CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1   FOOD MILES
Food Miles is a phrase coined by Professor Tim Lang over 20 years ago to encapsulate concerns about the distance that food travels from where it is grown or produced to its final destination where it is sold or consumed.   His earlier work contributed to the Food Safety act of 1990 and the creation of the Food Standards Agency in 2000 (Observer, 2007).   There have been several studies conducted on the subject of Food Miles that have been used as the background to this study and have been important in providing the author with a broad spectrum of opinions on the Food Miles debate.  Consumers have become increasingly dependant on convenient, local and flexible shopping outlets to deliver good quality produce all year round, that may previously have only been available subject to seasonal, agricultural or geographical conditions.  Retailers have developed their extensive and sophisticated supply chains to be able to deliver products from all over the world to the high street, to provide the consumer with a constant source of good quality produce all year round with ever competitive margins for cost, variety and availability.   

A recent survey (Daily Mail, 2007) demonstrating two baskets worth of shopping containing an identical list of 19 items of fruit, vegetables, meat and dairy products was compared like for like.  One basket represented a typical assortment of produce that was sourced from all over the world and available in supermarkets on a daily basis, irrelevant of seasons, whilst the other basket had the same items, but sourced from within 100 miles of the supermarket.  The article summarised that the basket of produce sourced from world-wide locations totalled just fewer than 70,000 Food Miles, compared to the 300 Food Miles for the basket sourced from local producers close to the supermarket.  Figure 1.1 illustrates some examples of produce regularly imported into the UK from around the world, and the destinations common for supplying such produce.  The Food Miles debate is all about the implications of those thousands of miles worth of travelling that food items undertake, and the associated implications that occur as a direct result of the transporting of these items, be it by road, rail, air or sea.

Figure 1.1:  Typical examples of global sourcing of food products
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Some of the key areas of concern relevant to Food Miles are:

Carbon Emissions.   Our daily contribution to Carbon emissions is said to contribute to Global warming and the depletion of the ozone layer. David Miliband, the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) comments on this issue when referring to the Defra 2005 Report on sustainable development. (Miliband, 2006).  Also, bodies such as Friends of the Earth, UK Farmers and representatives of environmental lobby groups continue to put pressure on the government and food companies to act more responsibly in an effort to restrict this level of environmental damage.

Congestion.   Encapsulated within Food Miles is the amount of transport by road, rail, sea and air that is directly associated with the delivery of food products and how it contributes to pollution and congestion on a daily basis.  The Defra 2005 Food Miles study summarised that between 1978 and 2002 the annual amount of food moved in the UK by HGV’s had increased by 23%, the average distance for each trip had increased by over 50% and also that food transport produced 10 million tonnes of carbon dioxide in the UK in 2002 (Defra, 2005a).   This increase in traffic and transport on an already over-crowded route network has been the cause for many European and global legislative decisions to be made in an attempt to restrict the growth of transport and search for alternative methods to move produce in the hope of reducing the ever increasing congestion.  

Waste Material.   In order for food produce to be moved within supply chains over distances of hundreds or thousands of miles and ensure that they arrive at their retail destination in pristine condition so that they will appeal to the consumer, there is a requirement for considerable packaging and protective layering to protect the contents.  The increase in this packaging and the reduction in landfill space required to contain packaging that can not be destroyed or re-used has necessitated a strict regime of separation of waste from industrial down to household locations to certain categories, particularly those items that can be re-used.   

Within the UK, the main supermarket chain stores and their extensive supply chain and distribution outlets maintain the monopoly of the retail market for food produce.   
Fifty years ago most people bought their food from markets or specialist food shops such as greengrocers, butchers and fishmongers.  Today, £76 billion is spent on groceries, and more than 80 percent goes to supermarkets. (Friends of the Earth, 2005).  Their marketing strategies can easily determine the public reaction but also help to improve public awareness by promoting better practises and shopping habits.        
1.2   IS THERE A PROBLEM?

The movement of food produce is a global problem that will continue to get worse, based on the demand of the consumer and the conditions that retailers and their supply chains move the produce from its source to the retail outlets.   The dominance of large supermarket outlets requiring a huge supply of produce to retain customers with their selection and choice will necessitate massive supply chains to react to the distribution requirements.  The continued use of transport with out-dated technology not considerate of the ongoing understanding of environmental concerns, and the packaging required to maintain the produce in a marketable condition will certainly continue to affect the current climate.  However, there is also the argument that comparisons between transport emissions and say, mass farming emissions are such that it has been argued that it may be less pollutant to the environment to move something a considerable distance by sea if it has been produced using natural heat and light conditions, to say, those items that are mass produced under man-made conditions that by comparison generate large amounts of environmental pollution through the production process but save on carbon emissions on the transportation due to less distance to travel.

1.3   WINNERS AND LOSERS
It could be argued that everybody benefits from Food Miles.  The consumer benefits through greater choice of product all year round and having the luxury of purchasing all their shopping requirements from one outlet in one visit.  The Retailer benefits because they retain customer loyalty through the choice and products that they offer and the custom they receive and the supply chain benefits due to its existence being determined by the amount and frequency of produce that is moved around the country, or between countries.  Even the producer or grower, on the other side of the world benefits, as he has access to a market far greater than his own and potentially for more frequently than he may previously had.  Additionally, recent publication has also been afforded to those from poorer backgrounds that are involved in the growing and production of food products, with the introduction of Fair Trade. The FAIRTRADE Mark (Figure 1.2) is an independent consumer label which appears on products as an independent guarantee that disadvantaged producers in the developing world are getting a better deal.   Producer organisations that supply Fairtrade products are inspected and certified by Fairtrade Labelling Organisations International. They receive a minimum price that covers the cost of sustainable production and an extra premium that is invested in social or economic development projects (Fairtrade, 2007). 
Figure 1.2:  Fairtrade trademark  
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Unfortunately we could all be losers through Food Miles as well.   The increase in pollution through the extensive transport network that operates across the globe and the concerns about the damage that is being inflicted on the ozone layer are considerations that have raised the question of whether there are alternatives to transporting food so far and so often.  Additionally, closer to home it could be argued that the demise of the UK farming industry is in part due to such greater competition from abroad which in turn has driven down the profits previously available to national farmers as their overseas competitors are able to produce more, more often for less cost both financially and in cases, with a reduced carbon footprint.  
1.4   WHAT ARE THE SOLUTIONS?

There are several areas that are being addressed to combat the implications of Food Miles and their contribution to the demise of the global environment, from scientific and technological investment in alternative fuel sources and alternative more advanced modes of transport, to marketing strategies and social education providing the public with a greater understanding of Food Miles, the associated implications and the benefits of eating fresh produce sourced locally and helping to promote greater awareness of local farms, thus promoting local business and industry.  The publication of buying local UK produce and promoting UK farmers was undertaken one year ago by Farmers Weekly who undertook a campaign to promote the UK farming industry.  Through a telephone questionnaire, Farmers Weekly surveyed a sample of the UK population to determine their shopping habits and in particular what factors affected their choice of produce available to them in the main shopping outlets.   This study, will concentrate on using the Farmers Weekly “Local Food is Miles Better” campaign conducted one year ago as the basis for determining whether the attitude of the UK population has been affected by the ongoing publicity of Food Miles and if shopping habits have changed since the survey was published.
1.5   OBJECTIVE 
The aim of this study is:

To compare the results of a Food Miles survey conducted in Andover on 11 April 2007 with a survey conducted on behalf of the Farmers Weekly one year earlier.
1.6
RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS:

The hypothesis to be tested by this research is:

Ho    There is no discernible difference in the attitudes of food shoppers to the environmental impact of Food Miles 12 months after the Farmers Weekly survey in 2006

1.7   METHODOLOGY
A mixture of Primary and Secondary data will be used to validate the Hypothesis. By using the qualitative data obtained through the distribution of questionnaires and Interviews and comparing it with qualitative and quantitative data previously published on the same subject, it is the intention to determine whether there has been any change in the public perception of Food Miles and if this perception has then altered the shopping habits of the UK population.  

1.8
BENEFITS OF THE RESEARCH
This research will determine whether the increase in publicity afforded to the different aspects of Food Miles in the last 12 months has affected the attitudes of UK shoppers.  Understanding the attitude of shoppers will help in identifying whether governmental aims at reducing Carbon emissions through the promotion of environmental awareness has been effective in the last 12 months, or if indeed shoppers continue to buy produce based on other preferences, such as price, quality or availability.  
1.9   STRUCTURE
In order to test the hypothesis, the author has structured this study in a manner that will allow the reader clarity of what processes were used to gather, use and publish information, and what that information determined.  The Literature Review in Chapter Two interrogates the information that has been published on Food Miles and uses this information to provide a sound understanding of the subject, balancing the views of consumers, retailers, government and non government organisations in order to provide an overall view of the Food Miles debate.   Chapter Three, the Research Methodology chapter will concentrate on how best to determine whether there have been any changes in the last 12 months and what approaches the author will take to obtain this information, using a combination of qualitative and quantitative research.   The results of this research will be published in Chapter Four, demonstrating variations and similarities in data between the different surveys in both pictorial and written format.  Finally, a conclusion in Chapter Five will determine what the results mean and how this affects the hypothesis, with recommendations from the author for future research.
CHAPTER TWO
REVUE OF LITERATURE
2.1   FARMERS WEEKLY
The aim of the farmers weekly campaign “Local food is miles better” was about “raising awareness of food miles and helping people make informed decisions when shopping” (Farmers weekly, 2006a).  The website also determines the reason for undertaking the campaign, because “bringing in food from all corners of the world is bad for the environment, bad for freshness, bad for food security and bad for traceability”.  Support for the campaign was provided, amongst others, by Triodos Bank, whose claim as one of Europe’s leading ethical banks is supported by their policy that “Triodos Bank only lends money to organisations and businesses pursuing positive social, environmental and cultural goals” (Triodos, 2007).  The campaign was launched on 4 May 2006 and highlighted that food types imported from all over the world provided consumers with greater choice when shopping, but contributed significantly to environmental damage.  The report refers to Defra, who estimated the economic, environmental and social cost of Food Miles to the UK as being as much as £9 billion a year (Defra, 2005b).   The Farmers weekly survey (and associated results) contributed towards a large proportion of their campaign and was conducted by telephone during the weekend 1 and 2 April 2006 using technology that randomly selects telephone numbers from all and any of the UK telephone directories.  A complete list of the 14 multiple choice questions which were asked is shown at Appendix 1 to this Study.  A summary of some of the survey results (Farmers Weekly, 2007) is as follows:
· 47% of people don’t know where the food they buy is produced

· 88% thought locally-produced food caused less transport pollution than the alternatives

· 49% were concerned that more than a third of UK food comes from abroad
· 83% said they would prefer to buy local food if it was clearly labelled

· 61% thought local food was typically more expensive than food bought in a supermarket, and

· 85% said they wanted their usual supermarkets to do more about sourcing from local suppliers

2.2   ONE YEAR ON
There is no doubt about the intentions of the Farmers weekly campaign, but whether they have influenced the consumer into changing their shopping habits is still debateable.  Farmers Weekly set themselves, amongst others, the following targets at the start of their campaign:

-
At least 5 million people have learnt about Food Miles

-
At least 250 supporters of a petition calling for supermarkets to stock, promote and label locally-produced food.

-
Endorsement of the campaign by at least 10 celebrities and 20 other organisations
The Deputy Editor of Farmers Weekly was approached by the author requesting confirmation that the campaign targets had been met and the campaign had succeeded.

An alternative source of statistics relating to Food Miles was published by BMRB, a research company specialising in research solutions in many areas, including the environment.  The independent online survey, summarised in the Guardian Newspaper by Denis Campbell on Sun 13 Aug 2006 (Guardian, 2006), and published by BMRB in November 2006, provided a general summary that buyers of fruit and vegetables are largely unaware of the environmental impact of buying imported foods, and that the majority of shoppers (61%) are unconcerned about which country their fruit and vegetables actually come from.  Yet 52% agreed with the statement that the UK should import less food so the environment is damaged less, even if this means there are less variety in the shops and food costs more.  Finally, over half (57%) said that the main reason there is not more British-produced food in the shops is that the big supermarkets do not do enough to support small British food producers, and 26% believe the main reason there is not more British produced food is because it costs too much (BMRB, 2006).  Production cost, is not considered to be one of the real implications of Food Miles.   As introduced earlier, pollution from carbon emissions is a key contributing factor to the Food Miles debate, and where the Government and UK industry is focussing its attention.   Although worthy of a separate study on its own, it is worth mentioning some key statistics that influence the Food Miles debate. 
2.3   CARBON EMISSIONS
The UK climate change programme was launched in November 2000 by the British Government in response to its commitment agreed at the 1992 United Nations conference on Environment and Development (Defra, 2007a).  The programme contained a package of measures aimed at meeting the UK's Kyoto target and move towards a domestic goal of reducing CO2 emissions to 20 per cent below their 1990 level by 2010, and in the long term, reduce emissions by 60 percent by 2050.   This topic was recently eloborated on by the UK Prime Minister:
 “The threat from climate change is perhaps the greatest challenge facing our world.  Without decisive and urgent action, it has the potential to be an economic disaster and an environmental catastrophe. This is why I have made it a top priority for this Government, both domestically and internationally.”  
(Tony Blair, 2007)  

A review of the programme was published in 2006, which examined how existing policies were performing, and the range of policies that could be implemented to further reduce emissions (Defra, 2007b), particularly in the transport sector:
· Introduce the renewable Transport Fuel Obligation

· Incentives for purchasing less polluting vehicles

· Inclusion of aviation in the EU emissions Trading scheme

but equally towards educating individuals:

· Encourage and enable individuals to understand their role

· Set out a plan for action on sustainable consumption
Figure 2.1 below represents the proportion of Carbon Emissions associated with Food Transport in the UK in 2002 (Defra, 2005c):

Figure 2.1:  Carbon emissions by transport mode
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In 2004, the transport sector was responsible for around 27% of total UK carbon dioxide emissions, and most of this came from road traffic. Emissions had risen by about 10 per cent since 1990 (Transport 2000, 2006).   There are two key areas of traffic pollution and congestion associated to Food Miles; Transport associated with the provision of produce from the producer to the retailer, and traffic associated with the consumer in order to visit the retail outlets and return with produce to their homes.  Food transport accounts for 3.5% of the UK’s total carbon emissions, with 2.5% from Road haulage and just less than 1% from car based shopping (Transport 2000, 2003).   
2.4   OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

Carbon emissions though, are not necessarily the be-all and end-all of the Food Miles argument.  The concept of the import and export of produce around the world is not going to be brought to a standstill on the understanding that limited international movement will reduce pollution.  Carbon emissions are representative of the type of transport in which food items are moved and as such considerable food miles by sea or rail may be less polluting than road or air journeys, when quantity being moved is taken into consideration with pollution being generated.  Also, the production effort required to produce some food commodities in themselves require considerable amounts of energy to produce and cause significant carbon dioxide emissions (fertilisers for example).   This very point was argued by the Agricultural Research Group on Sustainability (AERU), Lincoln University in New Zealand.  The results of the analysis carried out by the university, based on calculations that Food Miles should be representative of the total energy used from “production to plate” including transport, should determine efficiency based on carbon emissions per tonne, and not just the journey and method of travel taken after production.  The research report evaluates the energy and carbon dioxide emissions associated with production of certain dairy, meat, fruit and vegetable products, and also considers the transportation conditions and efficiency of these items between NZ and the UK.  The Report concludes that if consideration is given to the total energy used in the production of the food as well as the distance food travels, it estimates that NZ is twice as efficient as the UK in dairy products and four times as efficient as the UK in sheep meat (AERU, 2006). 
2.5   WHAT DO THE SUPERMARKETS SAY?

All of the main supermarkets have responded to the Food Miles publicity with numerous strategies; mainly focussing on the problems relating to carbon emissions,  environmental concerns and greater sourcing of local produce, with, perhaps considerable attention being given to winning the hearts and minds of their customers.  A summary of their activities include:
2.5.1   Tesco   

· Reduction in road miles by its suppliers to its depots by 23% since 2004 and cut fuel use by 14%

· Trial of methane-powered lorry

· £100 million to introduce wind turbines, geothermal energy and a gasification plant

· Pledge 25% reduction in the 4 billion carrier bags handed out and will swap to degradable bags

· Brings in less than 3% of Imported goods by air and those that are flown are now labelled with an aeroplane symbol on the packaging
2.5.2   ASDA 
· Increase in the use of rail for the transport of non-perishable goods

· All stores to be “zero waste” by 2010

· Contributes to charity from sale of bags-for-life

2.5.3   Sainsbury’s 
· Reduced road food miles by 12% in 2006 and pledged to use more rail
· Pledged to reduce waste sent to landfill by 5% by 2010
2.5.4  Morrison’s 
· Introduced fuel efficiency measures for truck fleet

2.5.5  Waitrose
· Local produce scheme operated in all stores with separate display area

· First store to start “bag-for-life” scheme.  Recycles returned bags

· Accounts for 10% of the whole organic market

(Asdawatch, 2006)

2.6   WHAT DO THE CONSUMERS SAY?

Foodaware, an organisation representing consumers was set up “to coordinate the broad UK consumer movement’s work on food safety, nutrition and standards”. Their mission is to give UK consumers a strong voice on food policy by bringing together the organisations that represent them (such as The Food Standards Agency) published a discussion article on the sustainability of food transportation and production (Foodaware, 2007).  Foodaware identifies that the following are some of the main reasons why the food miles problem has come about:

-
Globalisation of the food industry

· UK increase in the import and export of a much wider range of food

· An increase in wealth, leading to higher demands in overseas food products

· Technical changes in food transportation allowing for easier movement.

· Low transport and logistics costs

· Improvements in transportation technology 

 Foodaware were contacted to identify how they represent the views of their members and at what level do they have representation.  Mrs Chris Andrews confirmed that Foodaware is considered as a stakeholder to several Governmental and EU consultation meetings and is able to voice the (approx 1 million) member opinions (some members being The Co-operative Group, The National Consumer Council, National Consumer Federation and Sustain).  Mrs Andrews was asked whether Foodaware had contact with main supermarket outlets to allow an alternative (but perhaps more direct avenue to view the discussion points of her organisation.  The author questioned whether there would perhaps be merit in promoting the “Consumer opinion” directly to the retailers, and perhaps even look to invite the main supermarket chains to act as members to their organisation.  Mrs Andrews replied that they had not, to date, spoken directly to any of the major retailers (that she was aware off) (McCleary, 2007b).
The responses to the Farmers Weekly questionnaire determined that consumers did believe that locally produced food caused less transport pollution and that they would prefer to buy locally produced food if it was clearly labelled.
CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 TYPES OF RESEARCH

For the benefit of this study, both qualitative and quantitative methods of research will be considered and used in order to achieve the study objective.   In order to explain the distinction between the quantitative and qualitative research methods we must first establish a definition for each method.   Quantitative research is described as an objective approach which includes collecting and analysing numerical data and applying statistical tests.   Qualitative research is a subjective approach which includes examining and reflecting on perceptions in order to gain an understanding of social and human activities (Hussey, 1997a).    In this study it is therefore useful to consider both methods of research, as the statistics gathered in the study questionnaire can be directly compared against those gathered 12 months earlier, thus the quantitative approach.  The qualitative approach is also valid, as some of the questions ask the target audience their perception of Food Miles, buying local food and giving consideration to some of the associated implications, and as such provide the author with a definitive answer on the activity being undertaken (shopping) and what, if any factors affect that activity.  Although the responses to the qualitative approach could be taken at face value, the amount of responses from the sample of the population surveyed will help to determine a quantitative value that can be used for comparison.
3.2   TYPES OF DATA
There are two main sources of data, according to Hussey, 1997b.  Original data is known as primary data, i.e. data collected for the purposes of the research at source, examples include the data obtained as part of a survey, obtained in an uncontrolled situation by asking questions.  Secondary data is data that already exists, in particular, published statistics.  This data type is also relevant to this study as the data available from the Farmers Weekly questionnaire published in May 2006 is Secondary Data and is used as a comparison to prove the hypothesis.
3.3   DATA COLLECTION
In the pursuit of data to support the objective of this study, there have been numerous areas to assist with research:

3.3.1
“Local food is miles better” survey undertaken on the 1 and 2 April 2006 by GfK NOP on behalf of Farmers Weekly.  This was a telephone omnibus survey where respondents were selected at random through remote digit dialling using all telephone directories in the UK.  Respondents were asked a total of 14 multiple choice questions and their answers were recorded.   The survey was conducted amongst 1011 adults aged 16 and above and quotas were set by sex, age, social class and region to ensure the sample was nationally representative of adults in telephone-owning households. (Farmers Weekly, 2006b)
3.3.2    “Food Miles” questionnaire distributed to a sample of the Building 400, DLO Andover population on the 11 April 2007 by the author.  Ten multiple choice questions, 8 of which were from the original 14 from the Farmers weekly questionnaire plus 1 original question which was re-written and 1 new question were printed, distributed and collected in the same day.   
3.3.3   Considerable attention has been given to the use of the internet and access to the many reference documents available, in particular those other surveys and opinions that have been conducted in this area, but equally the information available to the public from the high street retailers, government organisations and the many non government organisations.

3.3.4 Regular articles in the daily press and programmes on television, all 


contributing to this subject.

3.3.5   Requests from some of the main Supermarket chains for information on their policies. 

3.3.6   Requests from some of the reference contributors or authors for clarification on their specific areas.

3.4   PROBLEMS WITH DATA COLLECTION
The following problem areas have been identified with regards to data that was available to the author or the collection of data to support the Study objective.

3.4.1   The methodology published in the farmer’s Weekly questionnaire

identifies that 1011 respondents replied to the telephone survey.  However, the methodology does not determine the amount of calls that were made or indeed the number of people that answered the telephone but opted not to participate in the survey.  This omission of information does not allow the author to compare the amount of positive responses between the two methods of obtaining the data, and whether one was more effective than the other.

3.4.2   Although a greater return of completed questionnaires was expected through visiting specific work areas and concentrating on small groups of people one at a time, this was extremely time consuming.  In order to allow the staff sufficient time to consider, complete and return the questionnaire whilst undertaking their normal work, the author had to accept that many people were absent from their work place at the time of the survey, due to sickness, meetings, holiday or breaks.  This method also meant that the author had to first seek the permission of the respective work area manager to interrupt their staff, brief the staff on what was required and then answer any questions, before leaving the staff to complete the questionnaire.

3.5   DATA LIMITATIONS
The survey carried out for Farmers weekly as part of their campaign was conducted using specific telephone technology designed to select callers at random and therefore restricting any favouritism towards UK Farmers and as such, the campaign survey.  The workers within Building 400, DLO Andover come from a wide area of South England and although there are many country estates and country villages in the vicinity with large farming communities or farming influence (through farm shops or local farmers markets) there are also the major towns and cities such as Andover, Basingstoke, Salisbury, Winchester and Southampton all within commuting distance of DLO Andover.  It was therefore considered that a survey of the population within Building 400 would not be biased towards any particular community, gender, retail opportunity or social background that would affect the survey carried out on the 11 and 12 April 2007.
3.6   THE QUESTIONAIRE
A copy of the 10 questions chosen and the questionnaire that was distributed is shown at Appendix 2 to this Study.  As previously identified, only 8 of the original 14 questions were selected from the Farmers Weekly questionnaire, one original question was rewritten and one extra question from the author, for a variety of reasons:

3.6.1
Strategy.   Firstly, in order to obtain as many completed questionnaires as possible over a two day period it would be necessary to target the population of Building 400 in such a manner that limited opportunity existed for the questionnaire to be ignored or refused.  Several methods of obtaining information were considered:

3.6.1.1
  Building 400.   Request individuals on entry and exit to the building to complete a questionnaire.  This was discounted for several reasons; there is an influx of most of the personnel between the key hours in the day, notably 0730 – 0900 and 1530 – 1700.  It was considered that although the majority of personnel working that day would pass reception during these peak times, it would be too time consuming to try and brief individuals, they would either be in a hurry to clock on or off from work, or for every one person stopped, 10 would pass at the same time and not be consulted.
3.6.1.2   email.   Obtain permission to send one email to all Building 400 addressees asking them to complete the questionnaire and return it to the author.  This method would target a far bigger audience, take considerably less time to complete and would allow for only one introduction and briefing as a covering email to be sent.  The problem however, would be having no visibility of those not at their desk and as such would not respond to the email.  Also it was anticipated that there would be a high percentage of the population that would ignore or delete the email without reading it.  Finally, a colleague had used this method of data capture in an earlier study and had recorded an extremely poor response from the target audience.

3.6.1.3   Telephone.
Conduct the questionnaire in the same manner that the original had been i.e. by telephone to random numbers, but only to extensions within Building 400.  This method was discounted as it would take too long, and the author did not have access to the technology, staff or funding that the Farmers Weekly campaign had invested.

3.6.2
Question Selection.   It was important to the author to design a questionnaire that looked like it could be completed quickly, would not distract the population too much from their work and was simple to complete.  For this reason, the author selected 8 questions from the original 14, re-wrote one of the original questions and included one additional question, as these would fit onto one piece of A4 paper (photocopied back to back).   The questions were submitted as multiple choice questions, so that those answering the questions had only to tick the relevant box.

3.6.3    Additional Question.  The additional question (Question 9) not previously published was intended to ascertain how the respondents to the questionnaire considered their approach to purchasing produce. It was considered that this question would assist the author in determining the overall Study objective.

3.6.4
Pilot Survey.   The result of a small pilot survey conducted prior to the 11 April 2007 indicated some of the questions were too long or would take too much time to consider and would dissolve the interest of those completing the questionnaire. For this reason, the author discounted some of the original Farmers Weekly questions, inserted a new question (Question 9) and shortened the original Question 3.
3.7   GATHERING THE INFORMATION
The author pre-determined a two day period where permission was granted to visit some of the internal departments within Building 400, DLO Andover and request workers to complete a questionnaire whilst sat at their normal work area.  After the potential respondents were given a brief introduction, and a preferred completion time identified the questionnaire was distributed to those willing to participate in the survey.  It was normal for a “Food Miles Survey” box to be placed within the respective work area to allow the staff to return their completed questionnaire at their convenience and the author would return at the agreed time to collect the box contents, before moving on to the next work area.  Although relatively slow and time consuming, this method did allow for a greater return of completed questionnaires, as those not wishing to take part were not given a questionnaire to complete.  From the 200 photocopied questionnaires, 180 were distributed and 158 were returned.
3.8   THE INTERVIEWS
During the process of reviewing the literature for this study, the author requested several interviews, as follows:

3.8.1
Farmers Weekly.   The author contacted the deputy Editor of Farmers Weekly, Mr Mike Stone initially by telephone and then by email, with regards to the outcome of their campaign.  In particular, the author requested clarification as to whether Farmers Weekly had considered their campaign a success, whether the campaign was now completed and had Farmers Weekly achieved what they had hoped to from their campaign (McCleary, 2007b)
3.8.2   Tesco.   The author contacted the Tesco Customer Services Department by telephone and was given the email address for Mr Trevor Datson, the person responsible for Tesco food Miles correspondence.  An email was sent to Mr Datson requesting clarification on Tesco’s many environmental practises, Food Miles policy and proposals for the future.

3.8.3   Asda.   The author contacted the Asda Customer Services department and requested details of the person responsible for Food Miles.  Contact details for the author were taken and a return call was promised.

3.8.4   Foodaware.   The author contacted Mrs Chris Andrews representing Foodaware regarding the success of their organisation and how effective they are at representing their consumer Group.  A summary of the correspondence can bee seen at Chapter 2, paragraph 2.5.

CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
4.1  QUESTIONAIRE RESPONSE
During the period 11 and 12 April 2007, 200 copies of a Food Miles Questionnaire were printed for distribution amongst the staff at DLO Andover, Building 400.  The approximate number of staff accounted as working in this building is estimated at 770 and it was anticipated that 20 percent of this population could be targeted within the two days, accounting for leave, absence, work priorities, time and sickness.   From the 200 copies, 180 questionnaires were distributed during the two days, of which 158 were returned completed.  It is therefore determined that 88 % of the questionnaires were completed, representing 21% of Building 400 at DLO Andover.   Throughout this study, percentages have been rounded up or down to the nearest whole number.   A breakdown of the age groups that completed the questionnaire by sex is shown at Figure 4.1.  As expected, there were no respondents claiming to be 65 or over, as this survey was conducted in a place of work.
          Figure 4.1 Respondents by age to Food Miles Questionnaire
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4.2   QUESTIONAIRE RESULTS
The responses to the 10 questions were recorded as:

Question 1.   In general, do you know where the food you buy is produced?

Yes



47%

No



45%

Don’t know


8%
Question 2.   How often would you say you buy locally produced food (that is food produced within a 30 mile radius of where you live)?


Once a week


20%


Once a fortnight

15%


Once a month


11%


Less than once a month
25%


Never



4%


Don’t know


24%


Question 3.   Do you prefer to buy organic food?


Yes



40%


No



55%


Don’t know


5%

Question 4.   When compared with food bought in the supermarket, do you think locally produced food is typically….

More expensive

58%

Less expensive

8%

The same price

21%

Don’t know


14%

Question 5.   You may or may not know that more than one third of food consumed in the UK is produced and imported from abroad rather than being produced in the UK.  Does this concern you?
Yes/Concerned

63%

No/Not concerned

28%

Don’t know/no opinion
9%

Question 6.   Would you buy less imported food that had been produced abroad if you knew the distance it had travelled?

Yes



42%

No



42%

Don’t know


16%

Question 7.   If food that had been produced locally was clearly labelled in the supermarket, would you be more likely to buy it?

Yes



73%

No



13%

Don’t know


14%

Question 8.   Would you like to see farmers more actively involved in promoting British and locally produced food?

Yes



83%

No



6%

Don’t know


11%

Question 9.   When shopping for fruit and vegetables, which of the following affect the produce you purchase?

Price



17%

Quality/condition

81%

Origin



2%

Question 10.   What is your perception of the following statement:  “Locally produced food results in lower fuel emissions, due to less transportation”

Agree



78%

Disagree


6%

Don’t know


16%

4.3   QUESTIONAIRE SIMILARITIES
When comparing the answers between the two sex groups for the author’s questionnaire, most of the questions had similar percentages of the same answers.  There were though, some exceptions:
· Almost double the amount of females claimed to buy organic food
with 48% saying yes to the mens 26%.  (Figure 4.2)  

                               Figure 4.2 – Results of Question 3 (by %)
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-
When considering the concerns regarding imported food (question 5), 49% of the men were not bothered, compared to only 16% of the women.  (Figure 4.3) 
                               Figure 4.3 – Results of Question 5 (by %)
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· Double the amount of women claimed they would buy less imported 

food (question 6) compared to the men (Figure 4.4)
                              Figure 4.4 – Results of Question 6 (by %)
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· 3 x the amount of men said they would not buy local food (Question 7) 

even if it had been specially labelled (Figure 4.5)
                              Figure 4.5 – Results of Question 7 (by %)
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4.4   QUESTION REVIEW
The question numbers quoted throughout this Study refer to the recent survey, and are not necessarily the same question numbers allocated to the same questions in the Farmers Weekly questionnaire.  Some of the questions did present an element of discussion or even confusion with regards to the manner in which the question was presented or indeed the answers that were available to choose from.  Some examples are:

-
Question 4.   This question was badly worded due to the fact that it is possible to buy local produce in Supermarkets.  Several comments were received stating that perhaps the question should make better reference to the comparison between supermarkets and farmers markets, local greengrocers or butchers.

-
Question 8.   There was no “Don’t know” in the Farmers Weekly questionnaire but there was in the authors.  This may have detracted those completing the questionnaire from answering “Yes” or “No”, as a third option was available.
-
Question 9.   This question was also badly worded, as although respondents were requested to tick one box only, it was implied that all 3 answers were relevant to the question.  Approx 6% of the questionnaires made reference to this point.

· Question 10.   Fuel emissions are not necessarily the whole problem relating to Food Miles and it is suggested that the wording should be changed to Carbon emissions to cater for the whole process of the distance food travels.  This question was also tailored from the original Farmers Weekly question 3, due to the results of the Pilot Survey.
4.5   COMPARISON BETWEEN QUESTIONAIRES

In order to determine the outcome of this Study’s objective, it is important to consider any variation between how respondents replied to the two surveys, and whether there were any significant variations in the answers.  The following graphs will demonstrate the responses between the two questionnaires (Less question 9) as percentages of the results:
· Question 1.   Although reasonably close, the difference between the two surveys for the Yes or No answer combined, dropped from 6% to 2% in the 12 months.   See Figure 4.6.
                           Figure 4.6 Comparisons – Question 1
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· Question 2.   49% of the population either don’t know or buy local produce less than once a month, compared to 20% a year ago.   See Figure 4.7
                                         Figure 4.7 Comparisons – Question 2
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Question 3.   The results are almost identical between both surveys.   See 
Figure 4.8
                       Figure 4.8 Comparisons – Question 3
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Question 4.   The results are almost identical between both surveys, but a 10% increase in people not knowing the comparable cost between local and supermarket produce.   See figure 4.9
                        Figure 4.9 Comparisons – Question 4
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Question 5.   There has been a 14% increase in people “concerned” about the amount of food imported into the UK.   See figure 4.10
                          Figure 4.10 Comparisons – Question 5
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Question 6.   There has been a 10% reduction in the amount of people that would buy less food because it was imported, from 12 months earlier, but a 14% increase in those that didn’t know if this would affect their choice or not.  See Figure 4.11
              Figure 4.11 Comparisons – Question 6
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Question 7.   There was a 9% reduction in people more likely to buy local food because it was labelled as such.   See Figure 4.12.
                         Figure 4.12 Comparisons – Question 7
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Question 8.   Although there was a 10% reduction in wanting local farmers to be more actively involved, the inclusion of “Don’t know” in the recent survey accounted for 11% of the total.   See Figure 4.13.
                           Figure 4.13 Comparisons – Question 8
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Question 10.   Although 10% fewer people agreed that local produce resulted in less fuel emissions 12 months later, 14% more people didn’t know.   See Figure 4.14.
                            Figure 4.14 Comparisons – Question 10
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4.6    ADDITIONAL QUESTION
As indicated earlier, the author included one question in the recent Food Miles questionnaire that had not been part of the original Farmers Weekly campaign.  Question 9 was intended to determine what priority consumers would apply to their shopping habits, and whether their choice was influenced by Price, Quality or Origin.  There were approximately 6% of the questionnaires that commented on the fact that consumers would base their choice on all 3 answers, and not necessarily just one answer.  This percentage confirmed to the author that the question had perhaps been poorly written, but interestingly, 81% based their choice on quality compared to 2% on Origin and 17% on Price, as seen in Figure 4.15.

                Figure 4.15 – Answers to Question 9
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4.7   CHI-SQUARE VALUES
In addition to the results of the survey and the comparisons made between the two surveys 12 months apart, a series of chi-square tests to determine whether there were differences in the responses of male and female respondents were conducted.  Using the Null Hypothesis of “There is no difference in responses by Gender”, questions 3 to 10 were tested.   The null hypothesis could not be rejected in questions 3, 4, 8 and 10 but was rejected in favour of the Alternate Hypothesis (there is a difference by gender) in questions 5, 6, 7 and 9.    Questions 5 and 6 directly focus upon Food Miles, question 7 refers to the visibility of local produce in supermarkets and question 9 is concerned with the attributes of produce (cost, quality and origin):

Question 5.    Chi Square =19.81, df = 2, p = 0.0000085.
Question 6.    Chi Square = 9.87, df = 2, p = 0.025. 

Question 7.    Chi Square = 8.53, df = 2, p = 0.025.   

Question 9.    Chi Square = 8.89, df = 2, p =0.0073.
 In generating the Chi Square it was noticed that a number of the cells held values lower than 5 and the concern was that this would invalidate the result.    However according to Conner-Linton (2003) the following minimum frequency thresholds should be obeyed: 

-
For a 1 X 2 or 2 X 2 table, expected frequencies in each cell should be at least 5; 

-
For a 2 X 3 table, expected frequencies should be at least 2; 

-
For a 2 X 4 or 3 X 3 or larger table, if all expected frequencies but one are at least 5 and if the one small cell is at least 1, chi-square is still a good approximation. 

4.8  RESPONSES TO INTERVIEWS
The response to most of the interviews, either through calling individuals direct or through emails to the designated person, was poor.  As mentioned in Chapter Three, requests for information were made to Farmers Weekly, Tesco, Asda and Foodaware, and the following summaries conclude the responses from those interviewed:

4.8.1 Farmers Weekly    Mr Mike Stone, the Deputy Editor for Farmers Weekly responded to a telephone call from the author and confirmed that he had some information available that would be of use in demonstrating how Farmers Weekly had measured the success of their campaign.  The author emailed Mr Stone and made a further telephone call to confirm the email had been received.  No information was received from Farmers Weekly.
4.8.2   Tesco    The author emailed Mr Trevor Datson whom Tesco Customer Services had confirmed was the point of contact for Food Miles related press releases and queries.  Mr Datson failed to respond to an email sent by the author, but a colleague in the same office later advised (by phone) that Tesco would not respond to non-Press enquiries.
4.8.3   Asda    The author contacted Asda Customer Services and was transferred to Alan who dealt with Food Miles issues.  Alan was not available and never returned any of the author’s calls.
4.8.4   Foodaware.   The author spoke to Mrs Chris Andrews who was happy to respond to questions by phone, as quoted in Chapter 2.
CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECCOMENDATIONS
5.1   SUMMARY 
The author’s intentions in this Study were to determine the attitude of the consumer with regards to buying local produce, considering the implications of Food Miles and whether there were any changes to the results of the questionnaire published 12 months ago.   The Farmers Weekly campaign aimed to promote awareness of the implications of Food Miles through publicity, the involvement of celebrities and consumer opinion from the completion of their questionnaire. A considerable amount of publicity has been given to the implications of food miles, the implications of consumers’ spending habits and the positive steps taken by some or all of the main supermarket stores to comply with increasing environmental legislation, but equally to promote their “green” credentials and encourage consumers to have an understanding (and choice) of local, fresh, seasonal food produce over imported products.   
In order to determine a significant change in attitude in the last 12 months, the author has considered the results to all of the questions in the recent survey and compared them against those answers from 12 months previous.  Individually, the question results demonstrate either an increase, decrease or little or no change to the answers between both surveys.   Question 5 stands out, by demonstrating an increase of 14% from 12 months ago, but when compared to the results of Question 6 and Question 7 where respectively, there was a 10% and a 9% reduction in the results, it could be argued that an increase in the concern about imported food has not necessarily affected the purchasing habits of consumers.  Interestingly, there has been no change in 12 months to the 47% from both surveys, of consumers that do not know where their food is produced.    Question 9 from the author’s survey determined that 81% of consumers chose quality of product over price or origin, and even though a small percentage annotated there may be other conditions that affect their choice, this amount is still significant.   The reluctance from any of the main supermarkets to discuss Food Miles with the author was apparent, with no responses to the numerous emails and phone calls made to the relevant departments.   Although this Study was aimed at the attitude of the consumer, it would have been beneficial to have consultation with any one of the main retailers to understand how they perceived the attitudes of their customers.   Finally, conducting a survey by telephone and by paper questionnaire are two very different methods of gathering data, and this may also have influenced the answers that were provided.
5.2   CONCLUSIONS
The hypothesis is accepted on the basis of this study because the author concludes from the statistics that there is no discernable difference in the attitude of food shoppers to the environmental impact of Food Miles 12 months after the Farmers Weekly survey in 2006.
5.3   RECOMENDATIONS
It is recommended that further research should be conducted in a 12 months time to determine whether there have been any significant changes to the results of this study.  It would be beneficial if future research made consideration to the work being undertaken by the major supermarkets, with perhaps greater emphasis placed in trying to ascertain the retailers perspective on the progress made with the Food Miles debate and how they propose to balance the implications of their retail market dominance and business objectives for the future with the growing environmental implications, legislative concerns and public awareness. 
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