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Introduction
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Data

2002 and 2007 store-level data from the Supermarket Panel

Descriptive Profile

Table 1. Store Characteristics and Performance for the
2002 Panel Stores Grouped by Ownership Changes

PERFORMANCE MEASURES (Mean)

* Weekly Sales per Sq. Ft. of Selling Area (5) 844 880 817 694

Performance Measurement
* Labor Productivity (LP) = Q, /L;
* Multi-factor Productivity (MFP) = A, =Q, /(L“" xK‘l’:)

where SDist_Ch0207; : dummy variable with 1 if the store i
changed from wholesaler supplied to self-distributed,

Estimation Results

Table 3. Multinomial Logit Regression Results (base: 0C0207 = 0)

Stores with Larger  Stores with Smaller

ownership change itself did not improve productivity.

* Wider time span with more store observations for the panel

¢ « Sales per Labor Hour (5) 15938 107.68 114.76 128.86° -1 if changed from self-distributed to wholesaler data will be helpful to generate statistically significant results.
conducted by the Food Industry Center at the U of Minnesota. « Sales per Transaction ($) 1945 2224° 2397 27.80° supplied, and 0 if no change between 2002 and 2007 « Supply chain-level or company-level efficiency will be
'.Thc Supermarket Panel is an annual §urvcy.0fsupcnnarkcls « Gross Profit as a Percent of Sales 226 228 220 282 Remodel0207i : dummy variable with 1 if the store i considered as a potential factor for ownership changes for
since 2000 where store managers provide information on store « Annual Percentage Sales Growth 1.0 39 10 38 has remodeled between 2002 and 2007 and 0 if not. future study.

characteristics, operations, and performance.

Note: * indicate significant difference at the 0.10 level
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