Outlets were participants purchase fresh foods 138 

The great majority of the participants reported purchasing the two categories of fresh 139 

foods: 96.2% for fruits and vegetables and 95.4% for meat. Approximately 2 out of 5 140 

participants reported purchasing fruits and vegetables at farmers' markets (Table 2), 141 

whereas approximately 1 out of 4 participants identified supermarkets and fruit and 142 

vegetable stores as the primary outlets for purchasing this category. Meanwhile, 143 

supermarkets and butchers' shops were identified as the key outlets where participants 144 

purchased meat. 145 

Self-reported distance to the closest outlet selling fruits and vegetables ranged 146 

between 0 and 50 blocks, with an average of 3.2 and a median of 2 (Table 2). Self-147 

reported distance to the closest outlet selling meat tended to be slightly longer: the 148 

average corresponded to 4.7 blocks, whereas the median corresponded to 3 blocks. 149 

 150 

Motives underlying the choice of outlet 151 

A wide range of motives were mentioned by participants to explain why they purchased 152 

at their selected outlet (Table 2). Price, quality, convenience and proximity were the 153 

most frequently mentioned motives undelrying the choice of outlet for the 2 categories. 154 

However, the frequency of mention of 10 of the 14 motives significantly differed between 155 

fruits and vegetables and meat. Price, convenice, variety, opening hours, and possiblity 156 

of choosing products where more frequently mentioned when participants discussed 157 

their choice of outlet for purchasing fruits and vegetables compared to the outlets for 158 

purchasing meat. On the contary, quality, proximity, trust, lack of outlets nearby, and 159 
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salesperson were more frequently mentioned as motives underlying the choice of outlet 160 

for purchasing meat. 161 

  Table 3 shows results of the logistic regressions analyzing associations between 162 

the motives and socio-demographic characteristics on the likelihood of purchasing fruits 163 

and vegetables at the three most frequently mentioned types of outlets: supermarkets, 164 

farmers' markets, and fruit and vegetable stores. Mentioning convenience as a motive 165 

for choosing the outlet was associated with a 154% increase in the likelihood of 166 

purchasing fruits and vegetables at the supermarket, when controlling for all other 167 

variables (Table 3). Conversely, mentioning price as a motive was a associated with a 168 

92% decrease in likelihood. Socio-economic status was the only socio-demographic 169 

charateristic with a significant effect. Participants living in low and medium socio-170 

economic status households had a lower likelihood of purchasing fruits and vegetables 171 

at the supermarket compared to those living in households of high socio-economic 172 

status.  173 

The likelihood of purchasing fruits and vegetables at farmers' markets was 174 

significantly associated with three motives: price, convenience and proximity. As shown 175 

in Table 3, mentioning price as a motive was associated with a 384% increase in the 176 

likelihood of purchasing fruits and vegetables at farmers' markets, whereas mentioning 177 

convenice and proximity were associated with a 47% and 56% decrease, respectively. 178 

Meanwhile, none of the motives was significantly associated with the likelihood of 179 

purhasing this category at fruit and vegetable stores. The model only identified 180 

marginally significant associations with convenience and socio-economic status (Table 181 

3). Mentioning convenience was associated with a marginal decrease in the likelihood 182 
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of purchasing fruits and vegetables at fruit and vegetable stores, wheras living in a 183 

medium socio-economic status household was associated with an increase in likelihood 184 

compared to living in a high socio-economic status household. 185 

As shown in Table 4, the likelihood of purchasing meat at supermarkets was 186 

significantly associated with the four motives included in the model, when controlling for 187 

socio-demographic variables. The likelihood of purchasing meat at supermarkets 188 

increased when participants mentioned convenience and proximity as motives 189 

underlying their choice of outlet, whereas it significantly decreased when they 190 

mentioned price and quality. Gender and socioeconomic status were the only socio-191 

demographic characteristics significantly associated with the likelihood of purchasing 192 

meat at the supermarket (Table 4). Males were 45% less likely to purchase meat at 193 

supermarkets compared to females. Participants from low and medium socio-economic 194 

status households were 60% and 50% less likely, respectively, to buy meat at the 195 

supermarket compared to those from high socio-economic status households. 196 

Finally, the likelihood of purchasing meat at the butcher's was significantly 197 

associated with only 3 of the 4 motives included in the model. Participants mentioning 198 

price as motive underlying their choice of outlet were 65% more likely to purchase meat 199 

at the butcher's, whereas those mentioning convenience and proximity were 84% and 200 

46% less likely, respectively (Table 4). 201 

 202 

DISCUSSION 203 

 204 

 205 
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The current study contributed to the literature by exploring the sources of outlets for two 206 

categories of fresh, unprocessed foods in the capital city of Uruguay, a Latin American 207 

country. Results showed that households rely on different types of outlets for purchasing 208 

fresh foods. Farmers' markets, fruit and vegetable stores and supermarkets were 209 

identified as the key source for fruits and vegetables, whereas supermarkets and 210 

butcher's shops were the main sources for meat. These results suggest that considering 211 

supermarkets as the only indicator of the availability of healthy foods, as currently done 212 

in studies conducted in Europe and the USA,6 may lead to inaccurate conclusions on 213 

food availability in Montevideo. The relevance of small neighborhood stores as source 214 

of healthy foods has been reported by other studies conducted low and middle-income 215 

countries in Africa and Latin America.32–37  216 

Participants referred to a wide range of motives beyond proximity for explaining 217 

their choice of outlet for purchasing the two categories. Price was the most frequently 218 

reported motive underlying the choice of oultet where to purchase fruits and vegetables, 219 

whereas quality was the most relevant factor for selecting where to purchase meat. 220 

These results support the notion that people do not necessarily purchase at their closest 221 

store, in agreement with results from previous studies conducted in high-income 222 

countries.8,13–16 In the specific case of Uruguay, a previous qualitative study reported 223 

that proximity was not among the key factors factors determining the food purchase 224 

decisions of citizens experiencing food insecurity.21  225 

Therefore, proximity to food outlets may not be the key determinant of food 226 

purchasing in Montevideo, as hypothesized in most urban food environment studies.6,38–227 

40 This stresses the need to acknowledge the complexity between individuals and food 228 
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environments, as postulated by the Retail Food Environment and Customer Interaction 229 

Model.2 The choice of outlet where to purchase foods is expected to be influenced by 230 

characteristics of the individuals, their households, the location of outlets, the foods 231 

available at retail outlets, as well as societal and cultural factors.2,41,42  Results from the 232 

present work show that the relative importance of these characteristics varies across 233 

food groups, suggesting that people may rely on different types of outlets. In this sense, 234 

previous studies have shown that people frequently tend to purchase at a wide range of 235 

different food outlets.13,14,16,17,43 236 

Apart from proximity, price, quality and convenience were paramount for 237 

participants when deciding where to purchase fresh foods. These characteristics have 238 

been identified as important determinants of food purchase locations in studies 239 

conducted in high income countries.16–18 Price has been identified as a key determinant 240 

of where and what people purchase, particularly among those living in low-income 241 

households.8,41,44–47 People facing economic difficultes to access food have been 242 

reported to engage in a complex set of behaviors to stretch their income, including 243 

travelling long distances to make their food purchases.21,48 In the present work, focus on 244 

price was associated with a reduced likelihood of purchasing fresh foods at 245 

supermarkets, and an increased likelihood of purchasing fruits and vegetables at 246 

farmers' markets and meat at butchers' shops. These results suggest price differences 247 

across different types of stores. Previous studies conducted in high-income countries 248 

have reported that such differences may exist.49–53 However, results point towards lower 249 

prices at supermarkets compared to small stores due to economy of scale and more 250 

favorable agreements with suppliers. 49–51  Research on the topic is needed in Uruguay 251 
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and Latin American countries to inform the development of strategies to improve access 252 

to food and promote healthy eating. 253 

The intrinsic characteristics of the foods available at food outlets were mentioned 254 

by participants to explain their choice of outlet. Approximately 3 out of 10 participants 255 

mentioned quality when discussing where they purchased the 2 categories, whereas 1 256 

out of 10 mentioned variety when discussing fruit and vegetable purchasing.54,55 This 257 

result matches the increase in consumers’ interest in food quality worldwide.55,56 258 

Emphasis on quality was significantly associated with a decreased likelihood of 259 

purchasing meat at supermarkets and marginally associated with an increased 260 

likelihood of purchasing meat at butchers' shops.  261 

Convenience also emerged as a determinant of food purchase locations in terms 262 

of time saving aspects achieved by the wide range of foods offered. In this sense, 263 

convenience was associated with an increased likelihood of purchasing at 264 

supermarkets, which can be explained by their diverse food supply. The relevance of 265 

convenience has been previously reported in a qualitative study exploring factors 266 

underlying the food shopping patterns of black women in Philadelphia, USA.17  In 267 

addition, this factor has been reported as a highly relevant determinant of food choice in 268 

the context of modern lifestyle, characterized by perceived time scarcity.41,57–60  269 

The findings also showed that the likelihood of purchasing the two categories at 270 

different types of outlets differed with personal and household characteristics, when 271 

controlling for the motives underlying the choice of outlet. In particular, high-income 272 

participants were more likely to purchase the two categories at supermarkets, which may 273 

be associated with the more frequent presence of supermarkets in high-income areas of 274 
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the cities, as reported both in Uruguay and in high-income countries. 61–63 These results 275 

provide evidence on the role of individual and contextual factors on how people interact 276 

with the food environment. 277 

 278 

IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE 279 

 280 

 281 

Creating supportive food environments is paramount for encouraging healthier eating 282 

habits. 5 The present work provides relevant insights for the development of strategies to 283 

achieve this objective by exploring the food purchase decisions of residents of 284 

Montevideo (Uruguay). Results showed that citizens purchase fresh foods in different 285 

types of outlets due to a wide range of factors beyond proximity. This suggests that 286 

strategies aiming to improve food environments may not be efficient at promoting 287 

healthier eating habits if they are exclusively targeted at supermarkets or focused on 288 

physical access. A wide range of outlets need to be considered taking into account the 289 

characteristics of their customers. Results showed that supermarkets may be a relevant 290 

setting for targeting high socio-economic status citizens, whereas farmers' markets and 291 

small neighborhood stores (e.g., butchers' shops) seem a feasible context for the 292 

implementation of strategies to promote healthier eating among low and middle socio-293 

economic status citizens. Results also suggest that strategies should address aspects 294 

of the food purchasing experience beyond proximity, particularly price and convenience.  295 

Taken together, the findings suggest the need to develop broader 296 

conceptualizations of food access that go beyond physical access to food to better 297 



 14 

understand consumers' interactions with the food environment, as previously highlighted 298 

by other authors.2,39,64 In particular, food price and quality emerged as two of the most 299 

relevant dimensions that need to be further incorporated in food environment research. 300 

Despite the inclusion of these dimensions increases complexity, a couple of published 301 

studies conducted in developed countries show its feasibility.65,66  302 

 303 
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Table 1. Characteristics of the participants of the telephone survey (n=505). 

Characteristic 
Number of 

participants 
Percentage of 

participants (%) 

Gender   
  Man 318 63.0 

  Woman 184 36.4 

  Other 3 0.6 

Age   
  18-34 53 10.5 

  35-45 93 18.4 

  46-65 232 45.9 

  65+ 127 25.2 

Education level   

  Incomplete secondary school or less 126 25.0 

  Complete secondary school  183 36.2 

  University or higher 196 38.8 

Working status   

  Currently working 320 63.4 

  Not working 185 36.6 

Car ownership   

  Yes 286 56.6 

  No 219 43.4 

Motorcycle ownership   

  Yes 45 10.7 

  No 451 89.3 

Municipality of residence   

  A 65 12.9 

  B 59 11.7 

  C 62 12.3 

  CH 85 16.8 

  D 55 10.9 

  E 66 13.1 

  F 52 10.3 

  G 61 12.1 

Socio-economic status of the household (*) 

  Low 83 16.4 

  Medium 226 44.8 

  High 196 38.8 

(*) Socio-economic status was calculated based on the national socio-economic index, which calculates a 

score based on place of residence, household composition, working status, education level, and possession 

of a series of specific goods.28 

 



Table 2.  Number and percentage of participants who declared purchasing fruits and vegetables 

and meat in different types of outlets, motives underlying their choices and descriptive statistics 

of self-reported distance to the closest outlet selling each food category. 

 
Fruits and vegetables Meat 

Number of 
participants 

Percentage of 
participants (%) 

Number of 
participants 

Percentage of 
participants (%) 

Type of outlet     

  Supermarket 122 24.2 239 47.3 

  Grocery store 25 5.0 6 1.2 

  Farmers' market 191 37.8 5 1.0 

  Fruit and vegetable stores 138 27.3 - - 

  Butchers' shops - - 224 44.4 

  Others (e.g., wholesaler, directly from producers) 10 2.0 8 1.6 

  Not purchased 19 3.8 23 4.6 

Motives underlying the choice of outlet (#)      

  Price * 230 47.3 115 19.8 

  Quality * 139 28.6 193 33.2 

  Convenience * 120 24.7 81 13.9 

  Proximity * 105 21.6 143 24.6 

  Variety * 57 11.7 17 2.9 

  Opening hours * 26 5.3 7 1.2 

  Possibility of choosing products * 15 3.1 1 0.2 

  Habit 13 2.7 13 2.2 

  Home delivery  10 2.1 3 0.5 

  Trust * 8 1.6 22 3.8 

  Local purchases 9 0.6 1 0.2 

  Lack of outlets nearby * 3 0.6 10 1.7 

  Salesperson * 2 0.4 9 1.5 

  Payment method 1 0.2 2 0.3 

Blocks to the closest outlet selling the food category     

  Minimum 0 0 

  Average 3.2 4.7 

  Median 2 3 

  Maximum 50 40 

  Standard deviation 4.9 5.9 

Notes: Values within a column do not sum up to 100% as participants could indicate more than one motive. 

(#) Percentages are calculated considering the number of participants who reported purchasing the 

category: n=486 for fruits and vegetables, n=482 for meat. Motives identified with * differed in their 

frequency of mention between fruits and vegetables and meat according to the sign test for a significance 

level of 0.05. 



Table 3. Results of the logistic regression models, expressed as odds-ratios (with 95% confidence 

intervals), exploring associations between motives and socio-demographic characteristics on the 

likelihood of purchasing fruit and vegetables at supermarkets, farmers' markets or fruit and 

vegetable stores. 

 

 Type of outlet 

Supermarkets Farmers' markets Fruit and vegetables stores 

Motives     

  Price 0.08 (0.04-0.16) 4.84 (3.08-7.74) 1.04 (0.65-1.66) 

  Quality 0.56 (0.28-1.09) • 0.91 (0.56-1.47) 1.42 (0.87-2.31) 

  Convenience 2.54 (1.40-4.66) 0.53 (0.29-0.95) 0.60 (0.33-1.07) • 

  Proximity 1.17 (0.62-2.21) 0.44 (0.23-0.79) 1.57 (0.90-2.71) 

  Variety 0.69 (0.23-1.81) 1.57 (0.82-3.03) 0.88 (0.45-1.68) 

Gender    

  Female 1 1 1 

  Male 0.83 (0.48-1.43) 0.83 (0.52-1.31) 1.22 (0.77-1.91) 

Age    

  18-34 1 1 1 

  35-45   1.81 (0.60-5.82) 1.11 (0.49-2.54) 0.91 (0.40-2.12) 

  45-64 1.33 (0.51-3.84) 1.08 (0.52-2.24) 1.26 (0.63-2.62) 

  65+ 1.30 (0.42-4.24) 1.60 (0.68-3.81) 0.97 (0.42-2.26) 

Education level    

  Incomplete high school or less 1 1 1 

  Complete high school 1.82 (0.86-3.97) 1.36 (0.77-2.43) 0.70 (0.41-1.21) 

  University or higher 1.91 (0.89-4.21) 1.09 (0.59-2.04) 0.72 (0.40-1.30) 

Working status    

  Currently working 0.68 (0.33-1.41) 1. 24 (0.71-2.17) 1.09 (0.64-1.87) 

Car ownership    

  Yes 1.06 (0.57-1.96) 0.89 (0.53-1.47) 0.97 (0.60-1.58) 

Motorcycle ownership    

  Yes 0.78 (0.27-2.03) 0.81 (0.39-1.66) 1.34 (0.68-2.57) 

Socio-economic status    

  Low 0.33 (0.12-0.87) 0.74 (0.33-1.63) 1.73 (0.65-3.72) 

  Medium 0.44 (0.23-0.83) 0.82 (0.46-1.43) 1.72 (0.99-2.98) • 

  High 1 1 1 

Blocks to the closest store 0.98 (0.91-1.03) 1.01 (0.96-1.06) 1.01 (0.97-1.05) 

Note: Odds-ratios significantly different from 0 at a significance level of 0.05 are highlighted with bold, 

whereas those marginally significant at 0.10 are highlighted with •. 



Table 4. Results of the logistic regression models, expressed as odds-ratios (with 95% confidence 

intervals), exploring associations between motives and socio-demographic characteristics on the 

likelihood of purchasing meat at supermarkets or butchers' shops.  

 

 Type of outlet 

Supermarkets Butchers' shops 

Motives    

  Price 0.52 (0.31-0.86) 1.65 (1.01-2.70) 

  Quality 0.62 (0.39-0.97) 1.54 (0.99-2.42) • 

  Convenience 5.82 (2.97-12.05) 0.16 (0.07-0.32) 

  Proximity 1.68 (1.03-2.76) 0.58 (0.35-0.95) 

Gender   

  Female 1 1 

  Male 0.55 (0.36-0.86) 1.49 (0.97-2.31) 

Age   

  18-34 1 1 

  35-45   0.79 (0.36-1.74) 1.16 (0.53-2.56) 

  45-64 0.79 (0.38-1.60) 1. 21 (0.60-2.46) 

  65+ 0.75 (0.33-1.71) 1.07 (0.47-2.45) 

Education level   

  Incomplete high school or less 1 1 

  Complete high school 1.51 (0.88-2.61) 0.70 (0.41-1.20) 

  University or higher 1.01 (0.56-1.82) 0.95 (0.53-1.70) 

Working status   

  Not working 1 1 

  Currently working 0.85 (0.50-1.43) 1.03 (0.61-1.73) 

Car ownership   

  Yes 1.27 (0.79-2.04) 0.71 (0.44-1.13) 

Motorcycle ownership   

  Yes 0.92 (0.46-1.80) 1.25 (0.64-2.45) 

Socioeconomic status   

  Low 0.40 (0.19-0.85) 1.94 (0.93-1.00) • 

  Medium 0.50 (0.29-0.84) 2.02 (1.20-3.41) 

  High 1 1 

Blocks to the closest store 1.03 (1.00-1.08) • 0.97 (0.93-1.00) • 

Note: Odd-ratios significantly different from 1.0 at a significance level of 0.05 are highlighted with bold, 

whereas those marginally significant at 0.10 are highlighted with •. 

 



Supplementary Material 

 

Table 1. Wording of the questions and response options. 

Question Response option 
In a typical week, how many days do you eat 
fruit?  

Numerical answer: 0 to 7 

How many servings of fruit do you eat on each of 
these days? One serving corresponds to a fruit 
the size of a medium apple  

Numerical answer 

Do you think you consume enough fruit? Yes/No 
If No... 
   Why do you think you don't eat enough fruit? 

 
Open-ended question 

In a typical week, how many days do you eat 
vegetables?  

Numerical answer: 0 to 7 

How many servings of vegetables do you eat on 
each of these days? One serving corresponds to 
half a plate of vegetables 

Numerical answer 

Do you think you consume enough vegetables? Yes/No 
If No... 
   Why do you think you don't eat enough 
vegetables? 

 
Open-ended question 

Do you purchase fruits and vegetables in your 
household? 

Yes 
No 

Where do you usually purchase most of the fruits 
and vegetables? 

Supermarket 
Grocery store  
Farmers' market 
Fruit and vegetable store 
Other, which one? (specify) 

Why do you purchase fruits and vegetables there?  
 

Price 
Quality 
Proximity 
Variety 
Means of payment accepted 
Opening times 
Another reason, which one? (specify) 

What means of transportation do you usually use 
to go to the place where you purchase most of the 
fruits and vegetables?  
 

Walking 
Car 
Motorcycle or scooter 
Bicycle 
Bus 
Taxi 
Other (specify) 

From where do you usually go to the place where 
you purchase most of the fruits and vegetables?  

From home 
From work 
From another place (specify) 

How long does it usually take you to get to the 
place where you purchase most of the fruits and 
vegetables? 

Numerical response (in minutes) 

Do you usually purchase meat in your household? Yes 
No 

Where do you usually purchase most of the meat? Supermarket 
Grocery store  



Farmers' market 
Butchers' 
Other, which one? (specify) 

Why do you purchase meat there?  
 

Price 
Quality 
Proximity 
Variety 
Means of payment accepted 
Opening times 
Another reason, which one? (specify) 

What means of transportation do you usually use 
to go to the place where you purchase most of the 
meat?  
 

Walking 
Car 
Motorcycle or scooter 
Bicycle 
Bus 
Taxi 
Other (specify) 

From where do you usually go to the place where 
you purchase most of the meat?  

From home 
From work 
From another place (specify) 

How long does it usually take you to get to the 
place where you purchase most of the meat? 

Numerical response (in minutes) 

 


