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		Abstract
When household budgets are tight, it is still not obvious what keeps shoppers engaged with a supermarket loyalty scheme. This dissertation examines sustained engagement with the Tesco Clubcard among consumers in Greater London during the cost-of-living crisis. Drawing on Self-Determination Theory, it tests whether autonomy, competence and relatedness predict sustained engagement, and whether perceived financial pressure moderates those relationships. The study is positivist, deductive and quantitative. A cross-sectional online survey was completed by active Clubcard holders in Greater London, and 99 valid responses were analysed using descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, Pearson correlation, multiple regressions and moderation analysis. All three needs were significant positive predictors of engagement. Competence had the largest standardised coefficient (β = .357, p < .001), followed by autonomy (β = .344, p < .001) and relatedness (β = .185, p = .037). Together they explained 59.1% of the variance in sustained engagement (R² = .591). Perceived financial pressure did not significantly moderate any of the three relationships. Because the moderation analysis was exploratory, these null results are inconclusive rather than evidence that no moderation exists. Financial pressure was also positively correlated with engagement, an association the study had not hypothesised. The findings extend Self-Determination Theory to grocery   have choice, when the programme works for them, and when they feel recognised. The cross-sectional design and non-probability sampling limit causal inference and generalisability, so the results should be read as associations among Greater London Clubcard holders.
.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Rationale
[bookmark: _Toc241116784]1.1 Research Background
The grocery retail industry in the United Kingdom has experienced significant structural transformation recently propelled by escalating price rivalry, the rapid expansion of discount food chains such as Aldi and Lidl, and persistent inflationary strains on family finances. In this context, loyalty programmes have emerged as a key strategy for major supermarket chains as a way to build customer loyalty, keeping price-sensitive shoppers engaged by offering value beyond price. Launched in 1995 and now owned by more than 23 million UK households (Tesco PLC, 2025), Tesco Clubcard is the largest and most data-rich loyalty scheme in the United Kingdom, and a strategically important context in which to explore the operation of loyalty programmes in times of economic difficulty.
The cost-of-living crisis that started in 2021/22 dramatically changed how consumers interact with loyalty programmes in the UK. As of May 2026, around two-thirds of adults in Great Britain reported their cost of living had increased in the past month, with the price of food shopping cited as the most common driver (ONS, 2026). As a result of declining real income and the highest grocery price inflation in decades, consumers were more conscious of value for money and many of them were deliberately changing their stores, trading down to alternative brands and reevaluating their brand loyalty. In this context, loyalty schemes like Clubcard are no longer just about incentivising repeat customers; they have become an increasingly important mechanism for financially constrained consumers who have never had more of a reason to take their money elsewhere.
Previous research and business insights into loyalty programmes have focused on the financial structure of the scheme (discounts, points accumulation, how to redeem them, etc.) and on the actual sales behaviour of the customer, such as repurchasing or increasing basket size (Kumar and Shah, 2004). While this emphasis on financial and behavioural consequences is relevant in the practical context, it does not address the psychological mechanisms involved in consumers' interactions with a loyalty programme if financial incentives are the same. This is particularly interesting because financial stress is acknowledged to be a psychological driver as well as an economic one when it comes to consumers' decisions on how to spend their money (Ryan and Deci, 2000).
This dissertation examines the non-financial factors (i.e. beyond financial discounts) contributing to consumer engagement with Tesco Clubcard during the current and continuing cost-of-living crisis among consumers in London. The geographical focus is London, as it is a place especially impacted by cost-of-living pressures compared to the rest of the UK, and has a demographically diverse consumer base, both of which are likely to amplify the psychological drivers of loyalty (Trust for London, 2026). The value of loyalty programmes to retail strategy is widely recognised, but the exact mechanisms by which customers continue their relationship with retailers during periods of acute financial strain are relatively under-researched and is explored in great depth in Section 1.2.
[bookmark: _Toc241116785]1.2 Research Rationale
[bookmark: _Toc241116786]1.2.1 Theoretical Justification
A substantial body of academic literature establishes the theoretical foundations of customer loyalty and engagement. Attitudinal and behavioural conceptualisations of loyalty are well established, with a distinction between observable repeat purchase behaviour and the psychological attachment a consumer has towards a brand (Dick and Basu, 1994). Another perspective presented by relationship marketing theory is that loyalty programmes are a tool that will establish long-term exchange relationships between firm and consumer based on trust and commitment (Berry, 1983; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Recent research on customer engagement suggests that consumer engagement with a brand is more than just a transactional process; it is a psychological state of a customer involving cognitive, emotional and volitional aspects (Brodie et al., 2011; Hollebeek, 2011). Together, these models position loyalty programme engagement as both a behavioural and psychological phenomenon and suggest a theoretical lens is needed to account for why consumers continue to participate in a loyalty programme, even when the programme provides only an external, financial reward.
Self-Determination Theory (SDT), as developed by Ryan and Deci (2000), provides precisely such a lens. Autonomy, competence and relatedness are believed to be three basic human psychological needs that, when satisfied, lead to ongoing human motivation and engagement. What's important is that SDT differentiates between two types of motivation: extrinsic and intrinsic. When translated to the realm of loyalty programme engagement, it is particularly revealing; it provides a principled answer as to why it is that some consumers keep actively using Tesco Clubcard when the financial benefits of such loyalty are eroded, questioned or insufficient to warrant their engagement based purely on economic considerations. When the programme effectively fulfils autonomy (personalised offers and perceived control over how the points are earned and redeemed), competence (mastery experience of how to deal with the programme effectively) and relatedness (feeling valued as a customer), SDT predicts that engagement will not be transactional, but self-sustaining. Thus SDT is a suitable and theoretically sound model to explore psychological loyalty in a context of high financial stress and the possibility that only an extrinsic reward might not be enough to maintain consumer commitment.
Although this is a solid theoretical framework, there are dimensions of loyalty programme engagement that have not been sufficiently explored in the context of economic hardship. Firstly, most empirical studies on loyalty programmes have been carried out during stable or growth conditions in the economy, with SDT-based models being relatively under-tested during times of severe financial crisis (Kumar and Shah, 2004). The relationship between need for autonomy and the perceived fairness of a reward system of a loyalty scheme might function differently when enduring economic pressures than in times of economic stability, which could question SDT's need satisfaction mechanisms and their consistency across different economic situations. Secondly, previous studies often define loyalty programme engagement in a unidimensional way, and the importance of the three SDT need dimensions (autonomy, competence, and relatedness) for engagement is less often examined, compared to the importance for different dimensions when financial constraint is a salient part of the consumer's life (Dick and Basu, 1994). Third, the evidence base is primarily limited to a number of sectors, including airlines, hospitality and financial services, while there is comparatively little evidence of the use of SDT in grocery retail loyalty programmes specifically, where grocery spending is a disproportionately large and inelastic component of household budgets during cost-of-living pressures (Competition and Markets Authority, 2024). These gaps could be attributed to the ever-changing economic landscape, the methodological preference for cross-sectional behavioural data over psychologically-based survey instruments, and the relative dearth of geographically disaggregated UK-specific research (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019).
On the above basis this dissertation outlines a specific research gap: It has not been experimentally investigated if Self-Determination Theory may explain continued loyalty programme involvement in a UK supermarket retail environment during a period of persistent economic distress. It is theoretically important because it could restrict the generalisability of the engagement constructs that have been developed based on SDT to situations where the economy is not so precarious, and also because it would answer the question of whether or not psychological need satisfaction (as defined by SDT) would continue to be a valid predictor of loyalty when the consumer is put under acute and chronic economic stress. Filling this gap is relevant to consumer loyalty theory building, and can have direct impact on the design of consumer loyalty programme in the context of economic uncertainty.
[bookmark: _Toc241116787]1.2.2 Practical Justification
The theoretical gap mentioned above has direct and significant impact on policymakers and shop managers. Retailers invest substantial resources on the infrastructure of loyalty programmes, including points, tiered pricing, and apps to engage customers through various means, primarily because they believe that the money is what keeps the customers happy (Competition and Markets Authority, 2024). Retailers could end up investing in discount-driven mechanics at the expense of emotionally-focused engagement strategies that might be more effective and cost-efficient at a time when consumers are price conscious and financially constrained. Retailers could design loyalty programmes that function not only in conjunction with their consumers' psychological motives, but with them, if they could determine which SDT need characteristics are most likely to underpin participation during times of economic constraint.
This issue is strategically significant at an industry level. One of the most wide-spread consumer engagement infrastructures in UK retail is the grocery retail loyalty schemes, which now reach the vast majority of households in the UK, including Tesco Clubcard and similar schemes provided by Sainsbury's, Morrisons and Co-op. The Competition and Markets Authority's November 2024 loyalty pricing review concluded that the revenue from the offering of loyalty-priced grocery products was likely to be over £5 billion in a single quarter, accounting for around 22 per cent of supermarkets' total revenues in that period, which demonstrates the size of loyalty programmes and the cost to retailers of lacking a full understanding of the factors that drive consumers' loyalty to them when their price sensitivity is already high (Competition and Markets Authority, 2024).
It is a real and unsolved issue for managers: if the psychological aspects of the actual participation of a loyalty programme are not measurable, then it is impossible to make investment decisions based on incomplete behavioural measures. The next two big "opportunity cost" areas are customer retention and marketing effectiveness, and they're the two places that are most needed. The present study attempts to address this issue and may be able to provide evidence-based insight to the psychological mechanisms that can be leveraged to sustain the engagement of Tesco Clubcard among London consumers, thus providing a more targeted approach in designing Tesco's loyalty programme than financial data.
[bookmark: _Toc241116788]1.3 Research Contribution and Motivation
Theoretically, this research contributes to the existing literature on loyalty programmes by applying a well-known psychological and motivational theory, the Self-Determination Theory (Ryan and Deci, 2000), to the context of grocery loyalty programme engagement in the UK during prolonged economic downturns, which is not well explored in the literature. The study does not provide a new theoretical model but extends the core need satisfaction model of SDT into a new empirical setting to see if and how the three psychological needs (autonomy, competence, and relatedness) predict continued Clubcard use in an environment where financial pressure is a major component. This is a context-specific test and extension of SDT towards the learning, work and health behaviour contexts where it has been most frequently applied, which helps to build understanding of the theory and its operation outside these contexts.
Empirically, the research is important because it was designed and administered a structured, survey-based instrument to measure the SDT need satisfaction constructs among Tesco Clubcard users in London. A quantitative survey design is suitable for this research aim as it can be used to systematically test the relative strength of autonomy, competence and relatedness as predictors of engagement across a meaningful sample, which a smaller qualitative approach would not be able to support (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). The focus on the single retail brand and on a single city means it is limited in terms of geographic coverage, but it will make it possible to measure SDT constructs more internally consistently than a multi-brand or multi-city design would do in the context of a dissertation.
In terms of practical implications, this study will offer a deeper evidence-based understanding of the psychological aspects of loyalty programme adoption that are most likely to drive programme engagement during financial stress, which will be supplemented by theoretically grounded evidence that will help retail managers guide their investment decisions more accurately. What is unique about this research is the use of a well-established motivational framework, a retail sector and geographic setting that is little known to psychological research, and a time of great and immediate economic importance, all of which yield a theoretically important and managerially relevant insight.
[bookmark: _Toc241116789]1.4 Research Aim, Objectives, and Questions
Research Aim: The aim of this research is to examine the extent to which Self-Determination Theory explains sustained Tesco Clubcard engagement among London consumers during the cost-of-living crisis, and to assess the relative contribution of autonomy, competence, and relatedness need satisfaction to continued programme participation.
Research Objectives:
1. To assess the extent to which satisfaction of the SDT psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness predicts continued Tesco Clubcard engagement among London consumers.
1. To examine whether financial pressure associated with the cost-of-living crisis moderates the relationship between SDT need satisfaction and Clubcard engagement.
1. To determine which of the three SDT need dimensions (autonomy, competence, or relatedness) most strongly predicts loyalty programme engagement in a financially constrained consumer context.
Research Questions:
1. To what extent does Self-Determination Theory account for sustained Tesco Clubcard engagement among London consumers during the cost-of-living crisis?
1. Which SDT need dimension (autonomy, competence, or relatedness) has the largest standardised regression coefficient in predicting sustained Clubcard engagement when consumers are subject to financial pressure?
[bookmark: _Toc241116790]1.5 Dissertation Structure
The remainder of this dissertation is structured as follows. Chapter 2 reviews the existing literature on customer loyalty programmes, sustained customer engagement, Self-Determination Theory (SDT), and the psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. It also formulates the conceptualization and hypotheses regarding these psychological needs, continued involvement with Tesco Clubcard and the moderating effect of perceived financial pressure. Chapter 3 outlines the research methodology, including the research philosophy, approach, design, sampling strategy, survey instrument, measurement of the study variables, and analytical procedures used to test the proposed hypotheses. Chapter 4 presents the findings of the quantitative analysis, including descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, correlation analysis, multiple regression, and moderation analysis. Chapter 5 examines the findings in the light of the literature and SDT, particularly with regard to the dimensions of autonomy, competence, relatedness and financial pressure within the context of the continued use of the Clubcard. Finally, Chapter 6 summarises the dissertation and outlines the study's theoretical contributions, managerial implications, limitations, and suggestions for future research.


[bookmark: _Toc241116791]Chapter 2: Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc241116792]2.1 Introduction
This chapter reviews the literature on customer loyalty, customer engagement and Self-Determination Theory (SDT) to build the hypotheses tested later in this study. It states that customer engagement is more relevant than behavioural loyalty alone to how London consumers are relating to Tesco Clubcard during the cost-of-living crisis, and that SDT is an appropriate framework to explain this. Section 2.2 differentiates between loyalty and engagement, Section 2.3 introduces SDT and its three basic needs, Section 2.4-2.6 develops hypotheses for autonomy, competence and relatedness, Section 2.7 introduces financial pressure as a moderator, while Section 2.8-2.10 provides the conceptual framework, summarises the literature and sets out the resulting research gaps.
[bookmark: _Toc241116793]2.2 Customer Loyalty and Engagement
In traditional loyalty research, behavioural loyalty is defined by repurchasing: a buyer who purchases from the same store on multiple occasions is considered loyal. This is easy to measure using transaction data, however, repeat purchasing alone may reflect habitual behaviour or situational convenience rather than genuine attitudinal commitment. This means that a customer can go back to Tesco just because it is the closest supermarket, rather than being tempted by the loyalty scheme or brand in the first place. Dick and Basu (1994) remedied this by distinguishing between behavioural loyalty and attitudinal loyalty, insisting that true loyalty involves repeat patronage and a positive attitude. Oliver (1999) took it one step further, suggesting that the highest level of loyalty is when the customer has a psychological attachment to the company that does not waver when situational factors get in the way. These contributions all imply that repeat purchase is an insufficient indicator of Clubcard loyalty.
An alternative perspective is provided by the customer engagement. Brodie et al. (2011) define engagement as psychological state emerging from interactive co-creative experiences with a brand, and Hollebeek (2011) decomposes the state into cognitive, emotional, behavioural dimensions, with a later work adding a motivational dimension that describes the underlying drive to participate. Cognitive engagement is being attentive to the Clubcard offers and Clubcard Prices, emotional engagement is feeling valued by Tesco, behavioural engagement is using the card, app and vouchers, and motivational engagement is wanting to make repeat purchases from the scheme versus switching to other clubs. Engagement thus reflects why a consumer "engages" rather than just that they do.
The majority of the loyalty work today is behavioural. It is not measuring the psychological states Brodie et al (2011) and Hollebeek (2011) are describing, it is measuring visits and spend. When engagement has been researched directly, it has primarily been in relation to digital and service environments: social media communities, mobile apps, hospitality. Groceries are different. Although people might select which store they would like to purchase a product from, and they might decide which specific items they would like to buy, it is still a fact that much of shopping is a necessity and food shopping is no different. Unlike many of the experiences of discretionary consumption, grocery shopping is mostly a necessity. This can thus lead to less freedom for consumers to detach from the buying activity itself. Engagement with a loyalty programme is a separate issue from engagement with the underlying purchase. So whatever people do with Clubcard is tacked on to something they need to do. This distinction becomes particularly important in the context of the cost-of-living crisis. For a financially constrained shopper, there are few other avenues to use choice, effectiveness and recognition in buying behaviour, creating a psychological foundation for engagement to be more significant than a behavioural one. Accordingly, Self-Determination Theory is used in this study to explain sustained Clubcard engagement to explain prolonged Clubcard use, rather than using concepts developed for non-compulsory consumption.
[bookmark: _Toc241116794]2.3 Self-Determination Theory
According to Self-Determination Theory (SDT) developed by Deci and Ryan (1985) and later refined by Ryan and Deci (2000), it is the motive to participate in activities one finds interesting or valuable, as opposed to simply feeling pressured to participate, that is the subject of interest. Within SDT, Basic Psychological Needs Theory (BPNT) proposes that motivation and well-being are influenced by the satisfaction of three basic psychological needs: autonomy, competence and relatedness. If these needs are met, individuals are more likely to experience sustained and self-determined motivation. However, when these needs are unfulfilled, motivation can become more controlled and be short-lived. It is helpful for understanding why certain consumers stick to a loyalty programme over time, when others may grow weary once the rewards or incentives have grown less alluring.
Autonomy refers to the feeling that a person's behaviour is based on their own choice and is not imposed by others. In the case of Clubcard, this need may be satisfied when shoppers feel that participating in the programme is their own decision rather than something expected or required by Tesco. Competence is the sense of ability and effectiveness in producing a desired result. For Clubcard users, this could be reflected in their perception that they are using the programme effectively to obtain discounts, savings or other benefits. Relatedness refers to the feeling of being connected to, recognised and valued by others. In the Clubcard case, it can happen when consumers believe that Tesco understands their specific needs and preferences rather than treating them solely as transactional customers.
Previous research on loyalty programmes suggests that satisfying these psychological needs can contribute to continued engagement. Deci et al. (1999) describe how providing autonomy can enhance intrinsic motivation, while rewards that are experienced as controlling can decrease intrinsic motivation. In a similar vein, Peng and Hung (2020) and Xi and Hamari (2020), in their respective programme-specific research, found that autonomy, competence and relatedness independently facilitate persistence with loyalty and gamification reward programmes. Beyond consumer behaviour, SDT has been used and advocated in many other contexts. This broad application is relevant to the present study because grocery loyalty programmes have received less attention from an SDT perspective.
Yet, the current studies in the field of programmes are primarily conducted on digital platforms and gamified reward systems. There is limited evidence examining a mainstream grocery loyalty programme, particularly in a context where consumers and retailers are experiencing financial pressure. The present study therefore applies SDT to Tesco Clubcard to explore whether autonomy, competence and relatedness can help explain consumers' continued engagement with the programme. This provides an opportunity to extend the application of SDT into a more traditional grocery loyalty setting.
[bookmark: _Toc241116795]2.4 Autonomy and H1
Autonomy is the sense that one's actions are really one's own and not under the control of others. Within Clubcard, autonomy need satisfaction is defined as a shopper feeling like they are participating in the scheme voluntarily, not because they are being forced to by Tesco. Personalised offers, where a shopper is not given one blanket discount, but is able to select which discounts to act on; and flexible use of rewards, where a shopper is not required to redeem Clubcard vouchers at a fixed time.
Autonomy is a core element of self-determined motivation according to Ryan and Deci (2000) and it is reflected in loyalty programme research. Peng and Hung (2020) reveal that out of the three fundamental needs, autonomy proved to be the most significant predictor of continued usage of a loyalty programme, while Xi and Hamari (2020) discovered a similar trend for gamified reward programmes, with users who experienced greater freedom in how to engage with the programme showing higher long-term engagement. These studies would collectively indicate that autonomy is the most significant of the three needs, if a business were to sustain everyone's engagement, but neither considers the grocery retail environment or the period of ongoing economic strain, so it is unclear if the same needs would apply to a Clubcard customer.
Financial pressure may also limit consumer choice, as a tight budget lessens the number of shops, brands and products that are perceived as viable options for the consumer. Clubcard can help compensate for this in part: a financially squeezed shopper will have some choice over which personalised offers to leverage, or when to avail of the savings, to some degree. No previous research has investigated this phenomenon in the context of grocery loyalty or for an extended period of economic strain, which gives rise to the first hypothesis:
H1: Autonomy need satisfaction is positively associated with sustained Tesco Clubcard engagement among London consumers during the cost-of-living crisis.
[bookmark: _Toc241116796]2.5 Competence and H2
Competence is the sense of being able and competent to accomplish a desired effect. In the context of Clubcard, this need may be satisfied when shoppers can easily find Clubcard Prices, use personalised offers correctly and achieve the savings they expected. For instance, a customer who consistently finds ways to make significant savings could believe that they are more able to use the scheme than a customer who finds the offers to be confusing or hard to apply.
Peng and Hung (2020) and Xi and Hamari (2020) have shown that competence need satisfaction has been found to be somewhat less important than autonomy need satisfaction in predicting ongoing engagement with loyalty/reward systems. More generally, Legault and Inzlicht (2013) explain how competence is crucial for sustained motivation but may be especially important when the task is not fully automatic but has some level of difficulty. This is important to loyalty programmes, as sometimes, it takes effort to make them effective, such as comparing offers, checking personalised discounts or planning purchases around price drops.
Competence can be more evident during times of heightened household constraint. Resembling this, the use of Clubcard to secure authentic savings could enhance customers' feelings of successful purchase management. This is not the main topic of the current debate, but the larger grocery industry in the UK has also been under scrutiny for pricing in this time. The focus here is specifically on whether successful use of Clubcard influences how capable and effective shoppers feel when using the programme. There seems to be little research so far that has focused on competence need satisfaction in a mainstream grocery loyalty programme in financial pressure situations. This forms the foundation for the second hypothesis:
H2: Competence need satisfaction is positively associated with sustained Tesco Clubcard engagement among London consumers during the cost-of-living crisis.
[bookmark: _Toc241116797]2.6 Relatedness and H3
Relatedness refers to the feeling of being connected to, recognised and valued by other people or organisations. In the context of Clubcard, this need may be satisfied through personalised communications and offers that reflect a shopper's individual purchasing habits. It can also occur when consumers believe Tesco knows them as a person and not just as a transaction. For example, offers relevant to the shopper's typical purchasing behaviour are likely to give a higher feeling of being recognised, while offers that are generic and irrelevant are unlikely to give a feeling of personalisation.

Peng and Hung (2020) and Xi and Hamari (2020) both indicate that relatedness can have some positive influence on sustaining involvement in and loyalty to loyalty and reward programmes, though generally these effects are less strong than those of autonomy and competence. This has sometimes resulted in relatedness receiving less attention in loyalty research. However, Sheldon et al. (2011) suggest that the importance of the three psychological needs can change depending on the circumstances. What may not be a critical need under regular circumstances may become more salient when people's circumstances shift, or when other sources of stability are diminished. In the present context, this raises the possibility that relatedness could become more important when consumers are experiencing financial pressure. When customers have a smaller budget to spend, they care more about being noticed and appreciated by a retailer than merely being another account number.

However, the factor of relatedness has been sparsely studied in the context of grocery loyalty, especially when it comes to financial hardship. It remains unclear whether the changing importance of psychological needs described by Sheldon et al. (2011) also applies to retail loyalty programmes, or whether financial pressure makes consumers place greater value on recognition from retailers such as Tesco. The purpose of this study is thus to fill this gap by investigating the role of relatedness in the Clubcard context:
H3: Relatedness need satisfaction is positively associated with sustained Tesco Clubcard engagement among London consumers during the cost-of-living crisis.
[bookmark: _Toc241116798]2.7 Financial Pressure as Moderator
Londoners continue to face challenges in their cost of living, and escalating food costs are adding to the financial strain. According to the Office for National Statistics (ONS, 2026), households in the UK, including those in London, continue to struggle with high living costs. Trust for London (2026) also highlights the difficulties many London households experience in meeting the cost of essential food shopping. The high housing and transport costs relative to income in London also contribute to the situation as these are large components of the typical household budget and can leave less room for food spending. These conditions provide the context for examining Clubcard engagement in this study. Financial pressure is thus not only a part of the background, but is regarded as a variable in itself.
Financial pressures may make the satisfaction of psychological needs more salient as one possible explanation. Vansteenkiste et al. (2010) argue that psychological needs can become particularly important when people's circumstances are restricted, as satisfying these needs may provide a sense of stability when other aspects of life are less secure. Likewise, Davvetas and Sharma (2023) propose that brands and consumer programmes that align with consumers' need for autonomy, competence and relatedness could grow in value during challenging economic times. Consumers facing financial strain may be more likely to connect with Clubcard from this point of view, if the programme makes them feel empowered, in control or valued.

Another view, however, is that money stress may have the reverse impact. Mullainathan and Shafir (2013) state that the need to conserve money may consume a lot of cognitive resources, and this leaves people with less cognitive resources to devote to other tasks. A related explanation is Hobfoll's (1989) Conservation of Resources theory, in which individuals who are losing resources tend to concentrate on safeguarding what they have rather than investing more time and energy into other pursuits. For Clubcard, this could translate to a reduced interest in activities which demand extra effort from the financially constrained customer, such as searching for personalised promotions or comparing other promotions, despite the fact that these actions may offer better potential savings.
These two points of view imply different relationships between financial pressure and psychological need satisfaction to Clubcard engagement, respectively. The former implies that consumers might prioritize filling their needs more when they are in financial hardship, and the latter implies that financial pressure could limit consumers' ability or desire to participate in the programme. Past studies have not directly compared these alternative explanations in a real-world grocery loyalty programme. In this study, therefore, it is investigated whether or not there is a shift in the relationship between psychological need satisfaction and engagement when there is financial pressure, and whether this shift is in a positive or negative direction is not assumed:
H4: Perceived financial pressure moderates the relationship between SDT need satisfaction and sustained Tesco Clubcard engagement, such that higher financial pressure amplifies the positive effect of each need dimension on engagement.
H4 is tested through three sub-hypotheses, one for each SDT need dimension:
· H4a: Perceived financial pressure moderates the relationship between autonomy need satisfaction and sustained Clubcard engagement.
· H4b: Perceived financial pressure moderates the relationship between competence need satisfaction and sustained Clubcard engagement.
· H4c: Perceived financial pressure moderates the relationship between relatedness need satisfaction and sustained Clubcard engagement.
[bookmark: _Toc241116799]2.8 Conceptual Framework
Based on the literature review, the conceptual model suggests that PN is directly related to engagement in three ways. The first relationship proposes that autonomy need satisfaction positively predicts engagement (H1), while the second proposes that competence need satisfaction positively predicts engagement (H2). The third proposes that relatedness need satisfaction positively predicts engagement (H3).
Financial pressure is positioned as a moderator of all three relationships rather than as a separate predictor of engagement. H4 is therefore divided into three sub-hypotheses (H4a–H4c), with each examining whether financial pressure changes the relationship between one of the three SDT need dimensions and engagement. More specifically, H4 suggests that financial pressure positively influences the relationship between each psychological need and engagement and that this relationship becomes stronger at higher levels of financial pressure. This expectation is in line with the amplification argument that was presented in Section 2.7, indicating that psychological need satisfaction can be more important when consumers are more economically restricted.
While financial pressure is mostly examined in the conceptual model as moderator, the direct relationship between financial pressure and engagement is also analysed in the correlation analysis. This direct relationship should not be interpreted as a hypothesis, as the theory does not state it as an independent predictor of engagement. For clarity, this exploratory relationship is shown as a dashed line as in Figure 2.1.
[bookmark: _Toc241117630][image: ]Figure 2.1: Conceptual Framework - SDT-Based Loyalty Engagement under Financial Pressure
(Adapted from Ryan and Deci, 2000; Brodie et al., 2011; Peng and Hung, 2020; Mullainathan and Shafir, 2013)
This framework guides the remainder of the study: it informs the design of the survey instrument in Chapter 3, the choice of moderated regression as the main analytical technique in Chapter 4, and the structure against which the results are interpreted in Chapter 5.
[bookmark: _GoBack]

[bookmark: _Toc241116800]2.9 Summary of Key Literature
Table 2.1 summarises the twelve key studies that most directly inform the literature review and support the development of the four hypotheses H1 to H4. The table maps each study to its linked hypothesis, enabling the reader to trace the chain of evidence from literature to empirical programme.
	Author(s) and Year
	Theory
	Key Constructs
	Methodology
	Key Finding
	Limitation
	Relevance to This Study
	Linked Hypothesis

	Dick and Basu (1994)
	Attitudinal Loyalty
	Relative attitude; repeat patronage; spurious loyalty
	Conceptual
	Financial programmes generate spurious loyalty only; attitudinal grounding needed
	Theoretical only; no empirical test; services context
	Grounds the dependent variable; explains why financial-only explanations of Clubcard engagement are insufficient
	DV construct

	Oliver (1999)
	Four-Stage Loyalty
	Cognitive, affective, conative, action loyalty
	Conceptual
	Only affective/conative loyalty is resilient under disruption
	Theoretical; Western services context; pre-digital
	Explains why psychological, not behavioural, engagement is the relevant outcome
	DV construct

	Brodie et al. (2011)
	Customer Engagement Theory
	Cognitive; emotional; volitional engagement
	Conceptual / mixed
	Engagement is multidimensional; exceeds transactional behaviour
	Limited empirical validation in grocery retail
	Provides operationalisation of the dependent variable
	DV construct

	Hollebeek (2011)
	Customer Brand Engagement
	Cognitive processing; affection; activation
	Qualitative, n=9
	Engagement is motivational, context-dependent, and varies in intensity
	Small qualitative sample; single brand
	Refines engagement toward motivational states; aligns with SDT framing
	DV construct

	Ryan and Deci (2000)
	Self-Determination Theory / BPNT
	Autonomy; competence; relatedness; intrinsic vs. extrinsic motivation
	Conceptual / meta-analytic
	Need satisfaction predicts sustained, self-sustaining motivation across domains
	Validated mostly in education/health; limited grocery retail application
	Primary theoretical lens; generates H1, H2, H3, H4
	H1–H4

	Deci et al. (1999)
	SDT — meta-analysis
	Extrinsic rewards; intrinsic motivation; perceived control
	Meta-analysis (128 studies)
	Extrinsic rewards undermine intrinsic motivation when perceived as controlling
	Publication bias possible; many studies lab-based
	Explains risk of Clubcard becoming purely extrinsic and why psychological grounding matters
	Theory foundation

	Peng and Hung (2020)
	SDT in loyalty programmes
	Autonomy; competence; relatedness; engagement
	Survey, n=312, Taiwan
	Autonomy β=0.41; Competence β=0.29; Relatedness β=0.18; all significant
	Single country; digital; no financial pressure; cross-sectional
	Strongest direct empirical precedent; informs H1, H2, H3
	H1, H2, H3

	Xi and Hamari (2020)
	SDT / gamification
	Autonomy; competence; relatedness; loyalty platform
	Survey, n=841
	All three SDT needs significantly predict loyalty engagement; autonomy dominant
	Asian digital/gamified context; may inflate autonomy vs. standard programmes
	Corroborates SDT need effects for H1, H2, H3; large sample strengthens confidence
	H1, H2, H3

	Legault and Inzlicht (2013)
	SDT / neuroscience
	Competence; self-regulation under threat
	Experimental, n=58
	Competence satisfaction improves self-regulation under conditions of challenge
	Laboratory; no consumer or retail context tested
	Theoretical support for H2: competence especially salient under financial pressure
	H2

	Sheldon et al. (2011)
	SDT cross-cultural
	Relatedness; well-being during difficulty
	Longitudinal, 4 countries
	Relatedness strongest SDT predictor of well-being during periods of life difficulty
	Well-being not engagement; non-consumer context
	Creates theoretically important context for H3; motivates examination of relatedness under hardship
	H3

	Vansteenkiste et al. (2010)
	SDT under constraint
	Autonomy; external pressure; need salience
	Conceptual / review
	External constraint amplifies — not reduces — motivational importance of need satisfaction
	Theoretical review; not tested in retail or loyalty contexts
	Underpins H4 amplification argument; financial pressure strengthens SDT effects
	H4

	Mullainathan and Shafir (2013)
	Scarcity Theory
	Financial scarcity; cognitive bandwidth; decision-making
	Mixed lab and field
	Scarcity narrows cognitive bandwidth toward immediate gains
	Limited ecological validity; not tested in loyalty programme context
	Provides competing attenuation account for H4; frames the moderation debate
	H4


Table 2.1: Key Studies Informing the Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 

[bookmark: _Toc241116801]2.10 Conclusion
This chapter has claimed that, instead of behavioural loyalty, customer engagement is a more appropriate way of understanding the relationship between consumers in London and Tesco Clubcard. Behavioural loyalty measures repeat purchasing but says little about the psychological commitment behind it (Dick and Basu, 1994; Oliver, 1999), whereas engagement, as defined by Brodie et al. (2011) and Hollebeek (2011), captures the cognitive, emotional, behavioural and motivational dimensions of participation that repeat-purchase data alone cannot reveal. This distinction is important for the grocery context in particular, because there is often little choice over how often the goods are purchased and this is therefore not a good indicator of how attached people are to the scheme.
The study is theoretically grounded in Self-Determination Theory. Autonomy, competence and relatedness need satisfaction are each expected to positively influence sustained Clubcard engagement, generating the first three hypotheses: H1 (autonomy), H2 (competence) and H3 (relatedness). Based on the research of Peng and Hung (2020) and Xi and Hamari (2020), autonomy will probably be the strongest of the three and competence second and relatedness the weakest, but this sequence has not been tested in grocery retail.
Financial pressure is not included as a predictor variable, but rather as a moderator variable of the three relationships. Note that the amplification account (Vansteenkiste et al., 2010; Davvetas and Sharma, 2023) and attenuation account (Mullainathan and Shafir, 2013; Hobfoll, 1989) make opposing predictions regarding the direction of this moderation, and H4 is intended to settle this empirical question rather than to assume which account is correct a priori. Both accounts are in theory defensible, but this is why the moderation should be tested and not presumed.
Overall, this review highlights three gaps that the present study addresses: the use of SDT in the context of UK grocery loyalty programmes is limited; few studies have combined all three basic needs within a single model with a financial-pressure moderator; there are no direct empirical tests of financial pressure as a moderator in a real-world retail environment during a period of true economic hardship. The methodology that was adopted in testing H1 to H4 with these gaps is presented in the next chapter, which outlines the sampling strategy, survey instrument and analytical approach that was used for the London-based Clubcard users.


[bookmark: _Toc241116802]Chapter 3: Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc241116803]3.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the methodology used to test the hypotheses developed in Chapter 2. The study is based on Self-Determination Theory (SDT) and the Basic Psychological needs framework (BPN) (Ryan and Deci, 2000) to explore the factors that maintain Tesco Clubcard engagement during the cost-of-living crisis. Chapter 2 proposed that autonomy (H1), competence (H2) and relatedness (H3) need satisfaction each positively predict sustained Clubcard engagement, and that perceived financial pressure moderates each of these relationships (H4a to H4c).
A quantitative, cross-sectional online survey was administered to active Tesco Clubcard holders resident in Greater London. The design enables the three need constructs, the moderator and the outcome to be measured based on a sample that is large enough for regression analysis. Each substantive item is rated on a seven-point Likert scale, which provides more differentiation of responses than does a five-point alternative (Preston and Colman, 2000). The chapter covers the research philosophy and design (3.2), the justification for the survey method (3.3), sampling (3.4), the instrument (3.5), data analysis (3.6), research quality (3.7) and ethics (3.8), and closes with a summary (3.9).
[bookmark: _Toc241116804]3.2 Research Philosophy, Approach, and Design
[image: ]The methodological choices are structured using the Research Onion framework (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). Figure 3.1 presents the position adopted in this study.

[bookmark: _Toc241116887]Figure 3.1: Research Onion and Methodological Position (adapted from Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019)
[bookmark: _Toc241116805]3.2.1 Research Philosophy: Positivism
A positivist philosophy is taken because the study tests predetermined hypotheses, employing measurable constructs and inferential statistics. Positivism is based on the idea that phenomena can be analysed by systematic observation and empirical evidence (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019; Bryman, 2016). Autonomy, competence, relatedness, perceived financial pressure and sustained Clubcard engagement are therefore considered constructs which can be measured consistently across respondents via standardised questionnaire items.
[bookmark: _Toc241116806]3.2.2 Research Approach: Deductive
A deductive approach was used as hypotheses were developed based on known SDT principles prior to data collection. SDT is well-developed theory which can provide clear predictions of directionality (Ryan and Deci, 2000), and the purpose is to test and extend this theory in a new consumer context, not to develop it inductively from qualitative evidence.
[bookmark: _Toc241116807]3.2.3 Research Strategy: Survey
A survey strategy was chosen to meet the study's goal of standardised measurement of three need constructs, one moderator and one outcome across a number of respondents. An online survey allows for the collection of similar answers in the time and resources available for a dissertation (Fink, 2017). Qualitative interviews and mixed methods were deemed not suitable for the purposes of this study as it involved testing statistically pre-set hypotheses.
[bookmark: _Toc241116808]3.2.4 Methodological Choice and Time Horizon
The study uses a mono method quantitative design with a cross-sectional time horizon. Data were collected at one point in time to examine the current relationships among SDT need satisfaction, perceived financial pressure and Clubcard engagement. As noted in Chapter 5, this design can only find a statistical association but not a causal direction. The Research Onion layers are therefore consistent: positivism, deduction, survey strategy, mono method design and cross-sectional horizon (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc241116809]3.3 Justification for Quantitative Survey Methodology
A quantitative survey was considered appropriate method as the research questions involve direct relationships and moderation effects that would be examined using statistics. H1, H2 and H3 necessitate regression coefficients and tests of significance for each need dimension, and H4a, H4b and H4c necessitate interaction effects between each need dimension and perceived financial pressure. Neither can be tested without numerical data from an adequately sized sample.
The constructs refer to psychological states that are typically measured using self-report scales, which is also the standard practice in SDT and consumer research (Peng and Hung, 2020; Xi and Hamari, 2020; Ryan and Deci, 2017). This also makes the measurement approach comparable with the precedent studies reviewed in Chapter 2. A seven-point Likert scale was used for all substantive constructs because it provides greater response variance while remaining easy for non-specialist respondents to complete (Preston and Colman, 2000; Dawes, 2008).
Primary data were necessary because no existing secondary dataset combines SDT need satisfaction, perceived financial pressure and Tesco Clubcard engagement. Qualitative interviews could provide in-depth insights into individual experiences but would not allow for a comparison of the relative predictive power of the three need dimensions and could not statistically test the moderation.
[bookmark: _Toc241116810]3.4 Sampling Strategy
[bookmark: _Toc241116811]3.4.1 Target Population and Eligibility
The target population includes all adults aged 18 and older who (a) held an active Tesco Clubcard and (b) resided in Greater London. Greater London was chosen as it has high living costs and significant pressures on household spending (Trust for London, 2026; ONS, 2026). Two screening questions appeared at the start of the questionnaire, and respondents answering No to either were routed to the end of the survey and excluded. The results are therefore examined in the context of all those with active Clubcard accounts in Greater London, and not all UK consumers.
[bookmark: _Toc241116812]3.4.2 Sampling Method and Sample Size
Non-probability purposive convenience sampling was employed, with a snowball element. The purposive element ensured that all participants met the eligibility criteria. The survey was sent via the researcher's LinkedIn and Facebook accounts, as well as Greater London consumer groups and personal networks, and qualifying respondents were invited to pass it on to other qualifying respondents. This approach is consistent with the closest precedent studies (Peng and Hung, 2020; Xi and Hamari, 2020). It was feasible for accessing the target population with a consequence of restricted statistical generalisability.
A total of 99 valid responses were obtained. According to Cohen (1992) and Green (1991), about 77 cases are enough to find a medium effect with three predictors at α = .05 and power = .80. The sample obtained is thus adequate for the direct effect regression (H1-H3). The moderation analyses (H4a to H4c) were treated as exploratory because the study was not powered to detect small interaction effects. The aim is analytical generalisation, extending SDT into a new setting, rather than statistical generalisation to all Clubcard holders (Yin, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc241116813]3.5 Survey Instrument and Measurement
[bookmark: _Toc241116814]3.5.1 Questionnaire Structure and Scale
The questionnaire comprised five sections: eligibility screening, demographic information, SDT need satisfaction, perceived financial pressure and sustained Tesco Clubcard engagement. All substantive items used a seven-point Likert scale from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree, and estimated completion time was 10 to 14 minutes (Preston and Colman, 2000; Dawes, 2008). Perceived financial pressure was the moderator. The dependent variable was sustained engagement, operationalised in terms of cognitive, emotional, behavioural and intentional dimensions (Brodie et al., 2011; Hollebeek, 2011). The full structure, items, scale and sources are presented in Table 3.1.
[bookmark: _Toc241116815]3.5.2 Item Sources and Adaptation
Items were adapted from established literature and contextualised to Tesco Clubcard. The need satisfaction items are based on Ryan and Deci (2000) and Peng and Hung (2020). Financial pressure items were adapted from Mullainathan and Shafir (2013), Davvetas and Sharma (2023) and ONS (2026). Engagement items were adapted from Brodie et al. (2011), Hollebeek (2011), Dick and Basu (1994), Peng and Hung (2020) and Oliver (1999). For analysis, the eight engagement items were aggregated into a single theoretically derived composite. The Intentional dimension reflects the respondents intention to maintain usage of Clubcard in the next six months.
	Construct and Part
	Hyp.
	Survey Items
	Scale
	Source(s)

	Screening (Part 1)
	N/A
	Q1: Do you currently hold an active Tesco Clubcard? (Yes/No).
Q2: Do you currently reside in Greater London? (Yes/No).
[No to either routed to end of survey]
	Dichotomous
	Researcher designed

	Demographics (Part 2)
	N/A
	Age band; Gender; Approximate monthly household income band; Length of Clubcard membership
	Categorical (banded)
	ONS (2026) income categories

	Autonomy Need Satisfaction (Part 3)
	H1
	Q1: I feel I have meaningful choice in how I use my Tesco Clubcard.
Q2: Participating in Clubcard feels like my own decision, not something I am pressured into.
Q3: Using Clubcard feels like an expression of my own values and preferences.
Q4: I feel free to engage with Clubcard in the way that suits me best.
	7 point Likert (1 = Strongly Disagree, 4 = Neutral, 7 = Strongly Agree)
	Ryan and Deci (2000); Peng and Hung (2020)

	Competence Need Satisfaction (Part 3)
	H2
	Q1: I feel effective at finding and using Clubcard Prices to save money on my grocery shopping.
Q2: Using my Clubcard makes me feel like a skilled and capable shopper.
Q3: I feel confident in my ability to get genuine value from my Clubcard membership.
Q4: I feel I am good at making the most of the savings available through Clubcard.
	7 point Likert
	Ryan and Deci (2000); Peng and Hung (2020); Legault and Inzlicht (2013)

	Relatedness Need Satisfaction (Part 3)
	H3
	Q1: Tesco makes me feel like a valued individual member through Clubcard.
Q2: I feel that Tesco understands my personal shopping needs through Clubcard.
Q3: I feel a genuine sense of connection with Tesco as a Clubcard member.
Q4: Clubcard makes me feel that Tesco cares about me as a customer.
	7 point Likert
	Ryan and Deci (2000); Sheldon et al. (2011); Peng and Hung (2020)

	Perceived Financial Pressure (Part 4) [Moderator]
	H4
	Q1: The cost of grocery shopping places significant financial strain on my household budget.
Q2: I regularly have to make difficult choices about what I can afford when grocery shopping.
Q3: I feel under significant financial pressure when I do my weekly grocery shopping.
Q4: My grocery budget is currently very tight due to rising prices.
	7 point Likert
	Mullainathan and Shafir (2013); Davvetas and Sharma (2023); ONS (2026)

	Sustained Clubcard Engagement: Cognitive (Part 5)
	DV
	Q1: I pay close attention to Clubcard offers and personalised communications from Tesco.
Q2: I regularly think about how I can make the most of my Clubcard membership.
	7 point Likert
	Brodie et al. (2011); Hollebeek (2011)

	Sustained Clubcard Engagement: Emotional (Part 5)
	DV
	Q1: I feel positively about being a Tesco Clubcard member.
Q2: Being a Clubcard member is something I genuinely value.
	7 point Likert
	Hollebeek (2011); Dick and Basu (1994)

	Sustained Clubcard Engagement: Behavioural (Part 5)
	DV
	Q1: I actively use my Clubcard every time I shop at Tesco.
Q2: I actively seek out Clubcard Prices when choosing what to buy.
	7 point Likert
	Dick and Basu (1994); Brodie et al. (2011)

	Sustained Clubcard Engagement: Intentional (Part 5)
	DV
	Q1: I intend to continue using my Tesco Clubcard over the next six months.
Q2: I plan to remain an active Clubcard member for the foreseeable future.
	7 point Likert
	Peng and Hung (2020); Oliver (1999)


Table 3.1: Survey Instrument: Constructs, Items, 7 Point Likert Scale, and Sources
[bookmark: _Toc241116816]3.5.3 Pilot Testing
Before the main survey, the questionnaire was piloted with ten eligible participants. The pilot assessed item clarity, understanding of the scale anchors, questionnaire routing in Microsoft Forms and completion time. Feedback was used to refine wording and confirm functionality. No substantive changes were made to the constructs or measurement structure.
[bookmark: _Toc241116817]3.6 Data Analysis
All data were analysed using IBM SPSS Statistics. After exporting from Microsoft Forms, ineligible responses were deleted and records with a high percentage of missing data were excluded from the analysis. Descriptive statistics were calculated for all variables, and Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the internal consistency of each multi item construct, with 0.70 as the minimum recommended threshold (Hair et al., 2019). Pearson correlations were used to examine bivariate relationships among the study variables, and Variance Inflation Factors (VIFs) were used to check for multicollinearity.
[bookmark: _Toc241116818]3.6.1 Testing H1 to H3
Multiple linear regression was used to test H1, H2 and H3. Sustained Clubcard engagement was the dependent variable, and autonomy, competence and relatedness were entered simultaneously as independent variables. This estimates the relationship between each need dimension and engagement while accounting for the other two. Standardised beta coefficients (β), t values and p values were examined for the individual predictors, while R² and the overall F statistic evaluated the explanatory performance of the model. Significance was assessed at p < .05.
[bookmark: _Toc241116819]3.6.2 Testing H4a to H4c
Three separate Hayes PROCESS Model 1 analyses were conducted to test the moderating role of perceived financial pressure. Model 1 is a simple moderation model in which the interaction between a predictor (X) and a moderator (W) shows whether the relationship between X and the outcome (Y) changes according to the level of W (Hayes, 2022). In H4a, autonomy was X. For H4b, competence was X. For H4c, relatedness is X. For each analysis, the value of perceived financial pressure was W and sustained clubcard engagement Y.
Each moderation hypothesis was therefore tested individually rather than through a single combined hierarchical model, which corresponds directly to the analyses reported in Chapter 4. Continuous variables forming the interaction were mean centred to ease interpretation and reduce non-essential multicollinearity (Aiken and West, 1991). The significance of each interaction coefficient determined whether evidence of moderation existed. H4 predicted that financial pressure will enhance the positive relationship of each need dimension on engagement; a positive and significant interaction coefficient will therefore support H4, but a non-significant coefficient will not. These analyses were considered exploratory because the sample size was not sufficient to detect small interaction effects.
The standardised coefficients from the direct effect regression were also compared descriptively to observe the relative magnitude of the three predictors. This comparison was not regarded as an individual hypothesis or evidence that any two coefficients were statistically equal. Table 3.2 summarises the analytical structure.
	Hypothesis
	Independent Variable (X)
	Moderator (W)
	Dependent Variable (Y)
	Statistical Technique

	H1
	Autonomy
	N/A
	Sustained Clubcard Engagement
	Multiple Linear Regression

	H2
	Competence
	N/A
	Sustained Clubcard Engagement
	Multiple Linear Regression

	H3
	Relatedness
	N/A
	Sustained Clubcard Engagement
	Multiple Linear Regression

	H4a
	Autonomy
	Perceived Financial Pressure
	Sustained Clubcard Engagement
	Hayes PROCESS Model 1

	H4b
	Competence
	Perceived Financial Pressure
	Sustained Clubcard Engagement
	Hayes PROCESS Model 1

	H4c
	Relatedness
	Perceived Financial Pressure
	Sustained Clubcard Engagement
	Hayes PROCESS Model 1


Table 3.2: Statistical Analysis and Hypothesis Testing
[bookmark: _Toc241116820]3.7 Research Quality and Rigour
Research quality is addressed through construct validity, internal validity, external validity and reliability (Yin, 2018; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). As the study employs non-probability sampling and only includes active Clubcard holders in Greater London, the results must not be interpreted as being statistically representative of all Clubcard holders. The study thus focuses on the interpretation of context and analysis. A factor analysis was not performed to test for four distinct engagement dimensions, rather the eight engagement items were analysed as a theoretically informed composite. Table 3.3 provides a summary of the responses to each criterion.
	Criterion
	How Addressed in This Study
	Reference(s)

	Construct Validity
	Items adapted from established SDT and engagement scales (Ryan and Deci, 2000; Peng and Hung, 2020; Brodie et al., 2011; Hollebeek, 2011). All constructs defined in Chapter 2 and mapped directly to items in Table 3.1. Pilot testing with five to ten eligible participants. The seven point scale improves discriminatory power over five point alternatives (Preston and Colman, 2000).
	Yin (2018); Saunders et al. (2019)

	Internal Validity (Analytical Rigour)
	Cronbach’s alpha reliability testing, descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations before hypothesis testing. VIF statistics to assess multicollinearity. Hypotheses tested through multiple regression (H1 to H3) and PROCESS Model 1 moderation analysis (H4a to H4c), with full reporting of β, SE, p and R² in Chapter 4. Moderation analysis explicitly framed as exploratory.
	Hair et al. (2019); Hayes (2022); Field (2018)

	External Validity (Generalisability)
	Analytical generalisation to SDT rather than statistical generalisation to a population. Findings bounded by the eligibility criteria: active Clubcard holders, Greater London, cost-of-living crisis (2026).
	Saunders et al. (2019); Yin (2018)

	Reliability (Replicability)
	Documentation of all survey items (Table 3.1), eligibility criteria, screening questions, the analysis structure (Table 3.3) and IBM SPSS procedures, allowing replication in an equivalent context.
	Saunders et al. (2019); Aiken and West (1991)


Table 3.3: Research Quality Criteria and How They Are Addressed
[bookmark: _Toc241116821]3.8 Ethical Considerations
The study adhered to the ethical considerations of the University of Wales Trinity Saint David and the appropriate principles of data protection. All participation was voluntary and informed consent was obtained prior to the respondent's commencement of the questionnaire. Participants were informed of the purpose of the study, their right to withdraw at any time without penalty and the intended use of their data. No personally identifiable information was collected and responses were treated anonymously. Data were stored securely in a password protected system accessible only to the researcher and supervisor. There was no deception, no vulnerable participants and little risk was involved in the study. All data were used solely for academic purposes.
[bookmark: _Toc241116822]3.9 Chapter Summary
This chapter outlined the methodology for examining sustained engagement with Tesco Clubcard among people who use it in Greater London. The study adopts a positivist philosophy, a deductive approach, a quantitative survey strategy and a cross-sectional design. Data were obtained by a structured questionnaire that included established measures of autonomy, competence, relatedness, perceived financial pressure and sustained engagement.
The sampling procedure, instrument, pilot testing, research quality measures and ethical considerations were also explained. Multiple linear regression was used to test H1 to H3, while three separate Hayes PROCESS Model 1 analyses were used to test H4a to H4c. This is a structure that is consistent with the results presented in Chapter 4, which follows.


[bookmark: _Toc241116823]CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
[bookmark: _Toc241116824]4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the quantitative findings obtained from the questionnaire-based survey of Tesco Clubcard holders resident in Greater London. After data screening, 99 valid responses were retained and all statistical analysis was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics Version 26. The chapter provides the analysis of the respondents' demographics, descriptive analysis of the study variables, the reliability and validity results of the measurement scales, Pearson correlation analysis, multiple linear regression results pertaining to the direct effects of autonomy, competence and relatedness on sustained Clubcard engagement, and the moderation analysis results that test the effects of perceived financial pressure. The chapter proceeds in the order in which these analyses were conducted, concluding with a consolidated summary of the hypothesis-testing outcomes and a chapter summary that sets up the discussion in Chapter 5.
[bookmark: _Toc241116825]4.2 Data Collection and Respondent Profile
[bookmark: _Toc241116826]4.2.1 Data Collection and Valid Responses
The data were gathered using a structured, self-administered, online questionnaire designed and sent to active Clubcard customers living in Greater London. After data collection, all the response were initially screened for completeness and consistency before analysed. For the main analysis, a total of 99 valid responses were retained for analysis. One case did not include an engagement item and was excluded from the Engagement reliability calculation only (N = 98 for this procedure only); this does not have an impact on the sample of 99 cases used elsewhere in this chapter.
Table 4.1: Valid Questionnaire Responses
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Valid responses
	99
	100%

	Excluded
	0
	0%

	Total
	99
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc241116827]4.2.2 Demographic Information
[bookmark: _Toc241116828]4.2.2.1 Age
Table 4.2: Age Distribution of Respondents
	Age Group
	Frequency
	Percentage

	18–24
	14
	14.1%

	25–34
	71
	71.7%

	35–44
	5
	5.1%

	45–54
	6
	6.1%

	55–64
	3
	3.0%


The sample is heavily concentrated among younger adults, with respondents aged 25 to 34 accounting for almost three-quarters of the total (71.7%) and those under 35 together representing 85.8% of the sample. There are few participants in the older age groups, as those aged 45 and over account for only 9.1% of the total. This concentration reflects the demographic profile typically reached through an online questionnaire and should be borne in mind when considering the generalisability of the findings.
[bookmark: _Toc241116829]4.2.2.2 Gender
Table 4.3: Gender Distribution of Respondents
	Gender
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Man
	76
	76.8%

	Woman
	18
	18.2%

	Prefer not to say
	5
	5.1%


The gender distribution is skewed heavily towards men, who account for 76.8% of respondents, compared with 18.2% identifying as women and 5.1% preferring not to disclose their gender. This imbalance is a further characteristic of the achieved sample that should be considered when interpreting the results.
[bookmark: _Toc241116830]4.2.2.3 Monthly Household Income
Table 4.4: Monthly Household Income Distribution
	Monthly Income
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Below £2,000
	56
	56.6%

	£2,000–£3,499
	35
	35.4%

	£3,500–£4,999
	6
	6.1%

	£5,000–£6,999
	1
	1.0%

	£7,000–£9,999
	1
	1.0%


Household income is concentrated at the lower end of the scale: 56.6% of respondents reported monthly income below £2,000, and a further 35.4% reported income between £2,000 and £3,499, meaning that 92.0% of the sample earned below £3,500 per month. This concentration is relevant to the study's focus on financial pressure and is discussed further in Section 4.3.1.
[bookmark: _Toc241116831]4.2.2.4 Clubcard Membership Duration
Table 4.5: Clubcard Membership Duration
	Membership Duration
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Less than 1 year
	49
	49.5%

	1–3 years
	32
	32.3%

	4–6 years
	10
	10.1%

	7–10 years
	4
	4.0%

	More than 10 years
	4
	4.0%


Clubcard tenure is similarly weighted towards newer members: 49.5% of respondents had held a card for less than one year, and a further 32.3% for one to three years, while only 8.1% had been members for more than six years. Taken together, the demographic profile reflects a sample of predominantly younger, male, lower-income and recently enrolled Clubcard holders, a pattern that is returned to when the generalisability of the findings is considered in Chapter 5.
[bookmark: _Toc241116832]4.3 Descriptive Statistics
[bookmark: _Toc241116833]4.3.1 Descriptive Statistics of Main Variables
Table 4.6: Descriptive Statistics of Main Variables (N = 99)
	Variable
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	SD

	Autonomy
	99
	1.00
	7.00
	5.2172
	1.32511

	Competence
	99
	1.00
	7.00
	5.1237
	1.48263

	Relatedness
	99
	1.00
	7.00
	5.2424
	1.22862

	Financial Pressure
	99
	1.75
	7.00
	5.2298
	1.18702

	Engagement
	99
	1.38
	7.00
	5.3110
	1.10426


The highest mean was found for engagement (M = 5.3110), meaning that, on average, respondents reported moderately high sustained engagement with the Clubcard programme. The mean for Relatedness was the second highest (M = 5.2424), just above Financial Pressure (M = 5.2298) and Autonomy (M = 5.2172), and the lowest mean of the five was for Competence (M = 5.1237). However, all five means are within a fairly tight range, suggesting that none of the constructs was consistently rated as higher or lower than the others in this sample.
Standard deviations indicate greater differentiation among variables. Competence had the highest standard deviation of the five (SD = 1.48263) which means that there was the largest spread in the ratings of respondents' confidence and effectiveness in using the Clubcard programme. Financial Pressure had by contrast the lowest standard deviation (SD = 1.18702) and the highest minimum value of any variable (1.75), indicating that the responses to the Financial Pressure items were relatively more homogeneous and there was no respondent who reported very low levels of financial pressure. All five variables, however, spanned fairly wide portions of the seven-point scale, ranging from near the low pole to as high as 7.00, reflecting the fact that respondents exploited the entire spectrum of available responses.
[bookmark: _Toc241116834]4.4 Measurement Quality
[bookmark: _Toc241116835]4.4.1 Quality Measurement of Main Variables
The study measured autonomy, competence, relatedness and perceived financial pressure using multi-item Likert-scale measures, each comprising four items rated on a seven-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree). Sustained Clubcard engagement was measured through an eight-item composite scale representing its cognitive, emotional, behavioural and intentional dimensions. Before the hypotheses were tested, the quality of these five measurement scales was assessed through a reliability test (Section 4.4.2), an examination of item-level performance (Section 4.4.3), and a review of the validity evidence available from the data (Sections 4.4.4 and 4.4.5).
[bookmark: _Toc241116836]4.4.2 Reliability Test
Table 4.7: Reliability Results
	Construct
	Number of Items
	Cronbach's Alpha

	Autonomy
	4
	.779

	Competence
	4
	.849

	Relatedness
	4
	.784

	Financial Pressure
	4
	.715

	Sustained Engagement
	8
	.848


Cronbach's alpha coefficient for the five constructs were between .715 and .849, which is above the .7 usually considered acceptable for internal consistency (Nunnally, 1978). Competence recorded the highest alpha of the five (α = .849), indicating that respondents interpreted its four items in a highly consistent manner. Financial Pressure had the lowest alpha of .715; while this is the lowest of the five constructs, it is still above the acceptable level and is not of concern. The composite scale (8 items in four sub-scales) provided a strong value for the Engagement scale (α = .848), which was used as a single dependent variable for the subsequent analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc241116837]4.4.3 Item-Level Reliability
Corrected item-total correlations were explored for each construct. The autonomy items ranged from .525 to .622, the competence items ranged from .566 to .767, the relatedness items ranged from .516 to .672 and the financial pressure items ranged from .327 to .602. The Item-Total correlations were generally acceptable with the lowest item being one of the Financial Pressure items at .327 which is below the .50 standard for applying to items scores. Because of this individual item, the overall reliability coefficient for Financial Pressure was still acceptable and the scale was thus retained in its entirety for the subsequent analysis instead of deleting the item in question.
[bookmark: _Toc241116838]4.4.4 Assessment of Measurement Quality
Formal Confirmatory Factor Analysis were not carried out and no such claim is made in this study. Validity evidence obtained from the data is instead based on the following three: consistency of item performance within each intended construct (Section 4.4.3); pattern of correlations between constructs (Section 4.4.5); and the theoretical distinction between the four predictor constructs that was presumed in Chapter 2. All five scales had internally consistent item behavior, with the overwhelming majority of items having acceptable correlations with the construct total for each scale, and very few items exhibiting cross-loading confusion. The correlations between constructs, reported in full in Section 4.5, were positive and significant throughout but did not approach the levels that would indicate the constructs were measuring the same underlying concept. The pattern of results taken together suggest that the four predictor constructs are related but measurably different dimensions that support the theoretical positioning of each as a distinct need in Self-Determination Theory as described in Chapter 2.
[bookmark: _Toc241116839]4.4.5 Discriminant Validity and Correlation of Constructs
Table 4.8 in Section 4.5.1 reports the full correlation matrix; the inter-predictor correlations relevant to discriminant validity are summarised here. Autonomy was correlated with Competence at .634, and with Relatedness at .573, and with Financial Pressure at .462. There was a correlation between Competence and Relatedness of .622 and .414 with Financial Pressure. There was a correlation of .439 between Relatedness and Financial Pressure. The inter-construct correlations provide supporting evidence that the constructs are empirically distinguishable, as none of the correlations indicates an extremely high degree of overlap; the highest of the six values (.634, between Autonomy and Competence) remains well short of the .80 benchmark that is typically treated as indicative of problematic overlap between constructs. VIFs for each predictor in the Self-Determination Theory were between 1.803 and 2.008, well below threshold values and further support the notion that multicollinearity is not a threat to the interpretation of the regression coefficients reported in Section 4.6.
[bookmark: _Toc241116840]4.5 Pearson Correlation Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241116841]4.5.1 Pearson Correlation Coefficient
Table 4.8: Pearson Correlation Matrix
	Variable
	AUT
	COM
	REL
	FP
	ENG

	AUT
	1
	.634***
	.573***
	.462***
	.676***

	COM
	.634***
	1
	.622***
	.414***
	.690***

	REL
	.573***
	.622***
	1
	.439***
	.604***

	FP
	.462***
	.414***
	.439***
	1
	.481***

	ENG
	.676***
	.690***
	.604***
	.481***
	1


Note: ***p < .001 (two-tailed). N = 99. AUT = Autonomy; COM = Competence; REL = Relatedness; FP = Financial Pressure; ENG = Engagement.
[bookmark: _Toc241116842]4.5.2 Correlation and Construct Distinctiveness
Every bivariate correlation in Table 4.8 was positive and significant at p < .001. The correlations among the independent constructs were positive but did not indicate excessive overlap, ranging from .414 (Competence–Financial Pressure) to .634 (Autonomy–Competence). Competence had the strongest bivariate association with Engagement (r = .690, p < .001), followed closely by Autonomy (r = .676, p < .001) and, at a somewhat lower level, Relatedness (r = .604, p < .001). Financial Pressure also showed a positive correlation with Engagement (r = .481, p < .001) which is considered a moderate to large correlation using conventional rules. This direct relationship was not proposed as it was hypothesized that financial pressure was a moderator and not an independent predictor in Chapter 2. It is reported here as an exploratory finding that may warrant further investigation. These correlation results yield the anticipated pattern of positive relationships between each dimension of a Self-Determination Theory need and sustained engagement, and become the foundation for the multiple regression analysis presented in Section 4.6.
[bookmark: _Toc241116843]4.6 Regression Analysis and Hypothesis Testing
[bookmark: _Toc241116844]4.6.1 Multiple Regression Analysis
Multiple linear regression was conducted with Autonomy, Competence and Relatedness entered simultaneously as predictors of composite Engagement. The overall model was statistically significant, R = .769, R² = .591, adjusted R² = .578, F(3, 95) = 45.714, p < .001, indicating that the three predictors together explained 59.1% of the variance in sustained Clubcard engagement. VIF for the three predictors ranged from 1.803 to 2.008, well below the conventional threshold of 10, indicating that multicollinearity did not threaten the interpretation of the coefficients.
Table 4.9: Multiple Regression Results
	Predictor
	β
	t
	p
	Decision

	Autonomy
	.344
	3.869
	< .001
	Supported

	Competence
	.357
	3.840
	< .001
	Supported

	Relatedness
	.185
	2.110
	.037
	Supported


Note: Dependent variable: Engagement (composite mean). R = .769; R² = .591; Adjusted R² = .578; F(3, 95) = 45.714, p < .001.
[bookmark: _Toc241116845]4.6.2 Hypothesis H1: Autonomy → Sustained Clubcard Engagement
H1 proposed that autonomy need satisfaction positively predicts sustained Clubcard engagement. The regression results show a positive and statistically significant relationship between Autonomy and Engagement (β = .344, t = 3.869, p < .001). This coefficient indicates that, holding Competence and Relatedness constant, higher autonomy need satisfaction is associated with higher sustained engagement with the Clubcard programme. As the relationship is positive and the p-value falls below the .05 threshold, H1 is supported.
[bookmark: _Toc241116846]4.6.3 Hypothesis H2: Competence → Sustained Clubcard Engagement
H2 proposed that competence need satisfaction positively predicts sustained Clubcard engagement. The regression results show a positive and statistically significant relationship between Competence and Engagement (β = .357, t = 3.840, p < .001). This is the numerically largest standardised coefficient among the three predictors, indicating that, holding Autonomy and Relatedness constant, higher competence need satisfaction is associated with higher sustained engagement. As the relationship is positive and significant, H2 is supported.
[bookmark: _Toc241116847]4.6.4 Hypothesis H3: Relatedness → Sustained Clubcard Engagement
H3 proposed that relatedness need satisfaction positively predicts sustained Clubcard engagement. The regression results show a positive and statistically significant relationship between Relatedness and Engagement (β = .185, t = 2.110, p = .037). Although this is the smallest of the three standardised coefficients and its p-value sits closer to the .05 threshold than the other two paths, the relationship remains positive and statistically significant. H3 is therefore supported.
[bookmark: _Toc241116848]4.6.5 Overall Regression Model
The three Self-Determination Theory need variables jointly explained 59.1% of the variance in sustained Clubcard engagement. Competence produced the largest standardised coefficient, closely followed by Autonomy, while Relatedness showed a smaller but statistically significant contribution. All three hypothesised direct paths were therefore supported, providing consistent evidence that autonomy, competence and relatedness need satisfaction each contribute independently to sustained Clubcard engagement in this sample.
[bookmark: _Toc241116849]4.7 Moderation Analysis
To test H4, three separate moderation analyses were conducted using Model 1 of the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2022) for SPSS, with Financial Pressure tested as a moderator of the relationship between each Self-Determination Theory need dimension and Engagement in turn. All predictors were mean-centred before computing the interaction terms.
[bookmark: _Toc241116850]4.7.1 H4a: Financial Pressure as Moderator of Autonomy → Engagement
The interaction between Autonomy and Financial Pressure was not statistically significant (b = -0.0093, p = .8293), and the interaction term added negligible explanatory power to the model (ΔR² = .0002). H4a was not supported.
[bookmark: _Toc241116851]4.7.2 H4b: Financial Pressure as Moderator of Competence → Engagement
The interaction between Competence and Financial Pressure was not statistically significant (b = .0035, p = .9314), with an essentially zero incremental contribution to explained variance (ΔR² = .0000). H4b was not supported.
[bookmark: _Toc241116852]4.7.3 H4c: Financial Pressure as Moderator of Relatedness → Engagement
The interaction between Relatedness and Financial Pressure was not statistically significant (b = .0152, p = .7727), and again added negligible explanatory power (ΔR² = .0005). H4c was not supported.
[bookmark: _Toc241116853]4.7.4 Overall Moderation Findings
Overall, the moderation analyses did not provide evidence that perceived financial pressure significantly altered the relationships between autonomy, competence or relatedness and sustained Clubcard engagement. All three interaction terms were statistically non-significant. These moderation hypotheses were exploratory, and the study was designed to detect the medium-to-large direct effects in H1-H3 rather than small interaction effects. The null findings should therefore be read as inconclusive rather than definitive.
[bookmark: _Toc241116854]4.8 Final Conceptual Model and Hypothesis Testing
[bookmark: _Toc241116855]4.8.1 Final Conceptual Model with Hypothesis Results
Figure 4.1 presents the final conceptual model with the outcome of each hypothesis test recorded on the relevant path. Autonomy, Competence and Relatedness are each modelled as direct predictors of sustained Clubcard engagement, with the standardised coefficient, significance level and support decision shown on each arrow. Financial Pressure is modelled as the proposed moderator of all three relationships, with the significance level and support decision for each interaction shown alongside its corresponding path.
[image: ]
Figure 4.1: Final Conceptual Model with Hypothesis Testing Results
[bookmark: _Toc241116856]4.8.2 Summary of Hypothesis Testing
Table 4.10: Summary of Hypothesis Testing
	Hypothesis
	Relationship
	Result
	Decision

	H1
	Autonomy → Engagement
	β = .344, p < .001
	Supported

	H2
	Competence → Engagement
	β = .357, p < .001
	Supported

	H3
	Relatedness → Engagement
	β = .185, p = .037
	Supported

	H4a
	Autonomy × Financial Pressure → Engagement
	p = .829
	Not supported (exploratory; inconclusive)

	H4b
	Competence × Financial Pressure → Engagement
	p = .931
	Not supported (exploratory; inconclusive)

	H4c
	Relatedness × Financial Pressure → Engagement
	p = .773
	Not supported (exploratory; inconclusive)



[bookmark: _Toc241116857]4.9 Chapter Summary
This chapter presented the quantitative findings obtained from the questionnaire data. The analysis was based on 99 valid respondents and examined respondent characteristics, descriptive statistics, measurement reliability and validity, correlations, regression relationships and moderation effects. The results indicated that autonomy, competence and relatedness were significant positive predictors of sustained Clubcard engagement. However, perceived financial pressure did not significantly moderate any of the three relationships; this analysis was exploratory and the null result is inconclusive. The next chapter discusses these findings in relation to the theoretical framework and previous empirical research.




[bookmark: _Toc241116858]Chapter 5: Discussion and Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241116859]5.1 Purpose and Positioning
Chapter 4 reported the empirical results of the multiple linear regression and moderation analyses used to test H1 to H4. It established that autonomy, competence and relatedness each positively and significantly predicted continued Tesco Clubcard usage of the 99 Greater London respondents (R² = .591) and that perceived financial pressure failed to moderate the relationship between the three constructs and continued Tesco Clubcard usage and H4a–H4c were not supported; however, given the exploratory nature and limited statistical power of the moderation analyses, these null findings should be interpreted as inconclusive rather than definitive evidence against moderation. That chapter's task was empirical: to establish what the data showed. The focus of this chapter is interpretive: to determine what those findings mean in the context of the Self-Determination Theory (SDT) literature and the other competing theoretical accounts mentioned in Chapter 2.
The intention of this chapter is therefore not to report the coefficients again (which are also reported in Section 4.6), but to explore what they mean in terms of how BPNT works in a mainstream non-discretionary grocery retail setting, and how perceived financial pressure works with loyalty engagement as a whole. The discussion does not focus on any specific case or sub-sample; the design of this study is a single cross-sectional survey and the analytic task is to interpret patterns across the whole data set and not across discrete cases.
In simple terms: Chapter 4 asked what was found. This chapter raises the question of what they mean and how they are compared with the predictions outlined in Chapter 2, especially the expected hierarchy of autonomy over competence over relatedness, and the two competing theories of the impact of financial pressures on SDT-engagement.
[bookmark: _Toc241116860]5.2 Analytical Framework and Logic
Chapter 2 established a conceptual framework based on Self-Determination Theory (SDT) and its Basic Psychological Needs (BPN) sub-structure. Three direct relationships were proposed: autonomy need satisfaction predicting engagement (H1), competence need satisfaction predicting engagement (H2), and relatedness need satisfaction predicting engagement (H3). Financial pressure was found to be a moderator that operated simultaneously on all three relationships (H4) and was expected to strengthen, not weaken, each relationship, which aligns with Vansteenkiste et al. (2010) and Davvetas and Sharma (2023), but not with the competing account of attenuation by Mullainathan and Shafir (2013) and Hobfoll (1989).
Because three direct-effect hypotheses (H1–H3) and three moderation hypotheses (H4a–H4c) rather than an open set of themes drawn from a broader literature review, this chapter is organised by construct, which keeps the discussion tightly aligned with Chapter 2. Section 5.3 is organized into three rather than four subsections for reasons of actual shape of the results of Chapter 4 (autonomy and competence are discussed together because they were closely ranked predictors; the discussion of the other factor, relatedness, is separated because it behaved differently from the other two; and a separate subsection is devoted to the financial pressure moderation because the null result poses a specific interpretive question). Within each subsection, the general structure is the following: what the literature stated, what Chapter 4 concluded, where there is consistency or not, and what this implies for the future.
[bookmark: _Toc241116861]5.3 Discussion by Hypothesis
[bookmark: _Toc241116862]5.3.1 Autonomy and Competence as Co-Dominant Predictors (H1, H2)
Chapter 2 rooted expectations for autonomy and competence in Peng and Hung (2020) and Xi and Hamari (2020), which both identified autonomy as the most powerful of the three SDT autonomy antecedents of loyalty and gamified-system engagement, and competence was consistently second. From a theoretical point of view it is expected that autonomy will prevail: In SDT, autonomous motivation is considered the most self-supportive and least reliant on external reinforcement than is competence-based satisfaction.
The regression results in Section 4.6.1 are partly consistent with this expectation, but also have an important caveat. Both paths were significant and substantively large: autonomy (β = .344, t = 3.869, p < .001) and competence (β = .357, t = 3.840, p < .001), together with relatedness, explaining 59.1% of variance in Clubcard engagement (R² = .591, adjusted R² = .578, F(3, 95) = 45.714, p < .001). Rather than the expected hierarchy, however, competence was numerically (if narrowly) ahead of autonomy, and the two coefficients and t-values are close enough that they are better read as closely ranked predictor rather than ordered.
This divergence from the literature is informative rather than merely a null result. At the bivariate level (Table 4.8), competence and autonomy were similarly, and closely, correlated with engagement (r = .690 and r = .676 respectively), consistent with prior loyalty research showing the two needs travelling together. The multivariate model is important because it means that if shared variance with competence and relatedness is removed, then autonomy's unique contribution becomes as close to competence's as it is to the other factors. Thus, in this sample, autonomy is not a secondary motivation that comes after competence; it has a residual motivational value when competence is statistically controlled for, supporting the basic tenet of SDT that the three needs are not redundant.
A possible explanation for this finding, which contrasts with the results of previous studies on digital environments and gamified contexts in which autonomy stands out as a factor more clearly associated with competence, is the nature of the task itself. Legault and Inzlicht (2013) suggest that when something is difficult for someone, it does not need to be trivial or automatic, but rather it is precisely when it is difficult that competence becomes salient. Collectively, the successful use of Clubcard, that is, comparing personalised offers, booking purchases around discount, or applying discounts correctly, is not a passive or easy task, especially in the cost-of-living context in which this study was conducted, where getting the discount right is a real money game. This can make competence seem even more psychologically significant than autonomy, and certainly more significant than it would be in a more discretionary or effortless type of loyalty, like a mobile game.
Collectively, the results imply that in a high-stakes, nonlaboratory setting of daily retail activities, the concept of autonomy and competence needs may overlap rather than represent a pure hierarchy. Retailers who will take the time to design for continued engagement in such environments shouldn't assume that choice architecture (autonomy) is necessarily more important than ease of use and proven savings success (competence); the current evidence suggests the two carry comparable psychological weight.
[bookmark: _Toc241116863]5.3.2 Relatedness as the Weakest Predictor (H3)
The effect of relatedness was significant (β = .185, t = 2.110, p = .037) and supported H3, but it was substantially lower than the effects of autonomy and competence, and the effect size (f² = .034) was only just above Cohen's (1988) criterion for small effect. This is almost exactly the same pattern as Peng and Hung (2020) reported in their relatedness coefficient (β = .18) which is a similar result to the current one.
The question that Chapter 2 leaves open, and to which this result speaks directly, is the competing notion raised by Sheldon et al. (2011), that the relative importance of the three basic needs can change in different circumstances, and that ordinarily secondary needs become more salient when other sources of psychological stability are reduced. In this context, that argument suggested that perhaps relatedness is more important than ever to a financially constrained Clubcard holder looking for some sense of recognition in an economic downturn from a retailer. The data do not support that expectation: the weakest of the three predictors in this sample was still relatedness, including among respondents reporting relatively high financial pressure.
This can be explained in two ways, both of which fit with the general trend of the results. First, relatedness as SDT defines it requires a feeling of connectedness with others or of being truly recognized, and a highly automated, app-based loyalty programme can be poorly suited to provide it on a large scale for how well it provides autonomy or competence. Second, the sample had short Clubcard tenure with 49.5% having had a card for less than a year and only 8.1% for more than 6 years (Table 4.5), so most respondents would not have had the sort of interaction history which could create a sense of being known by the scheme. Sheldon et al.'s (2011) argument may hold in principle, but a shopper cannot feel individually recognised by a system with which they have limited history, regardless of how much financial pressure they are under.
This suggests it is more of a boundary condition than a rejection of Sheldon et al. (2011): relatedness can only become more salient under financial pressure if there is enough tenure and a history of personalised interaction to make this recognition affect. The current sample's demographic characteristics (youth, recent enrolment and hence lower tenure) may have been an unfair challenge to that particular claim of SDT theory.
[bookmark: _Toc241116864]5.3.3 The Null Moderation of Financial Pressure (H4)
Chapter 2 presented H4 as a test of the amplification account proposed by Vansteenkiste et al. (2010) and Davvetas and Sharma (2023). This account indicates that need satisfaction could be more psychologically relevant if there are more restrictions in one's broader context. From this standpoint, financial pressure was anticipated to reinforce the links between the three basic psychological needs and Clubcard involvement. However, an alternative attenuation account, informed by Mullainathan and Shafir (2013) and Hobfoll’s (1989) Conservation of Resources theory, suggested the opposite. Limited financial resources may focus a person's attention on current financial issues and limit their psychological resources for ongoing involvement. In Chapter 2, the suggestion that both views might be correct was explored as a theoretical possibility, but the formal hypotheses that were tested in this study rested on the amplification account.
None of the explanations were supported by the findings. None of the three interaction effects reached statistical significance, and all were very small in magnitude. The interaction between autonomy and financial pressure was non-significant (b = −.009, t = −.216, p = .829), as was the interaction between competence and financial pressure (b = .004, t = .086, p = .931). The relatedness × financial pressure interaction was also not significant (b = .015, t = .674, p = .773). In addition, the incremental variance explained by the interaction terms was effectively zero (ΔR² = .0002, .0000 and .0005, respectively). Hence, H4a, H4b and H4c are rejected and hence H4 is not supported..
This does not imply financial pressure doesn't matter to Clubcard behaviour, but it does suggest that its influence is not as strong as is often believed. It had zero-order correlation with engagement that was positive and moderate-to-large (r = .481, Table 4.8), and was the second strongest bivariate correlation in the data set after the SDT predictors themselves. However, this direct association was not hypothesised and should therefore be treated as exploratory. It could simply be that consumers are more likely to be interested in a savings scheme when they are on a tight budget; however, this is not necessarily causal, and may be due to the fact that all of the sample have limited income. The moderation results are thus not suggestive of the lack of importance of financial pressure. Instead, it indicates that the degree of the relationship between need satisfaction and engagement was not affected by financial pressure. In this sample, the pattern was generally the same over varying degrees of financial stress. Additionally, shoppers who indicated a higher level of autonomy, competence or relatedness satisfaction exhibited a higher level of engagement with Clubcard, both with the relative financial pressure reported either in the lower or high tertile. This indicates that financial pressure and SDT need satisfaction may be a parallel, additive factor in the engagement process, and not interacting.
The smallest standard deviation of all of the constructs was found in financial pressure at 1.19, with the lowest reported score being 1.75 (Table 4.6), and 92.0% of the respondents reported an income of less than £3,500 per month. This means that relatively few respondents reported genuinely low levels of financial pressure. When a moderator has such a restricted range, it becomes more difficult to detect an interaction. In addition, the moderation analysis was exploratory. So it is best to conclude that this study failed to find evidence that moderation operates, not that moderation is definitely disproven. However, the lack of variation with regard to financial pressure might have provided insufficient test to determine whether the effects of the study would vary as a function of the level of need satisfaction.
[bookmark: _Toc241116865]5.4 Integration with the Conceptual Model
Within the conceptual model proposed in Section 2.8 (Figure 2.1), autonomy, competence, and relatedness each provided support for the three direct links between need satisfaction and engagement. All three relationships, in the direction hypothesized, were statistically significant and accounted for 59.1% of the variance in engagement (R² = .591); this is a relatively high value compared to the 0.20-0.40 range generally found in consumer loyalty studies.
Moderating effect of financial pressure was not supported on all three of these relationships (H4a, H4b, and H4c). Because of the limited range of Financial Pressure and the exploratory nature of the moderation analysis, this null finding should be viewed as inconclusive, as discussed in Section 5.3.3.
The model can then be fine-tuned in terms of the relative contribution of the three direct predictors. The original ordering, as found in Peng and Hung (2020) and Xi and Hamari (2020), predicted that autonomy would be the best predictor, followed by competence and then relatedness. The results of the present study suggest, however, that there is no statistical difference between the strength or relatedness of the two factors, autonomy and competence, and only the latter is possibly a function of tenure (Section 5.3.2), although this is speculative and untestable in the present design.
Thus, the conceptual model can be summarised as follows: the three SDT needs are direct predictors of engagement; two SDT needs are co-dominant (autonomy and competence) and another SDT need (relatedness) is weaker but still significant. Financial pressure did not have a moderating effect as hypothesized. This updated version is aligned with the SDT tradition of all three basic needs being theorised as important, but it does not conform to the moderation and hierarchy structure that was originally envisioned.
[bookmark: _Toc241116866]5.5 Robustness Considerations
Several considerations qualify how confidently these interpretations should be held. First, the cross-sectional design doesn't capture relationships over time and cannot determine the causal direction; it is possible, for example, that it is already engaged consumers who end up feeling more autonomous or competent in their approach to using Clubcard, and not the other way around as inferred. Second, it is important to note that all constructs were assessed via self-report, and thus there is some risk of common method variance; however, the VIF reported in Section 4.4.5 (range 1.803 to 2.008) and no inter-predictor correlation exceeding the .80 problematic threshold provide some assurance that the SDT constructs are empirically distinguishable and do not result in a single response tendency.
Thirdly, the results are only applicable to a limited, specific type of demographic of the sample (see Section 4.2.2) and so cannot be expected to be representative of London Clubcard users as a whole, and are unlikely to be applicable to the relatedness and moderation results, which appear to be linked to the length of time they have had a Clubcard and their income band. One of the problems with the restricted variance in Financial Pressure is that it doesn't allow for a high level of confidence about whether or not there is moderation in the larger population or whether a sample could not find it.
Finally, the exploratory direct link between financial pressure and engagement (r = .481) was not predicted and may be sensitive to the limited range of income in the sample, where 92.0% of the respondents earned less than £3,500 a month. This discovery should be taken as an indication and not a conclusion.
[bookmark: _Toc241116867]5.6 Practical Synthesis (Bridge to Chapter 6)
Three practical insights emerge directly from this discussion. Firstly, retailers should place as much emphasis on demonstrable ease-of-use and savings success (competence) as they do on personalisation and choice (autonomy), as evidence here suggests that perhaps the two elements are of equal importance in driving engagement and not the latter as previously thought in the context of digital. This is important because a scheme that has been optimised to provide choice, but not to make it easy to use the choice successfully, may be missing 50% of what keeps people engaged.
Second, relatedness-building features such as personalised communication that shows understanding of a shopper's actual behaviour, and messaging that shows recognition instead of generic promotion, are likely to need time if they are to have the impact they are intended to have, and the sample in this study had a relatively short average tenure. The lesson for retailers is not that relatedness features don't work, but that perhaps the benefit may only be realized with longer-term members, with implications on what constitutes success and over what period.
Third, don't just assume financial pressure will be a factor that affects the effectiveness of existing loyalty mechanics, it should be designed for in its own right. This means that as SDT-engagement relationships are similarly strong for all customers, there is no need to recalibrate the loyalty mechanics specifically for the financially stretched buyers, but instead, focus on strengthening the SDT-engagement relationships across the customer base.
The managerial implications developed in Section 6.4 are based on these three insights.
[bookmark: _Toc241116868]5.7 Chapter Summary
This chapter has interpreted the findings from Chapter 4 in light of the literature of Self-Determination Theory from Chapter 2. Where they match what was found in the literature, autonomy, competence and relatedness each predict sustained Clubcard engagement, confirming the SDT core prediction and, remarkably, the result for relatedness is practically identical to that of Peng and Hung (2020). Where the findings add to the literature: contrary to the predicted hierarchy of autonomy first, competence and autonomy were closely ranked predictors of successful use of the Clubcard in this context, plausibly explained by the effortful and financially consequential nature of successful use in this context. Where the results contradicted or qualified previous expectation, it is important to note that the prediction of Sheldon et al. (2011) that relatedness would increase in importance when experiencing financial hardship was not supported, and neither the amplification account (Vansteenkiste et al., 2010; Davvetas and Sharma, 2023) nor the attenuation account (Mullainathan and Shafir, 2013; Hobfoll, 1989) of the moderating role of financial pressure were supported — financial pressure instead acts as an independent, additive predictor of engagement.
The most explicit relationship that has been theorized and refined by this study is the financial pressure dimension in the conceptual model, which was initially theorized to be a moderator of the three SDT relationships and then later expanded to a fourth direct predictor alongside the three SDT relationships. These refinements are extended in Chapter 6, where the overall theoretical contribution, managerial implications, limitations of the study, and directions for future research stemming directly from these are discussed.


[bookmark: _Toc241116869]Chapter 6: Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc241116870]6.1 Introduction
This chapter concludes the dissertation. It synthesises the main conclusions which were reached in Chapters 4 and 5, examines the theoretical implications of the conclusions for Self-Determination Theory and Basic Psychological Needs Theory, offers management implications for retailers who are under financial pressure and operating a loyalty programme, exposes limitations of the research design and outlines directions for future research which directly address these limitations.
The purpose of this study was to investigate the degree to which SDT can account for continued participation in Tesco Clubcard among London consumers in the context of the cost-of-living crisis, employing a quantitative, cross-sectional survey design with 99 active Clubcard users living in Greater London, with data analysed via hierarchical multiple regression and moderation analysis. Chapter 5 discussed those results in relation to the literature reviewed in Chapter 2; this chapter draws together what the study has ultimately contributed.
[bookmark: _Toc241116871]6.2 Brief Summary of Key Findings
The cross-hypothesis discussion in Chapter 5 highlights four findings. First, all three SDT had strong and positive effects on sustained Clubcard engagement, with autonomy, competence and relatedness accounting for 59.1% of variance (R² = .591), a significant result, particularly in the context of the literature on consumer behaviour and loyalty. Second, autonomy and competence were closely ranked predictors instead of the sequence of dominance expected from previous research investigating digital-context loyalty, which involved a more effortful, cost-of-living context for the Clubcard. Third, relatedness was important but was the weakest predictor and it was not stronger under financial pressure than the account of changing need salience suggested by Sheldon et al. (2011), which may be due to the brief average Clubcard tenure in the sample, but not necessarily reflective of an absence of the effect. Fourth, financial pressure did not significantly moderate the relationships between any of the three SDT needs and Clubcard engagement. This moderation analysis was exploratory and the null findings should be interpreted as inconclusive rather than definitive because of the limited range of Financial Pressure and the exploratory nature of the moderation analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc241116872]6.3 Theoretical Contributions
This study makes three main theoretical contributions to the literature on Self-Determination Theory (SDT), loyalty programme engagement, and consumer behaviour under financial pressure.
[bookmark: _Toc241116873]6.3.1 Extending SDT to Mainstream Grocery Loyalty programmes
The first theoretical contribution is the applicability of SDT and the Basic Psychological Needs approach to a mainstream grocery-loyalty context, without any gaming. Most of the previous empirical studies of SDT in the context of loyalty and reward-system engagement have been conducted in digital or gamified contexts (e.g. Peng and Hung, 2020; Xi and Hamari, 2020). This study demonstrates that autonomy, competence and relatedness also significantly contribute to sustained engagement with a high-frequency grocery loyalty programme. Together, the three needs account for 59.1% of the variance in Clubcard engagement (R² = .591), highlighting a significant explanatory power of the needs in this context.
This finding extends the conceptual scope of SDT beyond discretionary or digitally mediated consumption to a routine, and more or less utilitarian, consumption context. The grocery loyalty programme is especially relevant because it is a programme consumers engage with on a regular basis when shopping for groceries, rather than as a game-like or explicitly gamified experience. The results thus suggest that SDT is applicable to consumer engagement in routine retail environments.
[bookmark: _Toc241116874]6.3.2 Demonstrating Context-Dependent Differences in the Relative Importance of Psychological Needs
The second theoretical contribution relates to the relative importance of the three psychological needs. Past studies indicate higher levels of significance for autonomy in other digital and loyalty situations. This study, however, revealed that only autonomy and competence were co-dominant predictors of continued Clubcard involvement and that relatedness was the poorest predictor. This indicates that SDT's core psychological needs could be more or less important depending on the nature of the consumption situation and not necessarily in a universal order.
The Clubcard context involves a more consequential and effort-related task because consumers must identify, understand and successfully use discounts to obtain tangible financial benefits. Competence can then become especially relevant in situations where consumers would like to feel competent in using the programme effectively and to save successfully. This leads to a more context-sensitive interpretation of SDT in consumer behaviour: although these psychological needs are theoretically relevant, their relative contribution might be a function of the effortfulness, consequentiality and practical value of the target behaviour.
Other theoretically qualifying factors are the weaker role of relatedness. However, rather than suggesting that relatedness is not important for loyalty programmes generally, the study suggests that perhaps it depends on the opportunity for meaningful recognition and on the extent of accumulated interactions between consumers and the retailer. Such opportunities may be limited, especially for those who have recently joined a loyalty programme, in a more automated and app-mediated environment.
[bookmark: _Toc241116875]6.3.3 The Inconclusive Role of Financial Pressure as a Moderator
The study did not provide evidence for the moderation of the relationship between SDT need satisfaction and engagement by financial pressure; however, this may not be conclusive due to the limited range of Financial Pressure and the exploratory nature of the moderation analysis. The methodological contribution here is twofold: it shows that the test of moderation is challenging in samples with limited moderator variance, and future work needs to use income-diverse samples in order to adequately test the moderating role of financial pressure.
[bookmark: _Toc241116876]6.4 Managerial Implications
Four practical implications follow from the findings. Each implication identifies what Tesco and other grocery loyalty programme managers should do, why the action is relevant, how it can be implemented, and how its effectiveness can be assessed.
[bookmark: _Toc241116877]6.4.1 Strengthen Both Autonomy and Competence in Clubcard Use
Firstly, Tesco should focus more on enhancing the customers' perception of choice and the utility value of the Clubcard, not just on the personalised offers. The results indicate that the two factors of autonomy and competence were of almost equal significance in predicting consistency in Clubcard use. Therefore, Tesco should make Clubcard Prices and personalised offers both easy to choose and easy to use.
The Tesco Clubcard app should display offers tailored to each individual shopper in a simple format, from which they can clearly see how they can benefit from each offer, and also how much they have saved using the Clubcard Prices. The redemption process should require as few steps as possible, while the app and in-store communication should make it clear when a Clubcard discount has been successfully applied. Tesco could also provide a running summary of savings so that customers can easily recognise the financial benefit of using Clubcard.
The effectiveness of these changes could be assessed through Clubcard offer redemption rates, customer-reported ease of use, successful offer activation, and the frequency of Clubcard Price usage per shopping trip. This would give Tesco an indicator as to whether increased competence is resulting in increased engagement.
[bookmark: _Toc241116878]6.4.2 Develop Relatedness through Tenure-Based Recognition
Second, Tesco should develop opportunities for customers to feel recognised as individual Clubcard members, particularly because relatedness was the weakest predictor in this study. But this discovery does not mean that relatedness-building strategies are not effective. The relatively short Clubcard tenure of many respondents may have limited the opportunity for customers to develop a strong sense of recognition through the programme.
Tesco could thus create personalised communications that recognize the longevity of membership, rewards for long-term engagement, or messages that celebrate customers' ongoing use of Clubcard, among other examples. Onboarding communications could be shorter-term focussed on building a stronger relationship with the programme for shorter-term members and longer-term focussed on more personalised recognition for longer-term members.
These programmes should be evaluated longitudinally and not by a single cross-sectional measurement. Tesco could compare engagement, retention and relatedness-related survey responses across different Clubcard tenure groups. This would help establish whether feelings of recognition increase as customers develop a longer relationship with the programme.
[bookmark: _Toc241116879]6.4.3 Strengthen the Three Psychological Needs across Customer Groups
Third, the findings do not indicate a need for a fundamentally different loyalty programme for financially pressured customers. Instead, Tesco could strengthen for customers who are feeling the pinch, but rather should bolster the sense of autonomy, competence and relatedness in the Clubcard customer base. The moderation analysis found that financial pressure did not significantly change the relationships between the three psychological needs and sustained engagement.
So Tesco should preserve the fundamental Clubcard experience and enhance the three need-satisfaction pathways for all customer groups. For instance, autonomy may be promoted by providing meaningful choices and customized offers, competence by making information more transparent and redemption more straightforward and relatedness by using personalized communication and recognition.
Implementation should include stress testing these improvements with various customer segments and observing if engagement grows among all the customer segments or just customers who are under financial pressure. Tesco could track variations in engagement, as well as usage, customer satisfaction and continued Clubcard participation among different income/financial stress cohorts after making certain improvements in the programme.
[bookmark: _Toc241116880]6.4.4 Make Financial Savings More Visible to Financially Pressured Customers
Fourth, Tesco could consider increasing the transparency of the monetary value they get for the Clubcard for those customers who are under more financial strain. Although financial pressure did not moderate the SDT–engagement relationships, an exploratory bivariate correlation with sustained engagement was observed (r = .481). This association was not hypothesised and the income range of the sample may limit this association; therefore, it should be interpreted as suggestive and programme changes as a result of this association should be carefully piloted and tested. However, if the association is real, it suggests a promising avenue to explore: consumers under financial strain may be more interested in a savings scheme that they can clearly see.
Tesco could therefore make the cumulative financial benefits of Clubcard more prominent. For example, the Clubcard app could display total savings over a month, highlight savings generated during individual shopping trips, and provide simple summaries showing how much customers have saved through Clubcard Prices. In-store communication might also help to increase the visibility of the value of Clubcard discounts at the point of sale.
The impact of these measures could be measured by analysing the increase of Clubcard engagement, Clubcard retention, Clubcard redemptions and reported savings awareness by consumers under differing financial pressures. If it was to happen, it would enable Tesco to see whether communicating the financial value of Clubcard more clearly would increase customer engagement to keep customers involved with the Clubcard programme while not altering the overall structure of the programme itself.
[bookmark: _Toc241116881]6.5 Limitations and Directions for Future Research
[bookmark: _Toc241116882]6.5.1 Limitations
The current results have four limitations. The cross-sectional design provides the association at one given point in time and does not allow to determine the direction of this relationship between need satisfaction and engagement. All constructs were measured through self-report, carrying some risk of common method bias, although low variance inflation factors and moderate inter-construct correlations provide reassurance that this risk did not compromise the distinctiveness of the SDT constructs. The non-probability convenience sample, overrepresented with younger, male, lower-income, and recently-enrolled respondents, precludes analysis to statistical generalisation, particularly in the results pertaining to the relatedness and moderation. However, due to the limited variance of Financial Pressure and the exploratory nature of the moderating analysis, the null result for H4 should be interpreted as inconclusive for this population as opposed to a rejection of moderation in general. Future research needs would include a sampling strategy that intentionally included a broader income spectrum, thus providing a more equitable empirical test of the financial-pressure moderation than the current income-skewed sample.
[bookmark: _Toc241116883]6.5.2 Directions for Future Research
Each limitation suggests a corresponding direction. A longitudinal design (which follows the same respondents over a longer period of time) would help directly test the causal direction between need satisfaction and engagement, and would permit the examination of the proposed tenure-contingent relatedness effect in Section 5.3.2. The financial-pressure moderation would be more fairly tested by a sampling plan that specifically attempted to capture a greater distribution of incomes than is provided in the current sample. To understand more directly why competence and autonomy converge in this context, and why relatedness underperforms, a mixed-methods study, using the quantitative measures in the present study but also qualitative interviews, could be useful. Finally, repeating the study in other UK retailers and loyalty programme formats would enable the co-dominant autonomy-competence pattern and the additive role of financial pressure identified here to be generalised or specific to Tesco Clubcard.
[bookmark: _Toc241116884]6.6 Closing Statement
This research demonstrates the power of the Self-Determination Theory in a context in which it has rarely been validated: a very frequent and routine and largely unavoidable retail setting. It shows that competence is as important as autonomy for maintaining engagement, and that the explanatory power of SDT is valid even in times of financial difficulties, which is of practical interest to the design of loyalty schemes for consumers facing economic difficulties.
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		Purpose of Research Activity

This study examines the underlying psychological motivations that contribute to adults' ongoing loyalty to the Tesco Clubcard loyalty scheme in London amid the current cost of living crisis. Studies about loyalty programmes tend to be about monetary rewards (discounts and points). This study questions whether psychological needs – autonomy (feeling in control), competence (feeling effective), and relatedness (feeling valued) – are also important in a program designed to keep people active on Clubcard, even when they are pressed for budget. The study employs Self-Determination Theory (SDT) (Ryan and Deci, 2000), a widely accepted theory in psychology, to explain the motivation for continuing to use a loyalty scheme after financial benefits have ceased. These psychological factors are important to be understood because it enables the supermarket to develop more successful loyalty programmes and it may offer an explanation as to why consumers are loyal during less than successful economic times.
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		Research Question

To what extent does Self-Determination Theory account for sustained Tesco Clubcard engagement among London consumers during the cost-of-living crisis? Specifically, which psychological need (autonomy, competence, or relatedness) most strongly predicts continued Clubcard engagement when consumers are subject to financial pressure?
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		Aims of Research Activity

Aim 1: To examine the extent to which satisfaction of the Self-Determination Theory psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness predicts continued Tesco Clubcard engagement among London consumers (linked to Objective 1). 

Aim 2: To assess whether financial pressure associated with the cost-of-living crisis moderates the relationship between psychological need satisfaction and Clubcard engagement (linked to Objective 2).

Aim 3: To determine which of the three SDT need dimensions most strongly predicts loyalty programme engagement in a financially constrained consumer context (linked to Objective 3)
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		Objectives of Research Activity

Objective 1: To assess the extent to which satisfaction of the SDT psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness predicts continued Tesco Clubcard engagement among London consumers. 

Objective 2: To examine whether financial pressure associated with the cost-of-living crisis moderates the relationship between SDT need satisfaction and Clubcard engagement. 

Objective 3: To determine which of the three SDT need dimensions (autonomy, competence, or relatedness) most strongly predicts loyalty programme engagement in a financially constrained consumer context.



		

		Proposed data collection methods (maximum 600 words)

Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity to collect data, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. You do not need to justify the methods here but should instead describe how you intend to collect the data necessary for you to complete your project.



		7

		The data will be gathered by a structured, online self-administered questionnaire sent to adults (18 years and over) living in London and who have a valid Tesco Clubcard. The questionnaire will be published on Microsoft Forms or Qualtrics and sent out using social media platforms (e.g. LinkedIn, Facebook community groups) and personal networks to help target the audience. Participants are not required to come face to face. The questionnaire will include closed-ended items with five-point scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree on three psychological need components (autonomy, competence and relatedness) of the Self-Determination Theory as well as on perceived financial pressure and overall engagement with the Tesco Clubcard. Where possible, validated scale items will be used which will have previously been studied in the context of SDT consumer behaviour. There will also be a few descriptive and control items in the questionnaire such as age band, gender, approximate band of household income and length of Clubcard membership. There will be no recordings of audio and video. Names or email addresses of individuals will not be collected. Consent will be gained at an opening screen of the questionnaire, explaining the purpose of the study, the right to leave whenever they choose and that it is anonymous and voluntary. By clicking on ‘Next' you will be deemed to have provided informed consent. Please allow about 8 – 12 minutes to complete the questionnaire. The data obtained from the survey platform will be exported and analysed with IBM SPSS Statistics for descriptive statistics, reliability testing (Cronbach's alpha), and multiple regression analysis to test the relative predictive strength of each of the three dimensions of SDT needs.







SECTION D: Scope of Research Activity

		

		Will the research activity include:

		YES

		NO



		1

		Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?

		✓

		☐



		2

		Use of interviews?

		☐

		✓



		3

		Use of focus groups?

		☐

		✓



		4

		Use of participant diaries? 

		☐

		✓



		5

		Use of video or audio recording?

		☐

		✓



		6

		Use of computer-generated log files?

		☐

		✓



		7

		Participant observation with their knowledge?

		☐

		✓



		8

		Participant observation without their knowledge?

		☐

		✓



		9

		Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?

		☐

		✓



		10

		Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?

		☐

		✓



		11

		Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?

		☐

		✓



		12

		Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?

		☐

		✓



		13

		Use of procedures that involve deception?

		☐

		✓



		14

		Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?

		☐

		✓



		15

		Working with live vertebrate animals?

		☐

		✓



		16

		Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?

		☐

		✓



		17

		Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.

		☐

		☐



		

		Details of any other primary data collection method:







(this box should expand as you type)

		

		







If you have ticked NO to every question then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and you may skip section E and continue to section F.



If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 



SECTION E: Intended Participants

		

		Who are the intended participants:

		

YES

		

NO



		1

		Students or staff at the University?

		☐

		✓



		2

		Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?

		✓

		☐



		3

		Vulnerable adults?

		☐

		✓



		4

		Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)

		☐

		✓



		5

		Prisoners?

		☐

		✓



		6

		Young offenders?

		☐

		✓



		7

		Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?

		☐

		✓



		8

		People engaged in illegal activities?

		☐

		☐



		9

		Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.



		☐

		☐



		

		Details of any other participant groups:

Complete this only if your participants cannot give consent. This includes animals



(this box should expand as you type)

		

		







		

		Participant numbers and source

Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 
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		How many participants are expected?



		About 80-100 London-based adult Clubcard holders are expected to be in the sample. The sample size is consistent with recommendations for multiple regression analysis with three to five predictor variables (Hair et al., 2019), which are approximately 50 observations + 8 observations per predictor variable, or a minimum of 74 responses, with the larger number accounting for the possibility of some responses being missing and enhancing the statistical power of the analysis. Participants will be sampled using social media postings and personal networks, both purposive and convenience. The questionnaire will be circulated via the LinkedIn platform, Facebook community groups in relevant areas to Londoners, and the researcher's own network. All respondents to the survey will be confirmed as having an active Tesco Clubcard and living in London through a screening question in the beginning of the survey.



		11

		Who will the participants be?



		The participants will be adults aged 18 or over, who: (a) have an active Tesco Clubcard membership; and (b) live in the Greater London area. Participants must be competent to give informed consent. It will not include any vulnerable adults, children, prisoners or other groups who may need special consent procedures. The study doesn't have a specific focus on the participants in the university or its staff, but they are not excluded if they fulfill the above criteria.



		12

		How will you identify the participants?

		

The participants will be identified using non-probability sampling technique namely convenience sampling and purposive sampling. The survey link will be shared on the researcher's social media profiles (LinkedIn and Facebook), London local groups on Facebook and other contacts. A snowball element is a technique that can be used if the initial questions are to ask participants to share the survey link with appropriate contacts. The survey will confirm eligibility by asking two screening questions at the beginning of the survey: ‘Do you currently have an active Tesco Clubcard?’ and ‘Do you currently live in Greater London? If the respondent answers No to either question, he or she will be asked to proceed to the end of the questionnaire and his or her answers will not be used in the analysis.)









		

		Information for participants:

		

YES

		NO

		

N/A



		13

		Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?

		✓

		☐

		☐



		14

		Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?

		✓

		☐

		☐



		15

		Will you obtain written consent for participation?

		☐

		☐

		✓



		16

		Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?

		✓

		☐

		☐



		17

		If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?

		✓

		☐

		☐



		18

		Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?

		✓

		☐

		☐



		19

		With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?

		✓

		☐

		☐



		20

		Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?

		✓

		☐

		☐



		21

		Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?

		✓

		☐

		☐



		22

		If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 



		

		You should be able to tick YES for all of these questions. If not, then explain why not in this box.



(this box should expand as you type)







		

		Information for participants:

		

YES

		NO

		

N/A



		24

		Will participants be paid?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		25

		Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		26

		Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		27

		Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		28

		If YES to any question, please provide full details 



		

		You should be able to tick NO for most of these questions. For any cases that you have ticked YES then provide details in this box. If you are using cameras/voice recorders to record interviews, then please state that in this box.



(this box should expand as you type)







SECTION F: Anticipated Risks



		

		Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them.  



		1

		Risks to participants

For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information. If you have identified in section D that there are no participants, then enter N/A and go skip to question 3.



		

		Risk to participants:

Minimal risk. The questionnaire deals with everyday consumer behaviour and shopping habits. Some participants may experience mild discomfort when asked about household financial pressure during the cost-of-living crisis, as this may relate to personal financial stress. No sensitive personal, financial, or health data will be directly collected.

		How you will mitigate the risk to participants:

The opening consent screen will clearly state the voluntary nature of participation and the right to withdraw at any time without penalty. Participants will be informed they may skip any question they do not wish to answer. Questions will be worded sensitively and will ask about general financial pressure perceptions rather than specific financial circumstances. No names or personal identifiers will be collected, ensuring full anonymity. If a participant withdraws, their incomplete data will not be used.







		2

		If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities



		

		The research does not involve topics that are inherently sensitive such as sexual activity, drug use, or criminal behaviour. Questions about household financial pressure are worded at the level of general perception (e.g., 'I feel financial pressure when grocery shopping') rather than requiring disclosure of specific income or debt information. No referral or disclosure obligations are anticipated. Should any participant contact the researcher expressing distress related to financial hardship, they will be signposted to publicly available support resources such as Citizens Advice (www.citizensadvice.org.uk).









		3

		Risks to the investigator

For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest



		

		Risk to the investigator:

Low risk. The research is conducted entirely online with no face-to-face contact. The investigator may experience mild stress related to time pressures of data collection alongside academic workload. There is a minor risk of misinterpretation of responses or an allegation of research misconduct if ethical procedures are not followed correctly.

		How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:

The investigator will follow the approved ethics protocol in the entirety of the investigation. Participants will not provide any personal information and there will be little risk of personal contact between participants outside the study. The supervisor will be kept informed of progress. Realistic data collection schedule will be used to manage workload. All data processing will be compliant with GDPR and UWTSD Data Management guidelines.



		4

		University/institutional risks

For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection



		

		Risk to the University:

There is a minor reputational risk to the University if participant data is handled incorrectly or if the research is perceived to have been conducted without proper ethical oversight. There is also a small risk of data loss or breach if survey data is not stored securely

		How you will mitigate the risk to the University:

Prior to data collection, full ethical approval will be sought. Throughout the project, data will be kept in a secure way with password protected storage and will be removed once the project is complete. The survey platform used (Microsoft Forms or Qualtrics) will be compliant with GDPR. The dissertation will not mention any participants explicitly, so that no data is given that allows anyone to be identified in any publications. The supervisor will monitor and supervise all the steps of the research process.









		5

		Environmental risks

For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems



		

		Risk to the environment:

No environmental risks are anticipated. The research is conducted entirely online and does not involve physical fieldwork, laboratory use, chemicals, or any activity with potential environmental impact.

		How you will mitigate the risk to environment:

No mitigation measures are required beyond standard digital resource usage, which is inherent to online survey research







SECTION G: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality



If you have identified in section D that there are no participants, then enter skip this section and continue to section H.



		1

		Feedback

What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 



		

		At the end of the questionnaire, participants will see a brief debriefing statement confirming the purpose of the study, thanking them for their participation, and confirming that their responses are anonymous and will be used solely for academic research purposes. Participants will be provided with a contact email address through which they may request a summary of the study findings once the dissertation is complete. Results will not be fed back to individual participants but a summary of key findings will be made available on request via email.



		2

		Informed consent

Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.



		

		Informed consent will be achieved by presenting a consent screen at the beginning of an online questionnaire before any questions are posed. This screen will explicitly include: The purpose and nature of the research; It is voluntary and the person can stop at any time and for any reason; No personal identifiers will be collected and everything will be anonymous; How the data will be stored and how it will be used; Contact information for the researcher and supervisor. Participants will be providing informed consent to participate by clicking the 'Next' button to go on to the questionnaire. It's the right way to gain digital consent for anonymous online surveys, and meets GDPR requirements. There will be no written or signed consent forms as this would involve obtaining the name and signature of the participant, which is inconsistent with the anonymous design of the study.



		3

		Confidentiality / Anonymity

Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 



		

		The anonymity will be preserved in the entire investigation. The survey will not ask for names, email addresses and other personal identifiers. Only a participant reference number will provide for the storage of responses. Demographic data (age band, gender, approximate income band) will be collected at an aggregate level, not as actual amounts, to avoid any possibility of identification. The individual participant cannot be identified in the dissertation, any report or other product of this research. Survey data will not be passed on to any third party outside of the immediate research team (principal researcher and supervisor). All the data will be removed after the dissertation is finished.







SECTION H: Data Protection and Storage



		

		Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?

		YES

		NO



		1

		“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.

		☐

		✓



		

		If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:



		2

		This includes audio/video data of participants but can also include IP addresses and usernames. Names, addresses and emails also count, as do consent forms.



(this box should expand as you type)



		

		Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?

		YES

		NO



		3

		“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –

(a) racial or ethnic origin,

(b) political opinions,

(c) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,

(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),

(e) physical or mental health or condition,

(f) sexual life,

(g) genetics,

(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),

		

☐

		

✓



		

		If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:



		4

		What counts as ‘sensitive’ will differ between cultures. Any information on behaviour that is not in accordance with cultural norms would count as sensitive personal data.







(this box should expand as you type)







		

		Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?

		YES

		NO



		5

		Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?

		☐

		✓



		6

		University computers?

		☐

		✓



		7

		Private company computers?

		☐

		✓



		8

		Home or other personal computers?

		☐

		✓



		9

		Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?

		✓

		☐



		10

		“Cloud” storage or websites?

		☐

		✓



		11

		Other – specify:



		☐

		☐



		12

		For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:



		

		If possible, save your data on computers that are secure and regularly backed up. Many cloud services only provide GDPR-compliant storage for business customers. An example of suitable text is given below.



All data will be kept in password protected cloud storage on the University Office 365 system which

will not be shared. Audio/visual data will be transcribed and would be shown to participants to

check accuracy of reporting. Any USB sticks used to store or transfer data will be password protected. All participants will be given a unique identifier to ensure confidentiality and this list will be kept securely in the password protected folder. 





(this box should expand as you type)







		

		Data Protection



		

		Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:

		YES

		NO



		13

		Electronic transfer of data in any form?

		☐

		✓



		14

		Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?

		☐

		✓



		15

		Sharing of data with other organisations?

		☐

		✓



		16

		Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?

		☐

		✓



		17

		Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?

		☐

		✓



		18

		Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?

		☐

		✓



		19

		If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and/or any international equivalent):



		

		This includes data such as drafts of your thesis as well as experimental or survey data. An example of suitable text is given below.



All data will be encrypted and kept in password protected cloud storage on the University Office 365 system which will not be shared. Any USB sticks used to store or transfer data will be password protected. All data transfers will be encrypted and password protected.  All participants will be given a unique identifier to ensure confidentiality and this list will be kept securely in the password protected folder. The data will be stored until the completion of the project and then deleted. In accordance with the DPA2018, participants will have the right to ask to see what data is held relating to them, and this data will be deleted immediately if the participant requests this, in which case the data will not be used in the project.



(this box should expand as you type)



		20

		List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:



		

		The principal researcher (Imran) will have primary access to all data generated by this research activity. The dissertation supervisor will have supervised access to the data for oversight and quality assurance purposes. No other individuals, organisations, or external parties will have access to the raw data



		21

		List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:



		

		The principal researcher (Imran) will act as the sole data custodian throughout the research activity, from data collection through to final deletion upon completion of the dissertation.



		22

		Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. 



		

		All data will be encrypted and kept in password protected cloud storage on the University Office 365 system which will not be shared. Any USB sticks used to store or transfer data will be password protected, and will be reformatted at the end of the project in order to destroy the data. The data will be stored until the completion of the project and then deleted. 



(this box should expand as you type)



		22

		Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)

		✓



		23

		Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding

		✓









SECTION I: Use of AI tools

		Use of generative AI and other AI-based tools

There are a number of ethical issues relating to the use of generative AI and other AI-based tools, including data security, output bias, and output errors. In general you should assume that any generative AI or other AI-based tool that you pay to use is more secure and accurate than one which is free to use.



Will the research use AI tools to do any of the following:

		YES

		NO

		N/A



		1

		Capture data?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		2

		Generate and/or edit text?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		3

		Generate graphics?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		4

		Generate video?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		5

		Generate sound/music?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		6

		Generate code?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		7

		Generate synthetic data?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		8

		Analyse data?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		9

		Analyse personal or sensitive data?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		10

		Classify data?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		11

		Do you intend to use the free version of any AI tools?

		☐

		✓

		☐



		If you have answered YES to any of questions O1-O11, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.  



		12

		State which AI tool or tools you will be using, and where they are based (or store their data – you may need to check their webpages or user agreement for this). If you are planning to use Copilot then say if you’re using the UWTSD version of it or the public version. You should also show how you are complying with current UWTSD guidance/policy of the use of AI.



(this box should expand as you type)









SECTION J: Declaration

		

		

		The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.



In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 



		

		1

		Signature of applicant:

		Imran Ahmed

		Date: 09/07/2026





		2

		Supervisor:

		Amir Homayounfard

		Date: 10/07/2026



		3

		Signature:

		

Amir Homayounfard
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Tesco Clubcard Engagement Survey
Welcome to this research study
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey. This research is being conducted as part of a dissertation 
study at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, examining factors that influence consumer engagement with the 
Tesco Clubcard.
Purpose: This survey aims to understand how psychological factors and financial pressures influence the way consumers 
engage with the Tesco Clubcard.
Time Required: The questionnaire will take approximately 10-14 minutes to complete.
Confidentiality: All responses are anonymous. No personally identifiable information will be collected. Your data will be 
stored securely and used solely for academic research purposes.
Voluntary Participation: Participation is entirely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time without penalty by simply 
closing the browser window. If you withdraw, your responses will not be used.
Eligibility: To participate, you must:


Currently hold an active Tesco Clubcard
Currently reside in Greater London


Contact: If you have any questions about this research, please contact the researcher.


Yes


No


Do you currently hold an active Tesco Clubcard?1.


Yes


No


Do you currently reside in Greater London?2.


18-24


25-34


35-44


45-54


55-64


65 or over


What is your age group?3.


Man


Woman


Prefer not to say


 What is your gender?4.


8/21/26, 11:07 PM Tesco Clubcard Engagement Survey


https://forms.cloud.microsoft/Pages/DesignPageV2.aspx?prevorigin=shell&origin=NeoPortalPage&subpage=design&id=-REPTm4EBUWcuNshUj… 1/5







Less than £2,000


£2,000 - £3,499


£3,500 - £4,999


£5,000 - £6,999


£7,000 - £9,999


£10,000 or more


What is your approximate monthly household income (after tax)?5.


Less than 1 year


1-3 years


4-6 years


7-10 years


More than 10 years


How long have you held a Tesco Clubcard?6.


Autonomy with Clubcard Use7.


Strongly
Disagree Disagree


Slightly
Disagree Neutral


Slightly
Agree Agree


Strongly
Agree


I feel I have
meaningful
choice in how I
use my Tesco
Clubcard.


Participating in
Clubcard feels
like my own
decision, not
something I am
pressured into.


Using Clubcard
feels like an
expression of
my own values
and
preferences.


I feel free to
engage with
Clubcard in the
way that suits
me best.
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Competence with Clubcard Use8.


Strongly
Disagree Disagree


Slightly
Disagree Neutral


Slightly
Agree Agree


Strongly
Agree


Relatedness with Clubcard9.


Strongly
Disagree Disagree


Slightly
Disagree Neutral


Slightly
Agree Agree


Strongly
Agree


I feel effective
at finding and
using Clubcard
Prices to save
money on my
grocery
shopping.


Using my
Clubcard makes
me feel like a
skilled and
capable
shopper.


I feel confident
in my ability to
get genuine
value from my
Clubcard
membership.


I feel I am good
at making the
most of the
savings
available
through
Clubcard.


Tesco makes
me feel like a
valued
individual
member
through
Clubcard.


I feel that Tesco
understands my
personal
shopping needs
through
Clubcard.


I feel a genuine
sense of
connection with
Tesco as a
Clubcard
member.


Clubcard makes
me feel that
Tesco cares
about me as a
customer.
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Financial Pressure10.


Strongly
Disagree Disagree


Slightly
Disagree Neutral


Slightly
Agree Agree


Strongly
Agree


Cognitive Engagement11.


Strongly
Disagree Disagree


Slightly
Disagree Neutral


Slightly
Agree Agree


Strongly
Agree


Emotional Engagement12.


Strongly
Disagree Disagree


Slightly
Disagree Neutral


Slightly
Agree Agree


Strongly
Agree


The cost of
grocery
shopping
places
significant
financial strain
on my
household
budget.


I regularly have
to make
difficult choices
about what I
can afford when
grocery
shopping.


I feel under
significant
financial
pressure when I
do my weekly
grocery
shopping.


My grocery
budget is
currently very
tight due to
rising prices.


I pay close
attention to
Clubcard offers
and
personalised
communication
s from Tesco.


I regularly think
about how I can
make the most
of my Clubcard
membership.


 I feel positively
about being a
Tesco Clubcard
member.


Being a
Clubcard
member is
something I
genuinely value.
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This content is neither created nor endorsed by Microsoft. The data you submit will be sent to the form owner.
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I actively use
my Clubcard
every time I
shop at Tesco.


I actively seek
out Clubcard
Prices when
choosing what
to buy.


I intend to
continue using
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Clubcard over
the next six
months.


I plan to remain
an active
Clubcard
member for the
foreseeable
future.
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Sheet1

		ID		Start time		Completion time		Email		Do you currently hold an active Tesco Clubcard?		Do you currently reside in Greater London?		What is your age group?		 What is your gender?		What is your approximate monthly household income (after tax)?		How long have you held a Tesco Clubcard?		I feel I have meaningful choice in how I use my Tesco Clubcard.		Participating in Clubcard feels like my own decision, not something I am pressured into.		Using Clubcard feels like an expression of my own values and preferences.		I feel free to engage with Clubcard in the way that suits me best.		I feel effective at finding and using Clubcard Prices to save money on my grocery shopping.		Using my Clubcard makes me feel like a skilled and capable shopper.		I feel confident in my ability to get genuine value from my Clubcard membership.		I feel I am good at making the most of the savings available through Clubcard.		Tesco makes me feel like a valued individual member through Clubcard.		I feel that Tesco understands my personal shopping needs through Clubcard.		I feel a genuine sense of connection with Tesco as a Clubcard member.		Clubcard makes me feel that Tesco cares about me as a customer.		The cost of grocery shopping places significant financial strain on my household budget.		I regularly have to make difficult choices about what I can afford when grocery shopping.		I feel under significant financial pressure when I do my weekly grocery shopping.		My grocery budget is currently very tight due to rising prices.		I pay close attention to Clubcard offers and personalised communications from Tesco.		I regularly think about how I can make the most of my Clubcard membership.		 I feel positively about being a Tesco Clubcard member.		Being a Clubcard member is something I genuinely value.		I actively use my Clubcard every time I shop at Tesco.		I actively seek out Clubcard Prices when choosing what to buy.		I intend to continue using my Tesco Clubcard over the next six months.		I plan to remain an active Clubcard member for the foreseeable future.

		1		8/22/26 1:33:27		8/22/26 1:38:21		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		2		8/22/26 1:40:34		8/22/26 1:44:32		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		1-3 years		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Neutral

		3		8/22/26 2:28:37		8/22/26 2:31:32		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Neutral		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree

		4		8/22/26 3:50:43		8/22/26 3:57:38		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		5		8/22/26 4:04:23		8/22/26 4:05:48		anonymous		Yes		Yes		55–64		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Neutral		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree

		6		8/22/26 4:09:57		8/22/26 4:14:35		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral

		7		8/22/26 4:42:05		8/22/26 4:44:20		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree

		8		8/22/26 4:43:12		8/22/26 4:47:53		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		9		8/22/26 4:50:07		8/22/26 4:53:38		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		10		8/22/26 5:07:59		8/22/26 5:09:39		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		11		8/22/26 5:11:47		8/22/26 5:14:01		anonymous		Yes		Yes		55–64		Man		£3,500 - £4,999		4-6 years		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		12		8/22/26 5:14:23		8/22/26 5:21:01		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Disagree

		13		8/22/26 5:26:03		8/22/26 5:28:06		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Agree

		14		8/22/26 5:26:13		8/22/26 5:28:12		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree

		15		8/22/26 5:26:39		8/22/26 5:28:51		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		1-3 years		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral

		18		8/22/26 5:45:28		8/22/26 5:50:06		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		20		8/22/26 6:29:30		8/22/26 6:30:15		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Woman		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Strongly Agree

		21		8/22/26 6:33:51		8/22/26 6:34:56		anonymous		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		7-10 years		Neutral		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Neutral		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Neutral		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree

		23		8/22/26 6:42:34		8/22/26 6:45:38		anonymous		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		7-10 years		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Disagree		Neutral		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		24		8/22/26 12:57:08		8/22/26 12:59:15		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree

		25		8/22/26 13:25:34		8/22/26 13:26:21		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		26		8/22/26 13:56:16		8/22/26 14:00:41		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Woman		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Disagree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral

		27		8/22/26 14:54:43		8/22/26 15:01:32		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree

		28		8/22/26 15:27:58		8/22/26 15:28:46		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		1-3 years		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree

		29		8/22/26 15:28:31		8/22/26 15:29:35		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		Less than 1 year		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Disagree		Neutral		Neutral		Strongly Disagree		Neutral		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree

		30		8/22/26 15:26:28		8/22/26 15:29:58		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		31		8/22/26 15:32:25		8/22/26 15:33:02		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree

		32		8/22/26 15:34:15		8/22/26 15:34:46		anonymous		Yes		Yes		55–64		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		34		8/22/26 16:11:48		8/22/26 16:13:55		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		37		8/22/26 16:49:55		8/22/26 16:51:48		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Agree

		38		8/22/26 17:07:49		8/22/26 17:10:36		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree

		40		8/22/26 18:21:19		8/22/26 18:25:54		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree

		41		8/22/26 18:28:19		8/22/26 18:29:48		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		1-3 years		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree

		42		8/22/26 18:52:47		8/22/26 18:54:03		anonymous		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		£3,500 - £4,999		More than 10 years		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree

		44		8/22/26 19:24:37		8/22/26 19:26:12		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		1-3 years		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree

		45		8/22/26 21:16:26		8/22/26 21:17:43		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		4-6 years		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		47		8/22/26 21:39:40		8/22/26 21:41:18		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral

		48		8/22/26 22:26:57		8/22/26 22:27:56		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		Less than 1 year		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		49		8/22/26 22:32:44		8/22/26 22:33:41		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Man		Less than £2,000		4-6 years		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		51		8/23/26 1:42:04		8/23/26 1:44:44		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Man		£3,500 - £4,999		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Slightly Agree

		52		8/23/26 4:50:17		8/23/26 4:56:31		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£3,500 - £4,999		1-3 years		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		53		8/23/26 5:00:13		8/23/26 5:01:03		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree

		54		8/23/26 5:02:15		8/23/26 5:04:21		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Disagree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		55		8/23/26 5:04:26		8/23/26 5:05:19		anonymous		Yes		Yes		45-54		Woman		£2,000 - £3,499		4-6 years		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		56		8/23/26 5:05:28		8/23/26 5:06:21		anonymous		Yes		Yes		35-44		Prefer not to say		£3,500 - £4,999		More than 10 years		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree

		57		8/23/26 5:05:11		8/23/26 5:09:29		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		58		8/23/26 5:13:32		8/23/26 5:15:32		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		59		8/23/26 5:20:31		8/23/26 5:25:45		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		60		8/23/26 5:23:49		8/23/26 5:33:20		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Woman		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree

		62		8/23/26 5:39:11		8/23/26 5:40:33		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree

		63		8/23/26 5:37:09		8/23/26 5:59:37		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Agree		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree

		65		8/23/26 6:12:15		8/23/26 6:14:22		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		Less than 1 year		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree

		66		8/23/26 6:13:37		8/23/26 6:15:35		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree

		68		8/23/26 6:40:14		8/23/26 6:41:06		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Strongly Agree

		69		8/23/26 7:11:41		8/23/26 7:14:02		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral

		70		8/23/26 15:42:19		8/23/26 15:45:37		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		71		8/23/26 15:52:06		8/23/26 15:54:34		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£5,000 - £6,999		4-6 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree

		73		8/23/26 15:58:14		8/23/26 16:00:17		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Man		Less than £2,000		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		74		8/23/26 16:31:40		8/23/26 16:34:51		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Agree		Neutral		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Agree

		77		8/23/26 18:49:28		8/23/26 18:51:54		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree

		78		8/23/26 18:55:59		8/23/26 18:58:35		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		79		8/23/26 22:03:18		8/23/26 22:06:08		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£7,000 - £9,999		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree

		80		8/23/26 21:58:19		8/23/26 22:15:42		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree

		81		8/23/26 22:24:32		8/23/26 22:26:35		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		Less than 1 year		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral				Neutral

		82		8/23/26 23:23:15		8/23/26 23:26:01		anonymous		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		7-10 years		Slightly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree

		83		8/24/26 0:00:59		8/24/26 0:02:40		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		£2,000 - £3,499		4-6 years		Slightly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Disagree		Neutral		Disagree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Disagree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Agree

		85		8/24/26 19:42:49		8/24/26 19:46:34		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		86		8/24/26 19:46:46		8/24/26 19:50:22		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Agree

		87		8/24/26 20:02:44		8/24/26 20:04:27		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		89		8/24/26 20:16:41		8/24/26 20:18:13		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		90		8/24/26 21:08:11		8/24/26 21:10:25		anonymous		Yes		Yes		18-24		Man		£3,500 - £4,999		1-3 years		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Neutral		Agree

		91		8/24/26 22:56:04		8/24/26 22:57:17		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		92		8/25/26 18:21:33		8/25/26 18:30:27		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree

		93		8/25/26 21:19:46		8/25/26 21:21:08		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		94		8/26/26 6:35:48		8/26/26 6:38:34		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		95		8/27/26 1:50:28		8/27/26 1:51:42		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		1-3 years		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree

		96		8/27/26 2:03:33		8/27/26 2:11:53		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree

		97		8/27/26 2:17:19		8/27/26 2:20:42		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Less than £2,000		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree

		98		8/27/26 2:16:35		8/27/26 2:22:16		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		£2,000 - £3,499		Less than 1 year		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Agree		Neutral		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Slightly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree

		99		8/27/26 2:33:44		8/27/26 2:34:42		anonymous		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Less than £2,000		1-3 years		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Slightly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Slightly Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree
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00000000061_lightNotesData.bin





000000000621_lightTableData.bin





000000000622_lightTableData.bin





000000000623_lightTableData.bin





000000000624_lightTableData.bin





000000000625_lightTableData.bin





outputViewer0000000006_heading.xml

  Output  Reliability  Title  <head><style type="text/css">p{color:0;font-family:SansSerif;font-size:14pt;font-style:normal;font-weight:bold;text-decoration:none}</style></head><BR>Reliability  Notes   00000000061_lightNotesData.bin  Scale: ALL VARIABLES  Title  <head><style type="text/css">p{color:0;font-family:SansSerif;font-size:14pt;font-style:normal;font-weight:bold;text-decoration:none}</style></head><BR>Scale:&nbsp;ALL&nbsp;VARIABLES  Case Processing Summary   000000000621_lightTableData.bin  Reliability Statistics   000000000622_lightTableData.bin  Item Statistics   000000000623_lightTableData.bin  Item-Total Statistics   000000000624_lightTableData.bin  Scale Statistics   000000000625_lightTableData.bin
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  Output  Correlations  Title  <head><style type="text/css">p{color:0;font-family:SansSerif;font-size:14pt;font-style:normal;font-weight:bold;text-decoration:none}</style></head><BR>Correlations  Notes   00000000141_lightNotesData.bin  Correlations   00000000142_lightTableData.bin  Curated Help  <html> <head> </head>  <font color= "#000000" > <br><b>Pearson Correlations&nbsp;</b><br><br><font color="#87FC85" size="5" >&nbsp;&nbsp;&#9608;&#9608;</font> <b> Highly Positive:  </b> <i>(None)</i><br><br><font color="#E7FCF3" size="5" >&nbsp;&nbsp;&#9608;&#9608;</font> <b> Positive:  </b> <i>(AUT &lt;---&gt; COM), (AUT &lt;---&gt; REL), (AUT &lt;---&gt; FP), (AUT &lt;---&gt; Engagement_Mean), (COM &lt;---&gt; REL), (COM &lt;---&gt; FP), (COM &lt;---&gt; Engagement_Mean), (REL &lt;---&gt; FP), (REL &lt;---&gt; Engagement_Mean), (FP &lt;---&gt; Engagement_Mean)</i><br><br><font color="#EDF9CB" size="5" >&nbsp;&nbsp;&#9608;&#9608;</font> <b> No Linear Correlation:  </b> <i>(None)</i><br><br><font color="#EDD3DC" size="5" >&nbsp;&nbsp;&#9608;&#9608;</font> <b> Negative:  </b> <i>(None)</i><br><br><font color="#FF55AB" size="5" >&nbsp;&nbsp;&#9608;&#9608;</font> <b> Highly Negative:  </b> <i>(None)</i><br><br> </font> <br><font size="4" color= "#000000"> <i>Note: Curated Help is calculated based on actual cell values, not the formatted values.</i></font><br><br> </html>
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  Output  Matrix  Title  <head><style type="text/css">p{color:0;font-family:SansSerif;font-size:14pt;font-style:normal;font-weight:bold;text-decoration:none}</style></head><BR>Matrix  Notes   00000000171_lightNotesData.bin  Text Output  <head><style type="text/css">p{color:0;font-family:Monospaced;font-size:12pt;font-style:normal;font-weight:normal;text-decoration:none}</style></head><BR>Run&nbsp;MATRIX&nbsp;procedure:<br></br><br></br>Copyright&nbsp;2013-2025&nbsp;by&nbsp;Andrew&nbsp;F.&nbsp;Hayes.&nbsp;ALL&nbsp;RIGHTS&nbsp;RESERVED.<br></br>This&nbsp;version&nbsp;of&nbsp;PROCESS&nbsp;requires&nbsp;SPSS&nbsp;version&nbsp;26&nbsp;or&nbsp;later<br></br>Workshop&nbsp;schedule&nbsp;available&nbsp;at&nbsp;haskayne.ucalgary.ca/CCRAM<br></br>In&nbsp;SPSS&nbsp;29&nbsp;and&nbsp;later,&nbsp;change&nbsp;default&nbsp;output&nbsp;font&nbsp;to&nbsp;Courier&nbsp;New&nbsp;for&nbsp;tidier<br></br>output.&nbsp;More&nbsp;information&nbsp;about&nbsp;PROCESS&nbsp;at&nbsp;processmacro.org/faq.html.<br></br>This&nbsp;beta&nbsp;release&nbsp;has&nbsp;not&nbsp;been&nbsp;completely&nbsp;tested.&nbsp;Use&nbsp;at&nbsp;your&nbsp;own&nbsp;risk.<br></br><br></br><br></br><br></br>*****************&nbsp;PROCESS&nbsp;Procedure&nbsp;for&nbsp;SPSS&nbsp;Version&nbsp;5.0&nbsp;*****************<br></br><br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;Written&nbsp;by&nbsp;Andrew&nbsp;F.&nbsp;Hayes,&nbsp;Ph.D.&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;www.afhayes.com<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;Documentation&nbsp;available&nbsp;in&nbsp;Hayes&nbsp;(2022).&nbsp;www.guilford.com/p/hayes3<br></br><br></br>**************************************************************************<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;Model:&nbsp;1<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;Y:&nbsp;Eng<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;X:&nbsp;AUT<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;W:&nbsp;FP<br></br><br></br>Sample<br></br>Size:&nbsp;&nbsp;99<br></br><br></br>**************************************************************************<br></br><br></br>OUTCOME&nbsp;VARIABLE:<br></br>&nbsp;Eng<br></br><br></br>Model&nbsp;Summary<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;R&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;R-sq&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;MSE&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;F&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df2&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;p<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.7025&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.4935&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.6371&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;30.8540&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;3.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;95.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0000<br></br><br></br>Model<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;coeff&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;se&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;t&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;p&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;LLCI&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;ULCI<br></br>constant&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.5531&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.0383&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.4959&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.1380&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.5081&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;3.6144<br></br>AUT&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.5265&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.2209&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;2.3830&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0192&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0879&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.9651<br></br>FP&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.2429&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.2167&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.1210&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.2651&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.1873&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.6731<br></br>Int_1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.0093&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0428&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.2162&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.8293&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.0942&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0757<br></br><br></br>Product&nbsp;terms&nbsp;key:<br></br>&nbsp;Int_1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;:&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;AUT&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;x&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;FP<br></br><br></br>Test(s)&nbsp;of&nbsp;highest&nbsp;order&nbsp;unconditional&nbsp;interaction(s):<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;R2-chng&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;F&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df2&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;p<br></br>X*W&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0002&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0467&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;95.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.8293<br></br><br></br>***********************&nbsp;ANALYSIS&nbsp;NOTES&nbsp;AND&nbsp;ERRORS&nbsp;************************<br></br><br></br>Level&nbsp;of&nbsp;confidence&nbsp;for&nbsp;all&nbsp;confidence&nbsp;intervals&nbsp;in&nbsp;output:<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;95.0000<br></br><br></br>------&nbsp;END&nbsp;MATRIX&nbsp;-----






00000000181_lightNotesData.bin





outputViewer0000000018_heading.xml

  Output  Matrix  Title  <head><style type="text/css">p{color:0;font-family:SansSerif;font-size:14pt;font-style:normal;font-weight:bold;text-decoration:none}</style></head><BR>Matrix  Notes   00000000181_lightNotesData.bin  Text Output  <head><style type="text/css">p{color:0;font-family:Monospaced;font-size:12pt;font-style:normal;font-weight:normal;text-decoration:none}</style></head><BR>Run&nbsp;MATRIX&nbsp;procedure:<br></br><br></br>Copyright&nbsp;2013-2025&nbsp;by&nbsp;Andrew&nbsp;F.&nbsp;Hayes.&nbsp;ALL&nbsp;RIGHTS&nbsp;RESERVED.<br></br>This&nbsp;version&nbsp;of&nbsp;PROCESS&nbsp;requires&nbsp;SPSS&nbsp;version&nbsp;26&nbsp;or&nbsp;later<br></br>Workshop&nbsp;schedule&nbsp;available&nbsp;at&nbsp;haskayne.ucalgary.ca/CCRAM<br></br>In&nbsp;SPSS&nbsp;29&nbsp;and&nbsp;later,&nbsp;change&nbsp;default&nbsp;output&nbsp;font&nbsp;to&nbsp;Courier&nbsp;New&nbsp;for&nbsp;tidier<br></br>output.&nbsp;More&nbsp;information&nbsp;about&nbsp;PROCESS&nbsp;at&nbsp;processmacro.org/faq.html.<br></br>This&nbsp;beta&nbsp;release&nbsp;has&nbsp;not&nbsp;been&nbsp;completely&nbsp;tested.&nbsp;Use&nbsp;at&nbsp;your&nbsp;own&nbsp;risk.<br></br><br></br><br></br><br></br>*****************&nbsp;PROCESS&nbsp;Procedure&nbsp;for&nbsp;SPSS&nbsp;Version&nbsp;5.0&nbsp;*****************<br></br><br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;Written&nbsp;by&nbsp;Andrew&nbsp;F.&nbsp;Hayes,&nbsp;Ph.D.&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;www.afhayes.com<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;Documentation&nbsp;available&nbsp;in&nbsp;Hayes&nbsp;(2022).&nbsp;www.guilford.com/p/hayes3<br></br><br></br>**************************************************************************<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;Model:&nbsp;1<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;Y:&nbsp;Eng<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;X:&nbsp;COM<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;W:&nbsp;FP<br></br><br></br>Sample<br></br>Size:&nbsp;&nbsp;99<br></br><br></br>**************************************************************************<br></br><br></br>OUTCOME&nbsp;VARIABLE:<br></br>&nbsp;Eng<br></br><br></br>Model&nbsp;Summary<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;R&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;R-sq&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;MSE&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;F&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df2&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;p<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.7227&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.5224&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.6008&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;34.6313&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;3.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;95.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0000<br></br><br></br>Model<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;coeff&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;se&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;t&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;p&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;LLCI&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;ULCI<br></br>constant&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.9812&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.9715&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;2.0393&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0442&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0525&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;3.9099<br></br>COM&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.4236&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.2152&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.9686&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0519&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.0036&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.8508<br></br>FP&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.2032&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.1960&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.0365&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.3026&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.1860&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.5923<br></br>Int_1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0035&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0407&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0864&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.9314&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.0773&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0843<br></br><br></br>Product&nbsp;terms&nbsp;key:<br></br>&nbsp;Int_1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;:&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;COM&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;x&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;FP<br></br><br></br>Test(s)&nbsp;of&nbsp;highest&nbsp;order&nbsp;unconditional&nbsp;interaction(s):<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;R2-chng&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;F&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df2&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;p<br></br>X*W&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0075&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;95.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.9314<br></br><br></br>***********************&nbsp;ANALYSIS&nbsp;NOTES&nbsp;AND&nbsp;ERRORS&nbsp;************************<br></br><br></br>Level&nbsp;of&nbsp;confidence&nbsp;for&nbsp;all&nbsp;confidence&nbsp;intervals&nbsp;in&nbsp;output:<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;95.0000<br></br><br></br>------&nbsp;END&nbsp;MATRIX&nbsp;-----
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  Output  Matrix  Title  <head><style type="text/css">p{color:0;font-family:SansSerif;font-size:14pt;font-style:normal;font-weight:bold;text-decoration:none}</style></head><BR>Matrix  Notes   00000000191_lightNotesData.bin  Text Output  <head><style type="text/css">p{color:0;font-family:Monospaced;font-size:12pt;font-style:normal;font-weight:normal;text-decoration:none}</style></head><BR>Run&nbsp;MATRIX&nbsp;procedure:<br></br><br></br>Copyright&nbsp;2013-2025&nbsp;by&nbsp;Andrew&nbsp;F.&nbsp;Hayes.&nbsp;ALL&nbsp;RIGHTS&nbsp;RESERVED.<br></br>This&nbsp;version&nbsp;of&nbsp;PROCESS&nbsp;requires&nbsp;SPSS&nbsp;version&nbsp;26&nbsp;or&nbsp;later<br></br>Workshop&nbsp;schedule&nbsp;available&nbsp;at&nbsp;haskayne.ucalgary.ca/CCRAM<br></br>In&nbsp;SPSS&nbsp;29&nbsp;and&nbsp;later,&nbsp;change&nbsp;default&nbsp;output&nbsp;font&nbsp;to&nbsp;Courier&nbsp;New&nbsp;for&nbsp;tidier<br></br>output.&nbsp;More&nbsp;information&nbsp;about&nbsp;PROCESS&nbsp;at&nbsp;processmacro.org/faq.html.<br></br>This&nbsp;beta&nbsp;release&nbsp;has&nbsp;not&nbsp;been&nbsp;completely&nbsp;tested.&nbsp;Use&nbsp;at&nbsp;your&nbsp;own&nbsp;risk.<br></br><br></br><br></br><br></br>*****************&nbsp;PROCESS&nbsp;Procedure&nbsp;for&nbsp;SPSS&nbsp;Version&nbsp;5.0&nbsp;*****************<br></br><br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;Written&nbsp;by&nbsp;Andrew&nbsp;F.&nbsp;Hayes,&nbsp;Ph.D.&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;www.afhayes.com<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;Documentation&nbsp;available&nbsp;in&nbsp;Hayes&nbsp;(2022).&nbsp;www.guilford.com/p/hayes3<br></br><br></br>**************************************************************************<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;Model:&nbsp;1<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;Y:&nbsp;Eng<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;X:&nbsp;REL<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;W:&nbsp;FP<br></br><br></br>Sample<br></br>Size:&nbsp;&nbsp;99<br></br><br></br>**************************************************************************<br></br><br></br>OUTCOME&nbsp;VARIABLE:<br></br>&nbsp;Eng<br></br><br></br>Model&nbsp;Summary<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;R&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;R-sq&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;MSE&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;F&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df2&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;p<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.6505&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.4231&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.7256&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;23.2268&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;3.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;95.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0000<br></br><br></br>Model<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;coeff&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;se&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;t&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;p&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;LLCI&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;ULCI<br></br>constant&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;2.0867&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.3494&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.5464&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.1253&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.5921&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;4.7656<br></br>REL&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.3599&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.2797&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.2867&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.2013&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.1954&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.9153<br></br>FP&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.1742&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.2678&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.6506&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.5169&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.3574&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.7059<br></br>Int_1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0152&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0524&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.2897&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.7727&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;-.0889&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.1193<br></br><br></br>Product&nbsp;terms&nbsp;key:<br></br>&nbsp;Int_1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;:&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;REL&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;x&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;FP<br></br><br></br>Test(s)&nbsp;of&nbsp;highest&nbsp;order&nbsp;unconditional&nbsp;interaction(s):<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;R2-chng&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;F&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df1&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;df2&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;p<br></br>X*W&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0005&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.0839&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;1.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;95.0000&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;.7727<br></br><br></br>***********************&nbsp;ANALYSIS&nbsp;NOTES&nbsp;AND&nbsp;ERRORS&nbsp;************************<br></br><br></br>Level&nbsp;of&nbsp;confidence&nbsp;for&nbsp;all&nbsp;confidence&nbsp;intervals&nbsp;in&nbsp;output:<br></br>&nbsp;&nbsp;95.0000<br></br><br></br>------&nbsp;END&nbsp;MATRIX&nbsp;-----
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