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Access to shops: the views of low income shoppers
Abstract

Concern is mounting as the retail stranglehold vgmress to food grows. Research
on the implications of restructuring retailing amehlth inequality has failed to
involve low income consumers in this debate. Tlaggy reports on an exercise
conducted for the UK Government’s Social Excludibmt’s Policy Action Team on
Access to Shops. The survey provides a useful ibasefl the views of low income
groups in England. The choices that people onitmeme can make were found to
be dominated by certain factors such as, incomerandt importantly transport.
Consumers reported varying levels of satisfactitth vetail provision. The findings
suggest gaps between what people have, what thayand what the planning
process does not offer them. Better policy andgsses are needed to include and
represent the interests of low income groups.
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Access to shops: the views of low income shoppers
Introduction

Over the last decade, a UK debate about the ingfattpermarkets and shopping on
health has added an important new dimension tarhéysis of health inequalities and
resulting policy responses. This also has resonanather countries and cultures.
Supermarkets in the 1990s began to feel the ingdamincerted criticism about the
implications of losing local shopping provision atsleffect on health, the quality of
life and the environmenit® ** These criticisms have been sufficiently powerfube
endorsed within government, the Department folBheéronment, Transport and the
Regions (DETRY,the Environment Select Committee of the House@h@ons’®

and the Inquiry into Inequalities in Health, sethypthe incoming Labour Government
in 1997 and chaired by the former Chief Medicali€ff.

The issue raised by this critique is whether tis¢roeturing of shopping has created a
new version of an old problem in health - poor asde shops as a contributory factor
to poor healtf. The question is whether access to a range of fandshops helps
explain a wider observation that food contributekealth inequalities not just
through the biochemistry of under-nutrition butoalsrough inadequacy of supply and
distribution? In this complex debate, few studies systematiaifylore the views of
people on low incomes themselV8&Vhile the extent of poor food access and food
poverty have been mapped by social resear¢ché&rgeographerd ** and
nutritionists,*> *® commercial retail analysts and government haveyatstered or
made use of the available data on low income coessiriihe retail sector has for
decades pursued affluent consumers and only tovtlaedsnd of its period of office
%979-97) did the Conservative government acknogédetiat there was a problém.

There is no doubt that the local corner or villagep has disappeared in many areas
of Britain?#° It is difficult to separate out the effects opsumarkets on the grocery
industry from more general trends in the econonigrge: concentration, mergers,
labour market reform, intensificatiéh. For many analysts, however, there is a direct
link between the development of large supermarketsthe demise of the
independent retailéf. The centres of many towns and cities have beeimaéed as

out of town shopping has grovih.Most of the British population now spends the
bulk of its food income in supermarkets with 70%pafchases accounted for by the
five largest chainé! The take-over of one of Britain’s big 5 superméaskey the

world’s largest retailer Wal-Mart of the USA ha®bght home to UK policy-makers
the impact of cross-border liberalisation which dikd European companies have
used to buy abroad, but rarely experienced at hQuestions are now asked about
where this leaves traditional state controls sischlanning restrictions, recently
introduced in the UK and France on out-of-town ghiong developments. They are not
immutable™® An irony is that the Labour government’s delibinas are being
observed by a shadow minister for planning and lopweent who was chairman of
Asda until its purchase by Wal-Matrt.



To neo-liberal economists, the scale and efficienof large food retailers mean that
food is cheaper and more accessible than it hasoeem. British consumer food
spending has certainly dropped from an averageaf 8% in 1950 to 10% of
disposable income today (compared to an averafjg%ffor the continental
consumer). This figure hides within it many inelifies. > The poorest fifth of
disadvantaged consumers spend up to 30% of treggiosiable income on food. The
policy to pursue cheap food is marred by physicalozial poor acce$8?’ The role

of food as a social marker of social exclusionatept. ‘We are what we eat’ can be
translated into a new adage ‘we eat what we dfebd acts as a marker of status and
place in society® %°

The vehicle for the UK Government’s entry into tbh@amplex issue of access to shops
has been the newly created Social Exclusion Uiit{Sbased in the Cabinet Office,
answerable directly to the Prime Ministérlts first report refers to just one paper on
food acces¥ but resulted in the setting up of Policy Actioreiie(PAT) 13, which
after a year produced a wide-ranging set of dedifiems and recommendatiotfs The
report received generally favourable responsesvhilé the voluntary sector and
small shops sector criticised it for being too swftbig retailers, the food industry saw
its recommendations as being too focussed on cortyrdgvelopment and self-
help®® Herein lies a policy paradox: should communityalepment continue to
provide to deprived communities what other lesgigted communities receive from
the private sector? Or should help be given to ldgvalternative forms of food
shopping such as community stores and self-helptheAheart of this question lies
the role of town planning, a neglected issue wittnial and health policy over the
last two decades. But there are signs of a resoceganinterest, for example in the
welcome report by the Urban Task Force, and a retiog that local retailing is an
important factor in the life of communitiés.

In this context, the views of low income peoplentiselves are important. This paper
presents findings from a survey conducted for tA& B3 of the UK Government’s
Social Exclusion Unif® The aim was to explore the shopping patterns opleeon

low incomes and to examine their opinions on, aadiérs experienced with, current
shopping facilities

Methods

The study commissioned by the Department of Heaédth carried out by MORI in
collaboration with the Centre for Food Policy atiftes Valley University.

Interviews with 503 adults, aged 16 years and aMesocial class D (semi-skilled and
unskilled manual workers) and E (those on the lovwes®ls of subsistence including
pensioners and casual workers) were carried &8 aampling points across England.
Subjects were recruited in a door-to-door surveheat homes not at the point of
purchase. These interviews were conducted insgpareas, with higher than
average penetration of social classes D and E. tedeee interviews were conducted
at the subject’'s home (not at the point of purchasthe period 9-1%7 February 1999.
The interviews lasted on average 20 minugasnpling was by quota and points were
selected in urban areas, with higher than averagetpation of social classes D and E
It is important to note that the findings refemttan areas and not to rural areas.



Characteristics of the sample

Of those people interviewed, 71% were the chiebmne earners in the household and
74% described themselves as the head of housédrwdnain demographic
characteristics of those people who were intervieare given in Table 1

Table 1 Demographic characteristics of respondents

Characteristics %
Male 47
Working full time 20
Pensioner 28
Dependent children in household 41
Ethnic Minority 8
Car/van ownership 43
Rented property 62
Social Class E * 52
Income of less than £80/week 21

* The remainder were class D
Base: 503 adults in social class DE aged 16+

A guarter of people interviewed (24%) were overdge of 65 years, this is slightly
higher than the national average of 15%At the time of interview only 20% of
respondents were in full time employment and 8%eweorking part time (see Table
1). Unemployment was reported by 20% of whom 118teveurrently seeking work.
Nine per cent were registered as disabled andwiaganvalidity benefit.

Dependent children were present in 41% of houssh@li@% national averag® and
of these, 22% of households had children undeagjeeof 5 years and 19% had
children under 10 years. Only 8% of respondentgvrem an ethnic minority group
(6% national averag®). Over two thirds of people lived in rented prdpeagain a
figure higher than the national averdgBeople with children were less likely to rent
their property.

Car ownership was reported by 43% of respondeftiss compares with 70% for

the general population. Most people (95%) felt tha bus was their easiest form of
public transport to access but nearly a third (38%intioned the train. Nearly a third
of people (31%) had a net weekly income of und@0£4nd a third of these had
children within the household. 21% of the samplé &a income of less than £80 per
week. These figures compare to the national defmibf a low income household
which is seen as those having an income half therea average income which is
£125/week® So officially 30% of the current sample would kefided as living in
poverty.

Of those interviewed, proportionally more livedtine North (46%), compared with
27% in the Midlands and 27% in the South.



Results

Where do people shop

When asked which three shops they used most frdguecal supermarkets were by
far the most frequently used shop followed by tbstpffice and the local shop or

convenience store (see figure 1).

Figure 1

Shopping habits

Q Which three shops do you use most frequently?

Local supermarket | 58%

Post office | 51%

Local corner shop/
convenience store

|

|

| 41%
Other local specialist shops | | 29%

|

|

|

Superstore supermarket | 26%

Local cut-price supermarket | 19%

Pharmacy | 18%

Local market |:| 15%
Out of town supermarket :’ 14%
Petrol station shop |:| 8%

Base: 503 adults in social class DE aged 16+

Men were no more likely than women to shop at aamigular type of shop, apart
from the pharmacy where women shopped more of@mitien. This may reflect the
health care element of women'’s roles in the family.

Pensioners were least likely to shop at their aoshep or at a superstore supermarket
but more likely to make up a higher proportionladde shopping at the Post Office or
the pharmacy.

Local corner shops and other local specialist shgre visited most frequently with
86% of the respondents shopping there at leadirie® a week. Two-thirds also
reported shopping at other local specialist shopislacal supermarkets. Superstore
supermarkets and out of town supermarkets wertedigess regularly by their
shoppers. Those with access to a car or a vantware as likely to shop at an out-of-



town supermarket than those without (28% vs. 14%)is may reflect the issues of
access and the fact that trips to out of town supékets are dedicated shopping trips
and the fact that economics of scale (buying ik}ténd to be the norms of
supermarket shopping

Income as a factor influencing shopping patterns

Those with a net weekly income in excess of £10@Wess likely to use local
specialist shops and more likely to use superstmmdsout of town supermarkets or
shop at a petrol station shop. Shoppers spentde#ist pharmacy and the post office
with three fifths spending no more than £5 a wéekd. This reflects their
predominant use by older age groups. Small amauerts also spent at local corner
shops and other local specialist shops. Two tlafdhoppers spent over £20 a week
at local and superstores and local supermarketsee®i percent of respondents spent
£20 a week or less on food, with three in ten ekthpeople being aged over 65 years.

However, shoppers at local cut-price supermarkedsad local markets were more
likely to mention the low prices (70% and 44% respely) as an important factor.
The most popular unprompted reasons for using stgrersupermarkets and out of
town supermarkets were their low prices and rafigmods available, mentioned by a
quarter to a third of shoppers (24%-33%). Conveseevas a less important reason
for shopping at superstore and out of town supeketsy spontaneously mentioned by
19% and 14% respectively.

Family as a factor influencing shopping patterns

Over two thirds of families with children surveyesthopped at the corner shop and
61% used local supermarkets and 47% shopped atsipeaialist shops. Those who
were not working were less likely to use the costesp or a superstore supermarket.
There were also reported regional differences apping patterns with local
supermarkets being used by 74% in the North, coetparth 67% of those in the
South and 55% of people in the Midlands. Localrptaxies were used by 63% of
Southerners, 47% of Northerners and 55% of theggglin the Midlands.

Transport

Those with access to their own transport wereliksly to use local specialist shops
and more likely to use superstores (45% vs. 5486} tere also more likely to shop
at superstore (41% vs. 30%), to use out of towmsuprkets (28% vs. 14%) or to
shop at petrol station shops (38% vs. 6%) comp@ar#abse without access to their
own transport. Over 90% of responders were no rti@ne 30 minutes away from the
shops they used.

Also related to access, a fifth of shoppers atlloomer shops and local supermarkets
said they went there because it was easier for therarry their shopping home. The



local supermarket was less than 10 minutes away3#s of people and 61% usually
walked there.

Shopping behaviour

Over half of people (58%) reported that the locglesmarket was one of the shops
they most frequently used and gave multiple readems95% the main reason was
because it was the most convenient and for 71%stelosest to their home. A total
of 69% reported that it was the cheapest and 61t%h&d there was a wide range of
goods available. The main food shopping was domd@tal supermarket by 84% of
people who reported that this was one of the pldesmost frequently shopped.
Other household goods (40%), toiletries (38%) apdup food items (35%) were the
other items most frequently bought at this venueer@40 a week was spent in local
supermarkets by 28% of the sample.

Of the 208 people who used their local corner shdpird, (32%) reported that they
used it once a day. The main reasons for usisgype of shop was convenience
(41%) and the fact that it was closest to their 6@#8%). Three quarters (75%) of
people tended to buy food — top-up items in thalleorner shop but only 11% used it
for their main shop. Newspapers/magazines (39%)cagarettes (31%) were the
other major items bought locally. Ninety percentto$ group felt very or fairly
satisfied with their local corner shop. Approximwtealf (52%) spent £10 or less in
their local shop and a further quarter (24%) spettveen £11 and £20 per week.

Younger respondents were much more likely to shapedr local corner shop than
older people, particularly the over 65 year ageigr@1% vs. 38%). This may reflect
an aspect of lifestyle with younger people perHaps likely to shop routinely and
perhaps adopt a more ad hoc apprdadtounger people were more likely to report
that they wanted a wider choice of goods (23% ¥6) 8nd cheaper goods (50% vs.
38%) than the elderly. People with children in tioeisehold were more likely to use
the local corner shop (67%) or a local supermaii&do) than any other type of shop
and to use these more frequently. A quarter oflfamand a quarter of people aged
between 16-29 years spent more than £20 in thesafghop.People without access
to a car were also more likely to spend more tihger week at their local corner
shop (25% vs. 19%). Most (93%) people walkedh&rtcorner shop and for three
quarters (74%) the shop was less than 5 minuteg.awa

Satisfaction and expectations with current shoppingutlets

Nine out of ten shoppers were satisfied with thepsithey used. Satisfaction was
particularly high with pharmacies (75% very saéd)i and superstores and out of
town supermarkets (65% and 63% respectively vdigfial). Relatively, local corner
shops were not rated as highly (four in ten beiey gatisfied). In many cases,
friendly staff was picked out by at least a quanfeusers of each shop, and special
offers given as a reason for shopping at supemrta(local, superstores and out of
town) by three in ten - although this was rareWeg as the main reason for using a
certain shop.



Most respondents were unable to describe whetkgrfétt that their shopping
facilities were better or worse than other areag 30-49 year age group were the
most positive about their locality. Those livingtire south of England were more
likely to think that they had better facilities feinopping than elsewhere. (27% better
vs 9% worse). Half felt that the overall qualigs better now. Those who were not
working and those earning less than £100 per wesk \ess satisfied with the
changes over the last 10 years compared with tvbsevere employed and those
who were higher earners (48% satisfied against 6B%orkers and 44% satisfied
against 55% of high earners).

Table 2 shows the main reasons why certain shogpailties were used by
respondents. Local shops tended to be used beitemyseere closest, most
convenient and easiest to get to, whereas big sigrkets and superstores tend to be
used because they have a wide range of goods74B6ythe corner shop was less
than 5 minutes away, markets and supermarketsloogler to get to.



Table 2 Main reasons (%) why certain shopping fadiies were used.

Shopping N Cheapest | Range of| Easiest | Closest Most Shopping
facility % goods % | to getto % convenient | facility less
% % than 5

minutes
away -%

Local 293 | 95 94 85 100 100 30

supermarket

Post office 257 | 4 11 63 93 99 53

Local 208 | 26 27 100 100 100 74

shop/conveni

ence store

Other 144 | 41 50 94 100 100 49

specialist

shops

Superstore 129 | 95 100 48 48 74 16

supermarket

Local cut 94 100 100 57 74 73 26

price

supermarket

Local market | 77 100 86 65 79 82 23

Outoftown | 70 93 100 40 37 57 19

supermarket

Pharmacy 91 11 52 75 100 96 36

Petrol station | 41 37 15 56 76 100 63

shop

Total of 1404 responses from 503 respondents

Improvements needed in local shopping

When subjects were asked what changes/improvertieytsvould like to see to their
corner shop, 38% said cheaper goods, 26% moreajpdiers and 24% a wider
choice ( Figure 2). One in five wanted longer apgrhours, and this was over twice

as important to the 16-29 year old than to the 6@eyear olds. Younger respondents

were also more likely to ask for more special &f@8% compared to 26% overall).

Cheaper shops were especially important to thosé bgtween 30 to 49, and to those

with children in the household (half of respondeantthese groups).
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Figure 2 The three most important improvements\atld improve local shopping.

Improvements

Q What are the three most important improvements that would improve
shopping in your local area?

38%

Cheaper shops

More special offers 26%

24%

Wider range of products
22%

Home delivery
20%

Longer opening hours
19%

More small local shops
11%

Better provision for disabled

More help for the elderly 11%

Telephone ordering 11%

0%

Better quality products

Responses below 10% omitted

Base: 503 adults in social class DE aged 16+



Figure 3 The most important identified barriersthopping

Barriers

Q What prevents you from shopping at stores which already have these
improvements?

Too far away 31%

Too expensive 22%

Need to own a car 17%

Can't carry home all the 15%
shopping

Lack of public transport 12%

None of these 24%

Responses below 10% omitted

Base: 503 adults in social class DE aged 16+

Shoppers’ needs

The biggest barrier to using better shopping faediis distance and was mentioned
by three in ten respondents (figure 3). Of theftog barriers to shopping
improvement, four were concerned with transpdrore form or another (too far
away/distance, car ownership, can’t carry the gdmafse and lack of public
transport). Cost was also an important issue fdtheof low income shoppers.
Younger respondents being more likely to mentioth tlee distance and expense as
barriers, i.e. 41% of 16-29 year olds vs. 25% a@rdd5s (distance) and 27% vs. 13%
(expense). Women were twice as likely as men tdtsaycannot carry home all the
shopping (20% vs. 10%).

Barriers preventing people using shops offeringaplee goods and a wider range of
goods included the fact that better shops weréaoaway (31%), people needed to
own a car (17%) or they could not carry there sihmppome (15%) or public
transport was lacking (12%). Women were twicdlkady as men to report that they
could not carry home all the shopping (20% vs. 10%)

Reliable public transport to facilitate shoppingswaentioned by 38% of respondents,
a quarter (25%) wanted cheaper public transpof Bported they wanted to own a
car and 19% wanted community transport. Half ofgbeavith younger children
reported that they had access to a car /van cochpatie 37% of those who had
children in their family.
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A guarter of respondents felt that none of theibeston the list prevented them from
shopping at better facilities.

Consumer Views of Supermarkets

Attitudes to shopping were ascertained by askisgardents whether they felt that
the increase in large supermarkets were a good fairthem, 60% agreed, however,

a sizeable minority -24%- disagreed ( Figure 4p3Sehwith access to a car had a more
favourable opinion to supermarkets than those wit@5% vs. 56%). Workers with

a car were also more likely to be supportive ajéasupermarkets with 70% agreeing
that it had been a good thing for them. Feelirggsrest supermarkets hardened
amongst the over 65s and those with an incomeseftlean £100 per week.

Nearly half of the sample (46%) felt that shoppliaglities were designed for the
wealthy. Eighty six percent of consumers were efdpinion that local shops played
an important part in the local community.

However, this hides an interesting and potentsilipificant and difference between
regions. Respondents in the South were much hketg to think the shops they use
are better than shops in other areas (27% bett®4svorse), whereas opinion is
much more divided in the North (22% vs. 22%) anthenMidlands (18% vs. 22%).

(It should however be borne in mind that resporsler@re not asked to compare their
shopping facilities with those in other named areasrespondents in the South were
not asked to compare their shops specifically witse in “the North”, and so on).

What do people want government to do?

Of those people interviewed, 86% had never beeedaakout what they wanted in
terms of shopping facilities. Nearly 60% felt titavas the local council/authorities
responsibility to take account of their residenisws on shopping. In order to
improve shopping facilities, 46% thought that siggge boxes should be available in
shops, 38% valued opinion surveys and 19% wantadigision with their local
council.

Figure 4 Opinions towards supermarket development
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General opinions towards shopping

Q How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following things that have
been said about shopping?

Disagree Agree
The increase in large supermarkets is a
good thing for me 24% o
Shopping facilities are designed
for the wealthy instead of the less 6% o
well off
Local shops play an important part in o
the local community 7% 88%

Base: 503 adults in social class DE aged 16+

However, there was a clear belief that local shpgg an important part in the local
community. Almost nine in ten agreed with thatestaent, and 47% did strongly.

Discussion

Pensioners were least likely to shop at their aoshep or at a superstore supermarket
but were more likely to make up a higher proportwbthose shopping at the Post
Office or the pharmacy (at which women shop moterothan men). This finding
supports the importance of retaining retail outsetsh as the Post Office as important
for certain groups of shoppers. The predominanbysader age shoppers of the post
office was reflected in the spending in these avatisthree fifths spending no more
than £5 a week there. The use of the Post Offi@maf the most frequently visited
shops supports data from projects such as the Comn@riented Retailing (COR)
project® that shopping for many groups is a social actiliitying with the collecting

of their pension or child support. In recent ydacsl post offices in urban areas have
become less likely to sell other goods such as.fadte COR project supports the
development of Post Offices as centres for commuatailing and also as elements
of the social network of a neighbourhood. At thenment there are three pilot COR
projects exploring this approach across the country

Those with access to a car or a van and/or a netlwencome in excess of £100 are
twice as likely to shop at an out of town supermeaithan those without a car. This
may reflect issues of easy access and the factripsito out of town supermarkets are
dedicated shopping trips or that the economicsates(buying in bulk) tend to be the
norms of supermarket shopping. Over 90% of thesgoreders were no more than 30

14



minutes away from the shops they used. The mostlaopeasons given
spontaneously for going to superstore supermasketout of town supermarkets
were their low prices and range of goods availahnkentioned by a quarter to a third
of their shoppers. Again these findings reflectfthdings from other work that access
to a car and an adequate income are the primawaterts to whether people shop in
out of town supermarkets. Even where access islpesonsumers express a concern
that they are less likely to take advantage of supekets as they cannot afford to be
tempted from their usual purchasing patterns becafithe fear of wast&.The fact
that suburban supermarkets offer healthy foodeatkieapest prices is offset by the
fact people from low income brackets spend lessipermarkets and cannot afford
the transport costs to access such souft&s.

Over two thirds of people with children shoppedhat corner shop and 61% used
local supermarkets with the biggest barrier bedemtified as distance and was
mentioned by three in ten respondents. This magatel a need to keep and or
eliminate travel costs. Women and pensioners peogléwice as likely as men to say
they cannot carry home all the shopping.

The present findings of low income group usageupesmarkets, contrasts sharply
with both UK and US data which show that over 90%he population do their
weekly shop at a supermarket. In the USA, posdibbause of greater car access, the
difference between income levels and their shoppmgces are negligible, both
groups (low income and the US population) runnin806 in terms of using
supermarket&?

The current survey suggests small amounts are spestegular basis at local corner
shops and other local specialist shops. Cost asaalamportant issue for a fifth of low
income shoppers. In effect we know that local sonaekets are more expensive for
nearly all foodstuffé>

There was a high satisfaction rating given to exissources of food retailing.
Supermarkets were rated particularly highly. 60%espondents thought that growth
of supermarkets were a good thing for them andfiftheheld this opinion strongly.
Those with access to a car had a more favouralmgopo out of town supermarkets
than those without cars. Feelings against sup&etahardened amongst the over
65s and those with an income of less than £100pek again probably reflecting
fears of spending too much on goods they wereamotiliar with and did not want.
Against this nearly half of the sample felt thabgping facilities were designed for
the wealthy, this indicating a degree of isolafiimm the norm.

The high approval rating for supermarkets espgcationg the young presents a
picture where the process of development couldhtmrigh the extension of
commercial retailing into deprived areas. This Beer needs to be balanced with the
finding that eighty six percent of consumers wdrthe opinion that local shops
played an important part in the local communityisihas also reflected in reports
about the friendliness of local shops and the $oaies they played, especially in the
lives of those who are marginalised. Interviewslthavever indicate that in general
people wished to support their local shops andedathem as part of their local
community. Despite these views it was felt tharéhwas still room for improvement

15



particularly in ensuring lower prices and a widamnge of locally available goods.
The main barrier to better shopping is access reitinevant of a car or for better low
cost public transport. A key social policy isseenains for all groups in society the
issue of whether to bring food to people or peopl®od. At the moment the poor
and marginalised do not have access in either deredordable and healthy fresh
food. For those on low incomes the attraction gesmarkets may be related to a
feeling of wanting to be included in what is foetmajority a normal routin&.

In the UK the Co-operative Wholesale Society (CW& pioneered a model of how
a large retail business can help foster small contyjbusinesses beyond the
community voluntaristic 'mode' and into a more \g@alnainstream retail provision.
Since the early 1990s, the CWS has developed staldinks with the new
generation of small, local co-operatives in Scatlémany of them food co-
operatives), enabling them to build on the oldepperative movement's experience
of retailing, management skills and commitmenti® community. CWS calls this
the Dual Approach, providing a link between comreeand community. This
approach is supported by the experience of many &mal low income projects. In
particular, the CWS has offered the new co-8ps:
* access to its vastly more efficient wholesale syste
* interest -free 12 months loans for stocking;
« commitment to support the International Co-op Altia goal of making the co-op
self-reliant within 2 years.

A potential problem with the community-led approasihat it asks already
disadvantaged communities to adopt a double bulesady lacking commercial
services, they now have to become social entreprsrier their community® Work

in the USA demonstrates that neighbourhood staresisinesses that develop a
community perspective - alongside business effayiessues such as good labour,
security and volume — can succéédlhe argument is that there is a mutual interest
for business in helping develop community perspesti Consulting with and
involving the community should be part of good ngaraent principles. Local
Government action can help success of neighbourbtmrds by helping tackle issues
of crime and safety. The US Local Initiatives Supggorporation (LISC) puts
together a variety of community busines&ds Harlem, New York, shops such as a
supermarket, an optical store and a playground haea set up using Community
Development Corporations (CDCs). In contrast t® tommunity approach favoured
by Anglo-Saxon neo-liberal culture, in contineriairope, policy, where it has
existed, has tended to promote diversity of shapfdmmats*® In Germany, for
example, there is a federal scheme ‘Neighbourhduagh 2000’ which helps
transform existing small shops into neighbourhdodes.

National government, regional and local authoritres/ need to find ways of
attracting capital to deprived areas in order tcoenage commercial provision of

food in local area® This could, as suggested in PAT 13, be achievesstablishing

a loan guarantee scheme to help retailers setwybusinesses in deprived areas or
the development of community owned shops. Whattneewider issues of
sustainability these need to be built in. The 18@Mmunity-led Foodworks Enquiry
in Scotland concluded that supermarkets sholoddehcouraged to operate in
residential areas with easy access by foot or puibdinsport. Supermarkets should be
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encouraged to market locally sources and brandestigh ! For all its limitations,
the PAT 13 survey sets an important precedent asich health department led
national inquiry into ways of improving access tdexent diet and other retail
services. This could be a welcome sign of publalthegetting involved in decisions
and structures for so long left to plann&rin the UK, the system of Planning Policy
Guidance Notes (PPGs) needs to be revised to d¢ladlth dimensions. PPG6 on
Town Centres and Retail Developments currentlyalfor consultation on the range
of facilities and appropriately sized local superkets, and to keep pharmacies and
post offices available to all. PPG13 emphasisésgeshopping into existing centres
and promoting neighbourhood centres also can kst tossonsult with local
communities’® >

In addition, new policy directions such as Healtiptovement Plans and Health
Action Zones allow for consultation with the loc@mmunity over matters impacting
on their health status.

The place and role of local shops in the commushtyuld not be underestimated.
The good news is that both at the political level among academics, there is
agreement that public policy needs to change anliicoake a difference?* *°**The
future may be one where both health and local autigb®take a more active role in
ensuring a mix of food retailing, which includeg tiull range from community
development and volunteer projects and farmergreetsmarkets, to local small shops
and local rather than distant supermarkets.
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