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According to a YouGov poll published in 2021 almost half (48%) of the UK population will visit a grocery store and make a purchase at least once every week (YouGov, 2021).  Notwithstanding this the scientific evidence to support the negative effects of maintaining the supply to meet the market demand have on the natural environment remain unequivocal. Through a process of Quantitive analysis this research has been carried out to identify behavioral trends to support the theoretical concept of consumer apathy towards the environmental consequences of their purchasing behaviours. Key findings have shown a distinct correlation between environmental awareness and location. Those who live close to the coast have displayed a deeper understanding of environmental sustainability. High profile and top selling grocery brands have been found to be wanting in their corporate and social responsibilities (CSR), however this has not resonated with grocery consumers who maintain the demand for environmentally damaging brands which in some cases also show evidence of unethical production. The research also found that environmental awareness and individual responsibility to sustainability is more prevalent in certain key demographics.
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[bookmark: _Toc77194329]Introduction to the study

[bookmark: _Toc77194330]Purpose of research

Unethical and unsustainable production processes continue to contribute to the destruction of the earths biosystems and natural habitat, increasing the global temperature beyond the point of any possible effective human intervention to manage the adverse effects of climate change. According to a 2015 report by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) the global ecological footprint reached its limit in 1986. Since that time demand has continuously exceeded biocapacity. Footprint data collected in 2006 show that there exists 1.8 hectares available to everyone globally, however due to the global consumption rate each person is using an average of 2.6 hectares (UNEF, 2015). The analysis of the data collected in this study seeks to provide an understanding of the decision-making process of UK grocery consumers. The research will also afford an insight to the demographic and locational differential in consumer behaviours across the UK by presenting evidence to ascertain a basic level of understanding of consumer attitude to sustainability in contrast to their own individual needs when purchasing domestic grocery items and how these attitudes translate into driving the trajectory of achieving a significant increase in sustainable purchasing behaviours within the market sector.

[bookmark: _Toc77194331]An overview of the study

Despite there being some considerable research and publications on corporate and social responsibility (CSR), consumer social responsibility (CnSR) has by comparison lacked a comparable amount of academic research and is consequently under- theorised (Caruana & Chatzidakis, 2014).


Notwithstanding this according to research conducted by Deloitte UK consumers give more consideration to the sustainability of essential and frequent purchases such as groceries than that afforded to any other purchase. (Deloitte, 2021). The study examines if that consumer consideration has translated to an actual shift towards sustainable purchasing trends in the market sector. Scientific evidence supports the critical need for sustainable consumer behaviours, however, there remains limited research in the realm of UK grocery consumers and the products they purchase.  A lack of reliable data could have far reaching implications for the future; therefore, it is imperative that the challenges in the study field are identified and addressed. The study considers the phycological factors that influence an individual’s product choices The Environmental Impact of Products (EIPRO), the Food standards Agency, the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD)  and the Ethical Consumer Markets Report (ECMR) all provide a context into which the findings of the study can be considered.


[bookmark: _Toc77194332]Assumptions

Consideration should be given to the assumptions made during the research as they provide the basis onto which this study was conducted. They enable the reader to contextualize the direction of several areas of the research.  Therefore, to arrive at meaningful conclusions, the following six assumptions should be considered in the context of the research. 


[bookmark: _Toc77194333]Consumers prioritise their own needs.

The assumption that consumers prioritise their own needs has been made based on the evidence that has been presented following many years of extensive scientific research on the negative effect modern humans have had on the natural world. 
[bookmark: _Toc77194334]Consumers trust product label information.

Trust in product labeling was part of an academic  research project carried out on food and chemical toxicology  (Rupprecht, Fujiyoshi, McGreevy, & Ichiro Tayasu, 2020).. An online survey was adopted to assess consumer trust in food label information. Respondents from all the countries surveyed evidenced some  high levels of trust particularly in Japan, Germany and the USA, however in China and Japan this trust was not so evident which the study concluded that the perception of trust in food labelling was in the range of ‘Neutral’ to ‘Trustworthy’ (Rupprecht et al, 2020). Given these outcomes and the high level of trustworthiness of labels recorded by consumers in the USA it would be reasonable to assume that without any data specific to the UK that a reasonable level of trust in food labelling would be prevalent.

[bookmark: _Toc77194335]Sustainable produce is more expensive. 

According to a publication in the Economics Help journal the high retail price of sustainable foods are largely due higher costs in the production which drives retailers to increase their profit margins. Supermarkets who could arguably be trading with some elements of price discrimination by charging consumers a far higher price for goods with an irregular and perhaps unpredictable supply where demand is rapidly increasing (Bray, 2008). Sustainably grown produce can also attract a premium for farmers to charge. This would be attributed to the farmers changing the way they farm and consequently reducing their negative externalities  (Monast, 2021).

[bookmark: _Toc77194336]Grocery shopping is a common purchasing behaviour in the UK.

Arguably it is plausible to assume that the purchase of grocery items is a common activity amongst UK consumers which may be more prevalent in certain demographic groups, however the purchase of grocery items remains to be an essential part of domestic household maintenance. The means by which grocery items are purchased may be diverse, contributing to the demand and is consequently driving supply in the UK market sector.

[bookmark: _Toc77194337]Grocery retail puts profit before planet.

According to the global accounting corporation Deloitte, the level of distrust for businesses was at an all-time high towards the end of the last decade. A survey of over 10,000 young adults across 36 countries found that less than half of those surveyed believed that business driven by capitalism to be ethical (Taylor, 2018).  To support the assumption, it is considered relevant in the context of the research.
[bookmark: _Toc77194338]Survey respondents provided accurate and honest answers.

The research is dependent on each respondent providing information which accurately reflects their consumer behaviours. This is also pertinent to the information that is provided relating to demographics and other non-consumer-based questions. Therefore, it was imperative that each respondent understood that their identity was protected and that there would not exist any adverse or negative consequences to completing the questionnaire. These measures mitigated the possibility of respondents providing false or inaccurate information.

[bookmark: _Hlk75537976][bookmark: _Toc77194339][bookmark: _Hlk75363872]Research focus

Whilst there exists some research in this domain, the focus of this study will seek to arrive at conclusions that support the alternative hypothesis that UK grocery consumers do not carefully consider the environmental consequences of their purchasing behaviours. To appreciate the aims of this study there needs to exist a consensus on what constitutes a grocery purchase but more importantly there must be an element of awareness of how frequently UK adults need to make a purchase from a grocery store.

1. Are sustainably produced grocery items easily accessible?
2. Do demographics impact grocery consumer attitudes towards sustainability? 
3. Is there a grocery consumer apathy towards sustainability in the UK?
4. Do consumers prioritise domestic economics over sustainable purchasing?  
5. Does location influence consumers environmental conscience?
To test the hypothesis data was collected from diverse sample of UK consumers. Independent variables such as age, gender and location were recorded and analyzed against the dependent variables of shopping frequency and consumer priorities.
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· Evaluate attitudes to sustainability by domestic grocery consumers.

· Comprehend the decision-making process of grocery consumers.

· Identify the external factors that influence consumer choice.

· Produce recommendations for raising consumer awareness of sustainable grocery choices.
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· Collect raw data and produce primary outputs for analysis.
· Review secondary data on the market performance on popular grocery brands.
· Investigate the Corporate and Social Responsibility (CSR) of the UK’s top selling grocery brands.





[bookmark: _Toc77194342]Literature Review
It is generally accepted that human activity has a significant impact on the planet’s ecosystems. Routine domestic can culminate into significant detrimental effects to global sustainability. In the developed world the purchasing of groceries is a recognised essential purchasing behaviour. The high frequency of which drives the demand for such items for grocery retail market sector significantly contributing to the global carbon footprint. In this chapter relevant literature, models, theories, and secondary statistical data will be reviewed within the context of the study field. Being a matter of global importance there exists a plethora of relevant contemporary literary resources to support the environmental impact of consumerism. However, it is important to ensure that literary resources are factually accurate. To this end there is a reliance on peer reviewed publications to support the observations made in the study.
[bookmark: _Toc77194343]The UK Grocery Retail Sector
Notwithstanding a reduction in growth between 2013 and 2016 the UK grocery retail sector has predominately increased since 2004.  This trajectory has gained momentum in recent years was estimated to be worth £205 billion in 2020 (Coppola, 2021). According to the Ethical Consumer Markets Report (ECMR) the last 20 years have seen the ethical consumer market grow from £11.2 billion to more than £41.1billion in 2020 (ECMR, 2020). This rise has been most prevalent in consumer choices of food, drink, and household purchases. The ECMR was established in 1999 to scrutinize discrepancies between what purchasing behaviours consumers claimed to engage in and what the actual decisions they were making when undertaking domestic shopping activities. Despite ethical consumption being a key factor in consumer choices a ECMR report concludes that the 2018 data reflected variations in the momentum of sustainable shopping trends. Empirical evidence suggests that ethical and socially responsible (ESR) shopping trends have increased over the last 20 years. Research undertaken within the UK grocery sector investigated the key deciding factors which influence consumers to make a purchase (Megicks, Memery, & Williams, 2010).The evidence suggests that whilst ESR may have some bearing on the decisions made by consumers within the sector, other variables also form part of the decision-making process. The evidence also suggests that shoppers who regularly actively engage with ESR purchasing behaviours may at times relinquish some elements of their ESR in favour of an attractive offer on price or superior customer service (Megicks et al, 2010). The food retailing market in the UK is acknowledged as being one of the most exceptional and intensive markets in the EU (European Commission, 2014).The main large chain retailers – Asda, Morrisons, Sainsburys and Tesco have held a dominant position in the UK over the last ten years. In addition to trading from supermarkets some of the larger retailers now also have a presence on many of the high streets across the UK with smaller satellite stores meeting the local demand for convenience from UK consumers (Lan & Dobson, 2017). Previous studies have shown consumer trends shifting towards the purchase of items bearing environmentally friendly labeling being a deciding factor of choice. However, a 2008 study showed that these consumers only made up one third of the market sector (Rokka & Uusitalo, 2008). A more recent study in 2019 was inconclusive and alluded to a responsibility to organisations and governments to promote more sustainable purchasing behaviours rather than trying to identify and predict how consumers may behave (Popovic, Bossink, & Sijde, 2019).  The commercial challenges of supply and demand often outweigh the responsibility producers have to sustainable food production, therefore the need for consumers to drive the demand for sustainable grocery products is crucial to the reduction of unsustainable produce being traded in the market sector. By 2019 almost half of consumers who were surveyed showed a growing interest towards improved accessibility to sustainable produce, however esearch has shown that data collected in 2010, suggested consumers were more concerned about price when deciding to make a grocery purchase (Statista, 2020)

[bookmark: _Toc77194344]Product labelling

The Food Standards Agency (FSA) states that it is a legal requirement that information for consumers is clearly labelled on all pre-packed food items. The information must be accurate and not displayed in a manner which might confuse or mislead. The FSA sets the standards for food labelling and what mandatory information is to be included. There are pre-packed food products that are confined to a specific set of labelling regulations. Many of these items would be classified as groceries, for example, animal produce, bread, coffee, preserves, fruit juices and mineral waters. Under FIC legislation pre-packed food labels must provide information on the country of origin or the place of providence remains a mandatory requirement and again should not be misleading. A hypothetical example could be a ‘Pembrokeshire Pie’ which contains produce from another country. This would be governed by FIC regulations which require information to include the actual country of origin of the main ingredients and in the case of vegetable fillings, any ingredient animal produce must be declared.



[bookmark: _Toc77194345]non-prepacked foods

The FSA defines non-pre-packed foods as ‘any food presented to the final customer or mass caterer that does not fall under the definition of pre-packed food’. Examples of these could be meals served in the hospitality sector or food that is prepared to order in the customers presence, such as a sandwich shop or hot dog van. In these circumstances, items are referred to as being ‘packed on the premises at the customer’s request’. However, there remains a legal requirement for retailers to be able to provide certain information for non-pre-packed foods such as the Quantitative Ingredients Declaration (QUID) to inform of possible allergens in the produce. Such information can be displayed on labels which are overseen by the FSA therefore it could be assumed that there is a level of trust in the source of information. Sustainability certifications on the other hand may attract the same level of trust despite there being some doubt over the organisations who certify food as from sustainable sources. Such organisations have attracted criticism for being part of the markets system which is very often open to exploitation (Young, 2019)
[bookmark: _Toc77194346] Fairtrade

It remains unclear if fair trade initiatives are any fairer than other trading options. There are, however, cases where organisations do comply with the policies of fair trade. It should not be taken for granted that fair trade is a good and just trade (Maseland & Vaal, 2001). In developing countries, the ‘fair trade’ mark is a registered certification label given to produce that comply with the standards set by Fairtrade International. The standards are applicable to producers and to organisations who trade the produce and are agreed with by the farmers and the workers. In the UK, the Fair-trade Foundation is the organisation to which applications to display the Fair-Trade label are determined. Legal action could be taken against any company that was found to be using the Fair-Trade label without the requisite authorisation. Notwithstanding this, the legal implications of companies using the Fair-Trade label without authorisation and there exists evidence to support the notion that a fair-trade accreditation may not always translate into a guarantee of ethical production or marketing. Clever promotional strategies have been successful in portraying products sourced by unethical means as ‘Fairtrade’. The human cost of coffee production is some developing countries remains significant. Poverty, infant mortality, low wages, limited education, and malnutrition have not been eradicated by the Fairtrade accreditation scheme.  Fairtrade certifications  have generated billions of dollars in profits without improving practices and conditions in some developing countries. The fair-trade business model requires farmers and co-operatives to pay for the fair-trade accreditation before they can be paid a ‘premium’ for their produce. However, after accreditation is paid for and farmers and workers take their share of the premium the benefit to the producers is insignificant (Cruz, 2017). Fairtrade has in some cases proved to be a successful marketing tool which has captured the emerging ‘ethical shopper’ and has transformed this into increased profits for retailers and organisations with little to no benefit to the farmers and workers in developing countries.






[bookmark: _Toc77194347]Environmental Impact of Products (EIPRO)

In June 2003, an Integrated Product Policy (IPP) was adopted by the European Commission. The aims of the policy are to reduce the impact products and services have on the environment throughout their lifecycles. The Commission also sought to identify products that where most in need of potential improvement to reduce their environmental impact, however at that time there was a lack of analytical data that could be used to identify such produce. The Environmental Impact of Products (EIPRO) project was commissioned to address this lack of reliable data which produced a comprehensive and extensive report to identify products which displayed potential for improvement whilst also giving due consideration to the competing market forces and social and societal concerns. It must be stressed that the EIPRO assessment is the first stage of a process in identifying products that have a significant environmental impact, however this does not inevitably progress to prioritising a product for improvement action.

[bookmark: _Toc77194348]Market Leading Brands

A 2020 report commissioned by Business to Business (B2B) research organisation William Reed Associates was carried out by the United States Economic Research Service ‘Scantrack’ (Food Economics Division). The review collected in store purchasing data on Universal Product Coded (UPC) items.  From this data the report listed the top ten highest value brands in the UK for the week ending December 2019. Brand valuations were calculated using the sum values of all products across multiple categories which traded under a single brand name as displayed on the products packaging. The data published in the Scantrack report is pertinent in the context of the research to consider the UK’s most prevalent consumer grocery purchases and the Corporate and Social Responsibilities (CSR) of the organisations which produce those brands. Perhaps, surprisingly the highest selling products are not brands associated with nutrition or what is commonly understood as elements of a British staple diet. Nonetheless, in the context of the UK grocery retail market, the study of consumer attitudes and behaviours can be considered more objectively with the benefit of some degree of understanding of what grocery products the UK consumers are purchasing and how those brands are performing within the market against their responsibilities to CSR. (Table. 1).
	Brand
	Market Position
	Brand Performance Summary

	Cadbury

	1
	Overall units have increased by 6% and have sold an extra 83.4 million bars, bags, and boxes of Cadbury’s produce. Other products include 6.1 million more cereal bars, 5.5 million extra cakes and 619,000 more ice cream products. 


	Coca-Cola
	2
	The UK’s largest soft drink brand has grown in value by £41.1m despite unit sales dropping by 6.8%. This has been offset by Coca-Cola’s other sugar-free variant Coca Cola Zero Sugar which showed a 12.3% volume gain.


	Nestle
	3


	Flagship products Cheerios and Shreddies have grown in volume by 12.9% and 1.5% respectively which delivered a 12.3 million units gain between them.
Walkers
The potato crisp giant has seen a 12% fall in sales volume in its standard crisp products with an estimated loss of £25 million. However, in 2019 that loss was offset by Walkers new oven baked range which contributed £30 million to overall UK sales figures

	Walkers
	4
	The potato crisp giant has seen a 12% fall in sales volume in its standard crisp products with an estimated loss of £25 million. However, in 2019 that loss was offset by Walkers new oven baked range which contributed £30 million to overall UK sales figures.


	Warburton
	5
	Other non-bread wrapped bakery products have shifted from 50% to 52% of total unit sales. The proportion in non-bread lines out and is in decline by 2.6% (£11.5m).


	Heinze
	6
	Their once popular salad cream was almost discontinued due to poor sales in 2018. However, the product has since grown by 4.6%. Overall Heinze lost £3.2m due to under-performers which took a downturn 12.6%. Their new barbeque range helped to make up for up by achieving a 9.4% increase.


	Pepsi
	7
	The soft drink conglomerate achieved a £49.4 million gain in value which makes it the second largest gain by any brand in the 100 brands that were measured. This growth was primarily because of Pepsi’s sugar free Max product which grew by 18% and contributed £69.3 million against a drop in value of their standard Pepsi Cola and Diet Pepsi. The average price of Pepsi carbonated drinks ranges also increased by 7% due to the introduction of the sugar tax. This increase was applied to their full carbonated drinks range whether it attracted the sugar levy or not.


	Purina

	8
	Purina experienced a £2.8 million loss following the grocery’s leading petfood brand sales dropped 2.1 million units in 2019 due to the increase in market competition. Despite this, Purina remains the prominent market leader.


	Birdseye
	9
	Despite achieving only, a modest increase in value Birdseye has continued to maintain its market position. Frozen vegetable products have been increased in price which contributed 1.2% to the brands value. However, a £6 million marketing campaign to promote consumers to ‘Eat in Full Colour’ failed to increase sales. With overall sales volumes down by 5.5%, Birdseye have continued with a strategy focused on more diverse food choices with their Green Qu sine products, a plant-based range has generated over £2 million in the first 12 months since its launch in March 2019.


	Kellogg
	10
	The introduction of a vegetable-based sugar variant has helped Kellogg’s raise its value by £2 million. The 33.6% increased its value to £7.1 million. SUGAR TAX? In contrast, the unsweetened / low sugar lines have seen a drop in unit sales of 6.6%. Conversely lines which contain up to 36.67% sugar have added £10.7 million to the value of the Kellogg’s brand.



Table 1. Data source: (W Reed, 2020)
[bookmark: _Toc77194349]Corporate and Social Responsibility (CSR)

The popularity of the brands listed (Table.1)  need to be considered within the context of CSR. In the modern-day business situation holding a competitive edge is key. The global markets operate at transactional, cross border and multicultural levels (Babatunde & Adebisi, 2008).  These factors present unique challenges to the corporations who produce these brands. How these challenges are met vary depending on the CSR practices of the organisation. It must not therefore be assumed that a best-selling brand is produced by an organisation that is operating under its own  ethical CSR policy. The UK’s most popular brands are testament to this.

[bookmark: _Toc77194350]Coca-Cola, PepsiCo and Nestlé

According to the break free from plastic Movement’s Brand Audit report 2020 three of the brands listed are reported to have made ‘zero progress’ on reducing plastic waste. Coca-Cola, PepsiCo and Nestlé and have been accused of being the worst plastic polluters on the planet year on year. Out of the three, Coca-Cola was listed as the most extreme plastic polluter. Data for the report was gathered using independent data submitted by over 37 different countries worldwide. The evidence showed that Coca-Cola remains the most recurrently found discarded item on beaches, waterways, green spaces and refuse sites across the participating countries. The Ethical Consumer states that Nestle also owns the pet food brand ‘Purina’ which is the eighth most valuable brand purchased by UK grocery consumers. The UK’s fourth most valuable grocery brand Walkers is a subsidiary of PepsiCo (PepsiCo, 2021) and has a rating of 37 on the GSG Ethical Comparison Table. The brand which has a traffic light visual alert ‘Red’ is described in the index as a ‘bottom’ rating for this measure (GSG, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc77194351]Kellogg
Listed as the tenth most valuable UK brand is cereal market leader Kellogg’s. The brand has come under scrutiny by the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS). The environmental impact of grain farming on such a large scale has damaging consequences including water pollution, soil erosion, loss of biodiversity and greenhouse gas emissions (Hislop, 2019). The Ending Factory Farming Environmental Damage (EFFED) states that the threat posed to the natural environment is significant due to the huge volumes of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases including methane and nitrous oxide that are vented into the atmosphere during grain farming processes (EFFED, 2020) . The scienced based not for profit UCS is calling on four of the world’s leading cereal makers to make ‘relatively small commitments’ in the way they source grains, which would go a long way to combat climate change.  (Hislop, 2019). In the case of Kellogg’s the organisation could make significant gains if it were to adopt more sustainable sources for the corn used in its top selling cereal products. Such a shift could increase a land transition to sustainable cropping systems by around 10,000 to 30,000 acres (Hislop, 2019). According to a 2018 Ethical Consumer index Kellogg’s was listed as one of the brands to avoid. Despite being one of the UK’s best-selling cereal brands Kellogg’s have been slow to adopt government recommended traffic light coding for nutritional content. Their wide use of sugar and palm oil in many of their products contributes significantly to the destruction of the rain forests (Turner, 2018). A score given by the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) to companies that buy palm oil awarded Kellogg’s a score of 11 out of a possible 22 in 2020. The WWF describe this score as ‘middle of the pack’ (DeBoer, Boersema, & Aiking, 2009). A score of 9.4 or below is described as ‘lagging behind’ (WWF, 2020) therefore the data suggests that Kellogg’s have yet to make sustainability a key function in their operation.
[bookmark: _Toc77194352]Cadburys
The highest value grocery brand Cadburys found itself amid a public relations catastrophe in 2009. One of its prime products Dairy Milk was found to contain what was described by the manufacturer as ‘vegetable oil’ was palm oil. In addition to a reduction in product quality due to the replacement of cocoa butter with palm oil, the harvesting of the new ingredient is extremely destructive. The devastation of the natural habitat of numerous species by the demolition of rain forests in Malaysia and Indonesia the future of orangutans was then and remains now under considerable threat.


[bookmark: _Toc77194353]Birdseye
The clever marketing of Birdseye creates a perception of open sea fishing from a small boat crewed by a small number of fishermen. The reality, however, is something quite different (Monbiot, 2019) According to Greenpeace 29% of the UK’s fishing quota is owned and licensed to only five families, 24% is owned by a Dutch multinational who operate vast sea life capturing ships. The smallest boats in the UK fishing fleet measure less than 10 metres long and make up 79% of the total fleet, however these boats can only be licensed to catch 2% of the fish (Dowler, 2021) Birdseye however is owned by Europe’s market leader in frozen foods Nomad Foods. In the Spring of 2021, the WWF and Normad committed to an active partnership to find pragmatic solutions to the global sustainability challenges of addressing climate change and bio-diversity loss. The sustainability initiative was planned to be introduced by Birdseye in the UK by June 2021. It became evident during the course of this research that there is  limited independent data to assess the environmental impact of the Birdseye brand. The current partnership between Nomad’s Birdseye brand and the WWF is primarily focused on land farming which raises the question regarding the sustainable sourcing of fish for its products in the UK.  Animal rights campaigners have argued that sustainable fishing is not the solution and that from an ethical perspective each species on the planet should be nurtured and protected and not overbred to supply the demands of the world’s grocery market. It should also be considered that protection of endangered species may also create unintended consequences for more abundant aquatic life and contribute to the loss of biodiversity in the world’s oceans (Animal Ethics, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc77194354]Warburton
Research carried out at the University of Sheffield in 2017 found that the cultivation of wheat accounts for up to around 40% of the damaging environmental impact of producing a loaf of bread. Following a review of the study by the New Scientist it was found that bread purchased in the UK contributes 0.5% to the UK’s total greenhouse gas emissions. The Ethical Consumer reports that, no bread brands, (including Warburton’s) gave any information on the environmental impact of wheat cultivation despite farming contributing. up to a third of global greenhouse gases. In the UK two fifths of arable land is used for wheat production. The National Association of British and Irish Flour Millers (NABIM) is the UK’s largest single user of domestic wheat (ECMR, 2020). The Good Shopping Guides Ethical Bread Comparison Table scores Warburton’s at 71 which is described in the index as an ‘average’ rating for this measure (GSG, 2021)





The phycological factors influencing consumers.

[bookmark: _Toc77194355][bookmark: _Toc77194356]The Psychological Elements of Decision Making
To support the research several consumer behavioral theorists have been referenced. The psychological elements of decision making are a complex field of study, and it would not be practical to focus extensively on the psychology consumers for this research. Nonetheless understanding there are some aspects of human behaviour that will provide further context to the aims, findings, and conclusions of the research. To this end consideration of the human condition is a key element of this study. The meaning of self, belonging, control and influence over one’s environment are all phycological factors which drive human behaviour. Individuals may self-regulate and will be mindful of the persona that is presented to others (actual self) and their intended state (ideal self). The human psyche will attempt to maintain these phycological assets which all contribute to an individual’s sense of worth (Mandela, Ruckerb, Levavc, & Galinsky, 2016). This has a relevance to the study in that it suggests human behaviour is receptive to the variations in what is considered acceptable. This is of particular interest as it suggests that in terms of an individual’s immediate environment change is considered and acted upon, whereas change in the global environment may not collectively drive the need for change.
Consumer Behaviours

There are many factors which influence consumer behaviours. Personal aspects such as age, gender and place of residence which are unique to each customer (Horská & Sparke, 2007) Decisions, however, are made only based on a few criteria (Stávková, Stejskal, & Toufarová, 2008). In the context of sustainability, the gravitas of the decisions that are made that ultimately conclude as a purchase may not be evident at the point of sale. Furthermore, a visit to a grocery store to purchase a few household items could be perceived as necessary, unremarkable even mundane. However, each product that is offered for sale at a grocery store will have an impact on the environment whether it be negligible or significant.  Motivating consumers to behave in an environmentally sustainable way is arguably one of the greatest challenges facing our world in modern times (White & Simpson, 2013). The term ‘consumer’ when applied within the context of retail is defined by the Oxford Dictionary as ‘A person who purchases goods and services for personal use’. It could be argued that this definition is quite general and non-specific. However, ‘Sustainability’ is defined quite clearly as ‘the avoidance of the depletion of natural resources to maintain an ecological balance’. When considering consumer perceptions of sustainability, it is evident that there exists a lack of understanding and that the only means to achieve behavioral change at any meaningful level is to simplify the issue (Munro, 2012). Despite substantial media coverage, marketing campaigns and high-profile advocates of sustainable living the concept of sustainability remains open to interpretation (Kilbourne, 2010). The image of sustainability that in commonly used in marketing is one of smiling healthy looking children harvesting crops with their equally healthy looking and happy parents and elders. The interpretation of such imagery by consumers in the grocery retail sector is likely to have a positive effect which may lead to the purchasing of a product that is being promoted.. When the sale is made, the consumer has a positive shopping experience and feels satisfied that they are actively contributing to making the world a better place.  In a critique of Consumer Perceptions of Sustainability: A Free Elicitation Study (Simpson & Radford, 2012) Munro suggests that in the absence of any clear definition the average person will develop their own definition of sustainability, one of which suits them and makes most sense to them. In the context of sustainable retail and marketing the messages need to be robust and the language simplified. Consumers also need a clear understanding of the benefits of behavioral change (Munro, 2012)

[bookmark: _Toc77194357][bookmark: _Toc77194358]The Act of Purchase

Early research in the processes of consumer decision making were primarily approached from the perspective of economics. What is now understood as ‘buying’ was then referred to as an act of purchase. A focus on the consumers actions and thought processes when making a purchasing decision were modeled on the Utility Theory. Outcomes of consumers decisions using the Utility Theory view consumers decisions as being rational decision-making processes which is focused on their own self-interest (Bray, 2008).  However, the Utility Theory which considers a consumer to be a ‘rational economic man’ has not aged well. Not only is it alluded to as being a male based theory which would be difficult to adopt and apply in later years, but it is also limited on scope and the wider ranging factors that influence buying behaviours. Over the last century the habitual activities of consumers have undergone something of a revolution. New methodologies and approaches to research have provided a far deeper insight and understanding of consumer behaviour. In contrast to the Utility theory the evolution of the consumer and the expansion of modern marketing has continued to develop since the 1950’s creating a concept within modern markets that incorporate a wider, more holistic scope of strategies that influence consumer decisions (Blackwell, Miniard et al. 2001). 
Behavioral Change
The environmental consequences of consumption are not commonly discussed amongst consumer phycologists. (Yue, Sheng, She, & Xu, 2020) However, in today’s modern global market forces consumer phycology has become increasingly more applicable to the world we live in. Western society has become indoctrinated in consumer culture. It is critically important that the forces that drive human behaviours in everyday purchasing decisions is understood. Ultimately sustainability on a global scale may only be achieved if there were to exist an overriding will of the greater population to be steered by the environmental consequences of unsustainable product purchasing. It is evident in western culture that there are purchasing behaviours that act only to maintain a particular lifestyle, convenience or to self-prioritise. In understanding the phycology that determines individual consumer decisions made daily, it may be possible to develop effective incentives to influence behavioral changes on a scale that could have a dramatically positive effect on the market forces that drive supply and demand in favour of sustainable consumption. Many successful media and market campaigns have had their emphasis firmly rooted in the ecological message, if not the wholly positive ecological practices. Social science has contributed extensively to our understanding of consumer behaviours. Motives and a wide range of consumption trends and attitudes drive the economic activities which consequently impact the natural environment at some degree including constructions to facilitate production, energy consumption and transportation. Generally speaking, consumers fail to appreciate the link with their consumption behaviours and food production (DeBoer, Boersema, & Aiking, 2009). Modern day living and the expectations placed upon society to live and work under significant pressures and to exist within challenging timeframes that the developed world demands.  Daily consumption patterns illustrate a predisposition to over consume. According to the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) and notwithstanding the known health risks of excessive food consumption, the consequential need for evermore resources to produce food to meet consumer demand cannot be sustained (WBCSD, 2021) In particular meat and dairy production, a staple diet of many of the UK’s population presents two of the most challenging environmentally damaging supply streams (Tukker, et al., 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc77194359]Methodology

[bookmark: _Hlk76909911]Methodology plays a critical role in scientific research selecting a process which conducts a series of practices and activities which ultimately produce scientific knowledge. Such knowledge is highly valuable as it is founded on gathering empirical evidence which is supported by systematic and meticulous observation of the subject phenomenon (Kazdin, 2003).  The chosen Quantitive methodology for this study is important as it enabled direct questions to be put to the participants resulting in post analysis answers to important questions. The methodology follows a set of linked procedures which have been employed to reach the analytical conclusions and purpose of the study. The research methodology incorporates scientific statistical techniques and procedures to produce the data which can be utalised for further analysis in the field of study (Brown, 2008)

[bookmark: _Toc77194360]Selecting a Quantitive approach

The collection of data by conventional means i.e., face to face interviews, postal surveys or telephone would have been time consuming and expensive. In contrast the collection of data via e-based technologies such as email and internet platforms proved to be inexpensive despite producing relatively large amounts of data in a relatively short space of time (Regmi et al., 2016). The research process was designed to reveal evidence of unconscious bias from an epistemological perspective by means of an objective Quantitive scientific approach. The data collected remained unchanged incorporating detail and convergent logic which offered  a natural unrestricted outcome (Mujis, 2010) providing a source to generate inferential statistical outputs. A philosophical perspective of the human condition was focal to the appraisal in relation to the ontological speculation of individual ethical considerations and actual behaviours. A scientific deductive exploration was carried out using IBM software’s Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). The research procedure compiled numerical and logical information from an objective viewpoint  (Babbie, 2010). The chosen methodology was able to identify frequencies, averages, paradigms, and correlations through descriptive analysis which are pertinent to the study.


[bookmark: _Toc77194361][bookmark: _Hlk76902749]Context and Research Approach

The evolution of data collection methods has increased since web-based tools have been available to create consumer surveys. One key consequence of this is the recognition of how a question is communicated and the way in which it is asked may affect the response made by the participant (Presser, 2004). To mitigate the possibility of the participants not understanding the question a multiple choice of options was provided. Each response option was carefully considered to ensure that is met with the objectives of the study. Research has shown that survey participants consider an ideal median time to complete an online survey to be 10 minutes and to not exceed 20 minutes. Anything above this has been shown to increase the probability of non-completion, arbitrary responses and other behaviours which could reduce the quality of the data (Revilla & Ochoa, 2017). To improve the reliability of the responses questions and rating scaled options were simple, clear, and concise (Muijs, 2010).


[bookmark: _Toc77194362][bookmark: _Toc77194363]Ethical Considerations.

For the purpose of the research ethical approval was required from UWTSD prior to conducting the study (See Appendix ) Considerations to maintain appropriate human protection whilst participating in an online survey were met by incorporating a participant agreement section which required acknowledgment prior to completion of the survey (Hvizdak & Buchanan, 2009). All participants were asked to provide informed consent and confirm they had read and understood the participation agreement and that they were aged 18 years or above. (See appendix A). General Data Protection and Data (GDPR) were observed throughout. This ensured the participants were treated with due dignity, respect and honesty whilst also upholding the standards of conduct defined within the ethical approval for the methods, procedures, and perspective of the research (Resnik, 2020).
Survey Process

The approach to the research benefitted from the technology that was available to reach a diverse and large sample of target participants. The survey provided an aspect of ‘self-reporting’ in that it provided options for the participant to choose from, revealing their thoughts, past actions, and behaviours (Brown, 2008). The survey was subsequently published via digital media, student forums and e-mail.  Recipients were able to access the survey by following a Google generated Hyper-Link which was included within the invitation to participate in the survey.  the survey was closed after 201 responses were collected.

[bookmark: _Toc77194364]Barriers and Limitations

The research faced external challenges and limitations which could not be controlled. The outcomes have had some level of successful measurement, however through this process it is understood that Quantitive methods alone may place some degree of limitation on factors such as context.  (Bhatia, 2018).   The location of respondents which, although varied across the UK’s four nations, most respondents were living in Wales with a very small number not currently residing in the UK. Despite this the survey posed questions which were focused on habitat and proximity to a coastline, which in this study produced robust evidence of certain factors which influenced consumers. However, surveys carried out via the internet are not void of methodological challenges. Each respondent would have had access to the internet which excluded groups who do not. In addition to this, all respondents would have been self- selected thus creating a bias in the sampling.  (Bethlehem, 2010).  Specific groups in the populations would be under-represented because they have less access to Internet. 
Coronavirus disease (Covid-19)

The challenges that the Covid-19 pandemic presented to the research were primarily in data collection. Face to face interviews were not possible which negated the opportunity to incorporate a Qualitive methodology into the research  In the UK up to 20,000 high street outlets are forecast to cease trading as a direct result of the pandemic (Munbodth 2020).The study was carried out during the UK Covid-19 lockdown measures imposed by the UK government and devolved administrations. Therefore, it should be considered that the inherent behavioral trends of the study sample may have altered due to the pandemic. 


[bookmark: _Toc77194366]Research Findings & Analysis


Through a process of Quantitive analysis, it has been possible to identify noteworthy insights and deduce useful answers to the questions posed by the research Data analysis through IBM SPSS software has generated the outcomes presented in this chapter. The primary Quantitive data analyzed via the tools available in the software has produced detailed charts and graphs to illustrate key findings of the research along with the demographic makeup of the respondents to the survey. Consideration has been afforded to the outcomes of the research which have shown evidence that the hypothesis is credible.














[bookmark: _Toc77194367]Summary of Questionnaire Responses

[bookmark: _Toc77194368][bookmark: _Hlk76494368][bookmark: _Hlk77096529]Statement of consent

100 % of respondents read and understood the consent statement.
[bookmark: _Toc77194369]Demographics.

14.4%  of respondents were in the 18 – 24 age group.
7.5%    of respondents were in the 25 – 34 age group.
10 %    of respondents were in the 35 – 44 age group.
37.8 % of respondents were in the 45 – 54 age group.
22.9 % of respondents were in the 55 – 64 age group.
7.5 %   of respondents were over the age of 65.
57.7% were male 42.3% were Female.
[bookmark: _Toc77194370]Respondent location
76% currently live in Wales.
66.7% live less than 5 miles from the coastline
[bookmark: _Toc77194371]Frequency of grocery purchasing.
52% shop on a weekly basis
Consideration of importance (1- Important / 5 Not important)
Cost 37.3% rated as 4. 40.8% rated as 5.
Brand 19.9 % rated as 1. 24.4 % rated as 2. 36.3% rated as 3.
Nutritional value 41.8% rated as 4. 40.8% rated as 5.
Sustainable sourcing 39.2% rated as 4. 24.6% rated as 5.
Sustainable Packaging 2.9% rated as 3. 29.4% rated as 4. 36.8% rated as 5.
Fairtrade accreditation 31% rated as 3. 32.5 rated as 4. 17% rated as 5.
Country of origin 29.9% rated as 3. 27.9% rated as 4. 17.9% rated as 5.
[bookmark: _Toc77194372]Shopping habits
67.2% shop at a supermarket
22.4% shop locally
[bookmark: _Toc77194373]Meat consumption
63.7% regularly consume meat produce.
6.5% never consume meat produce.
[bookmark: _Toc77194374]Perception of behavioral effect on the natural world.
1 to 5 scale consideration of impact (1- Minimal / 5 Major)
31.8% rated as 4. 42.8% rated as 5.
[bookmark: _Toc77194375]Carbon footprint

48.8% of respondents do not know their current carbon footprint.
29.9% of respondents have never checked their carbon footprint.




Key findings

The correlation found between those who lived close to the coast and an understanding of the effect of consumer behaviours have on the natural world is shown in the correlation graph (Figure. 22). The perception of the environmental damage caused by consumers shopping habits decreased significantly for those who lived more that 5 miles away from a coastline.  This was even more prevalent in 45-54 age group (Figure.17), however this would account for the high response rate from that particular age demographic (Figure.1). Shopping frequency was found to be highest for those who made purchases as required in contrast to the lowest number who embarked on a weekly shopping trip (Figure.5). The respondents also displayed a strong leaning towards achieving value for money (Figure.6) while brand was deemed to be of some importance. Nutritional value was of the highest importance when choosing grocery products (Figure.8) displaying a similar priority to sustainable sourcing and packaging (Figures 9 &.10) with Fairtrade accreditation and country of origin also being an important factor for grocery consumers (Figures.11&12). Most respondents make their purchases at a supermarket (Figure.13). Meat consumption is shown as being prevalent in the sample (Figure.14). Many respondents did however have some understanding of their own carbon footprint (Figure.16). Interesting correlations were found between the importance of brand nutritional value and sustainable packaging which were common important factors for consumers. (Figure.19 & 20).
Conclusion 

This study provides some understanding of how grocery consumers are influenced in their purchasing behaviours. Variables such as age, gender and where consumers live have revealed some interesting trends and attitudes to sustainable grocery consumption. Other factors explored have also provided an interesting insight into consumer awareness of global environmental issues and corporate social responsibility (CSR) providing a thought provoking and useful insight into the buying habits of consumers in the grocery retail sector and the producers who continue to meet the UK demand. It could be assumed that the inclination of society regarding sustainability is on a positive trajectory. Consumers who have a responsibility to the common good by making purchasing decisions which are largely based on product sustainability. In contrast producers who operate to maximize profit may give only the minimum of consideration to the ethical implications of their behaviours but have creative marketing strategies that promote a perception of positive CSR, thus creating a ‘double edged sword’ of unsustainable supply and naive demand. Combined with an unfounded trust in product labeling and the high frequency of consumers making a grocery purchase, may inevitably accelerate the destruction of the world’s natural environment. The research has shown that there is a consensus amongst consumers that sustainable purchasing is not on the periphery of the societal conscious and that it is an important part of the decision-making process made by consumers in the market sector. However, the success of some of the markets leading brands despite their poor CSR record suggests that consumers may only engage with sustainable consumption if it aligns with their own priorities and eases their conscious. To answer the key questions of the study sustainable produce is readily available however, consumers will assess the convenience of such purchases. The research has shown that demographics and location do influence consumer attitudes towards sustainability. Price is also an important factor for consumers which suggests that domestic economics are prioritised over sustainable consumption. However, there is little evidence to support the notion of consumer apathy towards sustainability within the UK’s market sector.

[bookmark: _Toc77194377]Recommendations for Further Research.

· A mixed methodology study in a comparable field to engage with a wider audience.
· Further research into coastal proximity and environmental conscious 
· A study of UK food labeling legislation and ethical product information standards.
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	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Not important
	5
	2.5
	2.5
	2.5

	
	Quite important
	3
	1.5
	1.5
	4.0

	
	Important
	36
	17.7
	18.0
	22.0

	
	Significantly important
	75
	36.9
	37.5
	59.5

	
	Very important
	81
	39.9
	40.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	200
	98.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1.5
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
	
	




Importance of Brand
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	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Not important
	40
	19.7
	20.0
	20.0

	
	Quite important
	48
	23.6
	24.0
	44.0

	
	Important
	73
	36.0
	36.5
	80.5

	
	Significantly important
	23
	11.3
	11.5
	92.0

	
	Very important
	16
	7.9
	8.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	200
	98.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1.5
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
	
	















Importance of Nutritional Value
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	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Not important
	1
	.5
	.5
	.5

	
	Quite important
	4
	2.0
	2.0
	2.5

	
	Important
	29
	14.3
	14.5
	17.0

	
	Significantly important
	84
	41.4
	42.0
	59.0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Very important
	82
	40.4
	41.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	200
	98.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1.5
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
	
	




Sustainable sourcing
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	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Not important
	7
	3.4
	3.5
	3.5

	
	Quite important
	13
	6.4
	6.5
	10.0

	
	Important
	52
	25.6
	26.0
	36.0

	
	Significantly important
	79
	38.9
	39.5
	75.5

	
	Very important
	49
	24.1
	24.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	200
	98.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1.5
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
	
	






Sustainable packaging
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	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Not important
	8
	3.9
	4.0
	4.0

	
	Quite important
	17
	8.4
	8.5
	12.5

	
	Important
	42
	20.7
	21.0
	33.5

	
	Significantly important
	59
	29.1
	29.5
	63.0

	
	Very important
	74
	36.5
	37.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	200
	98.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1.5
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
	
	


Fairtrade Accreditation



[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc77533976]Figure 11






	

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Not important
	10
	4.9
	5.0
	5.0

	
	Quite important
	27
	13.3
	13.6
	18.6

	
	Important
	62
	30.5
	31.2
	49.7

	
	Significantly important
	65
	32.0
	32.7
	82.4

	
	Very important
	35
	17.2
	17.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	199
	98.0
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	4
	2.0
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
	
	



Country of origin
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	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Not important
	20
	9.9
	10.0
	10.0

	
	Quite important
	28
	13.8
	14.0
	24.0

	
	Important
	60
	29.6
	30.0
	54.0

	
	Significantly important
	56
	27.6
	28.0
	82.0

	
	Very important
	36
	17.7
	18.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	200
	98.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1.5
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
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	Where do you mainly shop?

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Local town / village
	44
	21.7
	22.0
	22.0

	
	Supermarket
	135
	66.5
	67.5
	89.5

	
	On line
	19
	9.4
	9.5
	99.0

	
	Other
	2
	1.0
	1.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	200
	98.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1.5
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
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	How often do you consume meat produce?

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Often
	127
	62.6
	63.5
	63.5

	
	Sometimes
	49
	24.1
	24.5
	88.0

	
	Rarely
	11
	5.4
	5.5
	93.5

	
	Never
	13
	6.4
	6.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	200
	98.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1.5
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
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	What impact do you think our shopping habits have on the natural world?

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Minimal
	3
	1.5
	1.5
	1.5

	
	2.0
	6
	3.0
	3.0
	4.5

	
	3.0
	42
	20.7
	21.0
	25.5

	
	4.0
	64
	31.5
	32.0
	57.5

	
	Major
	85
	41.9
	42.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	200
	98.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1.5
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
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	Do you know your own carbon footprint score?

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	127
	62.6
	63.5
	63.5

	
	No
	49
	24.1
	24.5
	88.0

	
	Not my most recent
	11
	5.4
	5.5
	93.5

	
	Never checked my carbon footprint score
	13
	6.4
	6.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	200
	98.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1.5
	
	

	Total
	203
	100.0
	
	




	



Correlation 
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	What impact do you think our shopping habits have on the natural world?
	Total

	
	Minimal
	2.0
	3.0
	4.0
	Major
	

	What is your age?
	18-25
	0
	1
	6
	9
	13
	29

	
	25-34
	0
	1
	2
	4
	7
	14

	
	34-44
	0
	1
	3
	8
	8
	20

	
	45-54
	2
	3
	16
	26
	29
	76

	
	55-64
	1
	0
	11
	14
	20
	46

	
	65+
	0
	0
	4
	3
	8
	15

	Total
	3
	6
	42
	64
	85
	200







[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc77533983]Figure 18





	

	  

	
	Brand is most important
	Total

	
	Not important
	Quite important
	Important
	Significantly important
	Very important
	

	Nutritional value is most important
	Not important
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	Quite important
	1
	2
	1
	0
	0
	4

	
	Important
	8
	8
	8
	3
	2
	29

	
	Significantly important
	15
	19
	32
	14
	4
	84

	
	Very important
	16
	19
	31
	6
	10
	82

	Total
	40
	48
	73
	23
	16
	200
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	Sustainable packaging is most important * Brand is most important Crosstabulation

	Count  

	
	Brand is most important
	Total

	
	Not important
	Quite important
	Important
	Significantly important
	Very important
	

	Sustainable packaging is most important
	Not important
	4
	3
	0
	0
	1
	8

	
	Quite important
	4
	4
	7
	2
	0
	17

	
	Important
	6
	5
	19
	9
	3
	42

	
	Significantly important
	6
	19
	30
	4
	0
	59

	
	Very important
	20
	17
	17
	8
	12
	74

	Total
	40
	48
	73
	23
	16
	200
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	Brand is most important * Value for money Crosstabulation

	Count  

	
	Value for money
	Total

	
	Not important
	Quite important
	Important
	Significantly important
	Very important
	

	Brand is most important
	Not important
	5
	1
	4
	10
	20
	40

	
	Quite important
	0
	0
	11
	20
	17
	48

	
	Important
	0
	1
	17
	27
	28
	73

	
	Significantly important
	0
	1
	2
	13
	7
	23

	
	Very important
	0
	0
	2
	5
	9
	16

	Total
	5
	3
	36
	75
	81
	200
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	What is your age? * Fair trade mark is most important Crosstabulation

	Count  

	
	Fair trade mark is most important
	Total

	
	Not important
	Quite important
	Important
	Significantly important
	Very important
	

	What is your age?
	18-25
	1
	6
	9
	11
	2
	29

	
	25-34
	1
	3
	3
	5
	2
	14

	
	34-44
	0
	3
	10
	4
	3
	20

	
	45-54
	3
	9
	20
	25
	19
	76

	
	55-64
	4
	5
	19
	14
	4
	46

	
	65+
	1
	1
	1
	6
	5
	14

	Total
	10
	27
	62
	65
	35
	199




[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc77533987]Figure 22


	How far do you live from the coast? * What impact do you think our shopping habits have on the natural world? Crosstabulation

	

	
	What impact do you think our shopping habits have on the natural world?
	Total

	
	Minimal
	2.0
	3.0
	4.0
	Major
	

	How far do you live from the coast?
	Less than 5 miles
	3
	3
	27
	46
	56
	135

	
	6-10 miles
	0
	1
	4
	5
	9
	19

	
	11-25 miles
	0
	0
	4
	4
	10
	18

	
	50-100 miles
	0
	0
	4
	2
	1
	7

	
	Over 100 miles
	0
	2
	1
	2
	6
	11

	
	6.0
	0
	0
	2
	5
	3
	10

	Total
	3
	6
	42
	64
	85
	200
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	Question 
	1
	What is your age?

	
	
	

	Options
	
	[image: ]

	Question 
	2
	Gender identification (Are you?)

	Options
	
	[image: ]

	Question 
	3
	Where do you currently live?

	Options
	
	[image: ]




	Question 
	4
	How far do you live from the coast?

	Options
	
	[image: ]

	Question 
	5
	How often do you shop for groceries?

	Options
	
	[image: ]

	Question 
	6
	What is most important to you? 

	Options
	
	(scale)

	Question 
	6a
	Value for money

	Options
	
	Not important [image: ] Very important
                               1       2       3      4      5


	Question 
	6b
	Brand

	Options
	
	Not important [image: ] Very important
                               1       2       3      4      5


	Question 
	6c
	Nutritional value

	Options
	
	Not important [image: ] Very important
                               1       2       3      4      5


	Question 
	6d
	Sustainable sourcing

	Options
	
	Not important [image: ] Very important
                               1       2       3      4      5


	Question 
	6e
	Sustainable packaging

	Options
	
	Not important [image: ] Very important
                               1       2       3      4      5


	Question
	6f
	Fairtrade mark

	Options
	
	Not important [image: ] Very important
                               1       2       3      4      5


	Question
	6g
	Country of origin

	Options
	
	Not important [image: ] Very important
                               1       2       3      4      5


	Question
	7
	Where do you mainly shop?

	Options
	
	[image: ]

	Question 
	8
	How often do you consume meat produce?

	Options
	
	[image: ]



	Question 
	9
	What impact do you think our shopping habits have on the natural world?

	Options
	
	Minimal [image: ] Major
                     1       2      3       4       5


	Question 
	10
	Do you know your own carbon footprint score?

	Options
	
	[image: ]
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