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Abstract

This paper examines the interconnections between gender, class, food security, sustainable food waste, and
values. We link feminist economics and ecofeminism in the context of grocery shopping in the United King-
dom. As an environmental and economic issue, food waste is emerging as a global threat, with developed
nations grossly contributing to the squander cycle of resources. Such contextualization allows us to both
explore the feminist economics perspective, as well as examine routine decision-making by placing it within
the larger value system, and connecting it with the sustainability and environmental protection debates.
Data were collected on a purchased Smart Survey sample of a UK-wide population, using an approximately
20-minute online questionnaire. A data set of 792 complete responses was included in the analysis. The fin-
dings present a dual narrative on grocery shopping. Reduced-priced shopping is often evaluated by women as
socially responsible and environmentally friendly. However, women from lower socioeconomic backgrounds
demonstrate a resentment towards price-reduced shopping and evaluate it negatively. We argue that these
different attitudes reflect relative perceptions of agency and control, which the data suggest are connected to
the propensity for food waste and a worsening of the squander cycle.
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1. INTRODUCTION!

Globally speaking, the issues surrounding food security and sustainable economies are of-
ten intertwined and linked with women, women’s incomes, and women’s values regardless
of whether we are discussing women in developing or developed nations (Belahasen et
al., 2018; Dangour, 2018; Garcia and Wanner, 2017; Kasearu et al., 2017; Reeves et al.,
2017). Additionally, research often shows that women represent the majority of members
in social movements for environmental and animal protection (Puleo, 2017; Dimitro-
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polous, 2018). Therefore, it is relevant to connect the economics of women’s experiences
(i.e. feminist economics) with questions of equality, deprivation, policy, and sustainability.
Because of the importance of the intersections of gender, policy, and sustainability,
ecofeminism could certainly make a strong contribution to interrogating sustainable
living and economies. However, ecofeminism has largely been separated from feminist
economics, in part because its identity became tainted as a popular source of criticism
by anti-feminist activists, and because concepts such as feminist environmentalism were
favoured instead (Gaard, 2011). An unfortunate and unintended consequence of this
separation seems to have disconnected questions of ecological sustainability and food
security, which are rarely considered alongside research on wage gaps, women’s and
men’s employment conditions, differences in the labour market, gender segregation in
employment, roles in the household, the role of gender in poverty, and the increasing
feminisation of poverty globally (Perkins et al., 2005).

To help re-establish the conceptual and data-driven connections between women, eco-
nomics, and sustainability, this paper examines the direct interconnections between
gender, class, food security, sustainability and food waste, and value-driven choices
among women and men. By doing so, we link feminist economics and ecofeminism
in the context of grocery shopping in the United Kingdom. This provides us with the
opportunity to not only investigate feminist economics relative to women’s position wi-
thin a particular socioeconomic system, but also to position women’s decision-making
on a day-to-day basis within a larger value system connecting women’s shopping habits
with the ecofeminist argument that sustainability is a woman’s issue.

As ecofeminism is neither second nor third-wave feminism (Gaard, 2010), so our paper
is neither exclusively feminist economics or an ecofeminism piece. Instead, we aim to
combine both distinctive perspectives and assess women’s position in the sustainability
debate using both concepts within the context of food shopping. In other words, our
central assumptions are both that the earth is “being violated and degraded resulting in
damage that is often irreparable, yet only a small proportion of humans have engaged
their consciousness with this crisis” (Spretnak, 1990:2), and that sustainable living is
necessary if we are to avoid an environmental catastrophe (Puleo, 2017). From these
assumptions, our aim is to gain a better understanding of the extent to which women
in a modern and relatively privileged society recognise sustainability-related issues when
making routine decisions — like shopping for food. In doing so, we will have a better
grasp on understanding the recognised importance of sustainability and the factors that
both enable and limit sustainable decision-making on a routine basis. It is important to
note that we follow an anti-essentialist view of ecofeminism in that we do not assume
that women are more connected to nature than men; instead, we recognise that women’s
economics and lived realities place women’s issues and sustainability as inextricably in-
tertwined, and as such Puleo’s (2017) perspective provides a meaningful grounding for
this research. Puleo (2017) correctly argues that “the terms ‘women’ and ‘ecology’ are
not synonyms. Being ecofeminist does not imply that women are innately more linked
to nature and life than men. There are men who devote themselves to defending the
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environment and / or animals and women who are indifferent or hostile to these new
forms of awareness” (Puleo, 2017:27). What is relevant for an ecofeminist position is
the view that women are dominated in the same way nature is dominated, and thus
protection of the environment becomes a true woman’s issue.

In the following sections, we will introduce the context and rationale for this study,
explore sustainability and ecofeminism, and show how women in the economy fit wit-
hin this framework.

1.1. Grocery shopping and sustainability debates in the UK

Grocery shopping in the UK provides for a useful discussion of the intersection between
gender, economics, and sustainability for several reasons. First, the UK has persistent
class inequality, and class differences go so far that there can be a stigma attached to sho-
pping at places that offer affordable prices. Shopping in different grocery stores is often
viewed as an indicator of socioeconomic success and perceived deprivation. For exam-
ple, shopping at stores such as Lidl has been seen by some as “social suicide” (Lowery,
2014; Topi¢ and Tench, 2016) because stores like Lidl have generally been considered
a discount shopping place for a demographic with less disposable income (Topi¢ and
Tench, 2016). Besides, there is a growing debate on sustainability such as the campaign
on plastics, food waste, deforestation, which all have prominence in the British public
sphere. Yet what is lacking in this context is a direct connection between people’s atti-
tudes about food waste with their attitudes regarding grocery shopping, different stores,
yellow-sticker (i.e. discounted foods labelled with a yellow sticker in the supermarket)
shopping, and their espoused values regarding environmental protection and ability to
make sustainable consumption choices on a daily basis.

It is people’s perceived empowerment to make sustainable choices that make it essential
to examine women’s place in the economy, and this makes feminist economics an in-
tegral part of the discussion. When it comes to women and the economy, much of the
recent research has focused on employment and pay gap issues with discussions about
the relative position of women in the economy. In the UK, for instance, Razzu and
Singleton (2018) found that the employment rate gap between women and men has
narrowed significantly in recent years. However, the economics of employment have not
sufficiently narrowed indicating that occupational segregation remains rife in the labour
market where women often work in less prestigious industries and earn less money (Bar-
cena-Martin and Moro-Egido, 2013; Himmelweit, 2002; McKay et al., 2013; Razzu
and Singleton, 2018). Thus, focusing on employment and the pay gap is useful, but it
does not provide a complete picture of women’s economic issues.

Feminist economics argues that the ways in which we measure “household”, people’s
needs, and resource allocation are largely out of date (Cantillon and Nolan, 2001; Iver-
sen, 2003; Shaffer, 2002; Wheelock et al., 2003). Some scholars argue that using gender
to understand economic inequality provides a deeper understanding of those who are
advantaged and disadvantaged within society (Warren, 2006; Corsi et al., 2016; Albel-
da, 2011; Bardasi and Gornick, 2008; Fukuda-Parr, 1999). However, the focus on gen-
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der alone is insufficient because it does not take into consideration other critical factors
such as class (Hooks, 2000). As such, feminist economics affords us the opportunity to
examine the intersections between gender and class.

In this paper, we are focusing on the dichotomy between women and men in an attempt
to understand whether sustainability can be seen as a woman’s issue. The intersectional
examination of women in the economy in regards to both gender and class is particu-
larly necessary for the UK because, as Pearson and Elson (2015) point out, the financial
crisis, its aftermath, and the Conservative Party’s austerity policies have disproportiona-
tely affected the most vulnerable women in British society, namely lone mothers, single
women pensioners, and single women without children.

Feminist economics makes a strong case for the intersectional interrogation of gender
and class, yet what also seems to be lacking in many of these discussions about the state
of women in British society is the co-narrative of exploitation that goes beyond gende-
red identities into broader contexts.

2. ECOFEMINISM, WOMEN, SUSTAINABILITY AND GROCERY
SHOPPING

Certainly, the issue of sustainability is not new in feminist and women’s studies. Histo-
rically, ecology and the protection of the environment has been a part of the feminist
movement since 1974, when Francoise d’Eaubonne coined the term “ecofeminism”, even
though environmental concerns have been a part of feminist ideologies much earlier, like
those espoused by Rachel Carson (1962). Ecofeminism argues that the attitudes that lead
to environmental degradation and women’s oppression are grounded in the social con-
struction of patriarchy where both women and nature are dominated as property (Adams,
2007; Holy, 2007; Geiger Zeman and Holy, 2014; Besthorn and Pearson McMillen, 2002;
Warren, 2000; Emel, 1995; Salleh, 1992; Topi¢, 2020).? They argue that the relationships
of dominance and control of women and nature can be traced to the rise of patriarchal
religion and religious culture dating back six to seven thousand years ago (John, 1988).
Some of the environmental and ecological issues we face today come directly as a result of
social structures that reinforce cultures of war, destruction, and dominance (Puleo, 2017).

2 Ecofeminism is more complex than what is outlined here, as there are some feminists who object to
the above distinction calling it essentialist and sexist. For a full discussion, see: Plumwood, 1986 and
MacGregor, 2004. In addition, some critiques also state that ecofeminism does not sufficiently address
intersectionality and thus effectively undermines the ecological struggles of women of colour (for further
discussion, see Gaard, 2010). However, ecofeminists also criticise environmentalists. For example, some
ecofeminists feel that the turn towards environmentalism brings about a justification of human dominance
over nature. In other words, by turning nature into environment represents a sign of human resistance to
adjust to nature, and a move to gain power over nature. In this way, humans started to adjust nature to their
own needs and exploit it, and this has destroyed the unity of nature and the natural order of things. In this
situation, human becomes a man, nature becomes a woman, and humans then exercise power over nature
while nature is controlled (Kirn, 1998; Cifri¢, 1990; Buzov, 2007).
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As such, ecofeminism sees life on Earth as an interconnected network of individuals rather
than a society where hierarchy is a natural order. In the ecofeminist view, human hierarchy
is imposed on nature and then used to justify social dominance, and thus ecofeminism is
essentially an anti-hierarchical feminist movement (King, 1989).

There is evidence, however, that hierarchy exists due to patriarchal structures that con-
trol the power, especially in capitalist Western societies, and this has resulted particular-
ly in class inequalities and poverty. Ecofeminism, while inextricably linked to socialist
feminism that also speaks of classes and inequality as most relevant for experiences
of women in patriarchal societies, similarly speaks of the differences between women
and men and discusses the notion of “otherness”, where women and nature are seen as
“others” and thus dominated and exploited. Many ecofeminists reject class as the only
reason for subordination but argue that the notion of culture being above nature is what
brings about the degradation of women seen as inextricably intertwined with nature
(Gali¢ and Geiger, 2007; Gali¢ and Geiger, 2000).

Besides, ecofeminists argue that women are traditionally seen as chaotic, detached from
reason, wild and emotional and thus animalistic. This same ideology is also applied to
minority groups, for example, the Black race (Plumwood, 1994), and this ideology, in
general, creates a sense of superiority by mankind often understood as white and male.
In the same way, we can add that the class issue fits into this discourse because lower
social classes are also sometimes seen in an unfavourable way, which in the UK, in parti-
cular, is manifested in low social mobility (Social Mobility Commission, 2019). We are,
therefore, extending the usual ecofeminist method of analysing women by adding class
as an issue which also bears relevance to women and their position in society.

Since 1974 there have certainly been important changes in our understanding of eco-
feminism, our relationship with patriarchy, and our relationship with the environment
that have resulted in substantial policy shifts supporting sustainability and gender equ-
ality (Buckingham, 2004). As already mentioned, while not all women care for the en-
vironment and ecological issues, and not all men seek to destroy it (Puleo, 2017; Spret-
nak, 1990), it is also important to recognise that women make up the majority of the
members of movements that protect the environment and animals (Puleo, 2017:27).
For example, Osprey Orielle Lake, founder of the Women’s Earth and Climate Action
Network, argues that many women often “lead on environmental and social legislation
when elected to public office (...) countries with higher female parliamentary represen-
tation are more likely to ratify international environmental treaties” (Dimitropolous,
2018:80), and historically it has been feminists who joined protests for protection of
the environment (Buzov, 2007). As such, it would be fair to predict that there would
be differences between women and men with regard to general issues of sustainability.
In more recent literature, some authors have proposed that ecofeminism should focus
on “sustainability, human rights, with special attention to women’s rights as they are
the most ignored across cultures, and the treatment of animals” (Puleo, 2017:32). This
advocacy for ecofeminist priorities, however, is not in conflict with the economy. In fact,
ecofeminism has a history of economically sensitive advocacy, for example, d’Eaubonne
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(1990) provides a critical example of how sustainable living can be economically friendly
by focusing on services rather than excessive production. Therefore, modern ecofemini-
sm represents a rejection of exploitation across competition-based social systems — es-
pecially those that support excessive consumption and over-production (Besthorn and
Pearson McMillen, 2002), which is where the link with socialist feminism also comes
into play. However, in order to evaluate the impact that ecofeminism and women have
on sustainability, it would be important to evaluate the degree to which women value
sustainability, reduction of waste, and the rejection of overconsumption in their everyday
lives. It is one thing to say that women advocate for international environmental treaties,
the protection of animals, and gender equality; it is another to more directly measure the
way that women live these ethics in their routine decisions and daily life.

One of the universal aspects of daily life is food consumption — from growing or buying
food, to its consumption, and even waste. Parfitt et al. (2010) point out that in a glo-
bal context food security is a genuine threat to the world’s population, and that this is
inexorably linked with issues of sustainable production. Yet the authors also found that
one of the critical threats to the global food supply chain is post-consumer food waste
in affluent economies, whereby affecting behavioural change in those economies is ne-
cessary in order to feed a growing global population sustainably (Parfitt et al., 2010).
Using semi-structured interviews to explore the motivations and barriers in minimising
household food waste, Graham-Rowe et al. (2014) found that in the UK values such
as concerns over sustainability and ethical behaviour were underlying motivations for
efforts to minimise household food waste. Graham-Rowe et al. (2015) followed up their
interview-based research with a questionnaire-based analysis applying the extended theo-
ry of planned behaviour to food waste and found that factors like behavioural intention,
attitude, subjective norm, perceived behavioural control, self-identity, and anticipated
regret emerged as significant predictors of household food waste behaviour. The model
also predicted food waste reduction when following up later with the participants. The
data, therefore, very clearly demonstrate that values drive the post-consumer food waste
likelihood in the UK. In short, they suggest that once the food is brought into the hou-
sehold, British consumers are conscious about using the food they have bought.
However, this does not explore the full “squander sequence” which includes consu-
mer behaviours at the preacquisition, acquisition, consumption, and disposition stages
(Block et al., 2016), only at the latter two stages. Block et al. (2016) argue that to fully
understand sustainability in the food waste process, there needs to be a better under-
standing of the psychological underpinnings of consumer-level food waste. Research by
Kelsey et al. (2018) demonstrates that the concept of yellow-sticker shopping can help
researchers to better understand the preacquisition and acquisition stages of the squan-
der sequence more effectively by focusing on the construction of social practices around
yellow-sticker shopping. Yellow-sticker shopping involves consumers looking for food
that is either damaged or nearing its sell-by date. In order to reduce overall food waste,
consumers would need to not only reduce food waste in the post-consumer phase but
also in the preacquisition and acquisition stages.
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One direct way to investigate these first two stages would be to examine factors in-
fluencing the grocery shopping intentions and behaviours of consumers to identify the
degree to which values drive sustainable purchase and consumption. However, there is
very little research connecting values to the entire squander sequence in the food waste
process. Likewise, there is a fundamental lack of research exploring the gender influence
on sustainability in food consumption and food waste.

3. STUDY CONCEPTUALISATION

The central objective of this study is to gain a better understanding of the tensions
of patriarchy’s reification across women’s lives and its impact on the environment by
analysing how women’s concerns over consumption and disposition (ecofeminism) are
related to the values and identities influencing their preacquisition behavioural intenti-
ons (feminist economics). Although previous authors (i.e. Block et al., 2016) discuss the
squander sequence in a linear manner connected with the agricultural process, we are
interested in the interconnections, identities, and attitudes that shape and inform the
consumer component of this sequence. Ecofeminism and feminist economics perspe-
ctives would suggest that the squander sequence is not really a linear process; instead, it
would be a self-reinforcing cycle of domination and subjugation (see Figure 1), which
is consistent with other theories of behavioural change, such as the theory of planned
behaviour that consider the factors that shape behavioural intention like prior experien-
ces (e.g. Graham-Rowe et al., 2015). As such, we propose that without an improved
understanding of the squander cycle, social norms surrounding food waste and food
economy for women cannot be adequately addressed.

o Mttitudes about yellowsticker shopping
o Shopping profiles, socioeconomics,
demographics

o Shopping behaviours

Preacquisition Acquisifion

Disposition Consumption

® Household norms
regarding preparation,
consumption & waste

e (oncern about food waste
o Sustainability-related values

Figure 1. Adaptation of the squander sequence (Source: authors own diagram)
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In order to fully grasp the squander cycle from feminist economics and ecofeminist
perspective and directly evaluate the influence these traditions have had in a modern
British context, we posit the following research questions:

Research Question 1 (RQ1): Are there differences in food economy in the UK between
women and men?

Research Question 2 (RQ2): What factors contribute to women’s evaluations of
yellow-sticker food shopping?

Research Question 3 (RQ3): What factors contribute to women’s identification with
reduced-price shopping profiles?

Research Question 4 (RQ4): What factors influence women’s perceptions of food waste?

4. METHODOLOGY
4.1. Method

This study uses quantitative questionnaire-based data to answer these research questions
so as to better understand the interrelationships between ecofeminism and feminist
economics in the context of food waste grocery shopping in the UK. Certainly, there
are many critical scholars, like Hozi¢ and True (2017), who argue against the appropria-
teness or validity of quantitative methods when exploring issues related to power and
social justice. However, we would argue that in order to appropriately investigate, expo-
se, and develop meaningful change against these structures (i.e. central objectives in a
critical ontology, Corman, 2000), it can be very useful to borrow post-positivist met-
hodologies, which are also grounded in realism, to test our assumptions and generate
knowledge (Corman, 2000) that should ground advocacy. In Miller’s (2000) analysis on
the interconnections between ontology and methods, she argues:

“...dimensions [of ontology]...that look neat and clean...are not nearly so tidy....In-
stead, for practicing scholars those boundaries are blurry, they are... ‘jumped’ as the
needs of specific research projects evolve. But perhaps the most important insight here
is that these typologies can serve as a straight-jacket, constraining researchers...rather
than to explore research questions that are important” (Corman, 2000:48).

Essentially, we argue that research questions that investigate identities, values, and their
influence over our routine decisions and sustainability are fundamentally important
questions if societies are to change, adapt, and ensure a future. As such, this proje-
ct’s aims can best be achieved by blending critical and post-positivist perspectives in a
post-positivist methodology in order to try to generate actionable reflections on wo-
men, sustainability, and the squander cycle regarding food consumption.

4.2. Procedures and Sample

The data were collected on a UK-wide population sample using a purchased Smart Sur-
vey 20-minute online questionnaire. A data set of 792 complete responses was included
in the data analysis. We have an expected sample from across the UK segmented for
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gender (where 51% of participants identified as women and 49% of participants identi-
fied as men) and region (see Table 1). There was an expected distribution® of household
incomes with a median income of approximately £30,000 (i.e. 41.6% of all participants
had an income between £20,000 and 39,000 with the median in the £30,000 band).
Additionally, there is an expected household composition with a mean household size of
2.7 people. Finally, there was an expected distribution of employment with a 74% em-
ployment rate in the sample compared to an overall 75.6% Labour Force survey finding
on UK-wide employment in a survey conducted between October to December 2017
and January to March 2018 (Wilson, 2018). In all, the data suggest that our sample is
representative of the larger UK population within a reasonable error rate.

Table 1. Distribution of participants from the UK

N % % UK Population*

East of England 64 8.1 9.3

London 123 15.5 13.3
Midlands 123 15.5 16

NE, Yorkshire, & the Humber 97 12.2 12.2
Northwest 86 10.9 10.9
Northern Ireland 23 2.9 2.8

Scotland 67 8.5 8.2
South East 104 13.1 13.7
South West 67 8.5 8.4
Wales 38 4.8 4.7

4.3. Data Operationalisation and Analysis

Along with the demographic and socioeconomic data, the questionnaire featured que-
stions evaluating the perceived quality of yellow-sticker food (Aschemann-Witzel et al.,
2018a; de Hooge et al. 2017), shopper profile (Aschemann-Witzel et al., 2018b); se-
If-reported food waste behaviours (Aschemann-Witzel et al., 2018b; Achemann-Witzel
et al., 2017), and value orientation (Alcock, 2012; De Groot and Steg, 2008) together
with some original measures adapted to the research context and questions. An explora-
tory factor analysis was conducted, followed up by Cronbach’s alpha to verify the relia-
bility of the measures resulting in the operationalisation of the study variables as listed
in Table 2. All scales were five-point Likert type scales with 5 representing the highest
value (i.e. 1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”).

3 According to the Office for National Statistics (ONS), the UK median income was £27,300 for 2017 and
the mean household size is 2.4 people.
4 Based on data from the Office of National Statistics (2018) and Statista (2020).
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In order to first justify the assumption that women and men would have significantly
different views on food consumption and answer RQ1, we ran ANOVA using gender
as the independent variable and all outcome variables as dependent variables. For the
remaining research questions, correlations were first run between each of the dependent
variables and the independent variables to establish significant relationships and then
hierarchical multiple regression tests were performed entering demographic IVs, then
socioeconomic IVs, shopping profiles, and then values, thus minimising the multi-colli-
nearity in the regression equations. Additionally, to determine variances in women’s
evaluation of yellow-sticker shopping and shopping profiles for RQ2 and RQ3, paired
t-tests were run to further explore differences.

5. RESULTS

The data provide some important insights regarding differences between women’s and
men’s perspectives on the squander sequence and give a deeper understanding of the
relationship between the factors that drive women’s approach to grocery shopping reve-
aling the importance of both economic and value-based decision-making.

5.1. RQI: Differences Between Women's and Men's Attitudes

Overall, the data (see Table 3) demonstrate that women and men see grocery economy
differently, which goes in line with the ecofeminist argument of women having different
perspectives. Women tend to be focused on minimising potential money wasted by
taking a more conservative approach to food spending decisions. Men tend to look for
the best deals while maintaining the perceived highest quality food. Where differences
in spending occur, men tend to spend more money on groceries and have a significantly
higher negative evaluation of yellow-sticker food than women. These results warrant
analysing women’s evaluations of food economy separately from that of men. As such,
our first assumption that the food economy is a distinctive issue based on gender is
verified by these data in the UK.

Table 3. Significant one-way ANOVA results for gender and food economy

bV DV M/F| N M SD df F P
Category
. M 387 | 285.80 | 194.54
—g M&S Simply Food E | 401 | 27053 | 179.50 1;787 | 12.25 | 0.00
& M | 387 | 40.52 | 9351
Ei\ Sainsbury’s . 401 | 29.50 54.57 1; 786 | 4.12 | 0.04
=
S M | 387 | 80.69 | 121.55
s Tesco 1; 786 | 4.32 | 0.04
3 F 401 | 64.66 | 93.71
3 M | 386 | 32.15 | 72.15
I .
ASDA F 401 46.05 87.20 15785 | 5.92 1 0.02
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reduced

. s M | 388 3.81 0.80
Z g Social Responsibility F | 402 | 3.96 0.72 1,788 | 6.92 | 0.01
=3 .
Q > Anti- M | 388 2.72 0.96
[aa] .
Environmentalism F | 402 | 2.50 0.93 1;788 | 10.20 1 0.00
.. &
98z M | 388 | 265 | 098
o - S 7 . . . . i
3 (})% S 3 Negative Evaluation F | 402 | 249 0.96 1;788 | 4.99 | 0.03
&
5]
a
2 g Shop to Minimise M | 388 | 3.71 0.70
< o P .
L & | Food Waste F | 402 | 386 | o067 |1788]9:87 1000
8
(a8
Avoiding Food M | 388 | 3.25 0.87
;5 Waste Fo| 402 | 341 | og7 |D788] 657|001
Percentage Estimate
2 S M | 388 | 2332 | 25.04
3] . . . )
e of Food Wasted in E 402 | 2008 21.80 1;788 | 3.77 | 0.05
Household
Shopper, Cooking M | 387 | 3.70 1.22 ]
Same Person F | 402 | 4.00 1.18 1787 1 12.35 1 0.00
Apples, optimal
quality, short use-by 1;:/[ Zgi 8%2 8;2 1;788 | 9.38 | 0.00
date, price-reduced ’ ’
Bananas, sub-
optimal, price- 1}/[ 232 823 822 1; 788 | 8.98 | 0.00
reduced ] '
= Chicken, sub-
2 ’ M | 388 0.51 0.50
o . o .
.5 optimal, price F 402 0.40 0.49 1;788 | 10.62 | 0.00
= reduced
[as} .
Salmon, optimal M | 388 | 0.14 0.35
on , , .
£ | full-price F | 402 | 009 | 029 | 17885791002
o
] Beef mince, optimal
= ’ | M | 388 0.38 0.49
m .
sh.ort use-by date, F | 402 | 031 0.46 1;788 | 4.68 | 0.03
price reduced
Milk, optimal, short
. M | 388 0.31 0.47
use-by date, price F | 402 | 025 0.43 1;788 | 4.23 | 0.04
reduced
Beans, optimal, M | 388 | 052 0.50
damaged can, price- v | 402 | 041 0.49 1;788 | 11.13 | 0.00
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5.2. RQ2: Factors Influencing Women'’s Evaluations of Yellow-Sticker Food Shopping

Opverall, the data suggest that values are the most important predictors of the ways in
which women evaluate yellow-sticker food shopping. However, the data also reveal that
socioeconomics have a significant influence in how women evaluate yellow-sticker food
shopping.

Positive attributes of yellow-sticker food: Two variables were significantly correlated
with positive attributes of yellow-sticker food: value of social responsibility (r=0.14,
p<0.01), and positive affect for environmentally friendly shopping (r=0.23, p<0.01)
(see Table 2). The data suggest (see Table 4) that while core demographics and house-
hold characteristics do not meaningfully predict positive attributes that women make
towards yellow-sticker food, values do. Specifically, the more that women identify with
the values of social responsibility and environmentally-friendly shopping, the more li-
kely they are to view yellow-sticker food as having positive attributes. This accounts for
a small but meaningful five percent of the variance in women’s attribute evaluations of
yellow-sticker food.

Table 4. Regression model for yellow-sticker food evaluation: positive attributes

Regressor Beta Model 1 SE t
Intercept 2.50 0.22 11.38
Social Responsibility 0.06 0.05 1.19
Po.sitive Affect f.or Environmentally 021 0.05 407
Friendly Shopping
F 12.25%**
AF
R? 0.06
R, 0.0
R? change 0.06
df 2; 399

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Suitability of yellow-sticker food: Four variables were significantly correlated with evaluations
that yellow-sticker food is suitable for consumption in different settings: total monthly spend
on food shopping (r=0.11, p<0.05), value of social responsibility (r=0.16, p<0.01), positive af-
fect for environmentally friendly shopping (r=0.25, p<0.01), and value of domination (r=0.15,
p<0.01) (see Table 2). The data suggest (see Table 5) that while the total amount of money
that women’s households spend on grocery shopping each month is a significant predictor of
their evaluation of the suitability of yellow-sticker food for consumption, it only accounts for
approximately one percent of the variance in this evaluation. Women’s values are a much more
important predictor of this evaluation. Though significantly correlated, valuing social responsi-
bility does not significantly predict suitability evaluations of yellow-sticker food. However, valu-
ing environmentally friendly shopping and domination values are more meaningful predictors,
accounting for an additional eight percent of the variance in women’s suitability attitudes.
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Table 5. Regression model for yellow-sticker food evaluation: suitability

Model 1 Model 2
Regressor Beta SE t Beta SE t

Intercept 0.04 |77.29 0.17 13.90
Total Monthly Spend on Food 0.00 | 0.1 |213%010| 0.00 | 2.07*
Shopping
Social Responsibility 0.07| 0.03 1.31
Po'smve Affect f'or Environmentally 022 003 |430%
Friendly Shopping
Domination 0.14 0.03 2.99**
F 4.53* 10.33%**
AF 4,53* 12.13%**
R? 0.01 0.10
R, 0.01 0.09
R? change 0.01 0.08
df 1; 395 4; 392

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

Opverall quality impressions of yellow-sticker food: Three variables were significantly correlated
with the overall quality impressions of yellow-sticker food: education (r=0.12, p<0.05), value
of social responsibility (r=0.14, p<0.01), and positive affect for environmentally friendly shop-
ping (r=0.24, p<0.01) (see Table 2). The data suggest (see Table 6) that women who are more
educated are more likely to view yellow-sticker food as having a higher overall quality compared
to those with less education. This had a relatively weak effect, only predicting about one percent
of the variance in women’s attitudes about quality. Additionally, while social responsibility is sig-
nificantly correlated with women’s evaluations of the overall quality of yellow-sticker food, it was
not a significant predictor in the regression model. However, valuing environmentally-friendly
shopping was a significant and more meaningful predictor of women’s attitudes about the overall

quality of yellow-sticker food, accounting for six percent of the variance.

Table 6. Regression model for yellow-sticker food: overall quality

Regressor Beta MoSdEel 1 t Beta Moscizel 2 t
Intercept 0.11 30.62 0.25 8.77
Education 0.12 | 0.03 2.39* 1 0.11 0.03 2.36*
Social Responsibility 0.06| 0.05 1.22
E?iseirtlic\;leyASfllizc;pfi(;rgEnviro nmentally 022 0.05 | 420
F 5.73* 10.71%*
AF 5.73* 13.02%**
R? 0.01 0.08
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R, 0.01 0.07
R? change 0.01 0.06
df 1; 400 3; 398

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Negative evaluation of yellow-sticker food: Six variables were significantly correlated with the
negative evaluation of yellow-sticker food: age (r=-0.14, p<0.01), education (r=-0.13, p<0.01),
number of people living in a household (r=0.14, p<0.01), value of social responsibility (r=-
0.22, p<0.01), value of domination (r=0.21, p<0.01), and anti-environmental attitudes (r=0.43,
p<0.01) (see Table 2). The data (see Table 7) suggest that personal demographics, household de-
mographics, and values all significantly predict negative evaluations of yellow-sticker food, with
values being the most important predictor. Initially, young women and those with less education
are significantly more likely to hold negative attitudes about yellow-sticker food, accounting for
four percent of the variance. Additionally, while it has a small effect when women live in house-
holds with more people, they are more likely to have negative evaluations of yellow-sticker food.
Though the values of social responsibility and domination were significantly correlated, they
were not predictive of women’s negative attitudes towards yellow-sticker food. However, there
was a strong effect for anti-environmental values and negative feelings about yellow-sticker food.
Together, this regression model predicts about one-fifth of the variance in women’s negative at-
titudes towards yellow-sticker food.

Table 7. Regression model for yellow-sticker food: negative evaluation

Model Model Model 3
Regressor Beta 1 SE t Beta 2 SE t Beta SE t

Intercept 0.22 | 15.44 0.27 0.44
Age -0.16 | 0.04 |-3.14**| -0.12 0.04 | -2.37* | -0.06 0.04 -1.28
Education -0.15 0.04 |-3.02*¢| -0.14 0.04 |-2.94*¢| -0.13 0.04 |-2.96**
N Living in «
Househald 0.10 0.04 1.93 0.04 0.04 0.88
Social
Responsibility -0.05 0.07 -1.04
Domination 0.08 0.06 1.59
Ani- 037 | 0.06 |6.76"*
Environmental
F 8.65%** 7.04%* 18.33***
AF 8.65%** 3.71* 28.17***
R? 0.04 0.05 0.22
Rzad}.‘ 0.04 0.04 0.21
R? change 0.04 0.01 0.17
df 2; 399 3; 398 6; 395

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001
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Women’s core attitudes about yellow-sticker shopping: Overall, the t-test (see Table 8) confirms
that there is a significantly more positive feeling about yellow-sticker shopping than a nega-
tive evaluation of it. Overall quality assessments of yellow-sticker food are significantly higher
than any other measure of women’s evaluations of yellow-sticker food, suggesting that generally
speaking, women see it as being high quality.

Table 8. Paired t-test results

Variable 1 Mean SD Variable 2 tvalue | pvalue
Attributes 3.46 0.71 | Suitability 1.05 0.30
3.50 0.77 | Overall Quality -2.26 0.02
2.49 0.96 | Negative Evaluation 15.13 0.00
Suitability 3.42 0.48 | Overall Quality -1.94 0.05
Negative Evaluation 18.65 0.00
Overall Quality Negative Evaluation 15.21 0.00

5.3. RQ3: Factors Explaining Women'’s Reduced-Price Food Shopping Habits

While it is useful to understand how women view food that is reduced in price, better
understanding their reduced-price shopping habits also provides insight into the squ-
ander cycle. Overall, the data suggest that both socioeconomic factors and values signi-
ficantly influence how women define their approach to reduced-price food shopping.
Strategic reduced-price shopper: The strategic reduced-price shopper (see Table 2) hunts
for good bargains, often going to multiple grocery stores. Six variables were significantly
correlated with the strategic reduced-price shopper: age (r=-0.16, p<0.01), number of
people living in the household (r=0.21, p<0.01), value of social responsibility (r=-0.12,
p<0.05), positive affect for environmentally friendly shopping (r=.14, p<.01), value of
domination (r=0.23, p<0.01), as well as anti-environmental attitudes (r=0.35, p<0.01).
The data suggest (see Table 9) that household demographics and values influence whet-
her women are likely to identify with being a strategic reduced-price shopper. Women
who live in larger households are more likely to be strategic reduced-price shoppers.
Though age and social responsibility were significantly correlated with this shopper
profile, they were not significant predictors in the regression model. Interestingly, both
women who value environmentalism and identify as being anti-environmental, equally
identify with being strategic reduced-price shoppers. Likewise, those women who value
domination are also more likely to identify with this shopping strategy. Women’s values
are the most important predictors of identification with this shopping strategy. Overall,
these factors account for an important 19 percent of the variance.

Table 9. Regression model for food shopper type: strategic reduced-price shopper

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Regressor Beta SE t Beta SE t Beta SE t
Intercept 0.18 18.92 0.25 11.58 0.47 1.71
Age -0.16| 0.05 |-3.28***|-0.11| 0.05 -2.09* |-0.06| 0.04 -1.31
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Eﬁ;’gﬁgﬁiﬂ 0.17| 0.04 |3.32*|0.11| 0.04 | 2.27*
Social

Responsibility -0.06| 0.08 -1.14
Pos. Affect

Env. Friendly 0.23| 0.07 |[4.70%*
Shopping

Domination 0.11 0.07 2.18*
Anti- -
Environmental 0.31) 0.06 5.64

F 10.77*** 11.05%** 16.76***

AF 10.77** 11.05 18.64***

R? 0.03 0.05 0.20

R, 0.02 0.05 0.19

R? change 0.03 0.03 0.15

df 1; 400 25399 6; 395

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

Value shopper: The value shopper (see Table 2) is focused on reducing food waste within their
household, relies on frozen versus fresh food, and looks for the best value for money spent. Eight
variables were significantly correlated with the value shopper: age (r=-0.22, p<0.01), number
of people living in the household (r=0.21, p<0.01), education (r=0.11, p<0.05), employment
(r=0.11, p<0.05), value of social responsibility (r=0.10, p<0.05), positive affect for environmen-
tally friendly shopping (r=0.16, p<0.01), value of domination (r=0.20, p<0.01), as well as anti-
environmental atticudes (r=0.23, p<0.01). The data found (see Table 10) personal demograph-
ics, household demographics, and values all significantly predicted women’s identification with
being “value shoppers”. Women who are younger and live in larger households are more likely
to identify with this kind of shopper profile. As with the strategic reduced-price shopper profile,
women with both pro- and anti-environmental attitudes identify with being a value shopper as
do women who value social responsibility.

Table 10. Regression model for food shopper type: value shopper

Model 1 Model Model 3

Regressor Beta SE t Beta 2 SE t Beta SE t
Intercept 0.17 | 21.45 0.20 | 15.99 0.33 4.44
Age -0.21| 0.03 |-4.16**|-0.16| 0.03 |-3.00**|-0.13| 0.03 |-2.55**
Education 0.08 | 0.03 1.51 0.08 | 0.03 1.64 | 0.09 | 0.03 1.89
Employment 0.04 | 0.02 0.83 | 0.05| 0.02 091 |0.02| 0.02 0.47
N Living in o .
Household 0.16 | 0.03 | 3.06 0.11 0.03 2.29
Social -
Responsibility 0.17 | 0.05 3.16
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Pos. Affect Env.

Friendly 0.16 0.05 3.18**
Shopping

Domination 0.07 | 0.04 1.33
Anti- 027 | 0.04 [4.90%
Environmental

F 8.31*** 8.70*** 10.80***

AF 8.31*** 9.35%* 11.95%**

R? 0.06 0.08 0.18

R, 0.05 0.07 0.16

R? change 0.06 0.02 0.10

df 3; 398 4; 397 8; 393

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Minimising food waste shopper: The shopper who prioritises minimising food waste (see Table
2) is often a shopping browser who focuses their food consumption priorities on using short-
dated food to avoid spoilage. Four variables were significantly correlated with the shopper who
minimises food waste: monthly grocery spend (r=0.12, p<0.05), value of social responsibility
(r=0.38, p<0.01), value of environmentally friendly buying (r=0.34, p<0.01), and anti-environ-
mental atticudes (r=-0.14, p<0.01). The data (see Table 11) suggest that the more that women
spend on food each month, the more likely they were to adopt a shopping strategy to minimise
food waste. Likewise, women with values of social responsibility and environmentally friendly
shopping were also more likely to identify with this shopping strategy. Though anti-environmen-
tal attitudes were correlated, they did not predict the strategy in the regression model. Overall,
the data account for 19 percent of the variance.

Table 11. Regression model for food shopper type: minimising food waste

Model 1 Model 2
Regressor Beta SE t Beta SE t

Intercept 0.06 | 63.16 0.26 7.10
Monthly Spend on Food Shopping | 0.12 | 0.00 | 2.33* | 0.11 0.00 2.32%
Social Responsibility 0.30 0.05 5.7 1%
Po.smve Affect l?nwronmentally 0.24 0.04 4,98
Friendly Shopping
Anti-Environmental 0.04 0.04 0.70
F 5.44* 24.63***
AF 5.44* 30.62***
R? 0.01 0.20
R, 0.01 0.19
R? change 0.01 0.19
df 1; 395 4; 392

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001
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Yellow-sticker target shopper: The yellow-sticker target shopper’s strategy with food shop-
ping focuses on the best locations to buy price-reduced food (see Table 2). Five variables were
significantly correlated with yellow-sticker target shoppers: age (r=-0.15, p<0.01), number of
people in the household (r=0.18, p<0.01), positive affect for environmentally-friendly shop-
ping (r=0.23, p<0.01), value of domination (r=0.20, p<0.01), and anti-environmental attitudes
(r=0.21, p<0.01). The data suggest (see Table 12) that household demographics and values in-
fluence women’s identification with yellow-sticker target shopping. While age was significantly
correlated, it was not a significant predictor in the regression model. However, the larger their
household, the more likely women were to identify with being a yellow-sticker target shopper.
The data indicate that women who are both pro- and anti-environmentally focused are likely
to identify with being yellow-sticker target shoppers, but also those who value domination. To-
gether, these results account for approximately 15 percent of the variance in identification with
this food shopping strategy.

Table 12. Regression model for food shopper type: yellow-sticker target shopper

Regressor Beta Moscizel 1 t Beta Mos(i;l 2 t Beta Mosc;el 3 t
Intercept 0.18 20.11 0.25 12.72 0.40 2.11
Age -0.15| 0.05 |[-3.12**(-0.11| 0.05 |-2.07*|-0.08 0.05 -1.61
1:1013:;}?511; 0.15| 0.04 [2.87**0.10| 0.04 | 2.04*
Pos. Affect Env.

Friendly 0.27 0.07 5.73%**
Shopping

Domination 0.11 0.07 2.21*
gﬁ:imnmem i 020 | 006 |3.98+
F 9.72** 9.06*** 14.64***

AF 9.72** 8.22% 17.60***

R? 0.02 0.04 0.16

R, 0.02 0.04 0.15

R? change 0.02 0.02 0.11

df 1; 400 2; 399 5; 396

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

Impulse sale shopper: The impulse sale shopper is likely to buy food items they would not ordi-
narily buy because they are price-reduced, typically browsing for sales, or what they perceive as
good deals. Four variables were significantly correlated with impulse sale shoppers: age (r=-0.20,
p<0.01), number of people in the household (r=0.13, p<0.05), value of domination (r=0.21,
p<0.01), and anti-environmental attitudes (r=0.23, p<0.01). The data suggest (see Table 13) that
both individual factors and values predict whether women will identify with being impulse sale
shoppers. Women who are younger, seek control and are anti-environmental are more likely to
be impulse sale shoppers. This accounts for nine percent of the variance in impulse sale shopping.
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Table 13. Regression model for food shopper type: impulse sale shopper

Regressor Beta MOS(EI 1 t Beta l\;losd];l t Beta MOSC}SI 3 t
Intercept 0.15 25.32 0.21 17.36 0.28 9.94
Age 0.20] 0.04 |-4107*[-0.18] 0.04 |-3.43°*-0.14] 0.04 |-2.67**
EOLH‘;’;E%“ 0.08| 003 | 1.45 |0.04| 0.03 | 0.84
Domination 0.12| 0.06 2.39*
S 0.16| 0.05 |3.15"
F 16.80*** 9.47*** 10.41***

AF 16.80*** 2.10 10.88***
R? 0.04 0.05 0.10
R, 0.04 0.04 0.09
R? change 0.04 0.01 0.05
df 1; 400 25399 4; 397

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

Differences in women’s overall identification with food shopping profiles: Overall, the data
suggest that women identify most with food shopping strategies that minimise food waste and
least with the strategic reduced price shopping strategy. More importantly, the data also confirm
that women value food economy overall (see Table 14).

Table 14. Paired t-test results shopper profile differences

Variable 1 Mean | SD Variable 2 tvalue | pvalue
Strategic Reduced-Price | ) o311 01 | Valye Shopper 9.13 | 0.00
Shopper

3.86 | 0.67 Minimising Food Waste 18.42 0.00
Shopper
3.09 | 1.02 | Yellow-Sticker Shopper -7.61 0.00
3.28 | 0.88 | Impulse Sale Shopper -9.22 0.00
Value Shopper 329 | 0.66 | Minimising Food Waste | a5 |09
Shopper
Yellow-Sticker Shopper 4.02 0.00
Impulse Sale Shopper -0.25 0.80
Minimising Food Waste Yellow-Sticker Shopper 15.01 0.00
Shopper
Impulse Sale Shopper 13.25 0.00
Yellow-Ticket Shopper Impulse Sale Shopper -4.46 0.00
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5.4. RQ4: Factors Influencing Women'’s Perceptions of Food Waste

As we layer the complexity of women’s approaches to the squander cycle, the final ele-
ment in understanding this initial exploration of the cycle is to look closer at those
factors influencing women’s perceptions of food waste. The data demonstrate that so-
cioeconomics and values both influence perceptions of food waste.

Opverall propensity for food waste: Initially, we asked British women about the likeli-
hood of wasting food in their household (see Table 2). Seven variables were significantly
correlated with women’s perception of food waste in their households: age (r=-0.34,
p<0.01), income (r=0.14, p<0.01), number of people in the household (r=0.32, p<0.01),
employment (r=0.19, p<0.01), value of social responsibility (r=-0.25, p<0.01), value of
domination (r=0.29, p<0.01), and anti-environmental attitudes (r=0.57, p<0.01). The
data suggest (see Table 15) that individual demographics, household demographics, and
values all influence women’s perception of their household’s propensity to waste food
each month accounting for a meaningful 41 percent of the total variance. Specifically,
younger women, with more stable employment, living in larger households, believe
their household is significantly more likely to waste food. Moreover, women who value
domination and anti-environmentalism are also more likely to believe their household
wastes food.

Table 15. Regression model for overall perception of propensity for food waste

Model 1 Model Model 3
Regressor Beta SE t Beta 2 SE t Beta SE t

Intercept 0.19 18.24 0.23 11.81 0.34 4.63
Age -0.31| 0.04 -6.54*** |-0.23| 0.04 |-4.74***|-0.17 0.03 |-3.99**
Employment |0.13| 0.03 2.68** |0.13| 0.03 | 2.59** | 0.09 0.02 2.24*
Houschold 0.03| 0.02 | 051 |0.03]| 002 | 0.1
Income
N Living in 0.24| 0.03 | 5.00%* | 0.17 | 0.03 | 4.13**
Household ) ) ) ’ ) ’
Social
Responsibility -0.04)0.05 -0.82
Domination 0.08 0.05 2.01*
And- 046 | 0.04 |9.79%*
Environmental
F 29.49*** 22.41%%* 41.38***
AF 29.49*** 13.48*** 54.57***
R? 0.13 0.18 0.42
R, 0.12 0.18 0.41
R? change 0.13 0.06 0.24
df 25399 4; 397 75 394

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001
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Desire to avoid food waste: Women were also asked about the value they placed on avoid-
ing food waste (see Table 2). Three variables were significantly correlated with the value that
they placed on avoiding food waste: age (r=0.13, p<0.05), value of social responsibility (r=0.14,
p<0.01), and positive affect of being an environmentally friendly shopper (r=0.31, p<0.01). The
data suggest (see Table 16) that older women who value being environmentally friendly food
shoppers are more likely to believe it is important to avoid food waste. Though social responsi-
bility was significantly correlated with avoiding food waste, it was not a significant predictor in
the regression equation. These two predictive variables account for 10 percent of the variance.

Table 16. Regression model for value on avoiding food waste

Regressor Beta |Model 1 SE t Beta |Model 2 SE t
Intercept 0.16 19.52 0.29 5.94
Age 0.13 0.04 2.59** 0.11 0.04 2.40*
Social Responsibility 0.02 0.06 0.32
Value on Being an
Environmentally 0.30 0.06 5.93%*
Friendly Shopper
F 6.69** 16.36***

AF 6.69** 20.86***
R? 0.02 0.11
R, 0.01 0.10
R? change 0.02 0.09
df 1; 400 3; 398

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Guilt over food waste: Another way to explore food waste is to identify the factors that affect
guilt over food waste (see Table 2). Five variables were significantly correlated with food waste
guilt: age (r=-0.25, p<0.01), number of people in the household (r=0.16, p<0.01), positive af-
fect towards being an environmentally friendly shopper (r=0.33, p<0.01), value of domination
(r=0.26, p<0.01), and anti-environmental attitudes (r=0.22, p<0.01). The data find (see Table
17) that age and values significantly predict the likelihood of feeling guilt at their own food
waste habits. Though the number of people living in the household was significantly correlated,
it was not a significant predictor for guilt over food waste in the regression model. However,
domination, as well as pro- and anti-environmental values, were also significant, accounting for
20 percent of the variance on their own.

Table 17. Regression model for guilt over food waste

Model 1 Model 2 Model
Regressor Beta SE t Beta SE t Beta 3 SE t
Intercept 0.17 | 23.36 0.23 15.76 0.35 2.11
Age -0.25| 0.04 |-5.05***%|-0.22| 0.04 |-4.24**%|-0.19| 0.04 | -4.02***
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EOL:;’;E%“ 0.09| 004 | 175 [0.03| 0.03 | 0.68
Value Env. .
Friendly Shop 0.38 | 0.06 | 8.61
Domination 0.16| 0.06 | 3.39***
Anti- KoKk
Environmental 0.221 0.05 | 4.64

F 25.52%** 14.36*** 28.46***
AF 25.52%** 3.06 35.38***
R? 0.06 0.07 0.26
R, 0.06 0.06 0.26
R? change 0.06 0.01 0.20
df 1; 400 2; 399 5; 396

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

Food wasted in women’s households: Finally, because previous behaviours tend to influence
future behaviours, we asked women to identify the percentage of food wasted in their household,
and to identify if there were factors influencing this as a way to better answer RQ4. Six variables
were significantly correlated to estimated percentages of food wasted in women’s households: age
(r=-0.26, p<0.01), number of people in the household (r=0.18, p<0.01), employment (r=0.10,
p<0.05), value of social responsibility (r=-0.30, p<0.01), value of domination (r=0.26, p<0.01),
and anti-environmental atticudes (r=0.49, p<0.01). The data suggest (see Table 18) that indi-
vidual demographics and values significantly predict women’s estimated amount of food that is
wasted in their households each month. While employment and the number of people living in
the household were significantly correlated, they were not significant predictors in this regression
model. However, younger women were significantly more likely to waste more food. Likewise,
women who have social responsibility, domination, and anti-environmental values also report
wasting more food each month.

Table 18. Regression model for estimated % of food wasted in household

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Regressor Beta SE t Beta SE t Beta SE t
Intercept 491 7.32 6.12 4.50 9.35 1.51
Age -0.25| 0.96 |-4.99***[-0.21 1.00 [-4.03***[-0.15| 0.89 [-3.23***
Employment 0.05| 0.68 1.06 | 0.06 0.68 1.15 0.02 0.60 0.54
N Living in "
Household 0.12 0.84 2.28 0.05 0.75 1.13
Social -
Responsibility -0.14 1.46 -2.87
Domination 0.11 1.34 2.42*
Anti- 036| 120 |6.96%
Environmental

244




Soc. ekol. Zagreb, Vol. 30 (2021.), No. 2
Martina Topic et al.: Women and the Squander Cycle in Food Waste (UK): An Ecofeminist and Economics Analysis

F 14.61** 11.57*** 27 .57
AF 14.61*** 5.18* 10.15%**
R? 0.07 0.08 0.30
R, 0.06 0.07 0.28
R? change 0.07 0.01 0.22
df 2; 399 3; 398 6; 395

Notes: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

There are two narratives emerging from these findings. The first is that values are stron-
gly connected to the evaluation of yellow-sticker shopping, price-reduced shopping ha-
bits, and perceptions of food waste. In most cases, these findings suggest that the more
that women are interested in being socially responsible and environmentally conscious,
the more likely they are to construct price-reduced shopping within the perception of
themselves as socially responsible agents. This social responsibility narrative is supported
when we consider the findings that those women who strongly associate with values of
social responsibility and environmentalism also report more concern for food waste and
across all measures of behavioural intention regarding food waste by demonstrating a
significantly lower propensity for waste than women who adhere to anti-environmental
values.

The challenge with this narrative that women are sustainability-minded in their rou-
tine life decisions is that, in the exploration of price-reduced shopping habits, women
who described themselves as pro-environmental and anti-environmental in their value
systems were equally likely to report the same price-reduced shopping habits. On the
surface, this creates a problem in the assumption that pro-social values are driving wo-
men’s decision-making with regard to sustainability in everyday decisions. In fact, it
seems to suggest that instead of environmental and social concerns driving behavioural
intention, it may be a way that women rationalise their routine choices after the fact.
In essence, women may use socially responsible and sustainable explanations for choices
that are more pragmatically driven to make themselves feel better about their behavio-
urs. In short, women may rationalise their shopping habits as being sustainable as a way
to demonstrate a socially desirable identity.

The second clear narrative that emerges from the data is that British women who come
from a lower socioeconomic status (SES) have a significantly more negative view of
yellow-sticker shopping, reduced-price shopping habits, and ironically report being
more likely to waste food despite being less able to afford to be wasteful. This does
not mean that they were less likely to buy price-reduced food or adopt price-reduced
shopping strategies; rather that their emotional affect towards the behaviours was nega-
tive. Whereas women from higher SES backgrounds tend to rationalise their decisions
about food economy in the context of choice and agency to be socially responsible and
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environmentally friendly, women from lower SES backgrounds view price-reduced food
shopping as compulsory and express frustration or negative affect because of the lack of
agency to make different choices or even rationalise their choices differently.

The duality of women’s economics in food shopping seems to suggest that whether
women feel connected to issues of sustainability and environmentalism has more to
do with their perception of control and agency in making routine decisions than the
actual decisions that they are likely to make — at least early in the squander sequence at
the preacquisition and acquisition stages. From a strategic perspective then, one of the
ways to engage women from lower SES backgrounds is to help them develop a narra-
tive of control over their own decision-making. Instead of emphasizing mental scripts
that reinforce the economic deprivation they are experiencing, connecting them with
choices they can make to support their families and improve the environment may be
able to improve their perceived control and empower them within their communities
for action. Given the differences between women’s and men’s perspectives on price-re-
duced shopping, this notion of agency may more uniquely benefit women from lower
SES positions to make better decisions at the consumption and disposition stages of the
squander sequence (see Figure 1).

The data suggest that while women from different SES backgrounds may have different
attitudes at the preacquisition and acquisition stages, women’s shopping behaviours
and even their shopping profiles are not significantly different. Women may be better
engaged as sustainable actors if their perceptions of their own agency in decision-ma-
king are improved in these first two stages. Aside from using routine activities such as
food shopping as a vehicle for women’s empowerment, which is a valuable end in itself,
the data also suggest that improving perceptions of women’s agency at these first two
stages could have a meaningful impact on improving food security within the UK and
potentially globally as well.

RQ4 explored a number of perceptions of food waste finding that women who were yo-
unger, from a lower SES, and who held anti-environmental views consistently reported
being more likely to waste food in their households. The irony is that these women are
most vulnerable to food insecurity in the UK. Since the data also found that perceived
control over what people can and want to eat in their own households drives the repor-
ted propensity to waste food, targeting women’s agency to improve their own lives and
their families lives through price-reduced and yellow-sticker shopping might help redu-
ce the squander sequence within the UK, and improve the likelihood that women from
all backgrounds would more strongly identify with the importance of sustainability and
environmental protection.

This study’s central aim was to better understand the ways in which women recognise
and implement sustainable actions. What we found instead was that in their everyday
lives most women are making similar consumer-based choices regarding sustainability
in their food choices. However, the way they understand or rationalise their choices is
significantly different and their own agency or perceived control is what seems to be
driving women’s attitudes towards sustainability and environmentalism. From both an
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ecofeminist and feminist economics perspective, if women are able to perceive themse-
Ives as agents in their own lives they may be more willing to view themselves as agents
of sustainability and environmental protection, despite their relative levels of economic
deprivation. This is also likely to have onward effects in terms of the larger squander
sequence with regard to food waste.

Yet these findings also demonstrate that environmental and sustainability movements
are also likely to be less credible with women in lower SES categories because they do
not believe they have the same food purchasing options as women in higher SES cate-
gories. Women from lower SES backgrounds are seemingly less likely to identify with
sustainability and environmental values — even to the point of being hostile towards
them — because they believe that they have no ability to influence sustainability. More
than that, they seem to resent the choices they feel they must make (e.g. price-reduced
shopping) because they do not have economic agency. As the risks of food insecurity
grows with changes to the climate, regional and global economic changes, and growing
rich-poor gaps within countries, the negative association between causes seemingly
championed by the privileged may make it more difhicult to not only engage women
from less privileged backgrounds but these negative attitudes may represent a barrier to
their own empowerment.

This study represents an important step in developing verifiable data to investigate social
critique. Though these findings present additional problems that need to be investigated
with regard to the duality of privilege, women’s experiences, attitudes towards sustaina-
bility, and the squander sequence, they also provide a theoretically and research-driven
path forward in exploring how the squander sequence can be affected at the preacqui-
sition and acquisition stages that will also improve women’s agency and empowerment
overall.
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7ENE I RASIPANJE HRANE U UJEDINJENOM KRALJEVSTVU:
EKOFEMINISTICKA I FEMINISTICKA EKNOMSKA ANALIZA

Martina Topi¢, Audra Diers Lawson i Sarah Kelsey

Sazetak

Ovaj rad analizira medupovezanost roda, klase, sigurnosti opskrbe hranom, odrZivog odnosa prema otpadu
od hrane i vrijednosti. Pri tome povezujemo feministitku ekonomiju s ekofeminizmom kako bismo kon-
tekstualizirali kupnju namirnica u Ujedinjenom Kraljevstvu. Hrana kao otpad ekolosko je i ekonomsko
pitanje, te danas predstavija globalnu prijetnju, pri éemu razvijene drZave najsnacanije doprinose svakoj
Jazi rasipanja hrane” (engl. ,squander cycle*) kao resursa. Ovakva nam analiza istodobno omogucuje pro-
pitivanje feministicke ekonomije, kao i bolje razumijevanje procesa donosenja odluka o kupnji, smjestajuci
ih u Siri kontekst sustava vrijednosti, koji povezujemo i s raspravama o odrZivom razvoju i zastiti okolisa.
U prikuplienju podataka koristena je metoda online ankete u trajanju od 20-ak minuta, provedena na ku-
plienom uzorku populacije Ujedinjenog Kraljevstva putem sustava ,,Smart Survey . Analizirano je N=792
potpuno ispunjenih anketa. Rezultati istraZivanja ukazuju na postojanje dvojnog narativa o kupnji
namirnica. Zene kupnju namirnica na snitenju ocjenjuju kao drustveno odgovorno i okolisno orijenti-
rano ponasanje. Medutim, Zene iz nigih socioekonomskih slojeva iskazuju zadrku i negativno ocjenjuju
namirnice po snigenoj cijeni. Shodno tome, zakljucujemo da ove razlike u stavovima reflektiraju razlike u
relativnoj percepciji individualnog djelovanja i kontrole, za koje podaci pokazuju da su povezani s vecom
sklonosti prema stvaranju otpada od hrane i njezinog rasipanja.

Klju¢ne rijei: Zene, ekofeminizam, feministicka ekonomija, kupovina na snifenju, rasipanje hrane,
Ujedinjeno Kraljevstvo

FRAUEN UND VERSCHWENDUNG VON LEBENSMITTELN IM

VEREINIGTEN KONIGSREICH VON GRORBRITANNIEN UND

NORDIRLAND: OKOFEMINISTISCHE UND FEMINISTISCHE
WIRTSCHAFTSANALYSE

Martina Topi¢, Audra Diers Lawson und Sarah Kelsey

Zusammenfassung

Diese Arbeit anﬂlyyz’ert die gegenseitigen Verbz’ndungen unter Geschlecht, Klasse, Sicherbeit der Nabmngs—
mittelversorgung, nachhaltigem Essen und Werten. Dabei bringen wir feministische Wirtschaft mit dem
Okofeminismus in Verbindung, um den Einkauf von Lebensmitteln im VK zu kontextualisieren. Die
Lebensmittelverschwendung iste eine sowohl dkologische als auch dkonomische Frage und sie stellt heute
eine g[a/m/e Dro/mng dar, wobei entwickelte Staaten am erbeblichsten in jeder Phase der Versc/awmdung
von Lebensmitteln als Ressourcen (engl. ,,squander sequence®) beitragen. Eine solche Analyse ermaglicht uns
glez'c/ﬂzez'tzg eine [nﬁageytel[ung der ﬁministischen Okonomie, sowie ein besseres Verstindnis des Prozesses
der Entscheidungsfindung beim Einkaufen, indem sie im Kontext des Wertesystems in Verbindung mir Dis-
kussionen iiber die nachhaltige Entwicklung und den Umweltschutz betrachtet werden. Bei der Sammlung
von Daten wurde die Methode der Onlineumfrage von ca. 20 Minuten angewandt, am gekauften Muster
der Population von VK mit Hilfe des Systems ,Smart Survey*. Es wurden N=792 villig ausgefiillte Umfra-
gebogen analysiert. Die Forschungsergebnisse weisen auf zweierlei Schilderungen des Lebensmitteleinkaufs
hin. Frauen bewerten den Kauf von Lebensmitteln zum reduzierten Preis als sozialverantwortliches und
umweltfreundliches Benehmen. Die Frauen aus neidrigeren sozialokonomischen Schichten jedoch zeigen
sich reserviert und bewerten die reduzierten Lebensmittel negativ. Dementsprec/ﬂmd sclﬂlieﬁen wir, dass die-
se Unterschiede in Stellungnahmen die Unterschiede reflektieren in der verhiltnismdifSigen Wahrnehmung
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des individuellen Handelns und der Kontrolle, wofiir die Daten zeigen,dass sie eher zur Lebensmittelver-
schwendung und zum Wegwerfen von Nahrungsmitteln geneigt sind.

Schliisselworter: Frauen, O/eofeminismu:, [feministische Wirtschaft, Einkéufe zum reduzierten Preis, Le-
bensmittelverschwendung, Vereinigtes Konigsreich von GrofSbritannien und Nordirland
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