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[bookmark: _Toc228502029]Abstract
Food waste is a critical sustainability issue in the United Kingdom, with 10.7 million tonnes wasted each year at significant environmental, economic and social expense. Supermarkets are key players in the food supply chain and significantly influence outcomes in both upstream and downstream waste generation (Malik et al., 2024). Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become a key strategic approach for major retailers such as Tesco to integrate sustainability and performance objectives (Rahdari et al., 2020). This research explores how CSR can be used by UK supermarkets, in particular Tesco, to mitigate food waste without compromising or increasing profitability. The research is firmly rooted in a positivist paradigm and follows a deductive research method; a quantitative cross-sectional survey design has been used (Park, Konge and Artino, 2020). Data were collected from 220 respondents, including Tesco shoppers and those knowledgeable about CSR in the UK retail industry. The study measures five main constructs, including stakeholder perceptions, perceived effectiveness of CSR programs, consumer responses and behaviour, perceived business performance and perceived challenges. The study adopts Stakeholder Theory, the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) theory and Institutional Theory to explain how the CSR activities of supermarkets in relation to food waste are influenced by external factors, strategic considerations and legitimacy (Peretz and Strønen, 2022). Data were analysed using descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation, one-way ANOVA and post hoc tests, and multiple linear regression.
Our analysis demonstrates that stakeholders generally view Tesco's food waste reduction CSR positively. Perceived effectiveness (β = .162, p = .016), consumer attitudes and behaviour (β = .163, p = .022) and perceived challenges (β = .231, p = .001) were significant predictors of perceived business performance, accounting for about 21.7% variance in perceived business performance. Interestingly, while awareness was seen as a significant predictor initially, it was not when other predictors were considered, highlighting the need for visibility to be coupled with trust and behavioural change to translate into business performance (Galvano, 2021). Frequency of shopping moderated perceptions of challenges, with consumers who shop monthly perceiving more challenges than weekly shoppers.
Our results are consistent with and build on theories informing the research. As Stakeholder Theory predicts, CSR initiatives in line with consumer values lead to greater behavioural support and firm performance. The TBL perspective is supported in that stakeholders perceive both environmental and economic benefits in waste reduction, and also report ongoing operational challenges. Institutional Theory is confirmed as knowledge of Tesco's actions alone does not positively influence perceptions of Tesco's performance, suggesting normative compliance must have operational content (Glover et al., 2014). Six recommendations are offered, including a transition from communication initiatives encouraging awareness to those demonstrating impact, including food waste key performance indicators in commercial dashboards, and enhancing supplier engagement upstream. This research provides empirical quantitative evidence to complement the largely qualitative and secondary data-based research in this field, and provides practical recommendations for Tesco and the wider UK food retail sector to balance sustainability and commercial sustainability.
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[bookmark: _Toc228502031]1. Introduction 
In the United Kingdom, food waste is an increasing problem of sustainability with profound environmental, economic and social consequences (Jeswani, Figueroa-Torres and Azapagic, 2021). Supermarkets are key players in the food supply chain and in an increasingly competitive, low-margin market are increasingly expected to take the lead in reducing waste. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has emerged as one of the important frameworks whereby retailers are considering sustainability as part of the business practice (Elg and Hultman, 2011). However, the reduction of waste without affecting the profitability is a strategic challenge. This research examines how UK supermarkets, particularly Tesco, can implement CSR-led initiatives that effectively reduce food waste while supporting long-term commercial performance.
[bookmark: _Toc228502032]1.1 Background of the Research
The issue of food waste has been subject to significant concern in the United Kingdom, with an estimated 10.7 million tonnes of food wastage being the result of millions of pounds of wasted economic value (Malik et al., 2024). A lot of this wastage is edible, and hence, a lot of resources such as land, water, energy, labour and transportation are wasted in coming up with food that is not utilised. Food waste has been estimated to cause 1820 million tonnes of CO2 equivalent emissions annually, which is a significant portion of the carbon footprint in the UK (LARAC, 2023). The moral consequences are far-reaching socially, particularly now when there is food insecurity among millions of households in the UK. Although they represent only about 23% of the total national food waste, supermarkets have massive power in the whole supply chain (D’Adamo et al., 2023). The combinations of their product specifications, pricing policies, predictability of their forecasts and dating labelling practices influence waste at the farm level, manufacturing level, in-store and household, which constitute more than 70% of the post-farm-gate waste (Malik et al., 2024). This focal point makes supermarkets the core of the national realisation of waste reduction. Major UK retailers have responded to this by launching initiatives such as better inventory management, redistribution alliances to provide millions of excess meals each year, more prominent date labelling so that consumers can tell when food expires, and cooperation with growers to use so-called wonky produce, which used to go to waste (House of Commons, 2017). To reduce waste, there is a need to change the methods of operation, invest in technology, improve coordination between the suppliers, and change the organisation culture as well as between consumers (Agya, 2025). Also, supermarkets are in an extremely competitive and low-margin market where focusing on availability and customer demands may inadvertently raise waste. The main problem is to identify solutions that can significantly decrease food waste and, at the same time, promote but not undermine the performance in a commercial environment (Shadid, Ahmed and Bahroun, 2025). The supermarkets have to reconcile sustainability pledges and financial constraints, such that waste-cutting programs are viable and cost-effective in terms of operations and investments. This balance is critical to business resilience in the long-run, supply-chain performance, and the UK sustainability targets more broadly (Doetsch and Huchzermeier, 2024). This analysis is undertaken in the UK supermarket industry with the Tesco chosen as the main organisational target. Tesco is selected because it is one of the leading companies in the market with a rich CSR reporting and clearly established promises concerning its food waste reduction, which makes it a suitable and representative case to study the connection between CSR strategies, food waste reduction, and the perceived business performance.
[bookmark: _Toc228502033]1.1.1 Justification for Selecting Tesco
Tesco was selected as the focal organisation for this study because it is one of the most influential grocery retailers in the UK, and its scale means that operational decisions can affect food waste outcomes at a national level (Meng, 2024). Recent data in the UK grocery market has indicated that Tesco controls an approximate market share of 29.4%, meaning that Tesco is the most dominant player in the sector (Innes, 2026). A food system whereby supermarkets determine practices in forecasting, pricing, specification-setting and date labelling, the attention to the market leader makes the practical significance of the study more realistic as the smallest increase in efficiency in the supply chain at Tesco can result in significant absolute changes in waste and emissions (Ma, Kolassa and Fildes, 2018). This argument is consistent with the framing of the study, which asserts that Tesco is a leading and major entity in the market, which qualifies it as a representative study of CSR, food waste reduction, and perceived performance of the business.  Tesco is also a suitable example since it offers significantly high CSR, which can be analysed based on evidence, but not just on the general claims about CSR. Tesco also issues a Sustainability Report in its own right, and also publishes report-on-food-waste materials on a regular basis, which is an easy source of information on priorities, interventions and progress to external stakeholders (Tesco, 2025). Tesco plans to reduce food waste in its own operations across the Group, while also redistributing 82% of unsold food in the UK, safe for human consumption, to humans or animals. Notably, Tesco publicly declares a 2030 goal to reduce its food waste throughout its supply chains and commitment to UN SDG Target 12.3, which indicates that Tesco has a long-term, strategic focus on minimising its waste, as opposed to a campaign (Tesco Plc, 2024). This scaled combination and transparency make Tesco a good organisational environment in assessing how the CSR-led waste reduction is conceptualised among the stakeholders and whether it is seen to create business value. 
[image: ]
Figure 1: Tesco’s Commitment Source: Designed with AI
Lastly, Tesco actively participates in redistribution and community-related activities, which enhance the visibility of food-waste CSR and allow stakeholder assessment to be of more value (Pimentel, Misopoulos and Davies, 2022). For instance, Tesco uses Community Food Connection as a way of offering surplus food by redistributing it through its partners, and Tesco says it has donated approximately two million meals each month through this program (Tesco, 2023). This practical visibility is suitable for the research design, which will measure perceptions externally (not through operational data), and also for the sample profile, most of your respondents have to go shopping in Tesco regularly and thus can be exposed to Tesco in-store and communications initiatives and will be able to give informed perceptions (Quinn, 2023).   Although Tesco is taken as the centre of interest case, the investigation nonetheless generalises the results to the UK supermarket scenario at large, because major supermarkets are subject to the same low-margin competition pressures and stakeholder demands regarding sustainability.
[bookmark: _Toc228502034]1.2 Research Focus
The central focus of this research is the relationship between Corporate Social Responsibility strategies and food waste reduction within the UK supermarket sector, with particular emphasis on Tesco. This study takes a more holistic view of the issue of food waste, not just in terms of its environmental implications, but also including its financial and social consequences and its impact on business performance (Cattaneo, Federighi and Vaz, 2020). It acknowledges that food waste reduction is increasingly seen as a commercial concern, tied to cost management, brand and consumer loyalty, and future competitiveness. The research examines initiatives undertaken by retailers to reduce food waste through CSR, including operational practices, consumer engagement, and collaborations with external stakeholders. It explores consumers' and CSR-aware individuals' perceptions of these activities, and how these perceptions are linked to perceptions of overall effectiveness and profitability (Vuong and Bui, 2023). The quantitative survey design aims to identify patterns in perceptions and attitudes, enabling the systematic exploration of associations between CSR initiatives, food waste reduction and profitability. The decision to use Tesco is based on the retailer's market share in the UK food retail sector and its active involvement in sustainability and CSR reporting. Tesco's efforts are frequently referenced as industry best practices, providing a useful benchmark for investigating the strategies adopted by major supermarkets to balance sustainability and business goals (Prabhakar and Gilmour, 2024). Tesco is the main case study, but the research will also consider broader trends across UK supermarkets to avoid misinterpreting the results. This study intentionally takes a consumer and stakeholder perceptions approach rather than focusing on measuring internal operational performance. This is partly due to the challenges of accessing corporate data and the role of perceptions in informing corporate reputation, consumer preferences and strategy (Matuleviciene and Stravinskiene, 2015). Through perceptions, the study reflects how CSR activities are perceived by external stakeholders, which is an important element of CSR success.
[bookmark: _Toc228502035]1.3 Rationale for the Study
The purpose of this research is underpinned by environmental, economic, social and academic factors. Environmentally, reducing food waste is crucial for meeting national and global sustainability goals, including climate change and sustainable consumption (Carvalho, Lucas and Marta-Costa, 2025). Food waste reduction can reduce greenhouse gas emissions and resource consumption, and is a priority for corporate environmental responsibility (Gage et al., 2024). In financial terms, food waste is a significant loss of value for businesses and the economy (Huang et al., 2021). For supermarkets with low profit margins, waste reduction could lead to cost savings in terms of operational efficiency, disposal fees and inventory control (Hasanuddin et al., 2023). In turn, CSR-driven reduction of waste might also lead to improved brand image and brand loyalty, which in turn might affect profitability (Al Masud et al., 2025). These advantages need to be considered alongside the costs and complexities of implementation, so it's important to explore whether CSR initiatives actually enhance profitability. From a social perspective, food waste presents ethical issues related to food security and equity. Supermarket-driven redistribution and collaborations with charities can help alleviate these concerns, emphasising the social aspect of CSR (Kennedy and Snell, 2023). Stakeholder perceptions and attitudes towards such initiatives can give a clue about their social value. Academically, there is a gap in empirical studies looking at the relationship between CSR, waste reduction and profitability in the retail sector (Nugraha et al., 2024). Although previous research has broadly examined CSR and sustainability, there has been a lack of research on specific strategies to reduce food waste in the business model and its perception by stakeholders. This research fills this gap by offering primary data insights into stakeholder perceptions and adds to the body of knowledge on sustainable retail management and CSR strategy (Inamdar et al., 2024). This study is particularly important as food waste is not only an environmental problem but also a social and economic challenge in the UK. Minimising food waste is crucial to reducing greenhouse emissions, enhancing resource sustainability and meeting national sustainability objectives (Manzoor et al., 2024). Supermarkets play a pivotal role in this ecosystem, shaping production standards, supply chain practices and consumer choices. So, knowing how they can tackle waste in the most effective way is crucial to creating a more sustainable and ethical food system. The research is important for business (Rahman et al., 2024). Supermarkets in the UK are in a competitive, low-margin environment, and efficiency and profitability are key (Harris and Ogbonna, 2023). Understanding the link between CSR initiatives that minimise waste while improving financial performance can inform decision-making (Almasyhari et al., 2025). The decision to study Tesco, one of the UK's biggest and most prominent retailers, adds to the practicality of the study, as the company's efforts could have a cascading effect on the industry. Theoretically, the study adds to the body of research on CSR, sustainable development, and the retail industry (Joel and Kyeremeh, 2020). It adds to knowledge of the role of sustainable business practices in creating social and economic value, and the integration of waste reduction measures into business strategies (Hasanuddin et al., 2023). It may help guide future research, policy and business sustainability strategies, and so is relevant to academics, practitioners and policymakers. Moreover, this study relates to Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 12: Responsible Consumption and Production (food waste reduction) - which contributes to achieving sustainable consumption and production patterns (Nazibudin, Sabri and Manaf, 2025). Further, it aids in SDG 13: Climate Action by reducing greenhouse emissions from food waste disposal, thereby addressing climate change (Campbell et al., 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc228502036]1.4 Aim and Research Objectives 
[bookmark: _Toc228502037]1.4.1 Aim
The primary aim of the research is to examine how UK supermarkets, particularly Tesco, can use CSR strategies to reduce food waste while sustaining or improving profitability.
[bookmark: _Toc228502038]1.4.2 Research Objectives
· Objective 01: To identify the key CSR food-waste reduction strategies adopted by Tesco.
· Objective 02: To evaluate the environmental and financial impacts of Tesco’s CSR-led waste reduction initiatives.
· Objective 03: To examine the challenges Tesco faces in aligning food waste reduction with profitability.
· Objective 04: To analyse how Tesco’s investment in waste-reduction CSR activities relates to business performance.
· Objective 05: To propose best practices that can help Tesco and similar retailers balance sustainability goals with commercial performance.
[bookmark: _Toc228502039]1.5 Research Questions
[bookmark: _Toc228502040]1.5.1 Primary Research Question
How can Tesco effectively implement CSR strategies to reduce food waste while maintaining or enhancing profitability?
[bookmark: _Toc228502041]1.5.2 Sub-Research Questions 
· What CSR food-waste reduction strategies are currently used by Tesco and other major UK supermarkets?
· How do Tesco’s CSR-led food waste reduction initiatives impact environmental outcomes and financial performance?
· What operational and financial challenges does Tesco face in aligning food waste reduction with profitability goals?
· How does Tesco’s investment in CSR-driven waste reduction relate to key business performance indicators such as cost efficiency and competitiveness?
· What best practices can support Tesco and similar retailers in balancing sustainability commitments with long-term commercial success?
[bookmark: _Toc228502042]1.6 Structure of the Study
The dissertation is organised into several chapters:
· Chapter 1 introduces the topic, establishes the background and context of the study, outlines the research aim and objectives, presents the research questions, and defines the scope and significance of the research.
· Chapter 2 reviews relevant academic literature on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), food waste management, supermarket sustainability practices, and the relationship between environmental initiatives and business performance.
· Chapter 3 explains the research methodology adopted in the study, including the research philosophy, approach, design, data collection methods, sampling strategy, and ethical considerations.
· Chapter 4 presents and analyses the primary quantitative data collected through the survey, using appropriate statistical techniques to address the research questions.
· Chapter 5 concludes the study by summarising the key findings, discussing their implications, presenting practical recommendations for supermarkets, outlining the limitations of the research, and suggesting areas for future research.
[bookmark: _Toc228502043]1.7 Chapter Summary
The current chapter has provided an introduction to the research into food waste and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in the UK supermarket industry, focusing specifically on Tesco PLC (Todd and Klingbeil, 2024). It has formulated the research aim and justification, recognising the need to achieve a balance between food waste reduction and profitability (Ocicka and Rąźniewska, 2018) in the case of Tesco. It has outlined the research aim, objectives and research questions of the research. And it outlined the structure of the dissertation, giving a brief overview of how each chapter builds on the previous one to address the research aim and the objectives of the study.


1. [bookmark: _Toc228502044]Literature Review 
[bookmark: _Toc228502045]2.1 Introduction
Food waste is a significant focus in sustainability research, given its environmental, economic and social ramifications (Zervoudi, Christopoulos and Niotis, 2025). Worldwide, around one-third of the food produced for human consumption (1.3 billion tonnes) is wasted, leading to waste of natural resources and a major contributor to greenhouse gas emissions (FAO, 2019). In developed countries like the United Kingdom, food waste is increasingly being seen as more than a technical problem, but as an organisational failure in contemporary food supply chains (Gustavsson et al., 2011). This has led to a growing focus on understanding the structural, organisational and behavioural factors contributing to food waste and how this can be prevented. Meanwhile, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has emerged as a dominant approach for responding to sustainability challenges. 
Current CSR literature stresses the integration of social and environmental considerations into business policies and strategies, rather than as isolated philanthropic or "feel-good" initiatives (Ardiansyah and Alnoor, 2024). CSR has become a dominant response to stakeholder pressures, regulatory pressures and reputational risks in the retail industry. Supermarkets play a dominant role in food systems, impacting both suppliers and consumers, and are thus increasingly recognised as potential solutions to food waste (Jones et al., 2018). 
This review critically explores recent and seminal literature on food waste, CSR and sustainability in the supermarket industry. It draws on theoretical, empirical and policy-focused research to map areas of consensus and dissonance, the impact of CSR-driven programs, and research gaps (Jansen et al., 2024). In doing so, the chapter sets the theoretical and empirical groundwork for this research and justifies the need for original quantitative research into CSR-led food waste reduction initiatives in UK supermarkets.
[bookmark: _Toc228502046]2.2 Conceptualising Food Waste within Sustainability Discourse
Food waste is often defined as edible food that is wasted at any point along the food supply chain (Gustavsson et al., 2011). Yet, literature shows notable variability in the conceptualisation and measurement of food waste. Olabode, Kumar and De (2025) separate food loss, which happens during production and processing, from food waste, which is commonly linked to retail and consumer. However, empirical research frequently fails to distinguish between the two, hindering research comparisons. Crucially, Ina and Olaf Hoffjann (2023) highlight how confusion over definitions hampers policy and practice. Lack of consistent measurement practices makes it challenging to determine the scope and impact of waste, and the effectiveness of waste-reduction measures (Anuardo et al 2022). This is especially the case in retail settings, where food waste is typically self-declared and integrated into sustainability reporting. In terms of sustainability, food waste reduction is increasingly viewed as a key opportunity to deliver environmental and economic benefits (Sarangi et al., 2024). Waste reduction can reduce greenhouse gas emissions, landfill waste and resource consumption, and contribute to a circular economy (Geissdoerfer et al., 2017). But Fu, Wang and Yang (2025) warn that overly-optimistic assumptions about "win-win" scenarios should be avoided, as waste reduction strategies may create unintended conflicts, such as raising costs or redistributing risks along supply chains. While food waste reduction is often promoted as a clear sustainability objective, its pursuit in commercial enterprises is influenced by multiple priorities, institutional arrangements and market forces (de Costa et al., 2025). So, it is important to understand how these challenges are approached when assessing CSR in supermarket food waste initiatives.
[bookmark: _Toc228502047]2.3 Supermarkets as Central Actors in Food Waste Systems
While consumers are often cited as the largest source of food waste in terms of volume, the increasing emphasis on the strategic position of supermarkets in the supply chain is growing (Jones et al., 2018). Retailers play a key role in setting procurement standards, product specifications, pricing and marketing strategies, which allow them to control supplier and consumer behaviour. Riesenegger and Hübner (2022) propose that food waste at the retail level only accounts for a minor share of total food waste. But this approach has been accused of underestimating the indirect impacts of retailers on upstream food waste (at the production level) and downstream food waste (at the household level) (Tidy et al., 2016). For instance, retailers' cosmetic standards and rigid contractual agreements can result in rejection of perfectly edible food at the production stage, while marketing tactics such as "buy one get one free" promotions can influence consumers to buy more and waste more at home (Messner, Johnson and Richards, 2021). Empirical research on strategies to reduce supermarket waste has mixed results. A wide range of technological innovations in demand forecasting, supply and inventory management and data analytics have allowed large retailers to minimise in-store waste (Olarewaju et al., 2024). Conversely, Santos, Coelho and Marques (2023) suggest that commercial pressures associated with product availability, branding and pricing may hinder their objective of reducing waste, especially when sustainability goals are at odds with short-term profitability. This research indicates that supermarkets are embedded within an institutional environment in which waste reduction strategies are limited by internal performance and external stakeholder pressures (Salvia et al., 2021). Thus, food waste reduction should not be viewed just in terms of operational efficiency, but also in relation to CSR and governance (Olarewaju et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc228502048]2.4 Corporate Social Responsibility in the Retail Context
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is often employed to describe how companies approach economic, legal, ethical and social expectations. One key theoretical framework is Carroll’s Pyramid of CSR, which defines CSR in four interrelated categories: economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic (  Carroll, 2016). This model is particularly important for the retail industry because supermarkets operate on a nexus of economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic factors. Specifically, food waste reduction can be considered through each of these four responsibilities: it impacts on cost and efficiency (economic), regulatory and reporting obligations (legal), environmental and societal responsibility (ethical), and food redistribution or community initiatives (philanthropic).
In more recent years, CSR has shifted towards an integrated and value-creating approach, beyond simply a moral responsibility (Carroll, 2016). For supermarkets, CSR activities typically emphasise environmental, social and ethical considerations, community relations and reporting. But research on CSR reporting by UK supermarkets indicates considerable differences in terms of the breadth and substance of reported activities (Jones et al., 2018). Although leading supermarkets are likely to report extensive sustainability stories, some critics contend that CSR reporting may serve to legitimise activities rather than bring about change (Cardillo and Basso, 2024). This has significant implications for food waste, where product waste reduction claims may not always be reflected in practice.
Research also notes an ongoing debate around the value of CSR. Abhijit Chandratreya (2024) notes a mixed picture of the links between CSR and profitability. Certain research shows positive relationships between CSR activities, such as waste management and climate change initiatives, and financial measures such as return on assets and brand equity (Okafor, Adeleye and Adusei, 2021). On the other hand, Gutterman (2023) suggests that CSR and its financial impacts are not always consistent and may be contingent on firm size, industry and stakeholder perceptions. This implies that the impact of CSR activities may not be the same across industries or companies.
Overall, these discussions highlight the need for research that goes beyond company disclosures and considers the perceptions and assessments of CSR-based food waste strategies. This is especially the case in quantitative research that evaluates the perceived benefits and business impact of CSR in supermarkets. Closing this gap is critical for understanding not only if food waste reduction is perceived as CSR, but also if such efforts are considered legitimate, effective and consistent with more sustainable practices (Biggi, Principato and Fulvio Castellacci, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc228502049]2.5 Theories of Corporate Social Responsibility
To grasp the role of supermarkets in reducing food waste, it's important to understand why companies engage in CSR and how it is supposed to create value (Moggi, Bonomi and Ricciardi, 2018). CSR has been conceptualised in various ways, reflecting different assumptions about the business's role in society, stakeholder relations and motives for engaging in sustainability. This section reviews the key CSR theories relevant to supermarkets, focusing on their relevance to food waste reduction.
[bookmark: _Toc228502050][bookmark: _Hlk221949867]2.5.1 The Stakeholder Theory
Stakeholder Theory is a popular approach used in CSR studies and can be applied to supermarkets' sustainability efforts (Awa, Etim and Ogbonda, 2024). First proposed by Freeman in 1984, the theory holds that businesses are not solely accountable to shareholders but also to a variety of stakeholders such as consumers, employees, suppliers, communities and governments (Xu et al., 2024). 
[image: ]
Figure 2: Stakeholder Theory Source: Designed with AI 
Under this view, CSR activities are not discretionary or altruistic but essential to firm survival and prosperity. For UK supermarkets, Stakeholder Theory helps to understand why food waste is an important CSR focus (Islam, Nazir and Rahman, 2023). Supermarkets are under pressure from eco-conscious consumers, social movements, regulators and suppliers to exhibit responsible practices. According to Naidoo and Gasparatos (2023), supermarkets are especially vulnerable to stakeholder pressure given their public-facing nature and consumer-facing operations. Therefore, food waste reduction measures are often seen as a response to stakeholder pressure rather than purely internal efficiency strategies (Stangherlin and de Barcellos, 2018). But Reynolds, Schultz and Hekman (2006) that Stakeholder Theory tends to overemphasise the degree to which companies prioritise stakeholder needs. In reality, stakeholder expectations are often prioritised, with a clear focus on economically or politically significant stakeholders. In supermarkets, this can lead to food waste initiatives that are aligned with consumer and regulatory priorities, but which pass on risks and costs to suppliers, as identified in supply chain studies (Tidy et al, 2016).

[bookmark: _Toc228502051]2.5.2 The Triple Bottom Line (TBL) Theory
The Triple Bottom Line (TBL) theory, proposed by Elkington in 1997, expands the traditional focus on financial performance to include social and environmental performance (Bhatti et al., 2025). 
[image: ]
Figure 3: TBL Framework Source: Designed with AI
The TBL model assumes that businesses should generate value in three interconnected areas: social, environmental and economic. This approach has played a significant role in sustainability reporting and CSR in the retail industry. Food waste reduction fits with TBL. Environmentally, waste reduction reduces greenhouse gas emissions and resource consumption; socially, it enables food redistribution and helps address ethical issues surrounding food security; economically, it can potentially enhance efficiency and cut costs (Onyeaka et al., 2023). Research on food retailers in the UK indicates that waste reduction measures are often framed in TBL discourse, promoting the notion that sustainability and financial performance go hand in hand (Deepa Phd, 2025). However, there are concerns about the operationalisation of the TBL. The approach promotes a holistic perspective but provides little direction on how to balance environmental, social and economic considerations (Milne and Gray, 2013). In the case of supermarkets, potential conflicts include between product availability, food waste and profit (Winkler, Ostermeier and Hübner, 2023). Govindan, Shaw and Majumdar (2021) suggest that when tensions arise, economic interests are often prioritised above other considerations, raising questions about the TBL's effectiveness.
[bookmark: _Toc228502052]2.5.3 The Institutional Theory
Institutional Theory offers another useful approach to examining CSR in supermarkets (Glover et al., 2014). This perspective highlights the influence of formal rules, norms and cultural values on organisational practices (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). Institutional theory suggests that CSR programs, like food waste reduction, may be implemented not just for efficiency and moral reasons but also for legitimacy in a particular field. Moore and Robson (2022) propose that UK supermarkets operate in a highly institutionalised field with significant regulatory scrutiny, industry benchmarking, and public scrutiny. Programmes such as the mandatory reporting of climate change and industry sustainability goals have helped to institutionalise food waste reduction (Olarewaju et al., 2024). To respond to coercive, normative and mimetic pressures, supermarkets may adopt the same CSR strategies, resulting in convergence of sustainability practices (Latif et al., 2020). But institutional isomorphism does not necessarily produce effectiveness. 
Arranz, Sena and Kwong (2022) suggest institutional pressures may lead to symbolic conformity, in which companies focus on reporting and communication rather than operational change. This view is supported by research on CSR reporting in the UK retail sector, which emphasises the use of narrative and storytelling to improve corporate image, but without clear evidence of effectiveness (Jones, 2018). This challenges the idea that CSR-based food waste reduction measures have positive impacts, or are primarily focused on reputation enhancement. 
So, these theories indicate that supermarket food waste reduction initiatives are driven by a combination of stakeholder, strategic and institutional factors (Eriksson, Strid and Hansson, 2016). Stakeholder Theory underscores the influence of external pressures on CSR practices, the TBL stresses the multiple benefits of food waste reduction and Institutional Theory highlights the quest for legitimacy in the retail industry (Habtie Alemnew Belay, Fentaye Kassa Hailu and Gedif Tessema Sinshaw, 2024). While these theories provide insights, they also point to research gaps. The research tends to rely on business intentions, reporting practices or outcomes, with little empirical research into how stakeholders perceive CSR initiatives or how these impact perceptions of organisational performance (Ghanbarpour et al., 2023). This is especially the case with quantitative research that evaluates the perceived value of CSR-driven food waste management programs within a particular business context (e.g. UK supermarkets.
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Figure 4: Conceptual Framework Source: Self-designed
This study uses the conceptual framework shown in Figure 4. The framework shows how the Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) strategies used by UK supermarkets, especially Tesco, impact food waste reduction practices. These impact on environmental, social and economic sustainability, which, in turn, affect stakeholders' perceptions of business performance, such as profitability, efficiency and reputation (Zhou, 2024). The framework informs the empirical research and the research instrument design.
[bookmark: _Toc228502053]2.6 CSR-Driven Food Waste Reduction Strategies in UK Supermarkets
CSR-driven strategies to reduce food waste have gained traction in the UK supermarket industry as retailers respond to environmental, regulatory and stakeholder pressures (Helander et al., 2024). Instead of viewing food waste as a mere business inefficiency, supermarkets are increasingly integrating food waste reduction as part of their CSR and sustainability strategies. This literature outlines various strategies for supermarkets to minimise food waste, including supply chain and supplier engagement, in-store practices, redistribution programs and consumer-focused efforts.
[bookmark: _Toc228502054]2.6.1 Supply Chain and Supplier Engagement Strategies
Much of the literature discusses the importance of supply chain management in reducing food waste, pointing out that much waste occurs before the food reaches the supermarket. According to Tidy, Wang and Hall (2016), 75-90% of the environmental impacts of food products are created within supply chains, rather than retail, making supermarkets key focal firms that can influence suppliers. In terms of CSR, there is now a greater focus on supplier engagement, partnership and transparency. Supplier relationship management (SRM) is often cited as the means through which supermarkets can achieve waste mitigation and other sustainability goals (Patience Okpeke Paul et al., 2024). Rahman et al. (2022) suggest CSR-inspired supplier collaboration initiatives, including data sharing, collaborative forecasting, and benchmarking of best practices, can eliminate inefficiencies and waste. But the success of these programmes differs between retailers, with some supermarkets embracing collaborative relationships, while others are more transactional and power-focused (Corsten et al., 2005). Importantly, Howard et al. (2022) warn that initiatives to reduce supplier waste may have unintended consequences. While supermarkets may minimise their own waste, demanding contractual agreements and performance expectations can transfer waste back to suppliers, especially small and less powerful producers (Evans et al., 2021). This suggests that the ethical implications of CSR practices that enhance retailer performance while imposing environmental and economic burdens on producers need to be considered, and a more balanced and inclusive approach to the supply chain may be required.
[bookmark: _Toc228502055]2.6.2 Operational and In-Store Food Waste Reduction Practices
On a practical level, supermarkets adopt a range of in-store measures to reduce food waste (Riesenegger et al., 2023). These include better forecasting, dynamic pricing, stock rotation and the disposal of "imperfect" or discounted food. The advent of digital technology and data analytics has allowed big retailers to better forecast demand, thus minimising overstock and spoilage (Olarewaju et al., 2024). Liechti, Mack and Ammann (2024) conclude that these operational changes can produce significant food waste reductions and cost-efficiency gains. But the research also identifies trade-offs between waste reduction and business interests. For instance, ensuring product availability and wide product range is a significant factor in customer satisfaction, which can result in higher levels of excess stock (Jones et al., 2006). Therefore, the reduction of food waste may be limited by marketing and competition. Likewise, although in-store waste reduction strategies may be emphasised in CSR reporting, some authors argue that their effectiveness may be exaggerated. Jones et al. (2018) observe that supermarkets often prioritise and highlight customer-facing initiatives in their sustainability platforms, while less focus is placed on problems that lie within procurement and supply chains. This implies that tactical approaches may not be enough to reduce food waste without overarching changes in the organisation.
[bookmark: _Toc228502056]2.6.3 Food Redistribution and Donation Initiatives
Food redistribution is a notable CSR practice among UK supermarkets, driven by ethical motivations and commercial interests (Souza-Monteiro and Hooker, 2017). Collaborations with food charities, not-for-profits, and social enterprises enable supermarkets to channel surplus food from landfill to those in need. The majority of literature presents redistribution schemes as a social good, achieving both waste reduction and social welfare goals (Raab, 2024). Donation schemes focus on the social issues associated with surplus food, but may not address the underlying causes of waste (Evans et al., 2021). Redistribution can, in some instances, legitimise overproduction by creating a market for excess food, thus disincentivising waste reduction further upstream. From a CSR standpoint, redistribution schemes tend to be highly visible and emotive, and therefore appealing for corporate storytelling and reporting (Nickerson et al., 2021). Research on CSR communications among UK food retailers shows how the use of stories and case studies has been used to emphasise the social benefits of CSR, while downplaying the total waste generated (Jones, 2018). This brings into question the role of impact and legitimacy in the CSR approach to food waste reduction.
[bookmark: _Toc228502057]2.6.4 Consumer-Focused Food Waste Reduction Initiatives
Retailers are aware of the role that consumer behaviour and attitudes have on food waste, so they have introduced CSR programs to bring about behavioural change in consumption, storage and disposal (Chan, 2023). These include date labels, education, portion sizes and marketing to avoid excess buying. Olarewaju et al. (2024) have shown that consumer programs can increase awareness and change behaviour, especially when complemented by messaging and retailers' perceptions. However, as Mathew and Spinelli (2025) argue, it is not entirely effective as consumers' behaviours are influenced by other factors such as convenience, habit and price, which may limit the success of consumer education initiatives. 
Evans et al. (2021) are concerned that the emphasis on consumer responsibility for retail food waste may distract from the root causes. Importantly, CSR strategies to reduce food waste through consumer education can be applied to divert attention away from corporate responsibility and continue to perpetuate individualised sustainability narratives, rather than addressing systemic issues. In conclusion, evidence shows that CSR strategies to minimise food waste in UK supermarkets differ. 
While corporate strategies to engage with supply chains, efficiencies, redistribution and empowerment of consumers are all significant in addressing food waste, the impact of such strategies will be dependent on corporate objectives, stakeholder relations and institutional factors (Osei et al., 2023). 
Although there is increasing interest in this area, there is a need for empirical research on stakeholders' perceptions of these CSR strategies and how they relate to perceptions of business performance. This is especially the case in quantitative studies of CSR strategies in UK supermarkets, and highlights a research gap in empirical research on the effect of CSR strategies to reduce food waste.
[bookmark: _Toc228502058]2.7 Corporate Social Responsibility, Food Waste Reduction, and Business Performance
One of the key debates in the CSR and sustainability literature is whether socially and environmentally-friendly practices positively or negatively impact, or are neutral to, business performance (Zervoudi, Moschos and Christopoulos, 2025). This is especially pertinent to the supermarket sector, where the impact of sustainability and food waste reduction efforts on costs, efficiency and competitive advantage are at stake. While CSR is often characterised as a means of generating long-term value through enhanced efficiency, risk mitigation and reputation, empirical evidence is mixed as to whether this translates into enhanced financial and operational performance (Ali Mohamed Khalil, Abdelraouf and Shahwan, 2026).
[bookmark: _Toc228502059]2.7.1 CSR and Financial Performance: Competing Perspectives
The link between CSR and performance has been widely studied, with mixed results. Advocates of a positive link contend CSR practices boost firm performance through reputation and stakeholder management, and by minimising operational risks (Carroll and Shabana, 2010). In supermarkets, food waste reduction is often seen as a cost reduction strategy because minimising excess food can reduce disposal costs and optimise stock management. MacKenzie (2013) offers some support for this view. Studies on the impact of corporate performance and food waste reduction indicate that sustainability-focused practices can lead to better financial performance, especially when waste reduction is integrated into corporate processes, rather than being seen as a side project (Olarewaju et al., 2024). Better predictions, food redistribution networks and supply chain integration can lead to efficiency improvements, which can have a positive effect on financial performance. A number of studies suggest that while sustainability initiatives may require initial investments in technology, systems and training, these may not be offset by short-term returns (Evans et al., 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc228502060]2.7.2 Food Waste Reduction as a Cost Management Strategy
Efficiency and cost reduction are increasingly associated with food waste reduction from an operational standpoint. Lins et al. (2021) note that food waste is a loss of revenue, labour costs and unnecessary costs associated with disposal and transportation. For instance, food waste reduction is linked to classical efficiency-oriented management practices. But as Dalal et al. (2024) warn, efficiency gains are not equitably distributed across the supply chain. For example, while supermarkets may improve margins through waste reduction, suppliers may be burdened with increased variability and pressure to achieve high performance goals (Tidy et al., 2016). This disparity in costs and benefits undermines assertions that reducing food waste universally leads to improved business performance and raises ethical considerations in CSR practices.
[bookmark: _Toc228502061]2.7.3 Reputational Value, Brand Image, and Consumer Trust
In addition to financial performance, food waste reduction measures as part of CSR activities are often associated with reputation and branding. Supermarkets are in a highly visible and public space where ethical perceptions can affect consumer choices and brand loyalty (Godefroit-Winkel, Schill and Diop-Sall, 2021). Food waste CSR activities, such as redistribution initiatives and community engagement, are frequently emphasised in marketing and communication strategies as a demonstration of social responsibility (Ally et al., 2024). According to Jones et al. (2018), consumers expect retailers to actively address sustainability issues, such as food waste. Favourable CSR perceptions can build trust and set retailers apart in a competitive landscape. But research also suggests that the reputational gains are dependent on authenticity perceptions (Rixom and Rixom, 2023). If CSR activities are perceived as not aligned with corporate values or merely as a "veneer" of corporate social responsibility, they may evoke suspicion rather than trust. Research on CSR reporting and storytelling by UK food retailers indicates that framing narratives is important in influencing stakeholder attitudes (Jones, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc228502062]2.7.4 Implications for the Present Study
The literature reviewed shows that CSR, food waste reduction and business performance are interconnected and dependent on contextual factors. Although food waste reduction initiatives can create environmental, social and economic benefits, the success of the CSR strategy depends on the way these initiatives are executed, perceived and integrated into the business. Significantly, most of the published research is based on corporate reports, case studies, or secondary data, with few studies explicitly focusing on stakeholder perceptions. There is little quantitative research on the perceived value of CSR activities aimed at reducing food waste in supermarkets in the UK and how they affect business performance. Filling this gap is crucial to determining whether CSR strategies are perceived to create value and competitive advantage.
[bookmark: _Toc228502063]2.8 Summary of the Literature and Identification of the Research Gap
This review of literature has critically analysed existing literature on food waste, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and sustainability practices in the supermarket industry, specifically in the UK. The review has shown that food waste is recognised as an environmental, economic and social problem, and that supermarkets play a pivotal role in food systems, being able to influence supply, operational and consumer practices. CSR has become a key approach for supermarkets to tackle food waste, by integrating sustainability goals with stakeholder expectations and reputation management. Our review of theoretical perspectives shows that CSR approaches to reducing food waste are influenced by a number of factors. Stakeholder Theory illustrates the external pressures supermarkets face from consumers, governments and NGOs; Triple Bottom Line highlights the opportunity for food waste reduction to create environmental, social and economic value. Institutional Theory also indicates that supermarkets may engage in CSR initiatives to achieve legitimacy and to meet industry expectations, rather than for purely operational or ethical reasons. These theories offer a strong theoretical basis to examine supermarkets' approach to food waste reduction. The empirical evidence suggests UK supermarkets use a variety of CSR-focused food waste reduction measures, such as supplier involvement, operational efficiencies, redistribution and consumer engagement. These approaches have resulted in reductions in in-store waste and improved CSR claims, but with mixed success. Research highlights the persistent conflicts between sustainability goals and commercial interests, with regard to costs, availability and competition. In addition, there is concern about the potential "upstream" shift of waste and cost burden to suppliers, as well as the risk of "cosmetic" CSR practices that focus more on communication than action. The review also highlights the debate around the links between CSR, food waste reduction and performance. Some research indicates that CSR-driven food waste reduction practices can increase efficiency, boost reputation, and foster long-term profitability, while others note the costs and risks involved with sustainability practices. Crucially, the majority of studies rely on secondary data, corporate reporting and case-study methods, providing little understanding of the perceptions of CSR-driven approaches to food waste reduction among stakeholders. While the review examines CSR and food waste reduction across the UK supermarket sector in general, Tesco is used as the focal company to which empirical findings are related and to guide the development of the empirical tool.




2. [bookmark: _Toc228502064]Research Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc228502065]3.1 Introduction
This chapter aims to describe and to justify the methodology used to meet the research aim and objectives of this study. The methodology is crucial to the credibility, reliability, and validity of research outcomes because it explains the philosophical underpinnings, research design and procedures that are adopted to gather and analyse data (Saunders et al., 2019). Furthermore, this chapter not only outlines the methodology but also justifies the choice of method, showing how the research problem, theoretical framework and research strategy are interrelated. The current study explores the impact of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) strategies for reducing food waste on perceived business performance in the UK supermarket industry, particularly in Tesco. The exploratory (yet informed) nature of the study and the focus on perceptions mean that a quantitative survey methodology is appropriate. This chapter is organised as follows. Section 3.2 explains the research paradigm adopted. Section 3.3 discusses the research approach and strategy. Sections 3.4 to 3.7 outline research design, data collection methods, sampling and questionnaire design. Section 3.8 outlines the data analysis methods used. Reliability, validity and ethics are discussed in Sections 3.9 and 3.10, and Section 3.11 concludes this chapter with a summary.
[bookmark: _Toc228502066]3.2 Research Paradigm
A research paradigm is a set of philosophical assumptions that guide the design and implementation of research, including assumptions about the nature of reality (ontology), knowledge (epistemology) and values (axiology) (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). It is important to choose an appropriate research paradigm, as this will influence the research methods used and the analysis of the results. This research is based on the positivist research paradigm. The positivist paradigm considers reality to be objective and measurable using observable and quantitative data, separate from the researcher's interpretation (Bryman, 2016). According to the positivist paradigm, knowledge is acquired through observation and statistical examination, allowing researchers to detect patterns, regularities and relationships in social phenomena (Saunders et al., 2019). Using a positivist approach is justified in this study for a number of reasons. Firstly, the study aims to explore the relationship between CSR strategies, food waste reduction practices and business performance. Secondly, the research seeks to gather data from a substantial number of respondents to allow statistical analysis and generalisation within the research context. Thirdly, the study draws upon established theories and previous empirical research, and seeks to test their relevance to the UK supermarket industry rather than build new meanings. Other research paradigms, such as interpretivism, focus on meanings and qualitative analysis (Creswell, 2018). Although useful in understanding subjective meanings, interpretivist paradigms are not as well aligned with the aim of this research, which focuses on measurable perceptions and patterns. Hence, a positivist paradigm offers the most consistent philosophical underpinning to answer the research questions.
[bookmark: _Toc228502067]3.3 Research Approach
Research approach is the connection between theory and research. Deductive and inductive are two of the main approaches identified (Saunders et al., 2019). A deductive approach is used in this study. Deduction is a process where research questions and propositions are generated from theories and then verified through data collection (Bryman, 2016). The literature review found existing theories - such as Stakeholder Theory and the Triple Bottom Line - that indicate CSR actions can impact sustainability performance and corporate performance. These theories formed the basis of the conceptual framework and questionnaire for this study. The deductive research approach is suitable as the study is not intended to develop new theory but to test the validity of assumptions within established theory in the context of reducing food waste in UK supermarkets. Testing these assumptions empirically will help to validate and apply CSR theory to the field of retail sustainability.
[bookmark: _Toc228502068]3.4 Research Strategy
The research strategy refers to the overall approach to answering the research questions (Saunders et al., 2019). Based on the chosen paradigm (positivist) and research approach (deductive), survey research was chosen. Surveys are a popular research strategy in business, management and sustainability research because they allow the efficient gathering of standardised information from a large sample (Bryman, 2016). Survey research is especially appropriate for investigating perceptions, attitudes and evaluations, which are key to this study's investigation of stakeholder perceptions of CSR strategies for food waste reduction. Survey research allows for quantitative data analysis, increases data comparison between individuals, and facilitates the exploration of relationships between variables. Surveys also provide a higher degree of generalisability to the research population, compared with qualitative approaches like interviews and focus groups, and minimise researcher bias.
2.5 [bookmark: _Toc228502069]Research Design
Research design is the framework of the study and how data are gathered and analysed (Creswell, 2018). A cross-sectional, non-experimental design is used in this study. Cross-sectional design involves data collection at one point in time, which enables researchers to understand perceptions and attitudes as they are at the time of data collection (Bryman, 2016). This research design is suitable because the purpose of this study is to understand perceptions of CSR and food waste reduction practices at the current time point. The study is non-experimental because variables are not manipulated, but studied in their natural state. This is ethically suitable and practical when looking at large businesses like supermarkets, where experimentation would be inappropriate.
[bookmark: _Toc228502070]3.6 Data Collection Method
The study uses primary data, sourced via a questionnaire. Primary data collection enables the researcher to obtain data that are relevant to the research questions and conceptual model (Saunders et al., 2019). Primary data can be specifically tailored to answer research questions, while secondary data may not be as relevant to the research objectives (Saunders et al., 2019). The questionnaire was sent to the respondents using an online survey platform, enabling easy distribution, data collection and management. Survey data collection is becoming more popular in business research because it is convenient, affordable and can reach a large and varied sample (Bryman, 2016). The use of a survey is warranted for a number of reasons. First, the research aims to assess perceptions and attitudes that are intangible and best measured through self-reports. Second, surveys can collect standardised data for statistical analysis. Third, the survey research is consistent with the positivist perspective and deductive approach of this study.
[bookmark: _Toc228502071]3.7 Sampling Strategy
[bookmark: _Toc228502072]3.7.1 Target Population and Respondent Profile
The research examines the effects of CSR strategies to reduce food waste in Tesco, but data collection was from supermarket consumers and those who are aware of CSR practices, rather than Tesco employees. This is an appropriate strategy given the study explores perceived effectiveness of CSR strategies to reduce food waste and its impact on perceived business performance. Perceived effectiveness of CSR is relevant to the retail industry as brand image, trust and CSR legitimacy are important for business performance. Further, undertaking research using Tesco's internal operational data was not possible. So, a quantitative study of perceptions offers a suitable and valid alternative. This includes:
· Regular supermarket consumers in the UK
· Individuals familiar with CSR initiatives in supermarkets
· Respondents with general awareness of sustainability and food waste issues
This population is appropriate because the study focuses on perceptions of CSR effectiveness and business performance, which are shaped by consumer awareness, trust, and evaluation of supermarket practices. The questionnaire provided in the dissertation report is designed to capture these perceptions through structured Likert-scale items aligned with the conceptual framework.
[bookmark: _Toc228502073]3.7.2 Recruitment and Data Collection Sources
Respondents were recruited through online channels, including:
· Social media platforms (Facebook, WhatsApp groups)
· University networks and student mailing lists
· Online consumer and sustainability-focused forums
These networks were chosen to reach respondents who were knowledgeable about supermarkets and CSR issues. Electronic delivery allowed the survey to be distributed to a geographically spread sample in the UK, increasing the representativeness of the sample. This research involved a sample size of 220 respondents, which is suitable for quantitative survey-based research that explores attitudes to CSR and food waste reduction in the UK supermarket industry. Sample size is a critical consideration in statistical analysis and research design (Saunders et al., 2019). Bryman (2016) comments that samples of 200 or more respondents are usually adequate for descriptive and inferential statistical analysis in social science research. This ensures reliability of responses, lowers sampling error, and permits correlation analysis (Olarewaju et al., 2024). Further, the diversity of the population means a larger sample is required to account for differing viewpoints. The sample size is also in line with previous research on CSR and sustainability that has investigated stakeholder perceptions (Jones et al., 2018). The link to the survey questionnaire (Google Form) is provided below: 
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSdiq6PWEOedN8KU-o1FKe0tFoaXKLWpoJppo6E7FWqlAIHaGQ/viewform?usp=header
[bookmark: _Toc228502074]3.8 Questionnaire Design
The questionnaire was developed based on the conceptual model and literature findings. It includes closed questions with a five-point Likert scale that ranges from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree". Likert scales are commonly used in CSR and sustainability studies to measure perceptions and attitudes (Likert).
The questionnaire is structured into the following sections:
· CSR strategies related to food waste reduction
· Food waste reduction practices
· Sustainability outcomes
· Perceived business performance
· Demographic information
This structure ensures alignment between theory, research objectives, and empirical measurement.
[bookmark: _Toc228502075]3.9 Data Analysis Techniques
Quantitative statistical analysis was used to analyse data. Descriptive statistics were applied to describe respondent profiles and overall trends. Inferential statistics, including correlation analysis, were used to analyse associations between CSR approaches, food waste reduction measures and self-reported business performance. Statistical analysis enables objective interpretation and is congruent with the positivist paradigm (Bryman, 2016). Quantitative statistical methods were used with SPSS (version 26). Frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations were used to describe the demographic characteristics of respondents and their responses to the key study variables. Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the reliability of multi-item scales (where applicable). Inferential testing was next used to assess correlations between CSR strategies, food waste reduction practices and perceptions of business performance. In particular, correlation analysis was conducted to determine the direction and magnitude of associations. We also tested predictive relationships using regression analysis and ANOVA. The 5% significance level (p < 0.05) was used. These methods facilitate objective analysis and interpretation of the results, in line with the positivist research paradigm. 
[bookmark: _Toc228502076]3.10 Reliability and Validity
Reliability is the degree to which measurement is consistent, and validity is the degree to which the research instrument is measuring what it is designed to measure (Saunders, et al., 2019). The use of standardised Likert-scale items and wording improved reliability. Validity was enhanced through items that are based on literature and the research framework.
[bookmark: _Toc228502077]3.11 Ethical Considerations
The study complied with ethical considerations as per university guidelines. Participation in the survey was voluntary, and respondents were provided with an information statement at the start of the questionnaire explaining the purpose of the study, the nature of participation, and how the data would be used (Kaczmarek et al., 2012). Consent was obtained electronically before respondents could proceed to the survey.
To protect participants, no personally identifying information was collected. Therefore, responses were treated as anonymous. Survey data were stored securely on a password-protected device/account and were accessible only to the researcher. Participants were informed that they could stop completing the questionnaire at any time before submission without penalty.
The study also followed relevant data protection principles, including minimising data collection to only what was necessary for the research objectives and reporting findings in aggregate form to prevent indirect identification of respondents.
[bookmark: _Toc228502078]3.12 Chapter Summary
This chapter has explained and justified the methodological choices underpinning the study. By adopting a positivist paradigm, deductive approach, and survey research strategy, the research design ensures coherence between theory and empirical investigation. The next chapter presents and analyses the findings derived from the survey data.
3. [bookmark: _Toc228502079]Data Analysis 
[bookmark: _Toc228502080]4.1 Introduction to Findings and Discussion
This chapter summarises the quantitative results of the research, which were made due to the survey results of 220 respondents. This chapter aims to analyse the awareness of the respondents on the food waste reduction efforts of Tesco, their perceptions of the effectiveness of the efforts as part of corporate social responsibility (CSR), their attitudes and behavioural intentions, their perceptions of the impacts these efforts have on business performance, and the perceived challenges. It starts with a brief description of the process of data preparation and the demographic profile of the respondents. It will further provide descriptive statistics of each questionnaire item and the key constructs. Lastly, inferential analyses are used to compare relationships between important variables as well as to determine whether there are differences in perceptions among groups of respondents (e.g., Tesco shopping frequency, age group, gender, and region). The results are assessed against the research objectives of the study and other literature that has been presented in previous chapters.
[bookmark: _Toc228502081]4.2 Data Preparation and Analytical Approach
In the questionnaire, there were demographic questions (A1-A4) and items using Likert scale (B1-F3) with a measure of five points (1= Strongly disagree to 5= Strongly agree). Numerical category labels were used as the coded demographic variables (e.g., age group, gender, region, and Tesco shopping frequency). Items in the Likert scale were considered ordinal indicators and were analysed using descriptive statistics and composite construct scores. The dataset was filtered before analysis on completeness and accuracy. The answers were verified against missing entries, invalid codes and duplicate entries. In cases where there were not many cases of missing data, they were dealt with under [listwise deletion / pairwise deletion / mean substitution] based on the analysis undertaken. There are no extreme outliers in the composite scale scores. As part of the construct-level interpretation, Likert items were aggregated into five composite variables depending on the questionnaire layout: Awareness (B1 -B2), CSR Effectiveness (C1-C3), Consumer Attitudes and Behaviour (D1-D4), Business Performance (E1-E4) and Challenges (F1-F3). The composite scores were determined as the average of the items in every construct, such that high scores indicate greater agreement with the construct. The analysis was done in a descriptive-inferential manner. 
[bookmark: _Toc228502082]4.3 Demographic Profile of Respondents (n = 220)
This segment gives the demographic profile of the respondents who were selected to take part in the survey. Demographic variables will be used to identify the age group, gender, region of residence in the UK, and the frequency of shopping in Tesco. The characteristics that are reported give context in which the perceptions of the food waste reduction efforts by Tesco can be interpreted and whether the results can be different among consumer groups.
[image: Forms response chart. Question title: What is your age?  . Number of responses: 220 responses.]
Figure 5: Age Distribution of Respondents
The sample was skewed toward younger age groups. The highest percentage of the respondents was found to be in the 18–24 (54.5%, ≈ 120 respondents). This was innovated by those who were aged between 25–34 (24.5%, ≈ 54 respondents). Smaller percentages were 35 years to 44 years old (9.5%, ≈ 21), and Under 18 (8.2%, ≈ 18). The proportion of those who were 45-54, 55-64 and 65+ was very small (about 3.3% combined, ≈ 7 respondents) so the older age groups are not well represented in the sample.
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Figure 6: Gender Distribution of Respondents
The sample is male dominant in terms of gender. The male respondents were 61.8% (≈ 136 respondents) and the female respondents were 38.2% (≈ 84 respondents). In this dataset, the responses in the category of Prefer not to say were not recorded. This implies that there is a possibility of making gender comparisons between male and female populations, but the sample is not balanced.
[image: Forms response chart. Question title: Which region of the UK do you live in?. Number of responses: 220 responses.]
Figure 7: Region of Residence in the United Kingdom
All the respondents were mostly concentrated in two areas. The largest percentage was in Midlands (40.5%, ≈ 89 respondents) then in London (32.7%, ≈ 72 respondents). The third-largest group was in the north of England (16.4%, ≈ 36 respondents). The other respondents (about 10.4%, ≈ 23 respondents) were distributed throughout South of England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland with small proportions. Generally, there is a good coverage of the sample in the regions; however, Midlands and London are overrepresented.
[image: Forms response chart. Question title: How often do you shop at Tesco?  . Number of responses: 220 responses.]
Figure 8: Frequency of Shopping at Tesco
The findings indicate that the respondents are regular Tesco customers and it would help in your research area. Almost 50 percent of them said they shopped every week (47.3%, ≈ 104 respondents) and a significant percentage had to go shopping every day (38.2%, ≈ 84 respondents). A lower percentage shop monthly (12.7%, ≈ 28 respondents). A very low percentage (about 1.8% combined, ≈ 4 respondents) said that they shop every once in a while, or only occasionally. This implies that the majority of respondents are well exposed to Tesco and hence they are suitable to assess the level of awareness and attitude to Tesco food waste minimization strategies.
[bookmark: _Toc228502083]4.4 Quantitative Analysis 
Table 1: Reliability Statistics
	Reliability test
	Valid cases (n)
	Excluded cases (n)
	Total (n)
	Items (k)
	Cronbach’s Alpha (α)
	Scale Mean
	Std. Deviation

	All Likert items combined
	197
	23
	220
	16
	0.748
	61.93
	5.673



All 16 Likert-scale items were run on the reliability test. The results could be summarised as the number of valid cases was 197 (89.5%) and the non-valid cases were 23 (10.5%) as a result of listwise deletion; that is, respondents who had at least one missing value on 16 items were deleted. The alpha of the Cronbach is 0.748, which is an acceptable internal consistency of the scale at large (usually, 0.70 is taken to be an acceptable alpha). This helps to indicate that when the items are viewed as a single set, they demonstrate a fair degree of consistency in their ability to measure the macro-topic (perceptions regarding Tesco food waste programs). 
Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for Composite Constructs
	Construct (Composite Variable)
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean (M)
	Std. Deviation (SD)
	Interpretation

	Awareness
	220
	1.00
	5.00
	3.58
	0.50
	Moderate agreement; awareness is positive but comparatively lowest

	Perceived Effectiveness
	220
	1.00
	5.00
	3.85
	0.48
	Respondents agree Tesco’s initiatives are effective

	Consumer Attitudes & Behaviour (CAB)
	220
	1.00
	5.00
	3.96
	0.51
	Strong agreement; initiatives influence loyalty and shopping behaviour

	Business Performance (PEB)
	220
	1.00
	5.00
	4.01
	0.49
	Strongest agreement; initiatives seen as beneficial for business outcomes

	Perceived Challenges (PC)
	220
	1.00
	5.00
	3.83
	0.60
	Respondents recognise notable barriers to food waste reduction



Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for the five composite constructs, using the mean scores of the individual Likert-scale items. All composite means range between 1 and 5, indicating that the composite means were calculated correctly and are on the same scale as the responses. In general, all means are higher than the mid-point (3.00), suggesting that respondents were generally positive about the impact of Tesco's food waste reduction activities.
The mean of Business Performance (PEB) (M = 4.01, SD = 0.49) was the highest of the five means. This indicates that respondents sufficiently agreed that Tesco's food waste reduction initiatives result in positive business performance outcomes, including profitability, cost savings and brand positioning. The second-highest mean score was for Consumer Attitudes and Behaviour (CAB) (M = 3.96, SD = 0.51), suggesting that respondents agreed to a moderate extent that Tesco’s food waste reduction activities could affect consumers' attitudes and behaviour.
The Effectiveness of Tesco's food waste reduction measures was also perceived positively (M = 3.85, SD = 0.48). Challenges had a mean of 3.83 (SD = 0.60), indicating awareness of potential practical challenges, but also overall support for Tesco's actions. The construct with the lowest mean was Awareness (M = 3.58, SD = 0.50), suggesting lower agreement compared with the other constructs.
When it comes to agreement variability, all standard deviations were less than 0.60, suggesting relatively little variability within the sample. The greatest variability was in the Challenges construct (SD = 0.60), indicating that there were greater differences in respondents' perceptions of the barriers to food waste reduction than in the other constructs.
Table 3: Pearson Correlations Among Composite Constructs
	Variables
	1. Awareness
	2. Perceived Effectiveness
	3. CAB
	4. PEB
	5. PC

	1. Awareness
	1
	.290**
	.313**
	.238**
	.153*

	2. Perceived Effectiveness
	.290**
	1
	.344**
	.317**
	.298**

	3. CAB
	.313**
	.344**
	1
	.348**
	.418**

	4. PEB
	.238**
	.317**
	.348**
	1
	.364**

	5. PC
	.153*
	.298**
	.418**
	.364**
	1



Pearson correlation was performed to analyse the relationships between the five composite constructs that are Awareness, Perceived Effectiveness, Consumer Attitudes and Behaviour (CAB), Business Performance (PEB), and Perceived Challenges (PC). In general, the correlations were positive, i.e., the correlation coefficients with a high score on one construct were likely to be positively correlated with another construct, and the majority of comparisons were significant at the 0.01 level. Awareness exhibited small to moderate positive correlations with the other constructs; the best correlations were with CAB (r =.313, p =.001) and Perceived Effectiveness (r =.290, p =.001). It means that the higher the awareness of the respondents of Tesco about the reduced food waste measures, the more likely the respondent will perceive the measures as effective, and the more positive, supportive attitudes and behavioural intentions will be reported. Awareness was also found to be weakly but significantly related to Business Performance (r =.238, p <.001) and weakly related to Challenges (r =.153, p=.023), indicating that over and above increased awareness, there exists a strong correlation with Business Performance. Perceived Effectiveness had a significant relationship with consumer behaviour and business outcomes, as it has a positive correlation with CAB (r = .344, p < .001) and PEB (r = .317, p < .001), meaning that when the respondents perceive the initiatives as effective, they also demonstrate stronger behavioural support and perceive more benefits to the business. CAB had a moderate relationship with Business Performance (r =.348, p <.001) implying that positive consumer attitudes and behaviours correlate with the stronger beliefs that Tesco waste reduction activities enhance the profitability, costs, and reputation. Remarkably, CAB and Challenges had the highest correlation in the matrix (r =.418, p <.001) which means that respondents who are the most supportive are also the most conscious of practical barriers involved. Business Performance also had a positive relationship to challenges (r =.364, p <.001) as the perception of challenges does not lead to a decrease in perceived value, instead, food waste reduction might be perceived as a business-benefiting practice even in the presence of observed difficulties. In general, the findings reveal a positive overall trend where the higher the awareness and perceived efficacy the faster the consumer behavioural intentions and perceived benefits of the business performance, whereas difficulties are identified with the positive perceptions.
Table 4: One-Way ANOVA Results
	Construct
	SS Between
	SS Within
	df (Between, Within)
	F
	Sig. (p)
	Conclusion

	Awareness
	0.003
	31.134
	(2, 121)
	0.007
	.993
	Not significant

	CAB
	0.182
	40.888
	(2, 121)
	0.269
	.764
	Not significant

	PEB
	0.577
	33.122
	(2, 121)
	1.054
	.352
	Not significant

	PC
	4.562
	48.726
	(2, 121)
	5.664
	.004
	Significant

	Perceived Effectiveness
	0.478
	35.080
	(2, 121)
	0.825
	.441
	Not significant



In the case of the ANOVA, the Tesco shopping-frequency variable was coded as: 1 = Daily, 2 = Weekly, 3 = Monthly, 4 = Occasionally, 5 = Rarely, according to the response options. Mean scores in different groups of shopping frequency were compared with the help of this coding.
A notable observation in the ANOVA results was that the degrees of freedom under the Between Groups was 2, which implies that only three groups were used in the particular analysis (as opposed to all five groups). This effect is normally generated when one or more of the categories have few or no responses in the analysis dataset, or when the variable has been re-coded or filtered. Thus, the results of the reported ANOVA were compared to the three groups that were represented in the analysis. The one-way ANOVA was done to determine whether the perception of respondents varies according to shopping frequency at Tesco, according to five constructs, namely, Awareness, Perceived Effectiveness, Consumer Attitudes and behaviour (CAB), Business Performance (PEB), and Perceived Challenges (PC). The findings demonstrate that there are no statistically significant differences in Awareness (F = 0.007, p = .993), CAB (F = 0.269, p = .764), PEB (F = 1.054, p = .352) and Perceived Effectiveness (F = 0.825, p =.441) shopping-frequency groups. This implies that the level of awareness, attitudes/behavioural intentions, perceived effects of businesses on performance and the perceived effectiveness of Tesco initiatives is general among the shopping-frequency groups that the analysis involved. Nonetheless, the statistically significant difference was found in Perceived Challenges (PC) (F = 5.664, p =.004). It implies that the perceptions of the respondents regarding difficulties of food waste minimisation (e.g., price, demand for products by consumers for freshness, and the lack of awareness) are not the same across all people regardless of the frequency of shopping at Tesco. Stated in other words, the shopping frequency seems to mediate the effect on the perceived strength of the respondents to the perceived barriers, although it does not substantially modify the overall positive perception respondents hold about effectiveness, behaviour, and business impact.
Table 5: Group Means for PC (Perceived Challenges) by Shopping Frequency
	Tesco Shopping Frequency
	N
	Mean PC

	Weekly
	65
	3.5564

	Daily
	41
	3.8089

	Monthly
	18
	4.0926



Since the one-way ANOVA of Perceived Challenges (PC) was significant, post hoc multiple comparisons were done to determine the differences between groups in terms of shopping frequency. Coding of Tesco shopping frequency. There were only available cases, where 1 = Daily, 2 = Weekly, 3 = Monthly, 4 = Occasionally, 5 = Rarely, but only Weekly (65), Daily (41), and Monthly (18) were included in the analysis.
Table 6: Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons for PC
	Comparison
	Mean Difference (I–J)
	p-value
	Test

	Weekly vs Monthly
	−0.53618
	.005
	Tukey HSD

	Weekly vs Monthly
	−0.53618
	.003
	Games–Howell


The Tukey HSD test and Games -Howell post hoc test had the same result: only Weekly and Monthly shoppers showed a statistically significant difference. To be more exact, the Weekly group showed much lower scores on PC, compared to the Monthly group (Tukey: Mean Difference = -0.536, p =.005; Games-Howell: Mean Difference =-0.536, p =.003). There was no significant difference between Daily - Weekly (Tukey p =. 118), Games-Howell p =. 131) and Daily - Monthly (Tukey p =. 258), Games-Howell p =. 197). This pattern is supported by the table of homogeneous subsets: Weekly shoppers (M = 3.556) are separate subsets of the Monthly shoppers (M = 4.093), and the Daily shoppers (M = 3.809) are in between the two categories, as there is no clear distinction between Daily and either Weekly or Monthly at the 0.05 level. All this implies that respondents who shop on a monthly basis are more likely to feel that Tesco has more challenges in its food waste reduction initiatives, as compared to those who show weekly and daily shoppers lie in the middle.


Table 7: Multiple Regression Predicting PEB
	Statistic
	Value

	R
	0.466

	R²
	0.217

	Adjusted R²
	0.202

	F (df)
	14.898 (4, 215)

	Sig.
	< .001



The multiple linear regression analysis was carried out to determine whether the awareness, Perceived Effectiveness, Consumer Attitudes & Behaviour (CAB), and Perceived Challenges (PC) significantly predict Business Performance (PEB). The global regression equation was statistically significant, F(4, 215) = 14.898, p < .001 which implies that the combination of predictors does explain a significant portion of variation in perceived business performance.
Table 8: Coefficients
	Predictor
	B
	Std. Error
	β (Standardised)
	t
	p
	VIF

	Constant
	1.680
	0.315
	—
	5.327
	<.001
	—

	Awareness
	0.102
	0.063
	0.104
	1.609
	.109
	1.157

	Perceived Effectiveness
	0.163
	0.067
	0.162
	2.421
	.016
	1.223

	CAB
	0.156
	0.068
	0.163
	2.314
	.022
	1.365

	PC
	0.189
	0.055
	0.231
	3.427
	.001
	1.253


Predictors with p < .05 are statistically significant contributors to PEB.
The model produced R = .466 and R² = .217, which indicated that about 21.7% of the variance in PEB was covered by the four predictors. The adjusted R² = .202 indicates that the model is still strong after using the number of the predictors used. All in all, this means that the explanatory power perceptions of business performance are moderate. Perceived Challenges (PC) was the most powerful predictor of PEB (β = .231, p = .001), then it was Consumer Attitudes and Behaviour (CAB) (β = .163, p = .022) and Perceived Effectiveness (β = .162, p = .016). These findings are indicative that the respondents who rate the perceived challenges as more difficult, the consumer attitude and behaviour as supportive as more effective, and the initiatives of Tesco are more effective are more likely to report higher perceived benefits to business performance. However, awareness was not statistically significant as the other variables were adjusted (β = .104, p = .109). This means that mere awareness of initiatives cannot be directly correlated with perceived business performance unless it is correlated to perceived effectiveness and support of consumer behaviour.
[image: ]
Figure 9: Histogram of Residuals (Normality)
The histogram of the residuals of the dependent variable (PEB) depicts that the curve is approximately normally distributed, with very few deviations unlike a bell-shaped form. The mean of the standardized residuals is reported to be basically zero and the standard deviation is nearly equal to one which is in line with the assumptions of regression. This implies that the normality assumption is fairly met and justifies the reliability of the regression significance tests.
[image: ]
Figure 10: Scatterplot of Standardised Residuals vs Standardised Predicted Values (Homoscedasticity & Linearity)
There is no distinct funnel shape or strong shape-curved residue of the points, and the scatterplot of standardised residuals versus standardised predicted values is a random tangle of points around the zero line. This indicates that the assumption of linearity as well as that of homoscedasticity (equal variances of errors) is widely satisfied. Some of the points may seem more radical (this may be outliers). However, the general trend does not exhibit systematic bias meaning that the regression model is suitable to the data.



[bookmark: _Toc228502084]4.5 Critical Discussion of Findings
This chapter critically explores the findings outlined in Chapter 4 in the context of the research aim and objectives, research questions, theoretical background, and literature review outlined in Chapter 2. The quantitative findings presented in this chapter address the main aim of this dissertation: to explore how UK supermarkets, and specifically Tesco, can leverage CSR strategies to minimise food waste without compromising or even positively impacting their profitability. Overall, the results suggest that stakeholders hold positive views of Tesco's CSR-driven initiatives to reduce food waste, and that this positive view is linked with measures of business performance. But the nature of these links suggests subtleties that need to be carefully considered.
[bookmark: _Toc228502085]4.5.1 Linking Findings to Research Objectives and Questions
Objective 1 aimed to discover the main CSR strategies Tesco uses to reduce food waste. The survey items on awareness (B1-B2), and perceived effectiveness (C1-C3) tapped into stakeholder awareness of strategies such as redistribution of surplus food, wonky produce and improvements in date labelling. The descriptive results show widespread, albeit limited, stakeholder knowledge of these strategies. This is consistent with the literature on redistribution, operational changes in stores, communication with consumers and supply chain stakeholders as the primary CSR strategies used by Tesco (Olarewaju et al., 2024; Jones et al., 2018). More importantly, the regression finding that awareness, in and of itself (β = .104, p = .109), did not significantly predict perceived business performance, once effectiveness and behavioural factors were considered, raises questions about Objective 1: strategies must be effective to impact business performance. This finding resonates with the literature that CSR communication can create a sense of legitimacy but little else (Cardillo and Basso, 2024). Objective 2 was to assess the environmental and financial benefits of Tesco's CSR-based waste reduction activities. The study did not have access to operational data, but the variable perceived business performance (E1-E4) serves as a proxy for stakeholder perceptions of profitability, cost savings and reputational impacts. The positive mean scores for perceived business performance and their significant relationships with perceived effectiveness (r = .317, p < .001) and consumer attitudes (r = .348, p < .001) indicate that stakeholders overall believe Tesco's waste reduction initiatives have a positive impact on business performance. This is in line with the literature's claims that food waste reduction is a cost control and reputation-building measure (Lins et al., 2021; Godefroit-Winkel, Schill and Diop-Sall, 2021). Yet, the low R² value (.217) indicates that other factors besides those measured here contribute to perceived business performance, such as the competitive environment and supply chain, as Gutterman (2023) argues that CSR benefits are highly context-specific. Objective 3: challenges Tesco faces in linking food waste reduction to profitability. The construct of Perceived Challenges (F1-F3) was the strongest predictor of perceived business performance (β = .231, p = .001) and the ANOVA showed a significant difference by shopping frequency: monthly shoppers perceived challenges more pronounced than weekly shoppers (Mean Difference = −.536, p = .005). This is a key and unexpected finding: challenges did not have a negative impact on perceptions of business performance but were positively related. Perhaps this signalled stakeholders' ability to recognise that businesses that "work the challenges" (e.g. freshness, cost of implementation, lack of awareness) ultimately generate more business value by doing so. This is a sophisticated perspective which accords with the TBL literature's recognition that sustainability is associated with trade-offs that must be managed rather than eliminated or overlooked (Milne and Gray, 2013). Objective 4 was to examine how Tesco's engagement in waste-reduction CSR activities is related to business performance. The regression model offers the strongest evidence. The predictive variables - perceived efficacy, consumer attitudes and behaviour, and perceived difficulties - explain 21.7% of variance in perceived business performance. The sub-research question for this objective is also answered: it is not how much money or publicity that drives perceived value but rather the perceived credibility of the initiatives and the extent to which they are able to generate positive consumer attitudes and behaviours. This supports the Stakeholder Theory contention that CSR's value is driven by stakeholder engagement, as well as operationalisation (Freeman, 1984; Awa, Etim and Ogbonda, 2024). Finally, Objective 5 - to provide best-practice recommendations - is informed by the above and is covered in the recommendations in Chapter 5.
[bookmark: _Toc228502086]4.5.2 Dialogue with the Theoretical Framework
The results speak to all three of the theoretical perspectives adopted for this study. The robust positive relationship between consumer attitudes and behaviour (CAB) and perceived business performance (r = .348, p < .001) confirms that stakeholder engagement through CSR is not just good for reputation but good for perceived business results, from a Stakeholder Theory (Freeman, 1984) standpoint. It lends credence to the Stakeholder Theory claim that stakeholder management creates value for the long term. But, the results also highlight a gap in applying the theory here: the sample represents only consumer and general public stakeholders. The views of suppliers - whose interests may be damaged by Tesco's rigid specifications and cost-shifting (Tidy, Wang and Hall, 2016) - are missing here. A more complete understanding of Stakeholder Theory would therefore take into account these suppliers.
The Triple Bottom Line (TBL) (Elkington, 1997) is both supported and confounded by the findings. The positive perceptions of both environmental and economic benefits from Tesco's initiatives are consistent with the TBL's argument that multiple values can be created. But the continued identification of challenges - and their strong positive links with perceptions of business performance - indicate that tensions are not eliminated by a TBL perspective. Milne and Gray (2013) suggest the TBL offers few insights into how to manage tensions between its three dimensions. The evidence supports this: stakeholders perceive that there is tension between TBL objectives and that a proactive approach to resolving tension is valuable to business.
Institutional Theory (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) is supported with qualification. The lack of a direct effect of awareness on perceived business performance implies that stakeholders are not simply content with Tesco's public statements and reporting - the signs of institutional compliance. Rather, performance is assessed based on perceptions of effectiveness and behavioural changes. This resonates with Arranz, Sena and Kwong (2022) caution that institutional pressures can lead to "pretending". The take-out for Tesco, then, is that it is not enough to take part in industry-level sustainability initiatives; it needs to produce credible outcomes to create perceived business value and avoid stakeholder cynicism.
[bookmark: _Toc228502087]4.5.3 Critical Engagement with the Literature
The results confirm and go beyond the arguments from the literature reviewed in Chapter 2. The positive association between perceived CSR effectiveness and perceived business performance supports the business case for CSR according to Carroll and Shabana (2010), and the evidence that sustainable practices enhance financial performance (Olaejaju et al., 2024). Nonetheless, the mixed results in the literature about the CSR-financial performance relationship (Abhijit Chandratreya, 2024) are reflected in the relatively low R² value of the regression model, suggesting that while the relationship exists, it is not necessarily deterministic. The significant prediction of perceived business performance by consumer attitudes and behaviour (CAB) supports the claim of Godefroit-Winkel, Schill and Diop-Sall (2021) that CSR builds consumer loyalty by defining the strength of this relationship in the case of food waste reduction. Importantly, the literature's concern that redistribution programs can lead to increased overproduction (Evans et al., 2021) is not tested by this perception-based study, and is a key limitation and opportunity for future research into actual practice. The ANOVA result that perceived challenge is moderated by shopping frequency is a novel contribution that suggests that consumer engagement with Tesco (and hence, awareness of its practices) doesn't alleviate concern over barriers, but rather sharpens perception of their intricacy. The findings of Chapter 4 fulfil the central aim of this research: Tesco can and does implement CSR strategies to reduce food waste in a manner perceived to benefit their business. But this link is moderated by the perception of credibility of initiatives, the behaviours they evoke in consumers, and the management of challenges. The next chapter draws conclusions and implications.


4. [bookmark: _Toc228502088]Conclusion and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc228502089]5.1 Introduction

This concluding chapter synthesises the entire dissertation, drawing together findings from the empirical survey (n = 220) with the theoretical framework, literature, research aim, and five objectives established in Chapter 1. The dissertation set out to examine how UK supermarkets, with Tesco as the focal case, can deploy CSR strategies to reduce food waste whilst sustaining or enhancing commercial performance. This chapter demonstrates that this aim has been achieved through the evidence gathered and critically discussed. The chapter proceeds as follows: Section 5.2 presents conclusions directly linked to each research objective and primary research question; Section 5.3 offers practical managerial recommendations for Tesco; Section 5.4 articulates the theoretical contributions; and Section 5.5 acknowledges the study’s limitations and proposes directions for future research.
[bookmark: _Toc228502090]5.2 Conclusions linked to the aim, objectives, and research questions
The main research question: How can Tesco successfully execute CSR strategies to minimise food waste while also improving or maintaining profitability? - is answered positively but with nuance. The quantitative findings show stakeholders believe Tesco's CSR-focused food waste initiatives are generally successful and associated with improved business performance. But this is not a natural fit: it occurs when credibility is perceived, consumers engage in the right behaviour, and operational issues are managed. The results are now discussed in terms of each of the objectives.
Objective 1 (to identify appropriate CSR strategies to reduce food waste) is achieved: stakeholders are aware of Tesco's strategies around redistribution, imperfect produce and operational improvements. But the regression result that awareness (β = .104, p = .109) does not independently measure perceived business performance suggests a key implication - strategy identification and communication must be supported by evidence of effectiveness. Objective 2 (to assess environmental and financial impacts) is met: perceptions of business performance, which captures beliefs regarding profitability (E1), cost effectiveness (E2), brand image (E3) and competitive parity (E4), reflect perceptions of environmental and financial benefits. Strong positive correlations between perceived effectiveness and business performance (r = .317) confirm that CSR efforts to reduce food waste can positively impact profitability and brand reputation. Objective 3 (to evaluate the challenges of aligning waste reduction with profitability) is tangibly answered: perceptions of challenges were the strongest predictor of business performance (β = .231, p = .001), and shopping frequency moderated perceptions of challenges (F = 5.664, p = .004). This shows that challenges - cost, freshness and awareness - are not challenges to performance perceptions but are themselves indicators of strategy. Objective 4 (to examine how CSR spending and business performance correlate) is addressed by the regression model: perceptions about effectiveness, consumer behavioural support and perceived challenges account for 21.7% of variance in business performance perceptions - a statistically and practically significant finding. Objective 5 (to offer best practices) is met in Section 5.3 below, based on the above evidence.
In relation to the question of determining key CSR food-waste reduction strategies that Tesco has implemented and the associated sub-question of what strategies are implemented, the survey gauged the perception of the stakeholders, as opposed to auditing the internal systems of Tesco. Nevertheless, the awareness, perceived effectiveness, consumer attitudes and behaviour, perceived performance and challenges are the constructs adopted, which represent the strategy areas that were identified in the literature (consumer-facing interventions, operational improvements, and CSR positioning). The aim to assess the environmental and financial effects (and the sub-question about impact) is justified by the large overall rating of the perceived business performance (PEB), which indicates that the respondents think Tesco initiatives help the company increase its profitability, cost effectiveness, and reputation, which is in line with the business case perspective presented in the literature. 
Simultaneously, the aim to investigate issues Tesco encounters in seeking harmony between waste minimisation and profitability is highly justified: the perceived issues were significantly present and varied by the group of shopping frequency, which indicates the discussion of the literature regarding the barriers of waste reduction, including cost pressures and consumer freshness expectations. The goal to examine the relationship between the investment in waste-reduction CSR at Tesco and business performance is most directly met by the results of the regression. The model was substantial and demonstrated that the perceived effectiveness, consumer attitudes/behaviour, and perceived challenges are considerable predictors of perceived business performance, and awareness is no longer relevant when the other factors are conditioned. This is responding to the sub-question on the relationship between CSR-motivated waste reduction and performance indicators: awareness is not everything, unless it is converted into perceived credibility/effectiveness and favourable consumer behaviour. 
Lastly, the combined evidence guides the objective to suggest best practices (and the sub-question on best practices): Tesco should focus on the interventions with visible effects, reinforce the mechanisms that transform positive attitudes into behaviour (loyalty and purchase intention), and overcome the apparent operational challenges (cost and freshness-related pressure) with the help of supply chain and store-level solutions, as opposed to primarily relying on communication.
[bookmark: _Toc228502091]5.3 Recommendations for managerial practice at Tesco
Recommendation 1: Change the emphasis on the awareness campaigns to the demonstration of the effectiveness. Since awareness did not have a major propensity to influence the perceived business performance after the effects of perceived effectiveness and consumer attitudes/behaviour were adjudicated, Tesco should stop basing its awareness creation on general awareness creation and start expressing plausible evidence of effect (Benevento et al., 2025). This involves the reporting of store-level waste reduction results, the extent of surplus redistribution in a transparent manner, and demonstrations that waste reduction can indeed be done without impacting the perceived quality. This is in response to the concern in the literature review that the CSR messaging can cause scepticism in the event that it is not backed by quantifiable results.
Recommendation 2: Intensify consumer behaviour, the levers of which directly mitigate waste. As the consumer attitudes and behaviour (CAB) were a leading factor of perceived business performance, Tesco ought to intensify interventions that translate positive assumed perceptions into action (Mathew and Spinelli, 2025). This may be achieved by continuously normalising the wonky produce by pricing and positioning, enhancing clarity of date labels and storage advice, and nudges like meal-planning reminders and portion advice in both the physical and online retail spaces. These measures are consistent with the consumer-oriented interventions that the literature reveals, but which ought to be intended to ensure that the responsibility is not solely on consumers.
Recommendation 3: Address perceived challenges as a strategic priority and not a side issue. The perceived challenges played a major role in the regression and varied among the groups of people based on shopping frequencies, which means that barriers are perceived and experienced unequally (Robertson et al., 2025). Tesco will need to work on freshness expectations by improving demand forecasting, replenishment dynamics, and markdown timing, and the implementation costs management by prioritising investments with high operational payback (e.g., forecasting technologies and cold-chain optimisation). Consciousness campaigns are supposed to focus on those behaviours which decrease waste directly (like reduced-to-clear involvement and acknowledgement of imperfect produce) rather than depending on some generic CSR messages.
Recommendation 4: Strike a balance between redistribution and upstream prevention. Although the redistribution and donation methods are supportive of social value and reputational outcomes, the literature review cautions that it is possible that such methods do not help to tackle root causes and can even lead to overproduction normalisation (Wiedemann, 2022). Tesco must not drop the redistribution but focus on upstream prevention as the main KPI, to make sure that CSR is not diminished to the level of reactive waste management.
Recommendation 5: Incorporate food-waste KPIs into commercial performance dashboards. To effectively balance sustainability and profitability, Tesco ought to monitor the food-waste figures together with margin, availability and customer satisfaction (Terzis and Gotzamani, 2025). This makes the business case highlighted in the literature operational and minimises the risk of sustainability being a symbolic tool within the decision-making process, but not being enshrined within the structure.
Recommendation 6: Collaborate with suppliers to minimise upstream wastage and safeguard legitimacy. Tesco needs to intensify supplier partnerships by sharing the forecast, flexible specifications, and joint planning (Pimentel, Misopoulos and Davies, 2022). This minimises upstream waste and the issue in the literature that waste and cost burdens can be transferred to the suppliers, which may jeopardise legitimacy, trust in the stakeholders and the credibility of the CSR commitments.
[bookmark: _Toc228502092]5.4 Contributions to theory
The dissertation is relevant to theory because it demonstrates the relationship between stakeholder perceptions and CSR-led food waste reduction in the context of perceived business performance in a supermarket in the UK, which fills the gap in your literature review that the relationship between stakeholder perceptions and CSR-led food waste reduction has not been quantified. 
Stakeholder Theory: The results uphold Stakeholder Theory, as they indicate that as the initiatives of Tesco are perceived as effective, behavioural intentions of consumers (loyalty, preference, willingness to purchase imperfect produce) become more robust- and these are linked with more perceived business performance (Pan, Sheng and Xie, 2012). It indicates a notion that CSR generates value not just by saving costs internally, but also by engaging stakeholders and influencing them with its behaviour.
Triple Bottom Line (TBL): The findings are consistent with TBL thinking since respondents realise that there are (a) business value and (b) persistent constraints, which represent tension in the real world between profit, people, and planet (Bhatti et al., 2025). It is observed in the literature that TBL is a powerful concept, yet it contains minimal information on how trade-offs should be managed. The empirical evidence confirms the fact that trade-offs are observable by stakeholders and should be addressed instead of being disregarded. 
Institutional Theory: The Institutional Theory assists in outlining why CSR adoption and open promises are no longer viewed as a surprise in UK retail, and that it can be influenced by legitimacy pressure and norms. These findings provide a bit of flavour. Despite the overall favourable impressions, potential obstacles still exist, and this suggests that the pressure exerted by an institution does not necessarily eliminate the operational barriers. This reinforces the fact found in the literature that CSR may tend to become symbolic adherence unless supported by a substantive change.
4.5 [bookmark: _Toc228502093]Limitations and Areas for Further Research
This research has a number of limitations to be taken into account when interpreting the results. One, the analysis is founded on the perceptions held by the stakeholders and not actual operational and financial records of Tesco. Hence, the analysis represents the perceived business level performance and perceived effects of the CSR-led waste mitigation, not the actual change in profitability or objective decrease in tonnes of waste (Gan and Yan, 2023). Secondly, the study adopted a cross-sectional design, since data were captured at one point, and this did not allow for making any causal argument on whether CSR initiatives result in a direct shift in consumer behaviour or business performance. Thirdly, the sample size (n = 220) was good, but the sample might not be a full representation of all shoppers in the UK; the uneven representation in some of the analyses (ANOVA) indicates that some of the categories could be underrepresented. Fourthly, the level of reliability was at an acceptable level, but any future studies can enhance measurement by improving the scales and assessing each construct more holistically with more items (Haddad et al., 2023). Lastly, the study was based on Tesco as one of the case contexts, implying that the results may not be completely applicable to all other UK supermarkets that vary in terms of CSR maturity, market positioning, and their supply chain approaches. 
These limitations can be addressed in future research in a number of ways. Longitudinal research designs might be used to determine the changes over time in order to determine whether the implementation of CSR would result in a long-term alteration in consumer loyalty, purchasing behaviour, and real spending (Lacey and Kennett-Hensel, 2010). Comparative research in several supermarkets in the UK would also be beneficial in order to identify whether the trends in Tesco are different from those in the competitors and the industry-wide best practices. Also, in future research, the results of the survey and objective indicators, including confirmed waste reduction rates, volume of redistribution, changes in operational costs and financial results, need to be combined to examine the perception-performance correlation in a more direct manner (Pacheco, Clausen and Bumann, 2023). Lastly, more sophisticated statistical models might be analysed to investigate the mechanics of the proposed studies, say by examining whether mediation relationships exist (e.g., perceived effectiveness as a predictor of business performance in terms of consumer behaviour) or moderation relationships (e.g., whether differences in relationships between shopping frequency and region are there), which would address the literature gap on how CSR would translate into performance outcomes.
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Likert Scale Used for All Opinion Statements
1 = Strongly Disagree | 2 = Disagree | 3 = Neutral | 4 = Agree | 5 = Strongly Agree
	Section
	Q No.
	Question / Statement
	Response Options / Scale

	Demographics
	A1
	What is your age group?
	1=Under 18, 2=18–24, 3=25–34, 4=35–44, 5=45–54, 6=55–64, 7=65+

	
	A2
	What is your gender?
	1=Male, 2=Female, 3=Non-binary, 4=Prefer not to say

	
	A3
	Which region of the UK do you live in?
	1=London, 2=Midlands, 3=North of England, 4=South of England, 5=Scotland, 6=Wales, 7=Northern Ireland

	
	A4
	How frequently do you shop at Tesco?
	1=Rarely, 2=Occasionally, 3=Monthly, 4=Weekly, 5=Daily

	Awareness
	B1
	I am aware of food waste reduction initiatives implemented by Tesco.
	Likert 1–5

	
	B2
	I am familiar with Tesco’s food waste reduction strategies.
	Likert 1–5

	CSR Effectiveness
	C1
	Tesco’s food waste reduction initiatives are effective in reducing food waste.
	Likert 1–5

	
	C2
	Tesco actively manages surplus food to minimise waste.
	Likert 1–5

	
	C3
	Tesco’s food waste reduction efforts reflect genuine corporate social responsibility.
	Likert 1–5

	Consumer Attitudes & Behaviour
	D1
	Tesco’s food waste reduction efforts influence my choice of supermarket.
	Likert 1–5

	
	D2
	I am more likely to shop at Tesco because of its food waste reduction initiatives.
	Likert 1–5

	
	D3
	I am willing to purchase “wonky” or imperfect produce at Tesco to help reduce food waste.
	Likert 1–5

	
	D4
	Tesco’s food waste reduction initiatives increase my loyalty to the brand.
	Likert 1–5

	Business Performance
	E1
	Tesco’s food waste reduction initiatives have a positive impact on its profitability.
	Likert 1–5

	
	E2
	Food waste reduction helps Tesco reduce operational costs.
	Likert 1–5

	
	E3
	Tesco’s food waste reduction strategies improve its brand image and reputation.
	Likert 1–5

	
	E4
	Tesco effectively balances food waste reduction with competitive pricing and profitability.
	Likert 1–5

	Challenges
	F1
	High implementation costs limit Tesco’s ability to reduce food waste.
	Likert 1–5

	
	F2
	Consumer demand for always-fresh products makes food waste reduction difficult for Tesco.
	Likert 1–5

	
	F3
	Limited consumer awareness reduces the effectiveness of Tesco’s food waste reduction initiatives.
	Likert 1–5
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Stakeholder Theory posits that businesses should consider the needs of all
stakeholders, not just shareholders. In UK supermarkets, this includes
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Conceptual Framework of the Study
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Microsoft Excel  Worksheet


Microsoft Excel Worksheet
Dataset

		What is your age?  		  What is your gender?  		Which region of the UK do you live in?		How often do you shop at Tesco?  		Do you have any additional comments or suggestions on how Tesco could reduce food waste more effectively? 		I am familiar with Tesco’s food waste reduction strategies. 		Tesco’s food waste reduction initiatives are effective in reducing food waste. 		Tesco actively manages surplus food to minimise waste. 		Tesco’s food waste reduction efforts reflect genuine corporate social responsibility.		Tesco’s food waste reduction efforts influence my choice of supermarket. 		I am more likely to shop at Tesco because of its food waste reduction initiatives. 		I am willing to purchase “wonky” or imperfect produce at Tesco to reduce food waste.		Tesco’s food waste reduction initiatives increase my loyalty to the brand.		Tesco’s food waste reduction initiatives have a positive impact on its profitability. 		Food waste reduction helps Tesco reduce operational costs. 		Tesco’s food waste reduction strategies improve its brand image and reputation.  		  Tesco effectively balances food waste reduction with competitive pricing and profitability.  		High implementation costs limit Tesco’s ability to reduce food waste.		Consumer demand for fresh products makes food waste reduction difficult for Tesco.  		Limited consumer awareness reduces the effectiveness of Tesco’s food waste initiatives.

		25–34		Female		Midlands		2		3		3		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		25–34		Female		London		2		4		4		5		4		5		3		4		5		5		5		5		5		2		4		5		5

		35–44		Female		South of England		1		5		4		5		5		3		5		5		5		5		4		4		5		5		5		4		4

		25–34		Female		North of England		1		5		5		4		5		3		5		5		5				5		4		4		4		5		5		4

		18–24		Male		London		2		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		3		5		4		5		5		5		5		4		5

		25–34		Female		Midlands		2		4		3		4		4		4		5		3		3		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		3

		25–34		Female		Midlands		2		4		3		5		4		5		5		3		4		4		5		4		3		4		5		4

		35–44		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		5		5		4		5		3		4		4		5		5		4		4		5		3		4

		25–34		Male		North of England		2		4		4		3		5		4		5		5		5		3		5		4		3		4		5		5		3

		25–34		Female		Midlands		1		3		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		3

		18–24		Female		London		2		4		4		5		5		5		5		5		3		3		5		5		4		3		5		5		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		18–24		Female		North of England		1		4		3		5		4		3		5		5		4		5		5		5		4		3		5		5

		18–24		Male		London		2		3		5		4		3		4		4		4		5		5		5		4		4		5		5		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		3		5		4		4		4		3		4		4		5				4		4		4		3		5		4

		25–34		Male		London		3		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		5				4		3		2		4		5		3

		25–34		Male		North of England		3		5		3		4		3		5		4		4		5		5		4		4		5		4		4		5		5

		35–44		Female		Midlands		2		3		5		4		3		2		4		4		3		5		5		4		3		4		4		3		4

		Under 18		Male		London		2		4		3		5		3		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		4		3

		18–24		Female		Midlands		2		4		4		4		5		5		4		3		5		5		5		4		5		5		3		4		5

		18–24		Male		London		1		3		4		5		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		5		5

		Under 18		Male		London		2		4		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		4		5		3		4		4		4		4		4

		Under 18		Male		Midlands		2		3		4		5		5		3		4		4		5		3		3		3		4		5		5		5		5

		25–34		Male		London		1		4		2		3		3		4		5		4		3		4		4		5		3		4		4		5		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		3		2		4		4		5		3		2		5		3		3		5		4		3		4		4

		Under 18		Male		Midlands		1		3		2		4		3		4		5		4		3		3		4		4		5		2		4		3		3

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		2

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		3		4		4		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		3		4		3		4		5		2

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		4		3		4		5		1		4		4		4		3		3		3		4		3		4		4		2

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		4		3		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		4		5		4		3		4		4		2

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		3		3		3		5		2		4		3		3		3		3		5		4		3		4		4		2

		Under 18		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		4		4		2		3		3		3		2		4		3		4		3		3		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		2		4		3		4		3		3		4		5		4		4		4		5		5		4		2		4		4

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		4		3		3		5		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		4

		18–24		Male		London		2		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		3		5		5		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		3		3		4		5		3		3		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		4

		25–34		Female		Wales		1		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		3		5		4		3

		25–34		Female		Scotland		3		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		4

		18–24		Male		Scotland		1		3		4		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		5		3		5		4		3

		45–54		Female		South of England		2		4		3		4		5		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		3

		Under 18		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		3		4		4		4

		25–34		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		5		5		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		4		4		4

		Under 18		Male		Scotland		4		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		5		3		3		4		5		3		4		4		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		5		5		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		3		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25–34		Male		Midlands		1		4		4		4		5		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		3		3		3		4

		18–24		Male		London		2		4		4		5		4		4		4		2		4		5		4		4		5		3		4		4		3

		25–34		Female		North of England		1		4		3		4		4		3		3		4		4		5		4		5		3		3		4		4		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		5		3		4		5		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		1		4		4		2		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		4		4		5		5

		25–34		Male		London		1		3		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		5		5		4		4		4		5		4		5

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		5		3		4		2		4		5		4		4		4		5		5		5		3		3		5

		18–24		Female		Wales		4		4		3		4		4		1		4		5		5		5		2		5		4		4		5		4		4

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		4

		25–34		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		3		4		4		4		5		5		3		4		4		5		3		4		4		3

		25–34		Female		North of England		1		4		3		4		4		4		5		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		3

		Under 18		Male		North of England		2		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		5		4		4		3		4

		18–24		Male		London		2		4		3		4		4		3		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		1		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		5		2		2		2		2		2		2

		35–44		Female		South of England		3		4		3		3		4		3		5		3		3		3		5		5		5		4		5		4		3

		35–44		Female		Midlands		2		4		3		4		5		4		5		4		3		3		3		2		3		3		3		4		4

		45–54		Female		Scotland		2		4		3		4		5		3		4		4		4		5		5		5		4		3		3		2		2

		25–34		Male		London		2		3		3		4		5		3		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		3		3		2		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		3		4		5		4		3		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		4		4

		55–64		Male		South of England		4		4		4		4		4		5		2		2		4		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		4

		18–24		Male		London		1		3		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		5		3		4		5		5		2		3

		Under 18		Female		London		1		3		5		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		3		4		3		3		4		4		4		3		3		2		4		3		3		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		1		4		4		4		3		4		5		5		4		5		4		2		3		4		1		4		4

		25–34		Male		London		2		4		4		4		5		5		3		2		5		5		4		3		3		4		2		4		4

		18–24		Male		London		3		4		4		4		5		5		3		5		5		5		2		3		3		3		3		2		3

		Under 18		Male		London		1		3		3		4		3		3		4		5		4		5		3		3		4		4		4		5		4

		25–34		Female		South of England		4		3		3		4		4		3		3		3		5		4		4		5		4		4		3		4		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		4		3		3		3		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		3		5		4		4		4		2		2		3		5		5		5		5		3		3		3		3

		18–24		Male		London		2		4		4		4		1		4		4		4		3		4		3		3		4		5		2		2		5

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		3		3		5		3		2		3		3		3		4		3		3		3		4		3		3

		45–54		Female		Midlands		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		2		3		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		3		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4

		18–24		Female		Midlands		2		4		4		4		4		5		1		3		5				5		4		3		4		2		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		3		4		5		3		3		4		5		5		4		5		4		4		2		4		4

		18–24		Female		South of England		1		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		4

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		3		3

		Under 18		Male		London		1		3		4		4		5		5		2		3		4		4		5		4		4		4		2		2		4

		18–24		Male		London		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		3		3		4		4		5		4		4		5		5		5

		Under 18		Female		North of England		2		3		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		4		5		1		3

		18–24		Male		London		2		4		4		3		3		4		2		1		1		1		4		5		5		3		2		3		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		3		4		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		4		4

		35–44		Female		Midlands		1		3		2		4		2		4		5		3		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		4		4

		35–44		Male		Wales		3		4		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		3		4

		Under 18		Male		London		1		3		5		4		4		3		3		4		5		5		3		2		5		5		2		3		3

		18–24		Female		Scotland		2		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		2		4		5

		Under 18		Male		London		3		3		4		3		4		4		2		4		4		4		5		4		4		3		3		4		4

		18–24		Male		London		2		4		3		4		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		2		1		2		4

		25–34		Female		South of England		2		4		4		4		3		3		3		4		4		3		3		3		2		3		4		4		3

		35–44		Male		North of England		3		4		3		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		5		4		3		3		3		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		2		3		3		4		4		3		3		4		4		3		3		3		4		4		3		3		4

		35–44		Female		Midlands		2		3		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		3		3

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		2		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		4		4

		25–34		Female		North of England		3		4		4		3		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		4		3

		25–34		Male		London		2		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4

		18–24		Male		North of England		2		4		4		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		2		3

		35–44		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		4		4		3		4		2		3		3		4		4		4		3		4		3		4

		25–34		Female		Scotland		2		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		3

		35–44		Male		North of England		2		4		3		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		3		4		5		3		5		5		3

		35–44		Male		North of England		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		3		3		4		4		5		4		5		4		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		2		3		4		3		2		2		4		4		3		3		4		5		4		3		3		3		3

		35–44		Female		Scotland		3		4		3		4		5		3		4		5		3		3		4		4		4		4		3		4		4

		18–24		Male		South of England		2		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		3

		25–34		Female		Midlands		2		3		4		4		4		2		3		3		4		4		4		5		5		4		5		5		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		5		3		3		4		3		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		5		4		4

		45–54		Male		North of England		1		3		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		4

		25–34		Male		North of England		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		5		5		4		4		4		3		3		5		4		3

		25–34		Male		London		1		3		3		4		4		3		4		3		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		3

		18–24		Male		North of England		2		3		3		4		3		3		4		3		3		3		4		5		4		4		4		2		4

		25–34		Male		Midlands		2		3		2		5		5		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		3		4

		25–34		Male		London		2		4		3		4		3		3		5		4		5		5		4		4		5		4		5		3		3

		25–34		Male		Midlands		3		4		3		4		1		5		4		4		3		4		4		5		5		4		4		4		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		1		4		3		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		3		4

		45–54		Female		Midlands		2		4		3		4		5		4		4		3		4		3		4		5		5		3		4		4		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		5		3

		18–24		Male		London		2		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		3		4		4		3		4

		18–24		Female		London		1		4		4		4		4		3		4		3		1		3		4		4		4		4		5		4		3

		25–34		Male		North of England		1		3		3		4		3		2		4		4		5		3		3		4		5		3		5		4

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		3		3		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		5		5		2		4		3		3

		Under 18		Male		Midlands		3		3		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		5		5		4		3		3		3		4

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		5		3		4		4		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		3		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4

		25–34		Female		North of England		2		3		3		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		3

		25–34		Female		Midlands		2		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		3

		25–34		Male		Midlands		1		3		3		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		5		4		4		3		3		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		3		4		2		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25–34		Male		London		1		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		5		4		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		3		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		3		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		4		5		4

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		5		2		3		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		4		2		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18–24		Female		Midlands		2		4		3		4		4		4		3		5		5		2		3		4		4		3		4		4		3

		18–24		Male		North of England		2		4		3		4		4		3		5		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		5

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		3		4		4		4		3		5		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4

		18–24		Female		Midlands		2		4		3		4		5		2		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		5		3		3		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		2		3		3		3		5

		35–44		Male		London		1		4		2		3		4		3		4		4		3		5		4		4		4		5		4		3		5

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		2		4		4		2		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		5

		25–34		Female		Midlands		3		4		4		3		4		5		4		3		4		5		3		3		4		5		4		3		4

		18–24		Female		Wales		3		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		2		5		5		4		5		4		4		3		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		3		4		5		3		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		2		4		3		3

		25–34		Male		North of England		1		4		2		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		3		4		4		3

		25–34		Male		London		1		3		3		3		4		5		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4

		18–24		Male		London		2		3		3		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		4		4		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		1		3		3		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		5		4		4		4		5

		25–34		Female		Midlands		1		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		5		3		4		3		4

		18–24		Female		London		1		3		3		4		3		4		4		3		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		18–24		Male		London		1		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4

		35–44		Male		London		1		4		1		4		5		3		3		4		5		4		4		5		5		3		4		3		4

		18–24		Female		Midlands		2		4		2		4		5		4		4		5		5		3		4		5		5		4		4		4		4

		35–44		Female		South of England		2		3		4		4		5		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		5		4		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		4		5		3		4		4		4		3

		25–34		Male		London		2		4		3		4		5		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		35–44		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		4		4		3		3		3		3		4		4		4		3		3		4		4		3

		25–34		Female		Midlands		2		4		3		4		4		3		4		5		4		4		3		5		5		4		4		5		3

		25–34		Female		Midlands		2		3		3		4		4		2		2		4		4		5		4		4		5		2		2		3		4

		25–34		Male		North of England		2		3		4		4		4		2		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		4		3		3		4		2		4		4		3		4		5		3		3		3		5

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		3		1		4		5		3		3		3		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		5		5		2		5		4		5		5		5		1		2		5		4		5		4

		18–24		Female		Scotland		2		5		3		4		5		3		3		4		3		4		2		2		2		4		5		5		4

		25–34		Male		Midlands		2		4		2		4		4		2		3		4		4		5		3		4		4		3		4		3		3

		18–24		Female		North of England		2		3		3		2		4		4		3		4		5		3		1		3		3		4		5		4		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		5		3		3		4		4		5		5		5		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		3		4		4		4		5		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		5		3		4		3		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		4		4		3		3		4		3		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		5

		18–24		Male		London		2		4		3		5		5		4		4		4		3		2		4		5		5		3		4		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		2		4		3		5		5		1		5		4		4		4		3		5		4		3		4		3		5

		25–34		Male		Midlands		1		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		2		4		5		3		3		4		5

		18–24		Male		North of England		2		4		2		4		5		2		4		5		3		4		4		4		5		2		4		4		4

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		3		4		5		2		3		4		4				3		5		5		3		3		5

		35–44		Female		South of England		2		3		4		5		5		3		5		4		4				4		3		4		3		5		4		3

		35–44		Female		Midlands		1		4		2		5		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		5		4		4		3		3

		25–34		Female		Midlands		1		4		2		4		4		2		3		3		3		4		4		3		3		3		4		4		3

		35–44		Male		Midlands		3		5		3		4		4		5		5		5		4		5		5		5		5		2		5		5		4

		Under 18		Female		North of England		2		4		4		5		2		4		5		5		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		5

		35–44		Male		Midlands		2		5		4		4		4		3		5		4		5		5		5		5		4		4		5		5		5

		18–24		Male		London		3		3		5		4		3		4		5		5		5		5		4		3		5		5		2		5		4

		Under 18		Male		Midlands		2		4		5		5		4		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		3		5		5		4		4

		18–24		Female		London		2		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		2		1

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		4		4		4		4		2		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4

		Under 18		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		4		4		5

		18–24		Male		London		2		3		3		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		5

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		3		4		4		5		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		3		4		4		4		5		3		3		4		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		5		5		4		4		4		5		4		3		4		3

		18–24		Male		London		1		3		3		4		5		3		4		4		4		4		3		5		4		4		4		4		3

		18–24		Female		Midlands		1		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		4		3		3		4		4		4		5		3

		25–34		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		5		5		3		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		3		4		3		3

		18–24		Male		Midlands		1		4		4		5		4		2		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		1		4		3		4		3		3		4		4		3		3		5		5		4		3		4		5		5

		18–24		Female		London		2		4		3		4		4		5		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4

		18–24		Female		Midlands		2		4		2		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		5

		18–24		Male		Midlands		3		4		4		5		3		3		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		3		4

		18–24		Male		London		1		4		4		4		4		3		3		4		5		5		4		2		4		4		4		5		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		2		4		2		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		4		5		5		5

		25–34		Female		Midlands		1		4		2		5		4		4		5		5		3		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4

		18–24		Male		Midlands		2		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		4		4		5		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		2		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		5		4

		55–64		Female		Midlands		2		4		3		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		5

		25–34		Male		Midlands		2		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		5		3		5		5		5		5		4		4

		18–24		Female		North of England		2		4		2		5		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		5		5		4		5		5		4

		25–34		Male		London		1		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		4

		25–34		Female		North of England		3		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		5		5		4		5		3		5

		18–24		Female		South of England		3		4		3		5		5		3		4		3		5				5		5		5		3		3		4		5

		18–24		Male		Midlands		1		3		4		4		5		2		5		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		5		3		4

		25–34		Male		Midlands		2		4		3		4		5		4		5		5		3		3		5		5		5		4		5		4		5

		25–34		Male		London		3		3		5		5		5		4		5		3		5		5		5		4		5		5		5		5		4
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Reliability
Scale: ALL VARIABLES

Case Processing Summary

N %

Cases  Valid 197 895
Excluded® 23 105
Total 220 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of tems

748 16

Scale Statistics

Mean Variance  Std. Deviation N of ltems

61.93 32179 5673 16
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Descriptives

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum  Maximum  Mean  Std. Deviation
Awareness 220 1.00 5.00 35818 49898
PerceivedEffectiveness 220 1.00 5.00 3.8530 48322
CAB 220 1.00 5.00 3.9564 50833
PEB 220 1.00 5.00 40125 48683
PC 220 1.00 5.00 3.8258 59675
Valid N (listwise) 220
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Correlations

Correlations
PerceivedEfe
Awareness  cliveness CAB PEB PC
Awareness Pearson Correlation 1 200" 3137 238" 153"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000 023
N 220 220 220 220 220
PerceivedEffectiveness  Pearson Correlation 200" 1 344" 7" 208"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000 000
N 220 220 220 220 220
cAB Pearson Correlation 313" 344" 1 348" 418"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000 000
N 220 220 220 220 220
PEB Pearson Correlation 238" 37" 348" 1 364"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000 000
N 220 220 220 220 220
PC Pearson Correlation 153" 208" 418" 364" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 023 000 000 000
N 220 220 220 220 220

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Oneway

ANOVA
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Awareness Between Groups 003 2 .002 007 993
Within Groups 31134 1 257
Total 31137 123
CAB Between Groups 182 2 081 269 764
Within Groups 40.888 121 338
Total 41.070 123
PEB Between Groups 577 2 .288 1.054 352
Within Groups 33122 1 274
Total 33699 123
PC Between Groups 4562 2 2281 5.664 004
Within Groups 48726 121 403
Total 53.288 123
PerceivedEffectiveness  Between Groups 478 2 239 825 441
Within Groups 35.080 121 .290
Total 35558 123
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Post Hoc Tests

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: PC

Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Difference (-

() Frequency  (J) Frequency J) Std. Error Sig. LowerBound  Upper Bound

Tukey HSD Daily Weekly 25253 12656 118 -.0478 5528
Monthly -28365 17943 258 -7094 1421

Weekly Daily -.25253 12656 118 -.5528 0478

Monthly -53618° 16902 005 -9372 -1351

Monthly Dally 28365 17943 258 -1421 7094

Weekly 53618 16902 005 1351 9372

Games-Howell  Daily Weekly 25253 12937 131 -.0560 5611
Monthly -28365 16140 197 -.6768 1095

Weekly Daily -.25253 12937 131 -.5611 0560

Monthly -53618° 14952 003 -.9034 -1690

Monthly Dally 28365 16140 197 -1095 6768

Weekly 53618 14952 003 1690 9034

*.The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level
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Homogeneous Subsets

PC
Subsetfor alpha = 0.05
Frequency N 1 2
TukeyHSD*®  Weekly 65 35564
Daily 41 38089 38089
Monthly 18 4.0926
sig 259 183

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 31.469

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the
group sizes is used. Type | error levels are not guaranteed.
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Regression

Variables Entered/Removed®

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 PC, Enter
Awareness,
PerceivedEfle
ctiveness,
caB®

a. Dependent Variable: PEB
b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summarf
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Squars sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change FChange  df a2 Change
1 466° 217 202 43476 217 14.898 4 215 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), PC, Awareness, PerceivedEflectiveness, CAB
b. Dependent Variable: PEB
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ANOVA?

Sum of
Model Squares af Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 11.264 ] 2816 14898 000
Residual 40.639 215 189
Total 51.903 218
a.Dependent Variable: PEB
b. Predictors: (Constant), PC, Awareness, PerceivedEffectiveness, CAB
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients  Coefficients 95.0% Confidence Intervalfor B~ Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t sig.  LowerBound  UpperBound  Tolerance  VIF
1 (Constan) 1.680 315 5327 000 1.058 2302
Awareness 102 063 104 1609 109 -023 227 864 1157
PerceivedEffectivensss 163 067 162 2421 016 030 205 818 1223
caB 156 068 163 2314 022 023 289 732 1365
PC 189 055 231 3.427 001 080 207 798 1253

a. Dependent Variable: PEB
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Collinearity Diagnostics®

Variance Proportions

Condition PerceivedEfle
Model  Dimension _ Eigenvalue Index (Constant) ~ Awareness ~ ctiveness CAB PC
1 1 4954 1.000 .00 00 00 .00 .00
2 018 16.405 01 34 01 00 60
3 011 20.874 .02 44 64 -00 16
4 010 22.606 00 Bil 10 90 23
5 007 27.073 98 A1 25 09 01
a. Dependent Variable: PEB
Residuals Statistics”
Minimum  Maximum ~ Mean St Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.2897 45028 40125 22679 220
Residual -1.66652 1.03378 .00000 .43078 220
Std. Predicted Value -7.597 2162 .000 1.000 220
Std. Residual -3.833 2378 000 991 220

a. Dependent Variable: PEB
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