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Inequality and Food Purchasing Behavior

ABSTRACT 

Affluent consumers are clustered into all kinds of segments and low-income consumers are generally referred to as “the poor”. This article aims to improve the understanding of the heterogeneity of poor Brazilians regarding their food purchasing behavior. It raises the significant issue that focusing on inequality is fundamental for marketers when targeting the poor as consumers. The food sector is specifically taken into account as food is the most essential consumption of the poor. The research method of this study involves three phases and to explore the heterogeneity of the poor a cluster analysis was performed. The article concludes that it seems inadmissible for marketers to ignore the heterogeneity of preferences and behaviors among the poor. If marketers concentrate on the poor as a homogeneous group, only a fraction of the entire poor population will be reached. This article proposes that future studies should focus on a deeper analysis of each cluster and explore the effect of one social stratum of the poor upon the other. 
INTRODUCTION

Throughout the world there are four billion people living below the international poverty line, on US$2 or less a day (Prahalad (2005)). This accounts for 65 percent of the world’s total population. Despite the considerable attention drawn to the global poor as a profitable market (Prahalad/Hammond (2002), Prahalad (2005)) a host of recent work still approaches this group of consumers as just “the poor” (D'Andrea/Herrero (2007), Motta/Dikkers (2007)) This research aims to improve the understanding of the heterogeneity of poor Brazilians regarding their food purchasing behavior and concentrates on the question: Are all the poor the same?
There are many different BOP markets (BOP market is a term created by Prahalad referring to the market at the “Bottom of the Pyramid” meaning the market of the poor consumers.) and potential products to be explored worldwide. This study, however, intends to analyze the needs and differences of the poor Brazilians with regards to food consumption. Food is the most essential consumption of the poor and the food expenditure of the low-income consumer in present-day Brazil is close to 32 percent of the total consumption.

The methodological part focuses on Rio de Janeiro. Therefore, it is important to acknowledge that the results of the analysis are, if any, only representative of the urban poor of Brazil. The rural poor might have completely different needs. From here on when referring to the poor, the urban poor, which add up to 85% of the entire Brazilian poor, are meant.

In order to answer the research question, first a research review about the topic will be given. Background information about the Brazilian low-income consumer and poverty related subjects will subsequently be introduced. Then the research method will be described in detail and a cluster analysis will be performed. From this it will become apparent that the needs of the low-income population vary greatly. In addition to income there are many characteristics that affect the consumer practices and problems. The results from this study will provide an informative source for companies to be able to serve poor markets with innovative food products that fulfill the needs of the poor.

THEORY
In 1959 it was Oscar Lewis who first introduced the controversial “culture of poverty”. He used this term to refer to “a subculture of people living in poverty who respond to their lack of material abundance with a distinct set of negative beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors” (Lewis (1959)). The discussion relating to Lewis study mainly concentrated on the American poor. However, many implications can be used to describe the Brazilian poor as well. Both countries have a very diverse population due to the mixture of natives, former slaves, Europeans and Japanese who came in various immigration waves (Datamonitor (2005)). The poor are mostly descendents from slaves and natives and therefore poverty often has its roots in colonial times when these two groups had no rights (Herzog (1969)).

Studies that focus on the Brazilian poor and the food sector include research by Campanati Alves (2006) which concentrates on the shopping behavior of the poor and their loyalty to a certain supermarket. Motta/Casarin (2006) analyze the strategies that low-income consumers use in order to make the most of the food available and Grossi Reis (2006) concentrates on the risks the poor face when food shopping. This study elaborates on existing research by clustering the Brazilian low-income consumer into different segments by taking into account food purchasing behavior and demographic characteristics.  
The Brazilian Low-Income Consumer

Poverty is not easy to define. Even dictionaries offer contrasting definitions. “The condition or quality of being poor” (Simpson/Weiner (1989)), one simply says. “Lack of the means of providing material needs or comforts” (Morris (1970)), defines another. “The state of not having enough of anything that is necessary” (Dalgish (1997)), states a third. The Brazilian government defines poverty in a very simple way. Anyone earning less than R$50 (US$23) a month is considered to be very poor while people with an income per capita of up to R$100 (US$46) are poor (Infante (2005)). Brazilian market research companies, the media and corporations define poverty using the “Critério de Classificação Econômica Brasil” (CCEB). In order to estimate purchasing power they employ a standard that classifies households into one of five economic classes: A, B, C, D or E (ABEP (2003)). For this study the criteria of the Brazilian national statistics agency (IBGE) which takes into account the amount of minimum wages earned within an household will be used. The minimum wage in Brazil is R$380 (about US$230) per month (IBGE (2007)). Classes A and B earn more than 10 minimum wages and therefore represent the upper class. Class C is paid more than five and up to 10 minimum wages. While some researchers still consider class C to have a purchasing power and living standard that lies within the BOP, in this study the focus will be put on classes D and E which earn a maximum of five minimum wages. 

The poor Brazilians mainly live in shantytowns called “favelas”. This is especially true for the city of Rio de Janeiro. Rio is a densely populated city that lies amidst rocky peaks and the sea. Good sites for housing have long been impossible to find and all that remains are the steep, fragile flanks of the mountains that scatter the city. The result is that the poor live right next to the rich. Rio is one of the cities with the shortest geographic proximity between the poor and the rich neighborhoods (Queiroz Riberiro/Corrêado Lago (2001)). Today there are 752 favelas in Rio de Janeiro with over one million inhabitants (Prefeitura da Cidade do Rio de Janeiro (2006)). These “favelados” often live in unhygienic conditions with no water, no sewage and no garbage removal. Often there are no roads but only narrow pathways and uneven staircases leading up the hill. In addition, the favelados are not legally entitled to reside on the hillside as the land officially belongs to the state government (Riley (2001)). This is why the poor do not invest much in housing. They often take more than ten years to complete the house and mainly build it by themselves or with the help of untrained workers from the community. The favelas are “protected” by a gang of drug and arm dealers, who often get into gunfights with rival gangs and the police. As there is no incentive for them to adhere to institutional demands such as taxes, favelas provide an appeal for laggardly or even criminal behavior. This in turn increases insecurity throughout the city by multiplying crime. This is why since early in the twentieth century, favelas got the reputation of being “uma cidade à parte” (a city apart) as Olavo Bilac, a Brazilian poet used to write (Bilac (1908)). Over the years the word favela has become insulting and people prefer to call the, often surprisingly well organized, shantytowns “communities” (Archambault (1989)). However, the negative image remains. It is mainly the media coverage that creates this picture of the favelas. The result for the favelados, especially young black men, is that they not only suffer from the violent disputes between rival gangs but also from police persecution and repression when, for example, they are looking for work. Because of their low-incomes they are stereotypically targeted and excluded from security, non-harassment and legal markets.

The Profitable Poor

Many companies have not yet been encouraged to address the Brazilian BOP market with explicit marketing strategies due to these stereotypes and the implicit assumption that low-income consumers have little money to spend. Certainly, the purchasing power for those earning less than five minimum wages cannot be compared to those stemming from classes A and B. However, “while individual incomes may be low, the aggregate buying power of poor communities is actually quite large” (Prahalad/Hammond (2002)). According to IBGE in 2004 the working population in Brazil was about 152 million, 93 percent of whom were considered to be at the BOP. Ignoring the 34 percent without any income, the total spending capacity is approximately US$22 billion. The poor in Rio de Janeiro alone have a total purchasing power of US$1.2 billion. These statistics only account for the formal, reported economy. Taking into account also the informal market the consumers at the BOP have an even greater purchasing power due to the income that is earned without an official working contract. 

In addition, in 2003 president Lula and his party introduced the concept of “Bolsa Familia” (family fund) to alleviate today’s poverty and to decrease tomorrow’s. Up to R$95 (US$44) a month is transferred to poor families under certain conditions so that, for example, their kids remain in school. This Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) provides a basic income to 7.5 million of Brazil’s poorest families that represent approximately a quarter of the population. This gives even more purchasing power to the BOP consumers (The Economist (2005)). Due to Lula’s increased political focus on the poor 2.15 million families that previously belonged to classes D and E have moved up the economic pyramid to class C between the years 2003 and 2005 (D’Ercole (2006)). In addition, many of the families that have remained within classes D and E are now experiencing greater consumption levels. However, the needs of classes D and E are still substantial. In a research done by Latin Panel 29 percent of the respondents from class D and E stated that they would like to be able to spend more money on food. Their focus remains on the basic food items such as rice, beans and pasta. More unessential items like biscuits, crème cheese and yogurt are only bought when there is a very good promotion (D’Ercole (2006)).
To conclude, the Brazilian BOP market potential is huge with 90 million underserved people with a spending capacity of US$22 billion and an economy with a promising outlook. The needs of the poor are many and the opportunities for growth are obvious.
METHOD

The research method of this study involves three phases. The first phase was undertaken to observe food shopping behavior. Various formal interviews with open questions about shopping behavior, dreams, needs and preferences were conducted in order to identify suitable questions for a survey. The second phase used the previous findings to prepare a preliminary questionnaire that included face-to-face questions to 105 low-income consumers. This phase was set to test the comprehensibility and lengths of a subsequent survey. It is especially important to undertake pre-testing with the poor who are generally less educated and notably unfamiliar with surveys. It was concluded from the second phase that the response rate would be higher if the questionnaires were distributed by trusted people from the same neighborhood. Students from low-income neighborhood were trained to distribute questionnaires in their communities and to provide explanations to respondents when needed. Due to the danger outsiders face when entering the favelas, the distribution of the forms by the principal him/herself was not an option. The third phase consists of a self-administered questionnaire with only closed questions with forced–choice responses. Respondents were asked to indicate on a five point Likert type scale if they agreed or disagreed to a set of 22 food-related items (see Table 1). 

They were also asked about their satisfaction with their food consumption and to provide conventional household demographics. The quota sampling method used in the study was based on the monthly household income. To qualify as a participant the respondent had to be responsible for the food shopping and the family had to have a consistent income of less than five minimum wages. When the questionnaire was administered, in November and December of 2006, the minimum monthly wage was around R$350. Considering the international purchasing power parity, this is the equivalent of U$160. Census statistics say that a representative sample of this population should have 62% of households with income between two and five minimum wages and 38% of house households with family income of one to two minimum wages (IBGE (2004)). Researchers used a quota sample to obtain the proper representation, within a total of 400 usable questionnaires. To explore inequality a cluster analysis was performed. 

A factor analysis preceded the cluster analysis. A Principal Component analysis followed by an orthogonal Varimax rotation revealed nine interpretable factors. These, named according to the correlated content, are shown in Table 1. As the factor values are z-values and usually range from –3 to +3, to include them in the cluster analysis two numbers were assigned to the factor values. The negative values were called 1, while the positive values, including 0.0 were considered to be 2. It was possible, then, to reveal two groups regarding one factor. The first one represented the cases that disagreed with the factor and the second group consisted of the cases that agreed with it. The variable of satisfaction was grouped into three categories: unsatisfied, neither unsatisfied nor satisfied, and satisfied. 

Table 1:  Food Consumption Factors

	Factor
	Item

	Financial Pressure
	I cannot buy as much salad as I would like to.

I cannot buy as much fruits as I would like to.

In the supermarket I always do calculations to be able to buy the amount I need.

In the supermarket I always do calculations in order to not spend more than I can afford.

I spend a lot of time within the supermarket to make the most of my money.

I have had to leave food at the cash register because my money was not enough.

	Basic Food Stuff
	The basic food stuff (rice, …) that I buy always helps to give a filling sensation to my family.

If I did not buy the basic food stuff I would not know how to feed my family.

I always buy the basic food stuff first.

	Healthy

Food
	If I had the means, I would like to buy healthier food that I do now.

I would like to be able to buy food containing less fat.

	Sweets
	I always buy some sweets to please my family.

If I could I would buy more things to prepare sweets.

	Competence Factor
	I think that I know how to make the most with my money very well.

I know how to do the food shopping better than most of the people earning more or less the same.

	Good

Food
	I think that food that gives a filling sensation is healthy.

I do NOT think that the food prepared at home is better than ready-to-eat meals.

	Time

Factor
	If I could, I would buy more ready-to-eat meals.

Before buying food, I always consider the work it takes to prepare.

	Please the Family
	Before I buy food, I think about whether it will please my family.

	Extravagant Food
	I give more importance to the brand than to the prices when I buy basic food stuff.

If I could I would buy more fast food or eat out.


Finally, researchers' preference rested upon a two-step cluster analysis, which allows the simultaneous handling of categorical and continuous variables, and also the inclusion of many cases. The categorical variables consisted of the nine factors, the sex of the respondent and the overall satisfaction. The continuous variables consisted of the income per capita, the household size, adult family members and the number of children. The chosen distance measure that takes into account the similarities between two clusters was the log-likelihood. A cluster analysis is only successful, if the cluster profiles can be described clearly (Bühl/Zöfel (2005)). To do so one has to distinguish between the inner and the outer profile. The outer profile compares the different clusters against one another. It is the horizontal calculation of percentages and the question to ask is: Due to which characteristics is the cluster different from the other clusters’ attributes? The inner profile on contrast looks at a single cluster and its characteristics. It is the vertical calculation of percentages. The right question to ask here is: Which attributes characterize the cluster the most? Table 2 shows, first, the means of the per capita income and of household size that help characterize and compare the clusters, which are named on the top of the table. Then, it shows the percentages of respondents that agree to the different categorical variables and is the basis for the outer profile approach. Finally, it displays the percentages of the categorical variables for each cluster and therefore leads to the inner profile approach. In this study five independent clusters were revealed and each will be analyzed with respect to its needs.

Table 2: The Five Clusters: Outer and Inner Profiles

	Profiles
	The poor extended family
	The stereotypical poor
	The competent food shopper
	The child food shopper


	The childless “rich”

	Percentage of cases
	19.3
	17.5
	24.5
	12.0
	26.8

	Per Capita income (R$)
	170.60
	284.20
	335.95
	403.21
	582.39

	Household Size
	4.81
	2.96
	2.94
	2.31
	1.93

	Outer profile
	Percentages of agreement with factor

	Financial pressure
	16.2
	27.5
	26.6
	21.6
	81

	Basic Food
	9.3
	19.8
	41.0
	1.3
	28.6

	Healthy Food
	20.0
	17.1
	34.6
	10.0
	18.3

	Sweets
	14.5
	18.2
	21.4
	19.1
	26.8

	Competence
	17.1
	20.0
	29.3
	7.3
	26.3

	Good Food
	27.2
	37.3
	1.2
	0
	34.3

	Time Factor
	13.8
	31.1
	14.8
	11.7
	28.6

	Please Family
	16.8
	13.2
	26.4
	9.1
	34.5

	Extravagant Food
	21.9
	21.9
	25.5
	9.7
	20.9

	Inner profile
	Percentages

	Financial Pressure
	Disagree

Agree
	53.3

46.7
	12.8

87.2
	39.8

60.2
	0

100
	83.2

16.8

	Basic Food Stuff
	Disagree

Agree
	72.7

27.3
	35.7

64.3
	5.1

94.9
	93.8

6.3
	39.3

60.7

	Healthy Food
	Disagree

Agree
	37.7

62.2
	41.4

58.6
	15.3

84.7
	50.0

50.0
	58.9

41.1

	Sweets


	Disagree

Agree
	58.4

41.6
	42.9

57.1
	52.0

48.0
	12.5

87.5
	44.9

55.1

	Competence
	Disagree

Agree
	54.5

45.5
	41.4

58.6
	38.8

61.2
	68.8

31.2
	49.5

50.5

	Good Food


	Disagree

Agree
	40.3

59.7
	10.0

90.0
	98.0

2.0
	100

0.0
	45.8

54.2

	Time Factor


	Disagree

Agree
	64.9

35.1
	12.9

87.1
	70.4

29.6
	52.1

47.9
	47.7

52.3

	Please the Family
	Disagree

Agree
	51.9

48.1
	58.6

41.4
	40.8

59.2
	58.3

41.7
	29.0

71.0

	Extravagant Food
	Disagree

Agree
	44.2

55.8
	38.6

61.4
	49.0

51.0
	60.4

39.6
	61.7

38.3

	Sex of Shopper
	Male

Female
	27.3

72.7
	18.6

81.4
	35.7

64.3
	22.9

77.1
	36.4

63.6

	Satisfaction


	Unsatisfied

Neither / Nor

Satisfied
	6.5

15.6

77.9
	41.4

21.4

37.1
	3.1

13.3

83.7
	45.8

4.2

50.0
	5.6

18.7

75.7


RESULTS

 More affluent consumers are being clustered into all kind of segments to perfect the marketing strategies directed at the target group while the low-income consumers are mostly just seen as “the poor”. In this part of the study it will be shown with the results of the two-step cluster analysis that the poor are not all the same, but are in fact very diversified. From analyzing Table 2, comparing the 5 different clusters with one another (outer profile) and characterizing each one for itself (inner profile) the following description can be given.

The poor extended family: With a monthly income per capita of R$170.60 this is the poorest of all clusters. On average they have a household size of five people, made up of three adults and two children. Therefore, the cluster was named “the poor extended family”. When comparing the clusters with each other it is remarkable that even though this cluster has the most children, the need for buying sweets is the lowest of all clusters (14.5%). This means that the respondents did not agree to the items “I always buy some sweets to please my family” and “If I could I would buy more things to prepare sweets at home.” When analyzing the inner profile the disparity towards the Sweets factor is further highlighted (58.4%). This might also explain the disagreement to the factor Please the Family (51.9%). It also becomes clear that the respondents of this cluster disagree even stronger with the factors Basic Food Stuff and Time (72.7% and 64.9%, respectively). Considering the Basic Food Stuff factor the respondents do not believe that the basics like rice, beans and pasta help to feed the family and they therefore do not buy these products first. Regarding the Time factor, this cluster does not consider the work it takes to prepare the food they buy and even if they could they would not buy more ready-to-eat meals. It is surprising that this cluster, which faces the lowest income per capita does not agree with the factor Financial Pressure. More than half (53.2%) of the respondents do not do any calculations in the supermarket to be able to buy the amount they need and in order not to spend more than they can afford. They say that they do not spend a lot of time within the supermarket to make the most with their money and they never have had to leave food behind at the cash register because the money did not last. They say that they can buy as much fruits and salad as they would like. In contrast, this cluster agrees with the Health factor (62.2%) and also with the factors Good Food and Extravagant Food (59.7% and 55.8%, respectively). Since the Good Food Factor reveals that the respondents believe that food that gives a filling sensation is healthy and that ready-to-eat meals are better than food prepared at home this cluster might have a “wrong” picture of good and healthy food. This assumption is given further credibility as the Extravagant Food factor shows that if they could, this sector would eat more fast food. Maybe this behavior can be explained with the disagreement with the Competence factor (54.5%). Most of the respondents from this cluster do not think that they know how to make the most with their money and they also do not believe that they do the food shopping better than most of the people earning more or less the same. It is then surprising that this cluster, the poorest one, is also the most satisfied (77.9%). It seems that the real problems within this cluster stem from financial and educational issues. The poor extended family does not know how to make the most with its money and it also does not know which products are healthy and which ones help to feed the family.

The stereotypical poor: This cluster has a monthly income per capita of R$284.20 and is therefore the second poorest cluster. On average the respondents live in a household of three people, two adults and one child. After taking the factors into account and analyzing the outer profile it is remarkable that the respondents of this cluster agree the most with the factor of Good Food (37.3%). This means that they believe that filling food is healthy and they think that ready-to-eat meals are better than food cooked at home. They also agree very much to the factor of Financial Pressure (27.5%). In contrast to the poor extended family they therefore do calculations in the supermarket to be able to buy the amount they need and in order not to spend too much. This is why they often spend a long time in the supermarket and why they are sometimes forced to leave food behind. They also agree that they cannot buy as much fruits and salad as they would like to.  In terms of the inner profile the strong agreement with the factors Financial Pressure and Good Food is underlined (87.1% and 90%, respectively). In addition, there is a strong agreement to the Time factor (87.1%) and the respondents of this cluster also agree more than they disagree with the factors Basic Food Stuff, Healthy Food Stuff, Sweets, Competence and Extravagant Food. The only factor they disagree more with than they agree with is the factor Please the Family (58.6% disagree). There are almost as many unsatisfied respondents as there are satisfied ones. As this cluster agrees to nearly all factors it can be described as the “typical” low-income household and has therefore been named “the stereotypical poor”. They are aware that they are facing a strong financial pressure and they therefore buy mainly basic food stuff to feed the family. They also spend a lot of time in the supermarkets doing trade-offs and making the most of their money. The respondents believe that filling food is healthy and would like to be able to buy more healthy food. Therefore, they seem to have the same educational problems as the poor extended family. The respondents of this cluster are also facing time pressures which is a common phenomenon for low-income consumers. They often have several jobs and therefore consider the work it takes to prepare the food they buy and would like to buy more ready-to-eat meals. The stereotypical poor consider themselves to be a competent buyer and give more importance to the brand than to the price when they buy basic food stuff.

The competent food shopper: The respondents from this cluster have a monthly income per capita of R$335.95. Even though they have more money available than the first two clusters they still have less money than the average of all clusters combined which lies at R$369.06. The typical household consists of three people and is made up of two adults and one child. The difference to the poor extended family lies in the agreement to the nine factors. The respondents from this cluster agree very much with the factor Basic Food (41.0%). They believe that the basic food stuff gives a filling sensation and they therefore buy the basics first. Due to the high agreement with the Extravagant Food factor (25.5%) they also think that the brand for the basic food stuff is important. If they had more money they would like to eat out more often. They also agree to the factor of Healthy Food (34.6%). This means that if they had the means they would like to buy more healthy and less fatty food. This cluster also considers itself as a very competent buyer (29.3%). The respondents believe that they make the most of their money and that they buy better than others. In addition, the respondents of this cluster are the most satisfied ones (30%). The inner profile reinforces the findings of the outer approach and reveals that 83.7 percent of the respondents are satisfied with their actual food basked. Furthermore, this cluster agrees strongly with the factor Financial Pressure (60.2%) and to the Please the Family factor (59.2%). In contrast, they disagree strongly with the factor Good Food (98.0%) and the Time factor (70.4%) and a little less with the Sweets factor (52.0%). This cluster seems to be well informed and educated about food shopping. This is why it has been named the “competent food shopper”. The strong disagreement with the Good Food factor shows that they know that filling food is not healthy and that food prepared at home is better than ready-to-eat meals. However, even though there is the wish of buying more healthy food they accept their commitment to feed the family via basic means. The agreement with the Extravagant Food factor (51%) shows that they give more importance to the brand than to the prices when they buy basic food stuff. They know that buying cheap things might turn out to be expensive. Due to financial constraints the competent food shopper may also not be willing to buy ready-to-eat meals to save time or to buy candy to please the children. The respondents of this cluster rightly believe to be competent buyers. They know how to make the most with their money and comparing this cluster to the others it becomes apparent that they really do know how to do the food shopping better than other people earning more or less the same.

The child food shopper:  The respondents of this cluster have with R$403.21 more money available than the average of all clusters combined. The average household size is two persons, usually consisting of one adult and one child. It is remarkable that the respondents of this cluster do not agree with any factor the most. In actual fact they have the least percentage of agreement with seven of the nine factors (Basic Food Stuff, Healthy Food, Competence, Good Food, Time, Please the Family and Extravagant Food). At the same time they are the least satisfied cluster (8.8%). The inner profile approach emphasizes the findings of the outer one. Noticeable are the strong disagreement with the factors Good Food (100%) and Basic Food Stuff (93.8%) in contrast to the very strong agreement to the Financial Pressure factor (100%) and the Sweets factor (87.5%). It might be possible that the fact that the respondents of this cluster do not believe that the basic food stuff helps feed the family and the fact that they believe that ready-to-eat meals are better than home-prepared food lead directly to the strong feeling of financial pressure. The fact that the respondents of this cluster regularly buy some sweets to please the family worsens this financial situation. In the worst case scenario, this cluster is the one that suffers hunger the most, even though it is the second richest one.  Most of the respondents appear to be aware of this situation since 68.8 percent admit that they do not know how to make the most out of their money. This cluster has the highest percentage of unsatisfied people (8.8%) and consists of only slightly more satisfied respondents (50%) than unsatisfied ones (45,8%). This household has a considerable high income per capita while it only consists of a single parent who is most probably working all day long. An explanation for this incompetent shopping behavior could be that it is the child that is responsible for the food shopping. The strong agreement to the Sweets factor confirms this suspicion and therefore the cluster was named “the child food shopper”.

The childless “rich”: This cluster is with a monthly income per capita of R$582,39 the richest cluster of all. On average the household size is two persons, consisting of two adults. Compared to the other four clusters, to this one it is very important to Please the Family (34.5%) and the respondents agree to the Sweets factor (26.8%) very much. In addition, this cluster does not agree to the factor of Financial Pressure (8.1%), but instead it sees its problem in having a high Time pressure (28.6%). They therefore think about the work the food will take to prepare and if they had the means they would like to buy more ready-to-eat meals. This problem is comprehensible when taking into account the time-consuming work that is probably necessary to have such a high income per capita. The inner profile approach confirms this finding and adds that the respondents agree more than they disagree to the factors Basic Food Stuff (60.7%) and Good Food (54.2%). In contrast they disagree with the factor Extravagant Food (61.7%) and Healthy Food (58.9%). This means that the childless “rich”  believe that the basic food stuff helps feed the family and therefore they buy rice, beans and pasta first. However, they think that these basics products are healthy and that ready-to-eat meals are better than home cooked food. Even though this cluster knows what to buy to feed the family, they do not realize, that the food is not healthy. However, they do not appear to have the desire to buy more healthy food. Instead they prefer to spend their money on brands regarding the basic food stuff. Even if they had the means they would not want to buy healthy food, but fast food. As many respondents agree as disagree to the Competence factor, leaving half of the people unaware that the food they buy is unhealthy and partly expensive. Nevertheless, more than half of the respondents (75.7%) are satisfied with their actual shopping basket.
A summary of each cluster is presented in Table 3. The knowledge that the poor are not all the same should lead marketers to realize that there is a need for an assortment of strategies for each individual cluster. 

Table 3: Cluster Descriptions 

	The poor extended family



	The respondents of this cluster tend to live in big families. Even though it is the poorest of all clusters, the people are satisfied and claim not to face any financial pressure. Therefore, they do not spend a lot of time shopping and do not do any calculations to make the most of their money. The respondents know that they are no competent buyers and the misconception of what kind of food is healthy and the fact that they do not know that basic food stuff gives a filling sensation underlines this. In addition, they do not buy the basics first, but prefer to purchase brand products or fast food.



	The stereotypical poor



	As the second poorest cluster and with a medium sized family, this group behaves as the most “typical” poor. The financial and time pressures are high and therefore the focus is set on buying basic food stuff to feed the family. If they had more money they would buy items to overcome the time pressure. There is also the interest in buying more healthy food, however, like the poor extended family, the respondents do not know what healthy food is. The respondents of this cluster sometimes indulge in buying sweets or brand products and they are very value conscious buyers due to the fact that they give more importance to the brand than to the price when buying basic food stuff.



	The competent food shopper



	The respondents of this cluster are educated and competent buyers. They are aware of their financial pressure and therefore mainly buy basic food stuff to feed the family. However, they know that this kind of food is unhealthy and if they had the means they would like to buy less fatty food. They know that they are competent buyers and instead of wasting any money on sweets, they prefer to buy brand products because they know that the cheap items can turn out to be expensive. 



	The child food shopper



	Since in this cluster it is the child that is responsible for the food shopping the shopping behavior is very incompetent. The children do not know that the basics give a filling sensation and help to feed the family and they never buy these products first. Instead they spend the money on sweets. This leads to a high financial pressure even though this is the second riches cluster and which has more than twice as much money available per person than cluster of the poor extended family.



	The childless “rich”



	This is the richest of all clusters and the respondents have no children living in the household. They do not feel any financial pressure but rather see their problem as having too little time. They mainly buy basic food stuff because they know that it gives a filling sensation. They think that filling food is healthy but do not have an interest in buying more healthy food, instead they prefer to purchase sweets to please the family.

 


CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK
The identification of an appropriate way to analyze and answer the following question has been the primary aim of this study: Are all the poor the same?

Taking into account the different parts of the study, the question can now be answered. The poor are by no means all the same. They are a very heterogeneous group. The poor are basically as diverse as the more affluent consumers. 

This research has shown that it seems inadmissible for marketers to ignore the heterogeneity of preferences and behaviors among the poor. Inequality of household incomes diversifies preferences and behaviors. For instance, although for The Poor Extended Family price-performance is an important aspect, education of the customer is a crucial factor. In turn, education is not so crucial for the Competent Food Shoppers, who are more educated and skilled buyers. Marketing strategies for this segment should take into account the shopping competence of the consumers. Competence is also important for the Child Food Shopper in regard to shopping education The Childless Rich present a challenge for marketers as they are the least satisfied of all groups. In turn they might also hold the most potential as improvements might influence them in the most positive way. Finding innovative ways on how to obtain good quality food that saves time in home preparation seems relevant. The final group, the Stereotypical Poor, may be the easiest cluster to address, however it is questionable how important it is for marketers as it is only made up by a small fraction of the poor. Therefore, if marketers concentrate on the poor as a homogeneous group, only a fraction of the entire poor population will be reached. In sum, it is rather ineffective to conceive a unified strategy for the poor if they are considered a homogeneous group. Since a detailed formulation of five tailored marketing strategies would go beyond the scope of this article, a short overview on how to address the different clusters is given in Table 4.

The limitations of the present article mainly concern the scope. The results of the research are basically only valid for the poor in Rio de Janeiro and, if any, may be applicable to the urban Brazilian poor. Future research could therefore concentrate on the rural poor and comparisons could be done between the needs of these two segments. In addition, it would be interesting to compare the low-income consumers of various developing countries in order to create business concepts that can be used on a global scale. Regarding the urban poor this study revealed five different segments of low-income consumers and showed that the poor are by no means all the same, but a very heterogeneous group. Further studies need to be done to analyze the willingness to pay for each segment, to find the optimal package size and the perfect price. In addition, this study proposes that future studies should focus on a deeper analysis of each cluster and explore the effect of one social stratum of the poor upon the other for companies to be able to address the different needs of the poor affectively. A marketing strategy specifically designed to target the different low-income segments is one that takes into account their needs, attitudes, behavior, tastes, habits, and resources. Further research must keep this in mind when extending the marketing approaches developed above.
Table 4: Marketing Strategies

	The poor extended family



	For this segment the price-performance is the most important one. Even though the respondents do not agree that they are facing financial problems they are still the poorest cluster of all. However, since they buy brand products it is not only the price but also the performance of the goods that is important. A high price-performance improvement can only be achieved when the traditional approaches are abandoned and innovation is considered. One innovative way is to sell single-serve packages. Since the poor have unpredictable income streams and tend to make purchases only when they have cash available to buy what they need for that day, small packages of high quality brand products fulfill the needs of the low-income consumer perfectly. In addition, the education of the customer is a crucial for this segment. Marketers should try to educate this segment on buying mainly basic food stuff that gives a filling sensation and some inexpensive healthy items to make the most with their money. Since there is a high risk aversion in trying new products, giving the possibility to try the food beforehand, either right at the supermarket or by taking home a free sample is a good strategy. Companies could also organize cooking nights and invite some elected consumers, that then forward their knowledge by word-of-mouth. The invitations could be won with vouchers inside a product that the poor already buy. At the cooking night the entire product line could then be introduced. Another idea would be to sponsor existing cooking classes within the communities which are often organized by the prefecture. Here, the companies could provide their products for free and convince the low-income consumer of the benefits of new products.

	The competent food shopper 



	Marketing strategies concentrating on this segment should take into account the competence of the respondents. They know that they do a good job shopping and they are proud of this. They value brand products and would like to buy more healthy food. Since they fry food such as rice and beans to make the food heavier in order to creat a stronger filling sensation they often face overweight. The desire to eat healthier food is present, but it fails to give the filling sensation needed. If a company develops an oil that is non fattening or provides a substitute product that is healthy but still gives a filling sensation the company would make a big profit while fulfilling the needs of the poor. Also a product line extension could be the right approach for this segment. The loyalty the respondents already have to a certain brand could be used to influence them to buy healthier food, as long as it is offered at an affordable price. This segment is also more open to POS marketing communications. Messages or offers on shelves, shopping carts, in-store public announcements, demonstrations, samples, coupon centers and computerized information and a highly visible store location are highly appreciated by this segment.

	The child food shopper 



	Considering the child food shoppers education is the key to fulfill the needs of this segment. Due to illiteracy the use of clear language and many graphics is important. Educating the customer on the appropriate use and the benefits of specific products is crucial as well since many children do not know how to prepare the products. This is why companies should provide detailed instructions or entire recipes, mainly using pictures, on the packages of the food to educate on how to prepare food that gives a filling sensation, but still contains the necessary nutrition. However, not only education but also the price-performance relation, that also effects the first tow clsuters is a key issue and should be taken into account when addressing this cluster.

	The childless “rich” 



	Since the childless “rich” feel time pressure, the marketers serving this segment should inform the consumer about the benefits of the product by addressing their direct needs of, for example, saving time with 2 minutes instant noodles. They should concentrate on finding innovative ways on how to provide good quality instant food that saves time at an affordable price. Also process innovation regarding home delivery and the accessibility of supermarkets can save time and leave this segment more satisfied.

	The stereotypical poor 



	Due to the fact that this cluster seams to fulfill all stereotypes it is the easiest cluster for companies to address. All marketing strategies addressing the poor in general may be applied to this group. However, it is only made up by 17,5 percent of all 400 cases and therefore it becomes clear again, that when just concentrating on the poor as a homogeneous group with the same needs, only a fraction of the entire poor population will be reached.
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