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Abstract

The purpose of the thesis is to investigate inbentio buy organic food. The aim is to
examine which determinants influence the intentebuy organic food among consumers in
the Czech Republic. Moreover, the study focuseBntb out which determinant influences
consumers’ intention the most. Based on the Thexrylanned Behaviour (TPB) and
literature review a conceptual model was propo3dwe model investigates the effect of
several independent variables on the intentionuy: lattitudes toward buying, subjective
norms, perceived price, perceived availability, duct knowledge, and demographic

characteristics.

A survey of 263 consumers was carried out. Seveciniques were used to analyse the
model, such as descriptive statistics, independetaist, one-way ANOVA, Pearson
correlation, multiple regression analysis, and dngrical multiple regression analysis. The
results show that the proposed model explains %.8f variance of the intention to buy
organic food. Furthermore, the findings indicatattlonly attitudes toward buying and
subjective norms are significant predictors ofititention to buy organic food. The variables
perceived availability, perceived price, and prdadckimowledge, appeared to be insignificant
factors in predicting the dependent variable. Amdagographic characteristics only gender

was found to affect the intention to buy organiocdo

Key words: Consumer behaviour, green marketing, organic fobdeory of Planned

Behaviour, survey, Czech Republic.



Content

N 111 £ To 1§ [ 1o o [ PP PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPRPR 1
1.1, Structure Of the StUAY.........uiii s 1
1.2.  Background of the StUdY...........coo i e 2
1.3, Problem DefinitioN.........ooooi i 3
1.4, Research QUESLIONS ..........iiiiiiiiet o e e e e e et e e e e e et e e e e e e e st e e e e e e eesaan s 4
1.5,  PUrpose Of the STUAY .......cooiiiiiii e e e e e e eeeeeeees 5
1.6.  Definition of the Key CONCEPLS..........cummmmereiiiiieeeeeeeeieeeieeeiiiiine s seeeeesen e es 6

P (=1 = 1= To I e 1=To ] £ PR UUPPPUUUPPPRRTRR 8
P20 S Y/ (=3 1 o USRS 9
2.2, CONSUMET BENAVIOUN .......cciiiiiiiiiiitmmmmmmm e e e e ettt a e e e e e e e e e e aaaeaaeaaeeeaes 12

2.2.1. Consumer DecCiSioN MakKing.............coommmmreeeeeerrnnnnnnnnnneeeeeeeesseesseeseeennn 12
2.2.2. EXternal INflUENCES........ooo i 18
2.2.3. INternal INfIUBNCES.......uuiiiiiiii e 19

2.3.  The Attitude toward Behaviour Model ..o, 24
2.4. The Theory of Planned Behaviour ... e 28
2.5. Environmental Marketing ...........cooevimmmmmeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiiiiiiiianas e e e e e e e e aeeeeeeaeeeees 30
2.5.1. OrganiC FOOA MaArKet ...........uuuuiiiceeeeeiiiiee e 32
2.5.2. OrganiC FOOA CONSUMET ......uuuiiiiiieeeeeaeis et 34
2.5.3. ECO-Labelling .....ccooiieeeeeee e e 35

3. Literature Review of Related Empirical Studies..............ooovriiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 37

3.1. Consumer Attitudes towards OrganiC FOOQummm..uvrrrrrrrriiiiiiiiiieeeeeeennieinnnnnn 38

3.2.  Intention to Buy OrganiC FOO...........ccoreeiiiiiiiiiiiiieii e 40
3.3. Influence of Eco-labels on Consumer Behaviour...........ccccccevvvvveeinnennnnn 44,
4. The Conceptual FrameWOrK ............uuuutieeaaeeeiiiiiiiiiiaaae e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeieeenaeeeeeeeennnns 47
4.1.  Attitudes towards Buying OrganiC FOOU...cccccivvvvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiee e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 49
4.2, SUDJECHVE NOIMS ...ttt e e e e aa e e e e e e e e e e aaeeeees 49
4.3.  Perceived Availability .............euiiieieeeiiiiie e 49
A4, PeICEIVEA PrICE ...uuuuiiiiiii e ettt ettt e e e eeee e e e s e e e e e e e e aaeeees 50
4.5, Product KNOWIEAQE .......ccooiiiieeieeeteeeeeee s e s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nnnneeenesnnnnnns 51
4.6. Consumers’ Demographic CharacteriStiCS ccceeeevvvrrrniiiiiieieeeeeiieeeeeeeeiiiiiiiiees 51
5. Research MethodolOgy ........ccooiiiiiii i e e e e e eeeeeee e e e e e eeeaaanaee 53
5.1, RESEAICN DBSIGN ..uttitiiiieii ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeaaree 54

S - V0 1] ] 11 o PSS 54



5.3. Data ColleCtion MEtNOM ..........veeee e e 56

5.4, QUESHIONNAIIE ..oovvuiiiiiiiiiii e eemmmce s e ettt e e e e et e e e e e et b e e e e e e e eaaaa e eees 56
0.5, MEASUIEIMENT .....oeiiiiiieiiieie e et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e mmmnn e e e e e e nnnnnes 57
5.5.1. Attitudes toWwards BUYING .......ccouuurcammmmieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiiinnnn e eeeneaeee s 57
5.5.2. SUDJECHIVE NOIMIS ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeesesrnnnnneesennnes 59
5.5.3. Perceived Availability ...........oooo i 61
5.5.4. PErCEIVEA PriCE.....oiiiiiiiiiiii e ettt 62
5.5.5. Consumer Demographics CharacteriStiCS cooo..cooovvieiiiiiiiiicieie e 63
5.5.6. INEENLION 1O BUY ...uiiii e e e e e e e 64
5.5.7. Product KNOWIEAQE .......uuuieiiiii e 65
5.5.8. ACHUAI PUICNASE......coiiiiiiiiieee e et 66
5.6. Assessing Reliability and Validity .............uuuuueiiiiiii i 67
ANAlysis and FINAINGS ......ccooviiiiiiiiiiceeee e e e e e e e e e e aaeeeaeeeeeeeeeeeennnnnes 69
6.1. Analysis of the Czech Organic FOOod Marketl............ccoovviiiiiiiiiiininieeeeeeeeeenn, 70
6.1.1. Information about the Czech RepubliC...ccceeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiis 70
6.1.2. The Czech Organic FOod Market........cccceeeiiiiiiiiiiiii s 71
6.1.3. Organic FOOd Failure ...........oooiiiieeeeeee e 73
6.2.  Analysis of the Conceptual FrameworkK ................ooooiiiiiiii e, 74
6.2.1. DESCHPIVE ANAIYSIS ...vveiiiiieee e s s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeae e s 75
6.2.2. Demographic Analysis of Respondents ...cccce.....coovvvviiviviciiiiineneeeee . 8.7
6.2.3. The Model ANAIYSIS .......cvvvviiiiiimmmmmn et e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeereeeees 79
6.2.4. Effect of Demographic CharacteriStiCS weeeeee. ooeeeeeeeeeiiiiiiieeiiiiiiiiiee 86
6.2.5. [ 1Y 010 1 To TS RS =] 11 o 91
6.2.6. Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Actualréhase .............cccoooevvvvvviiiiinnnnns 92
DiscusSioN and CONCIUSION ......cuiiiiiiis ettt 95
7.1.  Discussion Of FINAINGS .....ccoviiiiiiiiiieee e e e e e e 96
7.1.1. Intention to Buy Organic FOOU.........cccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiciicee e 96
7.1.2. Attitudes toWwards BUYING.......ccouuuwcammmmseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiiiias e eneaeee s 97
7.1.3. SUDJECHIVE NOIMIS ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeesesnnnnneesennees 97
7.1.4. Perceived Availability ...........oooeiiieiii 98
7.1.5. PerCEIVEA PriCE .. .uuiiiiiiiiiiiiii et ettt 98
7.1.6. Product KNOWIEAQGE ......oieii e 98
7.1.7.  ACHUAI PUICNASE......ccoiiiiiiii ettt 100
7.1.8. Primary vs. PasSIVe BUYET ..........uuieiiiiiiiieeeeeiiiiiiii e eeeeees 100

7.1.9. The Model SUMMAIY........ccooii oo eeeeeeer e e e e e 100



Y 00 ¢ (o1 [ 11 [0) o F- PR 101

7.2.1. FINAINGS CONCIUSIONS ...t 101

7.2.2. Limitations and Future RESEArCh......ccueeeeivvviiiiiiiiiieee, 102

7.2.3. Implication of the Study ...........o i eeeee s 103
ST (=T =] [T E ST PTOPPPPP 104
ApPeNdiX A: QUESTIONNAINE........iiiii it ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeetb b naaas e b e e e eeas 111
Appendix B1. Reliability ANAIYSIS.........cciiceeeeciie e 117
Appendix B2. Frequency Distribution of Demograp@itaracteristics ..............ccccvvvvvvvnnnnee 119
Appendix B3. Attitudes towards BUYING .......ccccceeeeeeeiiiieeiiiiiiiiiiiiisssee e e e e e e eaeeeeeeaaeeees 120
Appendix B4. SUDJECTIVE NOIMS.......cooiiiiiiceeee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 125
Appendix B5. Perceived Availability...........cooeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiees e eeeeeee e e e 130
Appendix B6. Perceived PIICE ........oouuuiiiieemcmmeee e 131
Appendix B7. Product KNOWIEAQE.........cooviiieeieeiiiii e e 134
Appendix B8. Actual PUICNASE ...........ooii e 137
Appendix B9. Who is Buyer of Organic FOO.....ccccciiiiiiieiiiiiiieeeeee e eeee e 139
Appendix B10. Multiple Regression Analysis: INt@MEL...............uuueiiiiiriineeeeeeiieeeeeieeees 145

Appendix B11. Hierarchical Multiple Regression aftdal Purchase..............ccccccceeeeeennnnn. 147



Figure 1:
Figure 2:
Figure 3:
Figure 4:
Figure 5:
Figure 6:
Figure 7:
Figure 8:
Figure 9:

Figure 10:
Figure 11:
Figure 12:
Figure 13:
Figure 14:
Figure 15:
Figure 16:
Figure 17:
Figure 18:
Figure 19:

List of Figures

The Structure of the StUAY ..o e 1
The Structure of the StUAY ... 8
Core Marketing CONCEPLS ...........commmmeeeeniiiiaae e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeaeeeaae e as 9
The four Ps of marketing MiX ... 11
Simple Model of Consumer Decision MakKing .........ccceeeeeeeeeeevveeeeviiniinaaes 13

Attitude Components and Manifestations...............eeviiiiiieiee e, 21

Tricomponent Attitude MOAE! ...... .o 23
The Theory of Reasoned ACHION ... 25

Model of Theory of Planned Behaviour...............ooovvviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 29
The Structure of the StUAY .......cooe e 37
The Structure of the StUAY .......cooeeeeeeeieeeeec e a7
The Conceptual FrameWOrK .........ccoooeeiiiiiieiiiieeieeii e 48
The Structure of the StUAY .......coeeeeeeeeieeeee e 53
The Structure of the StUAY ..o 69
The Czech Eco-label and EU ECO-label . ..uvveveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee, 72
The Model with Correlation CoeffiCientsS...........ccceeviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeieee 81
ClasSIfICAtION TIEE ....cceii it 89
The Modified Model for Actual Purchase.............ooooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee, 94
The Structure of the StUAY .......coeeeeeeeeeeeeeer e 95



Table 1: EMPIriCal STUAIES ......uuuueiiee s ceeeeecie e e e e e e e e e e e ae s 52
Table 2: Measurement of Attitudes towards BUYING..cc......coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 59
Table 3: Measurement of SUDJECtiVE NOIMS... i 60
Table 4: Measurement of Perceived Availability..............oooviiiiiiiiiiii e, 62
Table 5: Measurement of Perceived PriCe....coo e 63
Table 6: Measurement of INtENtION t0 BUY ....ucamammiiiiiiee e 65
Table 7: Measurement of Product KNOWIEAQE...ceemeemceieeeeeeeeeiiiieeeeeiic e 66
Table 8: Measurement of Actual PUIrChase ... 66
Table 9: Descriptive Statistics of Variables ...........ccccoovviiiiiiiiiiiii 76
Table 10: Descriptive Statistics of Gender, Statisl AQe .........ccceevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeees 77
Table 11: Descriptive Statistics of Education Level...............oovvviiiiiiiiiiecceeeeeee e, 77
Table 12: Descriptive Statistics of Family INCOME.............oooviiiiiiiiiii e, 78
Table 13: Descriptive Statistics of Workload, anghber of Children in a Household......... 78
Table 14: The Pearson COrrelatiONS ......... o« eeeeeeeeeeuruuummeaaeaaeeeeaaeeeereeeeeaaseeeeeeesnne 80
Table 15: The Model SUMMANY ...........ii e e e e e e ettt e e e e e neaeaeaeeeeaaaeeeens 82
Table 16: COETICIENTS .......uuiiiiiiii e st e e e e e e e eees 83
Table 17: The Model SUMMANY ..........uiii s e e e e ettt e e e e e enaaaeeeeeeeaaaeeeees 85
Table 18: COEMICIENTS .......uiiiiiiii et e e e e e e e eees 86
Table 19: INteNtioN t0 BUY .....ccoo i eeeee e e e e e e e e e e e 87
Table 20: ACtUAI PUICNASE. .........oiiiiiiitceeeeee e a e 87
Table 21: Frequency Distribution of Actual Purchase.............ccccceeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee, 88
Table 22: Variable ENEred ........ oo 92
Table 23: The Model SUMMANY ..........uii i st e e e e e eeeaaeaeeeeaaeeeeees 93

List of Tables



1. Introduction

The first chapter introduces the structure of thesis, background of the study, problem
definition, purpose of the study, and definitiorkey concepts of the conceptual framework.

1.1.  Structure of the Study

The thesis is divided into four sections. The smdirefer to various parts of the research,
such as the phenomenon, theories and empiricalestuthethods and reality, and finally

conclusion. The structure of the study is depidtethe Figure 1, where boxes represent the
thesis sections. As can be observed, various ssctoe covered in several chapters. The

following chapter focuses on the study phenomenon.

Phenomenon
(Chapter 1)

Intention to Buy Organic Food
among Czech Consumers

(Background, Problem definition,
Purpose of the study, Definition of thg
key concepts)

Theories/ Studies Methods and Reality
(Chapter 2, 3)
Theory: (Chapter 4, 5, 6)
1) Marketing 1) The Conceptual framework
2) Green Marketing
3) Consumer Behaviour 2) Methodology (quantitative research approagh,
4) TPB research method: self-completes survey, non-

(Variables: attitudes towards buying, subjectiv probability sampling method)

norms, intention to buy)

11

3) Analysis of the Czech organic market based
on secondary data

A
A 4

Empirical Studies:

1) Consumer attitudes towards organic food
2) Intention to buy organic food

3) Influence of eco-labels on consumer
behaviour

4) Analysis of the conceptual framework based
on primary data through a survey

(Variables: perceived availability, perceived
price, demographic factors, product

knowledge)
'\ | /

Discussion/ Conclusion
(Chapter 7)

Figure 1: The Structure of the Study



1.2. Background of the Study

In today’s era of growing globalism and industdation the world is facing increasing
environmental problems. In general, an increasedymtion and consumption causes serious
earth destruction in terms of air, land and watdlution, biodiversity, climate change, ozone
depletion, smog, etc. Moreover, the growing popoilaimposes problem of sustainability. In
the last decades, there has been seen a progregsea&se in environmental consciousness of
consumers, and the concern about the environmewadrfoom a fringe to a mainstream issue
(Kalafatis et al., 1999). With increasing conceabsut environmental issues consumers have
become more interested in their nutrition, healtid quality of food (Wier et al., 2002). They
have become dissatisfied with conventional prodantswith intensive agriculture (Gil et al.,
2000). Growing environmental awareness in comlbnatith concerns about safer food led
people to question modern agricultural practicdhsaguse of pesticides and various additives
(Chen, 2007). Marketers viewed this phenomenon féerireg business opportunities to
improve corporate reputation and to increase pr@falafatis et al.,, 1999). Some
organizations have begun to change their stratew) lzave started to respond to the
environmental pressures by developing green maugetctivities. There has been increased
production of organically grown food in the pastcaées (Gil et al., 2000; Lucas 2008).
However, there is a possibility that some compaogsgd take an advantage of this situation
to promote their products as eco-friendly by midieg and false advertisement. Therefore,
there have been introduced eco-labelling programimes/ercome information asymmetry
and decrease consumer uncertainty about the envaatal performance of products (Rex et
al., 2006). Within the last 30 years an increasingber of eco-labels have been developed
by governmental and non-governmental organizationprovide accurate information for

purchasing decision (Rex et al., 2006).

The organic food market has become the fastestiggoareas of the food market in Europe,
North America, Australia, and Japan (Makatouni, 200n 2009 the value of European
organic market was approximately € 16.2 billioni{®ssociation, 2009). The largest organic
markets in Europe according to their value in 20@fe in Germany, the UK, and France
(Soil Association, 2009). The highest market slzare the highest per capita spending are in
Denmark, Switzerland, and Austria. The largest migéood market within Eastern European
countries has the Czech Republic, with turnove€ @8 millions for 2008 (FFDI, 2010).
(FFDI, 2010). In the Czech Republic, the growtlhonganic food consumption was 70 % in
2007 (The LOHASIAN, 2010).



Green marketing is becoming one of key businessegjies of the future, since consumers are
concerned about their everyday habits and theiraghpn environment (Kalafatis, 1999;
McDaniel et al., 1993). In former research there haen found that consumers in general
have positive attitudes towards organic food (Magon et al., 2001). Although there is the
increased consumers’ concern about organic foods ihot translated into purchasing
behaviour (Bonini et al., 2008). This indicatestthaving positive attitudes towards organic
food does not necessarily lead towards actual pgecliTarkiainen et al., 2005). There exist
several issues which make purchasing decisioncdiffi It is important to address these
barriers and increase our understanding of consibeteaviour with respect to organic food.
Therefore, this thesis examines the determinanthefintention to buy organic food. The
thesis focuses on the market in the Czech Repuliie.Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB)

is applied in this study to provide a theoreticatkground and to interpret the results.

1.3. Problem Definition

The TPB provides a theoretical base for this stldye TPB is one of the most influential
theories for studying human action (Ajzen, 2002)eTcentral factor in this theory is an
intention to perform certain behaviour. The intentcan be used as a proximal measure of
behaviour since there is not a perfect relationdiepveen intention and actual behaviour
(Francis et al., 2004). There is a general rule s$ktronger the intention to engage in
behaviour, the more likely there will be its perfance (Ajzen, 1991). The TPB model is
designed to capture the individual’s attitudes t@lMaehaving or acting with respect to an
object (Schiffman et al., 2007). The reason fors thpproach is that trying to predict
behavioural intention from attitudes is much ea#ii@n trying to predict actual behaviour.
The prediction of actual behaviour is a compleXxtagce many situational factors could
cause a consumer not to engage in an intended ibehgtHoyer et al., 2007). The TPB
incorporates the principle of attitude specificifihis principle suggests that consumers’
attitudes toward buying a product predicts purchedeviour better than the attitudes toward
an object itself (Hoyer et al., 2007). Thus, todstwnly the attitudes toward object is not
sufficient. For instance, a consumer can possesisyymattitudes toward object but negative
attitudes to purchase this product. Therefore, isoofeattitudes toward behaviour correspond
more closely to actual behaviour than models ofatiitudes toward object (Schiffman et al.,
2007).



There is a number of studies examining the intentmbuy organic food applying the TPB
model (Chen, 2007; Lodorfos et al., 2008; Magnussbal., 2001; Robinson et al., 2002;
Tarkiainen et al., 2005; Vermeir et al., 2007). Hoer, within the European region most of
the studies have focused on markets of North (Msgmu et al., 2001; Tarkiainen et al.,
2005), Western (Kalafatis et al., 1999; Lodorfoslet 2008; Vermeir et al., 2007), or South
Europe (Gracia et al., 2007; Kalafatis et al., 999 the best knowledge of the researcher
and based on a literature review there have nat fmend any studies investigating markets
of Middle or Eastern Europe. Experts are predictrgight future for the organic industry in
some Eastern European countries (The LOHASIAN, 20T0e Czech Republic has the
largest organic food market within Eastern Europeanntries (FFDI, 2010). However,
despite the growth in consumer demands and saldgi€zech Republic, the organic food
market is still relatively small (Hughner et alQ®). Thus, exploring the intention to buy
organic food in the Czech organic market is valeabbntribution within the field of

consumer behaviour.

Former research within this topic has suggestetlittfe@intention to buy organic food vary
between consumers according to their demographacacteristics, such as age, gender,
income, marital status, educational level, etc.dgrfos et al., 2008; Magnusson et al., 2001;
O’Donovan et al., 2002; Robinson et al., 2002). réfwe, the target population of the
research are consumers buying food who differ mdge age, education level, family annual

net income, number of children, and matrital status.

1.4. Research Questions

The important part of research is to define a mesequestion. Defining a research question
enables a researcher to specify research objecliypsthesis to be tested, information needs,
and to determine the appropriate research desigir @4 al., 2008). This study attempts to

answer the followingesearch question

“Which determinants do influence the intention trylorganic food among Czech

consumers?”



The main research question is divided into sevéaresearch questions that correspond with

hypotheses investigated in this study:

1) “How do consumers’ attitudes toward buying orgafood influence their intention to

buy organic food of Czech consumers?”

2) “How do subjective norms of consumers influenceititention to buy organic food of

Czech consumers?”

3) “How does perceived price of organic food influetice intention to buy organic food

of Czech consumers?”

4) “How does perceived availability of organic foodflirence the intention to buy

organic food of Czech consumers?”

5) “How does consumers’ product knowledge influeneeititention to buy organic food

of Czech consumers?”

6) “How do consumer demographic characteristics infloe the intention to buy

organic food?”

7) “Which variable does influence the intention to lrganic food of Czech consumers

the most?”

1.5. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is to examine determintinasinfluence consumersitention to
buy organic food in the Czech Republic. Based on exditire review, there are proposed
factors influencing theintention to buyorganic food. The TPB provides a theoretical
background of this study. The TPB model is wideged to predict consumer behaviour
(Lodorfos et al., 2008). This study investigateastoners’attitudes towards buyingrganic
food and its effect on thtention to buy Furthermore, there is examined a relationship
betweensubjective norms&nd consumershtention to buy Existing research suggested that
perceived price perceived availability and product knowledgeare other important
determinants of consumelisitention to buy organifood (Lodorfos et al., 2008; Michaelidou
et al., 2000; Vermeir et al., 2007). Therefore, #fect of these variables is investigated
Finally, demographiccharacteristicsare investigated with relation to thetention to buy
organic food. The findings are expected to offeplamation of thantention to buyorganic



food in the Czech Republic. Moreover, the resultstte study are expected to offer

implications for green marketing activities.

1.6. Definition of the Key Concepts

This section presents definitions of the key coteeged in this study, such as organic food,
attitudes toward behaviour, subjective norms, peeceavailability, perceived price, product
knowledge, demographic characteristics, intentionbuy, and finally actual purchase

behaviour.

Organic Food

Organic food is defined a$dod that is produced according to certain criterMaterials and
methods that enhance the ecological balance ofrabgystem are used in the production.
Organic food is produced without pesticides, hedas, inorganic fertilisers, antibiotics and
growth hormones. Animal welfare is important anddnigineering and genetically modified
food is not accepted(Honkanen et al., 2006, p. 420).

Attitudes toward Behaviour

Attitudes toward behaviour are defined asérall evaluation of the behaviour. It is assumed
to have two components which work together: bebdisut consequences of the behaviour
(behavioural beliefs) and the corresponding positiv negative judgements about each these

features of the behaviou(Francis et al., 2004, p. 9).

Subjective Norms

Subjective norms refer tgpérson’s own estimate of the social pressure téoper or not to
perform the target behaviour. They are assumedawehwo components which work in
interaction: beliefs about how other people, whoyrha in some way important to the person,
would like them to behave (normative beliefs) dreddositive and negative judgements about
each beliefs(Francis et al., 2004, p. 9).

Perceived Availability

Perceived availability falls into perceived behawiaontrol of the concept of perceived
controllability (Tarkiainen et al., 2005). The pensed controllability refers tothe extent to

which performance is up to the actofTarkiainen et al., 2005, p. 810). The perceived



availability indicates if a consumer feels he/she can easily obtain orsgore a certain
product” (Vermeir et al., 2007, p. 544).

Perceived Price

Perceive price comes under the variable perceiet@d\our control within the concept of
perceived self-efficacy (Tarkiainen et al., 200Bgrceived self-efficacy refers t@dse or
difficulty of performing the behaviour(Tarkiainen et al., 2005, p. 810). Perceived poce
consumer’s perception of price (Jacoby et al., 195 defined asprice what is given up or
sacrificed to obtain a produt{Zeithaml, 1988, p. 10).

Product Knowledge

Product knowledge isah important factor because it represents the ongtrument that
consumers have to differentiate the attributesrgénic products from those of conventional
ones and to form positive attitudes and qualitycpptions toward these produt{&racia et
al., 2007, p. 442).

Demographic Characteristics

Demographic characteristics are defined@sgéctive characteristics of a population (such as
age, sex, marital status, income, occupation, aheation) which are often used as the basis

for segmenting marketg'Schiffman et al., 2007, Glossary G-4).

Intention to Buy

Intention to buy refers toa‘ plan to purchase a particular good or servicetle futuré

(Business Dictionary, 2011).

Actual Purchase Behaviour

Actual purchase behaviour or purchase behavioerseb ‘behaviour that involves two types
of purchases: trial purchases (the exploratory ghaswhich consumers evaluate a product
through direct use) and repeated purchases, whatlally signify that the product meets with
the consumer’s approval and that the consumer ikngito use it agaifh (Schiffman et al.,
2007, Glossary G-9).



2. Related Theories

The second chapter introduces relevant theorieshferpurpose of the study. First, marketing
theory is presented. Second, theory of green magkas introduced. Third, theory of

consumer behaviour is presented. Finally, the ThedPlanned Behaviour is explained.

Phenomenon
(Chapter 1)

Intention to Buy Organic Food
among Czech Consumers

(Background, Problem definition,
Purpose of the study, Definition of the

key concepts)
A \

Theories/ Studies Methods and Reality
Theory: (Chapter 2, 3) (Chapter 4, 5, 6)
1) Marketing 1) The Conceptual framework
2) Green Marketing
3) Consumer Behaviour 2) Methodology (quantitative research approach,
4) TPB research method: self-completes survey, non-|

(Variables: attitudes towards buying, Zpaleaipo e

SUlBEE0YE D, e 0 ELy) 3) Analysis of the Czech organic markebased

Empirical Studies: on secondary data

1) Consumer attitudes towards organic food
2) Intention to buy organic food 4) Analysis of the conceptual framework

3) Influence of eco-labels on consumer based on primary data through a survey
behaviour

A 4

(Variables: perceived availability, perceived
price, demographic factors, product
knowledge)

L

Discussion/Conclusion
(Chapter 7)
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2.1. Marketing

Marketing is ‘a social and managerial process whereby individwald groups obtain what
they need and want through creating and exchangingducts and value with othérs
(Kotler, 2004, p. 5).

The core marketing conceptsconsist of needs, wants, and demand, marketiregpfizalue
and satisfaction, exchange, transactions, andiage$dtips, and markets (Kotler, 2004). The

core marketing concepts are depicted in Figured3dascribed in the text below.

Needs, wants,
and demand

Core
Marketing
Concepts

(products, services,
and experiences)

Exchange,
transactions, and |« s\;?:fzciir;dn
relationship

Figure 3: Core Marketing Concepts (Source: Kotler,2004, p. 6)

The first concept of the core marketinghised, wants, and demandNeed refers tod state

of felt deprivatiofi (Kotler, 2004, p. 6). There are different leveifsneed such as physical
need (clothing, food, safety, warmth), social ngégor belonging and affection), and
individual needs for knowledge and self-expresglootler, 2004). Wants are defined dké
form taken by a human need as shaped by culturaératididual personality (Kotler, 2004,

p. 6). Wants are shaped by society and are dedanbterms of object that will satisfy needs.
Finally, demands are defined asufnan wants that are backed by buying péwKotler,
2004, p. 6). People by having wants and resoureesgdd products with benefits that add up

to the most value and satisfactions (Kotler, 2004).

The second concept marketing offers. Marketing offers refer tosome combination of
products, services, information, or experiencesreft to a market to satisfy a need or want



(Kotler, 2004, p. 6). It is important to understaticht product is only a tool to solve a

consumer problem. Some marketers pay too muchtiatteto the specific product and do not

highlight benefits and experiences produced byelpesducts (Kotler, 2004). This approach

is important for green products. Environmental cesgiveness and health benefits of products
should be emphasized to gain competitive advardage conventional products. Otherwise a
consumer may want the conventional product sinds less expensive and easier to find

(Kotler, 2004).

Third set of concepts Malue and satisfaction Customer value is defined ahé difference
between the values the consumer gains from owimlyusmg a product and the cost of
obtaining product (Kotler, 2004, p. 9). Consumer satisfaction isatal for future buying and
“depends on how well the product’s performance lwpsto the consumer’s expectation
(Kotler, 2004, p. 9). Consumers often face a varitypes of products and services that can
satisfy their needs. According to Kotler (2004) samers then make a choice based on their
perception of the value and satisfaction that wexiproducts and services deliver. It is
important to set right level of expectation. If fketers set consumers’ expectation too high,
then consumers can be disappointed. On the otlnel; ifasellers set expectation too low, they

may falil to attract enough buyers (Kotler, 2004).

Fourth set of concepts exchange, transaction, and relationshipswhen people decide to
satisfy their needs and wants through exchange, i&rketing occurs. Exchange refers to
“the act of obtaining a desired object from somedwoneffering something in retutriKotler,
2004, p. 9). Transaction is defined astfade of values between two partiésotler, 2004, p.

9). Marketers need to perform actions to build araintain desirable exchange relationships

with target audiences involving a product, servidea, or other object (Kotler, 2004).

The last concept is market. Needs and wants of consumer can be satisfiedxbtlyaage
relationship. This leads to the last concept ofkatarA market refers tothe set of all actual
and potential buyers of a product or servicg€kotler, 2004, p. 10). Marketers study the
needs and wants of particular markets and theytstle markets that they can serve best.
Afterwards, they develop products and services raatg these needs to satisfy consumers
(Kotler, 2004).

A company needs to developarketing mix to success over its competitokdarketing mix
is “the set of controllable tactical marketing toolse@uct, price, place, and promotion- that
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the firm blends to produce the response it wanthéntarget markét(Kotler, 2004, p. 56).
Common form of marketing mix is known as the “foas”: product, price, place, and
promotion (Kotler, 2004). The “four Ps” model ispileted in Figure 4 and each group is then

described in the text below.

Quality
Design Allowances
Features Payment period
Brand name Credit terms
Packaging
Services

Intended
Positioning

Place
Channels
ersonal selling Coverage
Sales promotion Assortments
Public relations Locations
Inventory
Transportation
Logistics

Figure 4: The four Ps of marketing mix (Source: Koter, 2004, p. 58)

Product is a goods-and-services combination that compdfgrsoto the target markets
(Kotler, 2004). The term product is used to refemphysical product and primary or core
services (Kotler, 2004). One of the task of manisete to come out with product that will

satisfy consumers need better than the competiti@s (Hawkins et al., 2003).

Price is an amount of money that consumers have to pagain the product or service

(Kotler, 2004). For marketers it is important tot s&n appropriate price because price
sometimes serves as a signal of quality. When dugtaprice is set too low then consumers
might perceive it as a low quality product (Hawkies al., 2003). Thus, setting a price
requires an understanding of the symbolic role grate plays for the product and a target
market (Hawkins et al., 2003).

Placecan be defined as company activities that makeduygt available to target consumers
(Kotler, 2004). Marketers need to know where taogetsumers shop to be able to make good

channel decisions (Hawkins et al., 2003).
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Promotion is a range of activities that communicate the teef the product and persuade
target consumers to purchase it (Kotler, 2004) eKactive communications strategy requires
answers to the questions such as: with whom dasmmgany want to communicate; what
effect does a company want its communications @ loa the target audience; what message
will achieve the desired effect on its audienceatvineans and media should a company use
to reach the target audience; and when should g@oyncommunicate with the target

audience (Hawkins et al., 2003).

2.2. Consumer Behaviour

Consumer behaviour is a complex phenomenon. ItsiEeewn how consumers make decision
to use their available resources such as moneg, @amd effort (Schiffman et al., 2007). To
succeed on a market, marketers need to know whaguaters want, why they buy a
particular product, where they shop, when they liuyhow often they purchase etc.
(Schiffman et al., 2007). However, this informatignoften not sufficient (Schiffman et al.,
2007). Marketers need to know as much as posstimetaheir consumers. They need to
acquire knowledge who is their consumer, what erflees their purchase decision, and how
these decisions are made (Schiffman et al., 2@at)sumer behaviour can be definedths
behaviour that consumers display in searching fpurchasing, using evaluating, and
disposing of products and services that they expélcsatisfy their needs(Schiffman, 2007,

p. 3). Another definition is provided by Hawkinsadt (2007). The authors defined consumer
behaviour asthe study of individuals, groups, or organizati@ml the processes they use to
select, secure, use and dispose of products, ssivexperiences, or ideas to satisfy needs

and the impact that these processes have on theunwer and societyHawkins, 2007, p. 6).

2.2.1. Consumer Decision Making

Every person makes a number of various decisioasyalay. For marketers it is important to
understand the consumer decision making processedBan the carefully observed
behaviour, marketers can plan suitable marketingtegy. Consumer decision making is a
complex process. This process can be split inteetlstages (Schiffman et al., 2007): input
stage, process stage, and output stage. Eachs# si@ges is described below in detail. The
consumer decision-making model by Schiffman ef2807) is depicted in Figure 5.
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Postpurchase
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Figure 5: Simple Model of Consumer Decision MakingSource: Schiffman, 2003, p. 16)

Input Stage

The input stage draws on external influences tkatesas sources of information about a
product and influence on consumer's product-relatadues, attitudes and behaviour
(Schiffman et al., 2007). At this stage, firm’s iketing mix activities communicate the

benefits of the product or services to potentiaistoner. It is a direct attempt to reach, inform
and attract consumers to purchase and use its ¢robloese activities involve mass-media

advertising, direct marketing, personal sellindgyentpromotion activities, pricing policy, and
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selection of distribution channels. The impact @oanpany’s marketing strategy is governed
by the consumer’s perception of these efforts (Bolan et al., 2007).

Other influencer that affects consumer’'s purchaseistbn is sociocultural environment
(Schiffman et al., 2007). These inputs consist ofide range of nhon-commercial influences.
The important role plays experience and opiniofriehds and family. Social class, culture,
and subculture are other important input factoet thfluence how consumer evaluate and
ultimately adopt product. The codes of conductsairparticular culture indicate which
consumption behaviour is considered as “right” wrdhg”. Overall, firm’s marketing effort
and sociocultural environment are inputs that &elyl to affect what consumers purchase
and how they use what they buy (Schiffman et &l072.

Process Stage

The process stage is concerned with how consumake aecisions (Schiffman et al., 2007).
At this stage there is influence of psychologicaha@epts that represent internal influences.
Psychological concepts that affect consumers’ dwtisiaking processes are motivation,
perception, learning, attitude, and personalitye @bt of making a consumer decision consists
of three stages, namely: need recognition, prepseisearch, and evaluation of alternatives
(Schiffman et al., 2007).

When a consumer faces a problem then the recogrofimeed is likely to occur (Schiffman
et al., 2007). Problem recognition refers tihe' existence of discrepancy between the
consumer’s desire state (what the consumer perseirvrild like) and the actual state (what
the consumer perceives as already existingffawkins et al., 2007, p. 526). When
discrepancy between actual and desires statefisienfly large and important, the consumer
will start to search for a solution to the probl@Aawkins et al., 2007). Marketers must be
able to identify consumer problems and then reathé problem by designing the marketing
mix to solve the recognized problem. However, minseoften want to influence problem

recognition rather then react to it (Hawkins et 2007; Schiffman et al., 2007).

Once a need is recognized, the internal and extseaaches for information are used to solve
the problem (Hawkins et al., 2007). This processaled prepurchase search. Information
search involves both mental and physical activitielsere are two sources of information

namely: internal and external information sourceh{®man et al., 2007). When consumer
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recognizes a problem, relevant information fromgld@erm memory is used to find out if
some solution is known. Past experiences are cergidas an internal source of information.
A common rule can be stated as follows: the grethierrelevant past experience, the less
external information the consumer is likely to ndedreach a decision. If solution is not
found through internal search then the search psoce focused on external information
relevant to solving problem. The external sourdermation involves independent source,
personal source, market-based information, andyatodxperience. Recently, Internet has
had a great impact on prepurchase search. Webpsdesle consumers a lot of information
they need about product or service. Internet camedse the cost of searching and provides
information in relatively shorter time than tradital offline media. On the other hand, it can
lead to information overload. It is important to mtien that various situations require
different level of information search (Hawkins &t 2007; Schiffman et al., 2007). Different

types of information search are presented latdrignchapter.

Evaluation of alternatives takes place during afietratime when consumer gathers
information about various alternatives to solve gveblem (Schiffman et al., 2007). To
evaluate potential alternatives, consumer usesypes of information: a list of brands from
which selection is made, and the criteria for exatin of brand (Schiffman et al., 2007). A
list of specific brands that consumer considerslensision making is called evoked or also
consideration set. The evoke set is distinguisha inept set (which consist of unacceptable
brand for consumer), and from inert set (which &insf brand that consumer is indifferent
towards them). Usually, a consumer’s evoked setstea be rather small on average, often
consisting of only three to five brands. Consungefamiliar with, remembers, and finds

acceptable selected brands (Schiffman et al., 2007)

When a consumer has chosen particular alternativelsshe has to develop criteria for
evaluation. The criteria are usually expressed @mms$ of important product attributes

(Schiffman et al., 2007). For marketers it is intpat what attributes prefers their target
segment. Then they can advertise the product giceen a way that recommends the criteria
that consumer value. Consumer can also develop steunision rule for selecting final

product or service. According to Schiffman et aD{7) the purpose of such rules is to reduce
the burden of making complex decisions by providaqwgdelines that makes the process
easier. Two major categories of decision rules Haaen classified: compensatory and non-

compensatory decision rules. In tbempensatory decision ryla consumer judge brand in
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terms of each relevant attribute and computes ghtesil or summarized score for each brand.
The rule is that a consumer will choose a brantigbares the highest among the alternatives.
This procedure allows a positive evaluation of anldr on one attribute to balance out a
negative evaluation on some other attribute. Onotiher handnon-compensatory decision
rules do not allow balancing positive evaluation of iatite against negative evaluation.
There exist three non-compensatory decision ruehiffman et al., 2007). First rule is
conjunctive decision ruleAccording to this rule, the consumer establisheseparate,
minimally acceptable level as a cut-off point fachk attribute. Then if some brand falls
below the cut-off point on any one attribute, thimnd is eliminated from consideration.
However, conjunctive rule needs to be supplemelnyesbme other additional decision rule to
arrive at a final selection. Second non-compengatecision rule is called theisjunctive
rules In this case, the consumer also establishesaatep minimally accepted cut-off level
for each attribute. Then, if some option meets xreed the cut-off established for any
attribute, this option is selected. Again some twololal decision rule needs to be added to
support decision making. Third non-compensatoryisimt rule is lexicographic By
following this rule, the consumer ranks the attrésuin terms of perceived relevance or
importance. Then, the consumer compares altersaiivéerms of the single attribute that is
considered most important. The process ends whemption scores sufficiently high on this
top-ranked attribute (Hawkins et al., 2007; Schéfret al., 2007).

Output Stage

The output stage of the consumer decision-makinggss consists of two closely associated
kinds of post-decision activity: purchase behavi@md postpurchase behaviour (Schiffman
et al., 2007). In general, consumers make threestyyd purchases: trial purchases, repeat
purchases, and long-term purchasestridl purchaseis considered when a consumer
purchases a product for the first time. Usuallg tdonsumer attempts to evaluate a product
through direct use. Marketers strive for repeatcpase because it contributes to greater
stability in the marketplace. Aepeat purchasesignifies that the product meets with the
consumer’s approval and that he/she is willing $& it again. Along-term commitment
happens when the consumer purchases most duraids gefrigerator, washing machines,
etc.). A consumer usually moves directly from ewaéilbn of alternatives to purchase, without
trial purchase (Schiffman et al., 2007).
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After purchase, the consumer makmsst-purchase evaluatioriThree outcomes of these

evaluations are possible (Schiffman et al., 20@Mst, outcome is situation when actual

performance matches expectations and it leadsutraldeeling of consumer. Second case is
when actual performance exceeds expectation dedds to satisfaction of consumer. Third
situation happen when performance is below expeawiand it causes negative feeling and
dissatisfaction. Post-purchase evaluation is ctdereuture purchase behaviour. When result
is over expectation the consumer more likely willylproduct in the future and vice versa
(Hawkins et al., 2007; Schiffman et al., 2007).

Types of Consumer Decision

There are various types of consumer decision psocgsnsumer decision making differs in
the level of purchase involvement and in the degfeeformation search (Schiffman et al.,
2007). Purchase involvement refers the‘level of concern for, or interest in, the puash
process triggered by the need to consider a pddrcpurchasé (Hawkins et al., 2007, p.
510). According to Hawkins et al. (2007), there three levels of consumer decision making:

nominal, limited, and extended decision making.

* Nominal Decision Making: can be called also as habitual decision making tevet

al., 2007). Usually, consumer has previous expeéenith purchase and has established
set of evaluation criteria. In this situation, com®er does not consider “do not purchase”
option. Brand loyal decision and repeat purchasesaas are two categories of nominal
decision. Brand loyal purchase is situation whensamers consider only one particular
brand whenever they make a purchase. The consuanerbrand loyal and it is very
difficult for a competitor to change their behavioRepeat purchase, on the other hand, is
situation when consumers do not consider a paaticofand when do purchase. Then,
some sale can influence consumers’ deciding oniwiiand to purchase (Hawkins et al.,
2007).

» Limited Decision Making: at this level of problem solving consumers needrimdl and
limited external search, few alternatives, simpaeision rule on a few attributes and little
postpurchase evaluation (Hawkins et al., 2007).sThHecision making involves
recognizing a problem for which there are seveoasfble solutions. Each alternative is
evaluated on a few dimensions using simple selectite (Hawkins et al., 2007).
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» Extended Decision Making:involves extensive internal and external informatsearch,
evaluation of various alternatives, and post pwehavaluation (Hawkins et al., 2007).
This type of decision requires high level of pusanvolvement. Extended decision
making is very complex process and there are velgtifew consumers’ decisions that

reach this level (Hawkins et al., 2007).

2.2.2. External influences

Consumer behaviour is influenced among other thimgexternal influences (Hawkins et al.,
2007). These are forces that are basically outaidendividual. The forces influence the
decision making process from a problem recognitorpostpurchase evaluation. Among
external influences belong reference groups, famiylture and subculture, marketing

activities, and social status (Hawkins et al., 2007

For consumer behaviour is extremely important tile of reference group(Hawkins et al.,
2007). A reference group isfly person or group that serves as a point of caomepa (or
reference) for an individual in forming either gealespecific values, attitudes, or a specific
guide for behaviour’(Schiffman et al., 2007, p.312). In other wordsithe impact of other
people on an individual’'s consumption beliefs,tattes, and behaviour. There are various
reference groups such as, friendship groups (irdbgroups), shopping groups (two or more
people who shop together), work groups (people gpahd amount of time at job together)
virtual groups (communities of special-interest Wahbes), and consumer action groups
(groups dedicated to providing consumers with gmste in their effort to make the right
purchase decision). In addition to consumer-relaefdrence groups there are reference
groups with which consumers have no face-to-faggambd. Such groups can be celebrities,
experts, executive and employee spokesperson leéseTreference groups are often used in
marketing activities (Schiffman et al., 2007).

Family is for many consumers their primary reference prdor various attitudes and
behaviours (Schiffman et al., 2007). Usually famigydefined as tio or more persons
related by blood, marriage, or adoption who residgether(Schiffman et al., 2007, p. 326).
There are three types of families. First and thepsst type of a family is married couple that
means a husband and a wife. Second type is nUeledy that refers to married couple with
children. Third type is extended family. This fayiisually lives together with at least one

grandparent. The members in a family have spewmfies in their everyday life. The key
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roles of family members are influencers, gatekeemlcider, buyer, preparer, user,
maintainer, and disposer (Schiffman et al., 2007).

Other influencer of consumer behaviour is an ergoeiety and its culture (Schiffman et al.,
2007).Culture refers to the sum total of learned beliefs, values, and custthat serve to
direct the consumer behaviour of members of a palgr society” (Schiffman et al., 2007, p.
394). Every society is influenced by its languag®wledge, laws, and customs. Marketers
need to understand the culture to be able to pmmoiducts to consumers through mass

media by symbolic communication (Schiffman et 2007).

A subculture is next influencer of consumer behaviour (Schiffined al., 2007). A subculture

is defined as:d segment of a larger culture whose members shatmguishing values and
patterns of behaviouiHawkins et al., 2007, p. 158). Subcultures prowidportant marketing
opportunities for marketers. It enables marketersegment consumers to meet their needs
motivations, perceptions, and attitudes. Major sultdral categories basically are nationality,
religion, geographic location, race, age, sex. e\mav, not in all countries plays subculture
important role. Marketers need to recognize theasitn in a particular country and plan

marketing activities within local condition (Schifain et al., 2007).

2.2.3. Internal Influences

Moreover, consumer behaviour is influenced by makinfluences (Schiffman et al., 2007).
Internal influences are processes that occur piliynaithin an individual consumer decision
making and is influenced by psychological factof&chiffman et al., 2007). Among
psychological factors belong motivation, perceptid@arning, personality, and attitude
(Hawkins et al., 2007).

Consumer needs are basis for marketing strategiesbe competitive on the markets,
marketers have to recognize and satisfy these neettisr and sooner than a competition
(Schiffman et al., 2007). Consunmptivation refers to the driving force within individuals
that impels them to actibér{Schiffman et al., 2007, p. 83). It is drivingrtes that activate
consumer’s behaviour and provide purpose and dredb that behaviour. Motivation is
produces by a state of tension that is the res@hanfulfilled need (Schiffman et al., 2007).
There exist different types of need namely innatedn Those needs refer also to

physiological needs such as need for food, waleeps sex etc. Second category is acquired
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need that develops after birth. Different divisiohneeds provide Maslow’s hierarchy of
needs that divide them into: physiological needé$ety needs, belongingness needs, esteem
needs, and self-actualization needs. Consumer’avibmlr is goal oriented (Schiffman et al.,
2007). Goals refer to the sought-after results ofivated behaviour and there are two types
of goal: generic goals (a general category of ¢joatl may fulfil a certain need), and product-
specific goals (specifically branded or labelleddarct that the consumer sees as a way to
fulfil a need). As was mentioned above, marketergehto find out and react on consumer
needs. On the contrary, there is a discussion whetlarketers can create needs and then by
marketing strategies motivate consumers to purcftdaekins et al., 2007; Schiffman et al.,
2007).

Consumer behavious furthermore affected by consumepsrception (Schiffman et al.,
2007) This internal influencer is defined athé process by which an individual selects,
organizes, and interprets stimuli into meaningfulidacoherent picture of the world”
(Schiffman et al., 2007, p. 152). Perception is#d pf information processing for consumer’s
decision making. Perception constitutes the finseé¢ stages of this process. It begins with
exposure and ends with consumer interpretationvithehls are exposed to a small fraction of
the available stimuli because of the result of-seléction. Second stage in the process is
attention. It occurs when the stimulus has been.géext, the interpretation stage takes place.
It is the assignment of meaning to stimulus. Memerfourth stage and refers to short-term
use of the meaning for immediate decision makingtha longer-term retention of the
meaning (Hawkins et al., 2007; Schiffman et alQ20

Important role in consumer behaviour plays consisyparsonality (Schiffman et al., 2007).
Personality is defined aghbse inner psychological characteristics that bd#termine and
reflect how a person responds to his or her envitent” (Schiffman et al., 2007, p. 116).
Marketers are interested in personality becausdlutences the individual’'s product choice. It
affects the way individual responds to promoticstahtegy, and when, where, and how they
consume particular products or services. Persgntditds to be consistent however it can
change abruptly in response to particular life éseras well as gradually over time
(Schiffman et al., 2007). With issue of personaigtyconnected branding. Consumers have a
perceived self-image as a certain kind of persoth wertain traits, habits, possessions,
relationships, and ways of behaving. Since bramgsg Ipersonalities as well, individuals often
prefer advertising messages that reflect their owma desired personality (Hawkins et al.,
2007; Schiffman et al., 2007).
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Marketers are concern with the question how conssihearn. They are interested in how to
teach consumers about product, product attribied, potential benefits (Schiffman et al.,
2007). Learning refers to the process by which individuals acquire the pusshand
consumption knowledge and experience that appiyttwe related behaviotifSchiffman et
al., 2007, p. 198). Motivations, cues, responsel @inforcement are basic elements that
contribute to an understanding of learning. Thera number of ways how consumers learn.
It can be broadly classified into high versus lowealvement learning. When an individual is
motivated to acquire information then high-involam learning occurs. While, low-
involvement occurs when an individual is payingyolinited attention to a message or an
advertisement (Hawkins et al., 2007; Schiffmanl.e2807).

According to Schiffman et al. (200%&ktitude is “a learned predisposition to behave in a
consistently favourable or unfavourable way withpect to a given objeci{Schiffman et al.,
2007, p. 238). Hawkins et al. (2007) proposed arodlefinition of attitude asah attitude is
an enduring organization of motivational, emotignpkrceptual, and cognitive processes
with respect to some aspect of our environmé@Hgiwkins et al., 2007, p. 396). Because of its

importance for this study the attitugediscussed in more detail in the following part.

To understand the relationship between attitudesbamaviour there is proposed model that
capture the underlying dimension of an attitudenh{fiman et al., 2007). According to this
model, attitudes consist of three major componemisgnitive component, affective
component, and conative or behavioural componeaivigths et al., 2007). The model is

depicted in Figure 6.

Initiator Component Component manifestation Attitude
. Emotions and feelings
Stimuli: > —— A about specific attribl?tes
or overallobject
e Products
L LGl Beliefs about specific C_)veral_l
* Detail outlets > Cognitive . p Orientation
. Sales personnel att_rlbutes or overall toward
A object .
«  Advertisement Object
e  Other attitude
objects - - -
‘W\ Bgahaworal |ntent|on_s_
d with respect to specific
attributes or overall
object

Figure 6: Attitude Components and Manifestations (Fwkins, 2003, p. 397)
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The affective componentof an attitude consists of a consumer’s emotiorfe@ings about a
particular product or brand (Hawkins et al., 200Vhese emotion or feelings capture an
individual's direct or global assessment of thétwade object. Marketers often focus on the
affective component to provide a richer understagddf attitudes than based just on the
cognitive component (Hawkins et al., 2007; Schiffnea al., 2007).

The second component of the model isdbgnitive component(Hawkins et al., 2007). This
component consists of person’s knowledge and pgorepthat are acquired by combination
of direct experience with the attitude object aethted information from various sources.
Person’s knowledge and perception take the foripetiefs. It means that consumer believe
that the attitude object possesses certain attsband specific behaviour will lead to specific
outcome. The assumption is, the more positive tselessociated with a brand, the more
positive each belief is, and the easier it is foe individual to recall beliefs, the more
favourable the overall cognitive component is exped¢o be (Hawkins et al., 2007). Since all
of the components of an attitude are consistemt,ntiore favourable the overall attitude is
(Hawkins et al., 2007; Schiffman et al., 2007).

Third component of an attitude is thehavioural component(Hawkins et al., 2007). This
refers to the likelihood or tendency that consumidrundertake a specific action or behave
in a particular way with regard to the attitudeeutj(Hawkins et al., 2007). The behavioural
component may include the actual behaviour itsHfiis component is often treated as an
expression of the consumer’s intention to buy. dtassumed that the positive brand
commitment in the form of positively expressed mi@n to buy impacts in a positive way on
the actual brand purchase (Schiffman et al., 2007).

All three attitude components tend to be consist@igure 7). Attitude component
consistency assumes that a change in one attitude componads t® produce related
changes in the other components (Hawkins et alQ7R0These interdependencies are
important for marketing strategy. Marketers arecesned with how to influence behaviour.
In general, it is difficult to influence behaviodirectly. However, marketers can influence
behaviour indirectly by providing information thdugdvertisement, packaging, etc (Hawkins
et al., 2007). By providing relevant informatioreyhcan influence a belief or feeling about
the product if the three components are indeedistem with each other (Hawkins et al.,
2007).
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Figure 7: Tricomponent Attitude Model (Source: Hawkins et al., 2003, p. 403)

For marketing strategy it is useful to know howitattes are formed. The formation of an
attitude refers to the shift from having no attgumwards an object to having some attitude
toward it (Hawkins et al., 2007). Attitudes arenf@d by learning. Factors like direct personal
experience, ideas and experience of friends andyfanembers, direct marketing, exposure
to mass media strongly influence attitude formatidawkins et al., 2007). However, in the
attitude formation individual’'s personality alscapé critical role. It means consumer with
high need cognition is likely to form positive &itle in response to ads or direct marketing
that are rich in product-related information (Hamkiet al., 2007). On the contrary, individual
who is relatively low in need for cognition is mdiieely to form positive attitude in response

to ads that feature an attractive model of famalsbeity (Hawkins et al., 2007).

Attitude change is influenced by the same factbed have an impact on attitude formation
(Hawkins et al., 2007). It means that attitude dears also learned. Change in attitude is
influenced by personal experience and by infornmatiom reference group (Hawkins et al.,
2007). Again, consumer’s personality affects bdité acceptance and the speed with witch
attitudes are likely to be changed. For marketeis & key strategy to consider how to alter
consumer attitudes when needed. According to Suhiffet al. (2007) there exist six distinct
categories for attitude change: changing the basitivational function, associating the
attitude object with a specific group or eventatielg the object to conflicting attitudes,
altering components of the multi-attribute modélarging beliefs about competitors’ brand,
and the elaboration likelihood model (Schiffmamlet2007).
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2.3. The Attitude toward Behaviour Model

There exist many various models of attitude. Aiiuate does not have to be only towards an
object. For the purpose of this thesis, the mokvaat is the attitude-toward-behaviour

model. This model is designed to capture an ind&fd attitude toward behaving or acting

with respect to an object (Schiffman et al., 200@dnsumer can possess positive attitude
toward object but negative attitude to purchase pnoduct. Therefore, the attitude-toward-

behaviour model corresponds more closely to adtedhaviour than the model of attitude-

toward-object (Schiffman et al., 2007).

The Theory of Reasoned Action (TORA) model (Fig@g depicts a comprehensive
integration of attitude components that lead tolaxation and better prediction of behaviour
(Schiffman et al., 2007). This model incorporattshaee components of the Tricomponent
attitude model, namely cognitive, affective, andatove component (Schiffman et al., 2007).
According to the TORA model, a researcher needméasure the subjective norms and
attitudes toward the behaviour to explain intentbperforming behaviour. Subjective norms
are measured by assessing consumer’s feelingsvasatoreference group would think of the
action being contemplated (Schiffman et al., 200NQrmative beliefs and motivation to
comply are underlying factors that produce subjectiorms. It means there are beliefs that
specific referents think that a person should a@uh not perform behaviour (Schiffman et
al., 2007).

The TORA explains how, when and why attitudes mtedonsumer’s behaviour. The model

proposes that behaviour is a function of our intertbehave, which is determined by attitude
toward performing behaviour as well as the inflleen€ subjective norms. Attitude towards

an act is formed by beliefs that people have abonosequences of performing the behaviour
multiplied by an evaluation of the consequence® Jibjective norms are formed by beliefs
about what reference groups think, and by the mattw to comply with these people (Hoyer

et al., 2007).
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This in turn influences

Figure 8: The Theory of Reasoned Action (Source: Heer, 2003, p. 130)

The TORA model incorporates tpenciple of attitude specificity (Hoyer et al., 2007). This
principle proposed that the more specific thewadgtis to the behaviour of interest, the more
likely the attitude will be related to the behawvigbioyer et al., 2007). Thus, when marketers
want to understand consumers’ acquisition, usagd, disposition behaviours, then they
should examine attitudes toward engaging in thebawours as apposed to attitudes towards
offering in general. This principle suggest thahsuumers’ attitude toward buying a product
predict purchase behaviour better than the attitoderd an object itself (Hoyer et al., 2007).
The TORA model also incorporatesrmative influences The normative influence can play
a powerful role in how people behave. Subjectivemsocan affect behaviour even if an

individual have negative attitude toward this bebaw (Hoyer et al., 2007).

The TORA model aims to predict intention to actu3hthe model seeks to predict whether
an individual will intend to buy a product, rathtean trying to predict actual behaviour. The
reason for this approach is that trying to pretavioural intentions from attitude is much
easier than trying to predict actual behaviour. pregliction of actual behaviour is a complex
task since many situational factors could caus®rsumer not to engage in an intended
behaviour (Hoyer et al., 2007).
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Marketing strategists are interested not only inv radtitudes are formed and how can be
changed but they also want to knamhether, when, and why attitudes will predict
behaviour. The following factors are proposed according twyét et al (2007) to explain

whether a consumer’s attitudes will influence hitvver behaviour:

» Level of involvemenWhen cognitive involvement is high and consuméabarate or
think extensively about the information that givese to their attitudes, then attitudes

are more likely to predict behaviour (Hoyer et 2007).

« Knowledge and experienceélVhen the consumer is knowledgeable about or
experienced with the object of the attitude, theituales are more likely to be strong

and predictive of behaviour (Hoyer et al., 2007).

« Accessibility of attitudesAttitudes are strongly related to behaviour whieaytare
accessible or easily remembered. On the contrargniattitude cannot be easily
remembered, then it has little effect on behavideast experience with product
usually increases attitude accessibility for atirgb that must be experienced, for
example in the sense of taste or touch. Next, &idirey can produce accessible
attitudes for search attributes when level of rémheis high (Hoyer et al., 2007).

e Attitude confidenceWhen the attitude is based on either a greateruamof
information or more trustworthy information, thendidence tends to be stronger.
Thus, when consumers are confident, then attit@desmore likely to predict their

behaviour (Hoyer et al., 2007).

» Specificity of attitudesAttitudes are good predictor of behaviour wheseezchers are
very specific about behaviour that they are tryiogredict. It means that measuring
attitudes toward behaviour will more likely to pretdbehaviour (Hoyer et al., 2007).

» Attitude-behaviour relationship over tim€onsumer’s attitude confidence decline
over time when they are exposed to an advertisiegsage but they do not try the
product. Therefore, marketers should plan advagischedule to reactivate consumer
attitudes and attitude confidence through messagetition. However, trial-based
brand attitudes are likely to decline over timer Hus reason, communication to

reinforce the effect of trial experience is neeflddyer et al., 2007).
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Situational factorsAttitude-behaviour relationship can be weakeniggriervening
situational factors that can prevent behaviour frbeing performed. The usage
situation may alter the attitude. For example, ooms can possess positive attitude
toward object but he/she will not buy it becausksime cannot afford it (Hoyer et al.,
2007).

Normative FactorsBased on the TORA model, subjective norms ardylike affect
the attitude-behaviour relationship. Consumer aad positive attitude and therefore
it should lead to the behaviour action, howeves,dbnsumer is affected by opinion of
consumer group (Hoyer et al., 2007).

Personality variables.Personality types influence attitude-behavioumatiehships.

Stronger attitude-behaviour relationships haveviddials who like to devote a lot of
thought to actions because their attitudes wilbased on high elaboration thinking.
Also, similar behaviour pattern across situatiomgl anore consistent attitude-
behaviour relationships have individuals who arelgdi more by their own internal
dispositions (low self-monitor). It means that thogeople will choose the same
product regardless of the circumstances. On th&amyn individuals who are guided
by the views and behaviour of reference group (lsgh-monitor), want to change

their behaviour to adapt to every unique situafldayer et al., 2007).
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2.4. The Theory of Planned Behaviour

The TPB is an extension of the theory of reasommadcijzen et al, 1980). The TPB differs
from the TORA in presence of perceived behaviocoaltrol (PBC). The TPB model seeks to
predict behaviour over which consumers have incetaptontrol by examining PBC. The
TPB is one of the most influential conceptual frameks for studying human action and it is
widely used for a variety of topics (Ajzen, 2002ne theory is designed to explain and
predict behaviour in a specific context. A centfattor in this theory is an intention to
perform certain behaviour. In accordance with thigproach, the intention captures
motivational factors that influence behaviour. Thetivational factors are indications of how
much effort are people planning to exert, how maoh willing to try in order to perform
behaviour. There is a general rule, the strongeirttention to engage in behaviour, the more
likely should be its performance (Ajzen, 1991). TiHeB has been widely used for explaining
consumers intention to buy organic food, as ther@ mumber of studies applying this model
(Chen, 2007; Lodorfos et al., 2008; Magnusson.e8D1; Robinson et al., 2002; Tarkiainen
et al., 2005; Vermeir et al., 2007).

Based on the TPB, human behaviour is guided byetkieds of considerations (Figure 9):
beliefs about the consequences of the behaviouratheural beliefs), beliefs about the
normative expectations of other people (normatekels), and beliefs about the presence of
factors that hinder performance of the behavioonifl beliefs). On this basis, behavioural
beliefs produce favourable or unfavourabléitudes towards behaviouNormative beliefs
result in perceived social pressure calljective normsThird kind of beliefs, control
beliefs, give rise to PBC, which means ease orcditly of performing particular behaviour.
These three variables form the behavioural intentd people. The intention to perform
behaviour is assumed to be immediate anteceddsghaviour. It proposes that PBC together
with the intention to behaviour can be used diyettl predict behavioural achievement. The
general rule is, the more favourable the attitude subjective norms with respect to
behaviour, and the greater the PBC, the strongmridtbe a person’s intention to perform the
behaviour under consideration (Ajzen, 1991; Ajz2002). The TPB model is depicted in
Figure 9.
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Figure 9: Model of Theory of Planned Behaviour (Sorce: Ajzen, 1991)

The first variable of the TPB modelastitudes towards behaviour.It refers to the degree to

which an individual has a favourable or unfavoueadlaluation or appraisal of the behaviour
in question (Ajzen, 1991). The theory proposed thethavioural beliefs produce attitudes
towards behaviour. Therefore, each belief linkski@kaviour to a certain outcome or to some
other attribute such as the cost incurred by exgiiehaviour. Attributes that are linked to
particular behaviour are already valued positively negatively. Thus, persons favour
behaviour that they believe have desirable consemseand form unfavourable attitudes

toward behaviour they associate with undesirabisequences (Ajzen, 1991).

Subjective Norms are second predictor of behaviour. This variablerseto a perceived

social pressure to perform or not to perform theaveur. It is assumed that important
referent individuals or groups approve or disapproertain behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). The
different referents involved in the subjective neroan be family, friends, political parties,
religious organizations, etc. It is assumed thatadly worthy acts bring internally generated
feelings of self-respect or pride. On the otherchdailure in socially worthy acts may invoke

feelings of shame or self-reproach (Kalafatis gt1£199).

Third variable playing important role in predictifgehaviouris perceived behavioural

control (PBC). PBC refers to the ease or difficulty of perforgithe behaviour and it reflect
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past experience as well as anticipated impedimants obstacles (Ajzen, 1991). Among
beliefs that determine intention and action thera set that deals with presence or absence of
requisite resources and opportunities. These kati@h be based on the past experience with
the behaviour, but also on second-hand informaaioout behaviour from reference, and by
other factors contributing to the perceived diffigwof performing the behaviour in question
(Ajzen, 1991). According to the TPB, the more resea and opportunities individuals
believe they have, and fewer obstacles they anatiejthe greater should be their perceived
control over the behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). PBC corgdawo concepts, namely perceived self-
efficacy and perceived controllability. It is arguhat both concepts reflect beliefs about the

presence of external as well as internal factors.

First conceptperceived self-efficacyrefers to dealing largely with the ease or diffigubf

performing behaviour (Ajzen, 2002). One of the miaamriers to purchasing organic food is
perceived price. This factor is assumed to belangedrceived self-efficacy. High price of
organic food makes buying organic food more ditiar more unattractive. The reason for
such problems is trade-off between ability to bung arganic food and ability to save or

spend money on products that offer personal ufiligrkiainen et al., 2005).

Second concepperceived controllability, refers to the extent to which performance isap t
an actor (Ajzen, 2002). To the second concept lgslqerceived availability. Based on the
previous research has been shown that the mostrtiampabstacles for not buying organic
food is, among perceived price, perceived availgbiThe lack of availability of organic food

Is clearly not under consumers control (Tarkiaieeal., 2005).

2.5. Environmental Marketing

The environmental marketing is often called as wadl green marketing or ecological
marketing (Polonsky, 1994). The environmental m@nkels defined asrharketing activities
that recognize environmental stewardship as a mssindevelopment responsibility and
business growth opportunityCoddington, 1993, p. 1). This incorporates vasi@ctivities,
such as product modification, changes to the pricalu@rocess, packaging changes, as well
as modifying advertising (Polonsky, 1994). Accogito Polonsky (1994), the purpose of the

green marketing is to minimize environmental hanmmyever not necessarily eliminate it.
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The public concern about environmental destruchias been rising within last decades and
marketers have begun to understand both the neédthen value of the environmental
marketing (Polonsky et al., 1995). The reason lkhising importance of the environmental
marketing are limited resources on the earth wipiebple must attempt to provide for the
worlds’ unlimited wants (Polonsky, 1994). As indlual and industrial consumers are
becoming more concerned about the environmeningbrvarious business opportunities for
companies. Such opportunities range from pollutiprevention and more efficient
technologies to environmental education and greedyzt promotion (Codington, 1993). For
most consumers, the concern about pollution andadegon of their natural physical
environment is accompanied by personal worries abloel impact of this environmental
damage on their health and safety (Codington, 1988)firms face regulatory and activist
pressure for corporate environmental stewardshigy have to develop new or alternative
ways of satisfying consumers’ needs. The enviroratanarketing brings to companies a
solution, since it looks at how marketing acti\stigtilize limited resources, while satisfying
consumers wants, both of individuals and indusaiy,well as achieving the organization’s
profit objective (Polonsky, 1994). To differentisaiegreen product from a conventional one,
marketers add the environment to the standard mieasion making variables (Codington,
1993). The organic food is marketed as being hiealtnd more environmentally (Chen,
2009).

The environmental marketing orientation appearbdoan emerging strategic response by
some firms to the turbulent social and natural emrents (Polonsky et al., 1995). Polonsky

(1994) suggests five main reasons why companiebtrage green marketing:

e Opportunities. As was already written above, consumers are begpmiore
concerned about the natural environment. Many comepaperceive those signals
from the market as an opportunity to be exploitdthere is assumed that marketing
goods with environmental friendly characteristicd Wwave a competitive advantage

over marketing non-environmentally responsibleraliives (Polonsky 2004).

» Social Responsibility. Companies have to understand they are a part oérwid
community and therefore they have to behave innmir@mentally responsible way.
This could mean that firm’s corporate culture nedmtegrate environmental issues.

Basically there are two options for organizatioGompanies can use their
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environmental responsiveness as a marketing tablegrcan become environmentally

responsible without promoting this fg&tolonsky 2004).

« Governmental pressure.Government usually issues various regulations puttpose
to protect consumers and society. There are sewarygd how to protect consumers
such as: reduce production of harmful goods; moctfysumer and industry’s use and
consumption of harmful goods; and to ensure thaiswemers have the ability to
evaluate the environmental composition of goods tantle able to make informed
purchase decision (Polonsky 2004).

* Competitive Pressure.Companies that want to maintain their competitiosifoon
have to observe competitors strategy. Firms calysedhe competitors’ strategy of
promoting environmental responsiveness and thery titéempt to imitate this
behaviour. Such competitive pressure might causeerdire industry to modify
(Polonsky 2004).

» Cost or Profit Issues.Green marketing is also used to address costdiit pelated
issues. Disposing of environmentally harmful praducs becoming costly and
difficult. Thus, companies that can reduce harmfastes may incur cost saving. This
often requires re-examine production processes tandlevelop more effective

production process (Polonsky 2004).

2.5.1. Organic Food Market

Interest and knowledge about organic food has gnostiteably as consumers and marketers
react to media about health and environmental &ffed pesticides, food safety, and
genetically-modified organism (Hughner et al., 20@frganic food is defined asfbod that

is produced according to certain criteria. Matesahnd methods that enhance the ecological
balance of natural system are used in the productiorganic food is produced without
pesticides, herbicides, inorganic fertilisers, &mtics and growth hormones. Animal welfare
is important, and bioengineering and geneticallydified food is not acceptedHonkanen

et al., 2006, p. 420). Consumers’ demand for oéyod has grown tremendously in many
industrialised countries during the past ten ydWeer et al., 2002) and supply of organic
food had to react to the demand via increased ptamuof organically grown food (Gil et al.,

2000; Lucas, 2008). The production of organicalyven food is calledrganic farming and
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it refers to ‘a farming system which uses organic manure anddavai largely refrains from
using synthetic fertilizers, pesticides, and chasic Moreover, organic food generally
contain less harmful additives and more primary @edondary nutrients than conventional

food, and they carry no additional risk of food gming (Chen, 2009).

The literature also mentions some downsides ofrocgBpod. Most often it is blamed for
possiblefood poisoning (Soil Association, 2002). There has been repattatl organic food

is possibly toxicologically unsafe, particularly iespect of E.coli bacteria (Soil Association,
2002). Some authors have stated that usage of e&ituorganic agriculture raise the risk of
E.coli poisoning from organic vegetables. Accordtagthe Soil Association, E.coli is a
natural commensal in humans and animals, but opiyes strains are virulent (Soil
Association, 2002). The organic standards inclddaraecommendations how manure should
be composted before use with the specific intentérkilling potential pathogens (Soil
Association, 2002). Research at the Louis Bolkitugt in the Netherlands has shown that
during composting, where temperatures of 60 deguses be attained, is kiling most
pathogens (Soil Association, 2002). The originaeatson that organic food is more likely to
cause food poisoning due to the use of manuresrétizer came from the article “The
Hidden Dangers of Organic Food” by Dennis Averyil(@ssociation, 2002). In this article
there has been stated that people who eat orgaa@ dre eight times more likely to be
attacked by a deadly new strain of E.coli bactdhan the rest of population (Soll
Association, 2002). However, the Soil Associatisrciaiming that the interpretation of the
data is fundamentally flawed and misleading. Thé Sssociation has stated that it is not
aware of any case of E.coli poisoning arising freertified organic production methods.

Within the food industry the organic market is fneqtly regarded as one of the markets with
the biggest growth. Europe has the largest and ohe&tloped organic food market in the
world (FFDI, 2010). The estimated turnover was € r#fliards for 2008 (FFDI, 2010).
However, there exist considerable differences vatpect to market development and growth
among European countries. The biggest sales ohmrfiaod are mainly in Western European
countries (FFDI, 2010). According to the Soil Asstion (2009) the largest markets by value
are in Germany, the UK and France. Countries asriaeky Austria and Switzerland have
markets with highest market share of organic fo8dil( Association, 2009). The fastest
growth of organic food market can be found in th€ UWaly, and France (Wier et al., 2002).
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Experts are predicting a bright future for the migaindustry in some Eastern European
countries since within last few years there haslssen a huge rise in organic farming, food
production and consumption (The LOHASIAN, 2010).nfeoEastern European countries
have twice as much agricultural land turned ovepitganic farming as those in Western
Europe (The LOHASIAN, 2010). The largest organiodanarket within Eastern European
countries has the Czech Republic (FFDI, 2010). dwenin the Czech Republic for 2008 was
€ 68 millions (FFDI, 2010). Organic food consumptimse by 70 %n 2007 in the Czech
Republic. However, despite the growth in consunmrsamption and sales in the Czech
Republic, the organic food market is still relatjvemall compared to Western Europe (The
LOHASIAN, 2010).

2.5.2. Organic Food Consumer

A number of studies have aimed to identify whongaged in the environmentally friendly
behaviour. The studied characteristics of “greeorisumer focused mainly on demographic
background, personality variables, host of psyadwé constructs as alienation, attitudes
toward pollution, commitment, and knowledge of eomimental issues (Polonsky et al.,
1995). However, results of the studies are notistet#. Some demographic characteristics
have been found to be related in some studies,nandelated in others (Polonsky et al.,
1995). In general, consumers of organic food amafe (Davies et al., 1995) who have
children (Thompson et al., 1998), and are oldeciéCet al., 2002). An explanation for higher
consumption of organic food by families with chédris that parents take huge interest in the
food they buy for their family (Hughner et al., Z00A possible explanation for purchasing
organic food by older buyers is that the price puegmmay be less affordable by younger
consumers (Hughner et al., 2007). In addition, pedpnd to be more environmentally
responsible in direct relation to their income alicational level (Hughner et al., 2007).
There is a proposition that the more people eadhthe higher education they have, the
“greener” they tend to be (Coddington, 1993).

There are several motives for purchase of orgasod:forganic food is healthier; it tastes
better; environmental concern; concern over foddtgaconcern over animal welfare; and
supports of local economy (Hughner et al., 200%).te other hand, there is a number of
common reasons for non-purchase of organic foah price; lack of availability; scepticism
about organic labels; insufficient marketing; anatigaction with current food source
(Hughner et al., 2007).
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Consumers’ environmental education plays an important role in understanding of
environmental responsiveness. Consumers less likehgage in emotional and
environmentally counterproductive behaviour wheaytllo not understand environmental
issues (Coddington, 1993). There are several pliesiof environmental education that might
be taken into the accountontinuity (education should be ongoing and not short-term);
comprehensiveneggducation should be comprehensive and it shakd into account all
relevant economic, social, and ecological realitiesotivational and inspirational corgit
should encourage right attitudes that in turn eregel right behaviour); arelven-handedness
(education must treat all constituencies equaliyutd not be neglected any single group)
(Coddington, 1993).

2.5.3. Eco-Labelling

Labelling programs aim to encourage a move towardse environmentally friendly
consumption patterns, and induce productive strastugovernments and other agents to
increase the environmental standards of the predactd services in the economy
(Gallastegui, 2002).

A label is an important part of most packages. Byjoling information and by adding value
to consumers it helps with product selection and. usbelling supports the company’s
promotional effort by drawing attention to produated their benefits (Churchill et al., 1998).
In the case of organic food such label is cafled-label For consumers it is difficult to check
the authenticity of organic products, thereforis ihecessary to build up a control system with
clearly defined rules for production methods arukleng of certified products (Wier et al.,
2002). Eco-labelling seeks tmform consumers about the effects on the envirtent of the
production and waste phases of the products/sesvdoasumed(Gallastegui, 2002, p. 316).
Therefore, trustworthy labels that guarantee orggmioduction can create a value to
consumer by providing information that helps theakman intelligent purchase (Churchill et
al., 1998).

Three types of labels can be distinguished (Gaitast 2002). First type of labels is the
product of third party certification programmes ahdy are usually government supported.
Such a label refers to the environmental qualityagiroduct compared with the rest of the
products and encourages a switch towards more emagntal responsive consumption

behaviour. This type of label is voluntary and ah¢he examples is German’s Blue Angel
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(Gallastegui, 2002). Second type of label consiétene-sided informative environmental
claims made by producers, or distributors, andrsdf@ specific attributes of products, such as
“CFC free” (Gallastegui, 2002). Third type of lahede pre-set indices and give quantified
information about products based on independeriticagion. However, there is not enough
experience with such labels and they are rarelpdan the environmental field (Gallastegui,
2002).

By the term eco-label is meant the first type diela. There are several attributes that
characterizes eco-labels: they are based on oriteset by third parties and are voluntary;
they identify products with less environmental irtipaelection of product categories and the
determination of criteria are carried out by indegent experts, criteria and the selection
thresholds are publicly available; and finally gr@ducts that meet criteria may use the eco-

logo for a fixed period of time after paying feedaapplication costs (Gallastegui, 2002).

There are several arguments that favour the easliladp system: consumers usually spend
little time studying the environmental impact ofetlproduct therefore it is necessary to
develop a label they can trust; labels can imptbeemage and sales of the firm; it encourage
companies to account for the environmental impad¢heir production; it makes consumers
more aware of environmental issues and problems; ianmight help to protect the
environment (Gallastegui, 2002).

On the other hand, there are several weaknessdheoktco-labelling system: lack of
objectivity in setting the criteria; the difficultyf setting product category boundaries since no
two products are perfect substitutes and may halfereht uses; the arbitrariness of the
process of selecting and updating criteria, as rat possible to estimate all the damage that
the entire life cycle of the product can have anehvironment; the lack of estimated demand
for labelled goods; the lack of real award for eommental improvement; and finally the

shortness of the validity period of the label befits revision (Gallastegui, 2002).
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3. Literature Review of Related Empirical Studies

The third chapter focuses on empirical studies essed with organic products. The purpose
of this section is to present main studies that r@levant for the thesis and to show their
findings. For better orientation the articles areogped according to the research topics into
the following areas: (i) attitudes towards orgamod, (ii) intention to buy organic food, (iii)

influence of eco-labels on consumer behaviour.

key concepts)

Phenomenon
(Chapter 1)

Intention to Buy Organic Food
among Czech Consumers

(Background, Problem definition,
Purpose of the study, Definition of the

Theories/ Studies
(Chapter 2, 3)
Theory:
1) Marketing
2) Green Marketing
3) Consumer Behaviour
4) TPB

(Variables: attitudes towards buying,
subjective norms, intention to buy)

Empirical Studies:

1) Consumer attitudes towards organic food
2) Intention to buy organic food

3) Influence of eco-labels on consumer
behaviour

(Variables: perceived availability, perceived
price, demographic factors, product
knowledge)

"~

A 4

Methods and Reality
(Chapter 4, 5, 6)

1) The Conceptual framework

2) Methodology (quantitative research approach,

research method: self-completes survey, non-|
probability sampling method)

3) Analysis of the Czech organic markebased
on secondary data

4) Analysis of the conceptual framework
based on primary data through a survey

/

Discussion/Conclusion
(Chapter 7)

Figure 10: The Structure of the Study



3.1. Consumer Attitudes towards Organic Food

The studies in this section are focused on invastig attitudes toward organic products and
motivations to purchase such products. Most oftenstudied focused on particular country,
while no study focusing on the Czech Republic veam@l.

Magnusson et al. (2001) investigated purchase émcy purchase criteria, perceived
availability, and beliefs about organic product$Sineden. As a research method a survey was
used. Questionnaires were mailed to a sample 602@spondents, aged from 18 to 65 years.
The authors found out that only small proportion aohsumers purchase organic food
regularly Even though the majority of respondents reportesitipe attitudes toward organic
products, the intention to buy organic food wasregped by small number of respondents. A
good taste was the most important purchasing mitefollowed by long shelf-life and

healthiness.

Similar results about healthiness and positivdualtis toward organic products have been
found by Zanoli et al. (2002). The research focusedonsumer perception and knowledge
of organic products and related behaviour in It&lgta were collected from 60 respondents
through semi-structured interviews. The resultswadtb that consumers perceive organic
products as difficult to find and expensive. Howewmost of the respondents perceived

organic food positively and associated them withltine

The fact that the health factor is the most sigaift motive for purchasing organic food has
been supported by Makatouni (2002). The main oledf the study was to identify beliefs

and attitudes towards organic food and the impéac¢hase attitudes on food choice in the
United Kingdom. Data were collected from 40 laddgrinterviews, where respondents were
parents with children aged 4-12 years old. The roamclusion of the analysis is that for this
specific group of respondents organic food is treamof achieving individual and social

values. Moreover, the most significant motive farghasing organic food is again health

factor, followed by environmental and animal wedfar

This has been also supported by Radman (2005)hitetudy on consumer attitudes towards
organic products in the capital of Croatia. Datareveollected by a survey of 179
respondents. Consumers perceived organic prodscigery healthy, of good quality, and

tasty. However, organic food was considered aseratixpensive and of questionable
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appearance. One-third of respondents stated thegiganic products “very often” or “often”

and almost half of respondents (43 %) states tiegt purchase such products “rarely”. The
author proposed that education of consumer is mkeedece many respondents were
uninformed about the definition of organic prodanti The findings also indicated

consumers’ unfamiliarity with a supply of organimgucts in the market. The results show
consumers’ positive attitudes towards bio prodwaetd increased willingness to pay higher
prices. The study uncovers that although consumeep/e positive attitudes towards organic
food, they do not purchase it often. This interesfinding has been also supported by Leire
et al.,, (2004). The study investigated consumeicegmions, understanding, and use of
product-related environmental information by stawet search approach in Nordic countries.
The authors stated that there is inconsistency detveconsumer’s intentions to buy organic

food and actual behaviour.

In contrast to the study by Radman (2005) who founmdeased willingness to pay higher
prices in Croatia, Lucas et al. (2008) broughtdpposite statement. Their research compared
consumer behaviour towards organic food in Portagal Germany. Data were collected by
qualitative interviews followed by a quantitativargey of 419 respondents. The analysis
showed that consumers in both countries have velgtgood knowledge about organic food
and have positive attitudes toward such produttwas also concluded that consumption in
both countries is lower than could be expected. mhaa explanation for non-consumption of
organic food is higher price and limited availalilin stores. Willingness-to-pay for bio
products was relatively low. The findings showedttbonsumers preferred to buy organic
food in special shops and that fresh organic feathore successful than the transformed one.
Another presented conclusion is behavioural diffees toward bio product in both countries.
Germans consume organic products in higher amoliotggver they are more price sensitive
and less willing to pay price premium. This canelplained by greater maturity of German

market.

Summary of Findings

Based on the literature review described above spragn conclusions about consumer
perception, motivation, and attitudes towards oigdood can be carried out. The studies
found in general positive attitudes toward organmducts (Magnusson et al., 2001; Zanoli et
al., 2002; Radman, 2005; Leire et al., 2004). Ofimating is that health factor is the most

significant motive for purchasing organic food (Magson et al., 2001; Zanoli et al., 2002;

39



Makatouni, 2002). In spite of positive attitudesvémds organic food the studies found that
only small proportion of consumers purchase orgéood regularly (Radman, 2005; Leire et
al., 2004). Therefore, it can be concluded thatetlexists a discrepancy between consumers’
attitudes towards organic products and their pwicigabehaviour. Some studies present
reasons for limited purchase of organic food. Thestnfrequent limitation of the purchase is
the price and availability of products (Magnussorale 2001; Zanoli et al., 2002; Radman
2005).

3.2. Intention to Buy Organic Food

In the following part are introduced empirical geglthat explored the issue of intention to
buy organic food. Applied research methods, thepaed findings are presented. Most of the

studies applied the TPB model and its modifications

The intention to buy organic products was examimgdarkiainen et al. (2005). The authors
applied an extension of the TPB model to study ghenomenon. There were examined
relationships between attitudes, subjective normd iatention to buy organic food. Data
were collected by a questionnaire from 200 Finishsamers. They used quota sampling by
controlling age and gender of the respondents. Tdghnique allowed the researchers to
control sampling procedure to obtain a sample amd the target population. A model was
proposed to study a relationship between subjeativens and health consciousness on
attitudes towards buying. Moreover, they examineelationship of attitudes toward buying,
importance of price, and perception of availabibty the intention to buy organic bread and
flour. Hypotheses were tested by structural eqoatiwodelling technique. The findings
indicated positive relationships between subjeatioens and attitudes, and between attitudes
and buying intentions. The hypothesis about refatip between perceived availability and
intention to buy was rejected. That finding waslaxged by sufficient availability of organic
products on the Finnish market. Also the hypothabut relationship between importance of
price and intention to buy organic food was notpgufed. However, this finding might be

due to the fact that price premium for organic fa@elmost non-existing in Finland.

The TPB model was also applied by Vermeir et ab0{d to study the intention to buy
organic products. The study studied determinantsusfainable food consumer behaviour in

Belgium. The purpose of the study was to exploredjgtive value of attitudes towards
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purchasing sustainable dairy products, perceivethiswoer effectiveness, perceived
availability of products and social norms on bebaval intention. The authors studied
perceived availability and perceived consumer éffeness as part of perceived behavioural
control. Data were gathered by self-administeregistjannaire within a sample of 456 higher
educated young adults. The regression analysis uwsesl to analyze the proposed
relationships. The examined model explained 50.bf%he variance. There was found a
strong positive effect of attitudes on purchaseritibn, and a positive effect of social norms,

perceived availability and perceived consumer éffeness on behavioural intention.

Another study investigating the intention to buyamic products has been conducted by
Robinson et al. (2002). The authors applied an mx@a TPB model. The purpose of the
paper was to evaluate and identify variables tmatable to predict the intention to buy
sustainably produced food. The study focused oohmggical and demographic variables in
order to study this phenomenon as beliefs, attgudebjective norms, perceived behavioural
control, perceives self-identity, demographic fastontended purchasing behaviour and past
purchasing behaviour. Data were collected by aa#tiinistered questionnaire at a store
entrance. The survey contained responses from éfffbndents. The data were analyzed by
the multiple regression analysis. One-way ANOVA antkst were used to compare
demographic factors of respondents with relatioratitudes, PBC, and intention to buy
sustainably produced food. The authors comparémideas about sustainably produced food
to demographic factors. There was found out thatafe in general have more positive
attitudes than men. Furthermore, age group of redgus ranging from 51-60 was more
supportive than other age groups, and respondeitls wocational education were more
supportive than other education groups. Demogrdliors were also evaluated with respect
to the intention to buy sustainably produced fobduere was found that the age group ranging
from 61 to 70 years was more likely to intent ty Iparticular food in the near future. Marital
status was found as a predictor of the intentiorbuy food in the future. Furthermore,
psychosocial variables such as attitudes, belRB€;, and subjective norms were found to be

other important predictors of the intention to lmxamined food product.

Determinants of the intention to buy organic praduwere studied also in the study by
Lodorfos et al. (2008). The TPB model was used esngeptual framework. The purpose of
the article was to examine appropriateness of #B fhodel for organic food market and to

identify other factors which influence the intemtito buy organic food. Data were collected
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through a survey from 144 respondents. The regressnalysis was used to examine the
proposed model. The model explained 74.1 % of maddn intention to buy. The attitudes,
PBC, and subjective norms were significant in p#aoin of the intention to buy organic
products. The study also found out that consumerddvintent to buy more organic products
if it did not carry price premium over nonorganioogucts. Another factor which would
contribute to support the intention to buy orgaioiod is a better availability of the products
in shops. Gender was found to be a significanbfaat the intention to buy organic products.
However, age and occupation were not found to dgpeifsiant for the intention. Overall, the
authors provided empirical evidence supportinguahee of the TPB model and showed that
price, availability of organic food, and productarmation are important predictors of the

intention to buy organic products.

Chen (2007) applied the TPB model to examine thention to buy organic food in Taiwan.
The author investigated determinants of consumattgudes to organic food and their
influence on the intention to buy. Data were gattidry a self-administered questionnaire. A
stratified sampling according to area classifiaatmd demographic factors as gender and age
was applied. In total, 470 responses were collediad author found out that all three main
variable of the TPB model, namely attitudes towamashase, subjective norms, and PCE are

significant for the intention to buy organic food.

Consumers’ intention to buy organic food was fumhare examined in the study by Kalafatis
et al. (1999). The TPB model was applied. Threécbzariables were tested with relation to
intention to buy, namely attitudes towards purchas#jective norms of consumers, and
PBC. Data were collected in two countries, in thi€ Bhd Greece, by a self-completion
survey. The researchers obtained in total 345 resgmfrom both countries. The analysis
provided evidence supporting exploratory power e proposed TPB model and all three

variables were found to be significant.

In the study by Magnusson et al. (2001) demogragifierences were explored in relation to
the intention to buy organic products. The aim wasollect knowledge about Swedish
consumers’ perception of organic food. The autlstudied attitudes towards buying organic
food, perceived price, perceived availability, gwase frequency, and purchase criteria. The
TPB model was used as a conceptual framework. Wata gathered by a self-administered
survey spread by e-mail to respondents. The tatalb@r of responses was 1,154. The results

provided evidence that just small proportion of uamers expressed the intention to buy
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organic food. Based on the data analysis, womanrespgbndent under 40 years more likely
will buy organic product than men and older consiané&he level of education and family
size has not been found as significant factorsHerintention to buy. With regard to attitudes
toward buying, again woman expressed more posiattgudes. Furthermore, higher

education and younger respondents had more posititieides. Limited availability of

organic products has not been found as an obdtaglerchase the products. The majority of
respondents stated importance of price of orgaodd fthat does not exceed the price of
conventional food. Almost half of the respondentero or always refrain from purchase

because of a higher price.

The aim of the research by O’'Donovan et al. (200@% to examine consumer demand for
organic food in Ireland. To explain the purchastention the authors used a model of
perceived quality and value. The study highlightedortance of demographic factors such as
income, perceived availability, and price. Data avepllected by a survey, 250 responses
were obtained. The majority of respondents statad availability of organic products at the
place where they shop is an important determinattieir intention to buy. Respondent also
expressed unwillingness to travel to buy organiodpcts. The authors concluded that
consumers are not willing to pay a premium pricel gogether with lack of availability, these
are two main problems restricting the intentiototry organic food. Moreover, among studied
demographic variables, gender and education lewstviound as significant factors. The
authors did not find any significant relationshigtlween age, marital status, household size,

and intention to buy.

Consumers’ purchase intentions toward organic pisdwere also examined by Michaelidou
et al. (2009). The aim of the study was to invedggoles of personal, product related and
economic factors in predicting attitudes and intento buy. There was tested a sample of
220 consumers obtained by a self-completion quastive. The authors stated that price has
a significant effect on the intention to buy. Ferimore, demographic variables were tested as
control variables with respect to the intentionbtgy. However, the influence of the control

variables was rather marginal.

Summary of Findings

The existing empirical studies proved the positre&ationship between attitudes towards
buying organic food and intention to buy (Chen, Z0RQalafatis et al., 1999; Lodorfos et al.,
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2008; Robinson et al., 2002; Tarkiainen et al.,2200ermeir, 2007). Also subjective norms

were found by a number of studies as a predictéh@fintention to buy organic food (Chen,
2007; Kalafatis et al., 1999; Lodorfos et al., 208®binson et al., 2002; Vermeir, 2007).
Some studies supported the relationship betweereped availability and the intention to

buy organic food (Lodorfos et al., 2008; O’'Donowainal., 2002; Vermeir, 2007). On the

other hand, the study by Tarkiainen et al. (2008) ribt find support for the relationship

between perceived price and availability of orgdoimd to the intentions to purchase organic
products. Several studies provided empirical ewideto support the influence of perceived
price on the intention to buy organic products (tudds et al., 2008; Michaelidou et al., 2009;
O’Donovan et al., 2002).

Demographic factors were examined in a number ofliss as one of predictors of the
intention to buy organic foodEspecially, marital status (Robinson et al., 20@2) gender
were found to be significant factors influencing thtention to buy organic food (Lodorfos et
al., 2008, Magnusson et al., 2001; O’'Donovan e2@02). Moreover, former research also
reveals importance of age (Magnusson et al., 28@il)education level (O’Donovan et al.,
2002).

3.3. Influence of Eco-labels on Consumer Behaviour

The focus of this section is to present studiecestigating the influence of eco-labels on
consumer behaviour. The purpose is to identifydigctvhich contribute to the effectiveness

of eco-labels. There were chosen 5 relevant studies

Sammer et al. (2006) studied the influence of et®ls on consumer behaviour for
household appliance compared with other produdbates. Data collection was conducted
through 151 interviews with consumers who were praess of making a buying decision of
washing machines. The authors found out that coasuiimve high level of awareness about
an eco-label. Consumers have stated that preseéne@ eco-label is important in their
decision making. Other important finding is thainsomers were willing to pay for eco-
labelled product a premium price. The study showed an eco-label is well known and

respected among Swiss consumers.

Similar finding about a willingness to pay a premiprice has been found in the studies by
D’Souza (2006) and Bjgrner et al. (2004). The stbhglyD’'Souza (2006) investigated how

44



consumers who differ in terms of environmentalisespond to eco-labels. Data were
gathered in Australia in both metropolitan and oegi areas. As the research approach was
used a survey of 155 respondents. A relative highber of respondents (69.7 %) answered
that they would buy eco-products even if it is mexpensive than an alternative product. The
study provided the evidence that consumers reagldab get environmental information.
However, there is a smaller proportion of respotgl@rio are satisfied with information on a
product label. The results showed that there igraber of consumers that find labels hard to
understand. The author suggested to marketerssureeraccurate and adequate information

on labels.

The study by Bjgrner et al. (2003) examined theafbf the Nordic certified environmental

label on consumer preference of toilet paper inrbemk. Data were obtained from shopping
diaries of Danish households. The study showedtki®aeco-label had a significant effect on
a purchase decision. Furthermore, there was foandumers’ willingness to pay a premium
price for eco-labelled products. The authors predathat the result is connected with the
finding that there is a high confidence in the gaweent who certifies the Swan label. In

addition, there was reported relatively high aitanbn environmental issues in media.

The study by Thggersen (2000) presented severtdréathat are important for paying
attention to eco-labels. There was proposed a psygical model describing how eco-labels
work. Data were collected in Germany, lItaly, Irelaand Great Britain. The author argued
that eco-labels are useful tool only if consumetsetthem into consideration during the
decision making. There needs to be knowledge atbheutabel. Consumers have to be aware
that the label exists, how it looks like, and wlitameans. The paper points out that if
consumers are able to recognize a label, it doesnean that they understand its meaning.
Besides knowledge about labels there is also neadedst in the label. It is important that
consumers believe in claims about eco-labelledymtsd In general, labels are more trustful if
they are issued by public or independent issuerthBrmore, an information overload is a
negative factor of label effectiveness. It happehen there are many labels issued by either
public or private issuer in the market. In suchiaiion consumers rather do not notice a label
and the effect of labelling is decreased. Howetles, author suggested that knowledge and
trust about labels is not enough. There is a puesdg that consumers believe that eco-
labelled product fulfilled their needs. Therefotensumers will pay attention to eco-labels if

they desire environmentally responsive producttbenadvantages that are associated with
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this label. Another factor contributing to payingeation to labels is availability of eco-
labelled products in shops.

The study by Bonini et al. (2008) of 7,751 peopleuad the world showed that 87 % of
consumers think about an impact of the product they on the environment and society.
However, when it comes to the actual behavioury ansmall proportion of consumers buy
“green” products. Therefore, the paper presentedeos to purchase “green” products at five
stages of the buying process. The first barriea imck of awareness of consumer that a
product exists. Many of consumers do not know abewowironmental alternatives to
conventional products. Second, consumers needli@védhat “green” products perform at
least equal as conventional products. If the quadt “green” products is lower then
consumers will not buy it. Third obstacle to pumbdgreen” products is distrust. Sales
decrease when consumers are sceptical about emerdal claim and they have difficulties
to trust corporations and media. Fourth factor thmstkes it harder “green” products to
succeed on the market is a higher price. Theretmm@mpanies need to make effort to explain
consumers that it is worth of investment. A low i&lality is fifth barrier to purchase
environment-friendly products. Companies must emsbat products are available and easy
to find.

Summary of Findings

Based on the studies presented above the factatsatlh important for effectiveness of
environmental labels can be identified. These facéwe crucial for the impact of eco-labels
on consumers’ purchase decision. The first fundaahéactor is the knowledge about a label.
Consumers need to understand labels, how a lalod#ls Itike, and they need to have
knowledge that environmental labels exist (D’'Sou2@06; Thagersen, 2000; Bonini et al.,
2008). The second factor contributing to effectess of eco-labels is trust. It requires that
consumers believe a message that an eco-labelbeligirholds and they trust the issuer of
that label (Bjgrner et al., 2003; Bonini et al. 080 Thagersen, 2000). The third important
factor is belief. Consumers must believe that anlabelled product helps them to reach their
goal. It is important to provide consumers accueatd adequate information in the product
label (Thaggersen, 2000; D’'Souza, 2006). Severdietufound consumers’ willingness to pay
a premium price for eco-labelled products (Sammeal.e 2006; D’'Souza, 2006; Bjgrner et
al., 2004). However, there has to be pointed oatt tine studies by Bjgrner et al. (2003) and

Sammer et al. (2006) focused on non-food market.
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4. The Conceptual Framework

The fourth chapter introduces the thesis concepaamhework. The proposed model is based
on theoretical foundation provided by the TPB amanier empirical studies. The conceptual
framework presents the examined variables and ioglahips between them. Each of the

variables is described including used literatureusses. Finally, the study hypotheses are

proposed.
Phenomenon
(Chapter 1)
Intention to Buy Organic Food
among Czech Consumers

(Background, Problem definition,

Purpose of the study, Definition of the

key concepts)

/ A
Theories/ Studies Methods and Reality
(Chapter 2, 3)
Theory: (Chapter 4, 5, 6)
1) Marketing 1) The Conceptual framework
2) Green Marketing
3) Consumer Behaviour 2) Methodology (quantitative research
4) TPB approach, research method: self-complete
(Variables: attitudes towards buying, subjective survey, non-probability sampling method)
norms, intention to buy) "
h 3) Analysis of the Czech organic market

Empirical Studies: based on secondary data
1) Consumer attitudes towards organic foog
2) Intention to buy organic food 4) Analysis of the conceptual framework
3) Influence of eco-labels on consumer based on primary data through a survey

behaviour

(Variables: perceived availability, perceived price,
demographic factors, product knowledge)

!

Discussion/Conclusion
(Chapter 7)

Figure 11: The Structure of the Study
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The TPB provides a theoretical foundation for stisdy. The conceptual framework consists
of several independent variables that are emplageexplain theintention to buyorganic
food. According to the TPB model, three independestiables are includedattitudes
towards purchase of organic food, subjective ngrinsd perceived behavioural control
(PBC). Within the PBC three variables are studrenelyperceived availabilityperceived
price andproduct knowledgeThese are the three most often studied varialflésedPBC in
relation to organic food. Therefore, they are del@dor the purpose of this study. In addition,
influence ofdemographic factorsnintention to buyorganic food is examined. Moreover, the
TBP model suggests how to predict actual purcHasen though this variable is not the main
focus of this study, it is still included into theodel. The model is illustrated in Figure 12.

Attitudes

OWwald » 10

H
H2
Hs Intention to
Buy L Actual
Organic "l Purchase
Food
Ha
H
He

Consumer
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Figure 12: The Conceptual Framework
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4.1. Attitudes towards Buying Organic Food

Based on the TPBattitudes towards behavioylay an important role in explaining human
behaviour. This theory assumes that the stromadggudes towards behaviodead to the
strongerintention to perform this behaviour. People hold some belabout a particular
object. Then each belief links behaviour to somie@ue. Hence, people favour behaviours
which they believe have desirable consequenceshaid unfavourable attitudes toward
behaviours which they linked with undesirable copsmces (Ajzen, 1991Attitudes towards
buying organic foochave been studied in a number of studies. In therhaof cases the
authors found a strong and positive relationshigvbenattitudesandintention to buyChen,
2007; Kalafatis et al., 1999; Lodorfos et al., 20B®binson et al., 2002; Tarkiainen et al.,
2005; Vermeir, 2007). Based on the literature fitts¢ hypothesis is derived as follows:

H,: Attitudes towards buying organic food influenbe intention to buy organic food.

4.2. Subjective Norms

Other important variable explaining tirgention to buyare subjective normsBased on the
TPB, important individuals or groups approve omlgrove of performing a given behaviour
(Ajzen, 1991). The logic behind this factor is tifatonsumers believe that people who are
important to them think that organic food is gotitey will express moratentionof buying
organic products (Chen, 2007). A significant relaship betweersubjective normsand
intention to buyorganic food has been found in several studieeCRB007; Kalafatis et al.,
1999; Lodorfos et al., 2008; Robinson et al., 2002rmeir, 2007). Asubjective normsire
reported to be a significant predictor of the imi@mto buy, it is hypothesized that:

H,: Subjective norms influence the intention to bugamic food.

4.3. Perceived Availability

Perceived availabilitthas been examined in the literature as one ofdhables affecting the
intention to buy organic food. In the study by Veimet al. (2007) the authors found that
perceived availabilitthas highly significant and positive impact on simgthle consumption

intention. In their study theerceived availabilityefers to if a consumer feels s/he can easily
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obtain or consume a certain product. The authatedtthat a consumer can hold motivation
to buy particular product, but because of the l@al availability of such product his/her
intention to buy sustainable product is decreased. Lodorfos (2008)0 investigated
consumersintention to buyorganic food, discovered thperceivedavailability of organic
products is one of the important determinants afsamers’intention to buyorganic food
(Lodorfos, 2008). The results are supported byBEbeopean Commission Study (Torjusen
2004) which shown thavailability is one of consumers concerns while consideringrocga
food purchase. Furthermore, in the study of Irishsumer perceptions of organic meat by
O’Donovan et al. (2002) the authors concluded #vailability of organic meat was one of
the key deterrents of its purchase. Thus, it ikiypsized that:

Hs: Perceived availability of the organic food infliees the intention to buy organic food.

4.4. Perceived Price

Another variable influencingntention to buyorganic food studied in the literature is
perceived priceln the study by Magnusson et al. (2002) the asthound out that only
around 5 % of the respondents stated that the giff@¥ence in not important for them while
considering buying of organic food. The majority relspondents (63 %) stated that it is
important that organic food is not more expenshantconventional food (Magnusson et al.
2002). This is supported by a recent study by Matidau et al. (2010) who concluded that
price is a significant driver of organic food puaske intention. Furthermore, importance of
perceived priceas one of the main influencers of the intentionbtoy organic food is
supported byAhmad et al., (2010)O’'Donovan et al. (2002) discovered that there exast
strong association between a purchase of organat arel an affordable price among Irish
consumers. Moreover, the results by Lodorfos et(2008) suggested thairice is an
important determinant of intention to buy organbod. Therefore, following hypothesis is
derived:

H4: Perceived price influences the intention to bryanic food.
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4.5. Product Knowledge

One of the factors influencingtention to buyorganic food igproduct knowledgé€Lodorfos

et al.,, 2008; Magnusson et al., 2001; Leire et 2004). Consumers often need relevant
product-related information for a purchase. Sudbrmation can be provided by labelling
(Leire et al., 2004). Lucas et al. (2008) proposizat to support demand for organically
produced food it is needed to increase level osuarerknowledgeabout these products. As
a presumption of intention to buy consumers neeblet@ble to identify organic food first
(Padel et al., 2005; Sammer et al., 200®)gersen et al. (200@ygued that eco-labels are a
useful tool only if consumers consider them dutingir decision making. The author further
argued that there has to keowledgeabout a label. Therefore, consumers have to beeawa
that labels exist, how they look like, and whatytheean (Thagersen et al., 2000). According
to Gracia et al. (200 Product knowledgés an important factor because it represents ihe o
instrument which consumers have in order to diffeede the attributes of organic products
from those of conventional ones, and to form pesitattitudes, and quality perceptions
toward these products. Yiridoe et al. (2005) prepothatknowledgeabout organic food may
affect buying decision. Gracia et al. (2010) foansignificant effect oproduct knowledgen
intention to buyorganic food. These results propose that consumvéls higher organic
knowledgeare more likely to buy organic food (Gracia ef 2010). Based on the discussion

above, the following hypothesis is stated:

Hs: Product knowledge of consumers influences thentidn to buy organic food.

4.6. Consumers’ Demographic Characteristics

Existing research suggested thaention to buyorganic products vary between consumers
according to theidemographic characteristicsuch asage gender income marital status
educational level etc. O’Donovan et al. (2002) revealed a relatigmsbetweengender
education socio-economic groypand purchasentention for organic meat. Among the
demographic variables studied by Robinson et @l0ZPmarital statuswas found to be a
predictor ofintention to buysustainably produced food. Moreover, in the stug{.ddorfos et

al. (2008) was found out thgenderis a significant factor in consumersgitention to buy

organic food. Similar results have been publishethe study by Magnusson et al. (2001),
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where the authors foungenderand age of respondents as a significant factor predicting

intention to buyThus, the following hypothesis is derived:

He: Consumers’ demographic characteristics influgheantention to buy organic food.

Table 1 summarizes the variables studied in thesithand provides literature reference

sources.

Variables

Reference empirical studies

Attitudes toward buying

Chen (2007), Kalafatis kt(4999), Lodorfos et al. (2008
Michaelidou et al. (2009), Robinson et al., (2002¢kiainen
et al. (2005).

Subjective Norms

Chen (2007), Kalafatis et al. @9%odorfos et al. (2008
Robinson et al. (2002), Vermeir (2007)

Perceived availability

Lodorfos (2008), O’'Donovanal. (2002), Torjusen (2004
Vermier et al. (2007)

~

Perceived price

Ahmad et al. (2010), Lodorfos @0OMagnusson et a
(2002), Michaelidou et al. (2009), O’Donovan et(aD02)

Product knowledge

Gracia et al. (2007), Gracial é2@10), Leire et al. (2004
Lodorfos et al. (2008), Magnusson et al. (2001yePat al.
(2005), Yiridoe et al. (2005)

Demographic characteristics

Lodorfos et al. (2008 gnusson et al. (2002), O’'Donov
et al. (2002), Robinson et al. (2002)

Table 1: Empirical Studies
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5. Research Methodology

The fifth chapter introduces the research methagiplapplied in this study. It provides
description of the study research design, dataectibn method, sampling procedure,

guestionnaire design, measurement techniques, erability and validity assessment.

Phenomenon
(Chapter 1)

Intention to Buy Organic Food
among Czech Consumers

(Background, Problem definition,
Purpose of the study, Definition of the
key concepts)

/ A

Theories/ Studies Methods and Reality
(Chapter 2, 3) (Chapter 4, 5, 6)
Theory:
1) Marketing 1) The Conceptual framework
2) Green Marketing o
3) Consumer Behaviour 2) Methodology (quantitative research
4) TPB approach, research method: self-completes

survey, non-probability sampling method)
(Variables: attitudes towards buying, subjectiv

norms, intention to buy)

A ©
\ 4

3) Analysis of the Czech organic market basdl
on secondary data

Empirical Studies:

1) Consumer attitudes towards organic food
2) Intention to buy organic food

3) Influence of eco-labels on consumer
behaviour

4) Analysis of the conceptual framework basdil
on primary data through a survey

(Variables: perceived availability, perceived
price, demographic factors, product

knowledge)
\ !

Discussion/Conclusion
(Chapter 7)

Figure 13: The Structure of the Study

53



5.1. Research Design

Research design refers ta ‘master plan that specifies the methods and proesdfor

collecting and analyzing the needed informatigdikmund et al., 2010, p. 66).

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the detemmts that influence consumers’ intention
to buy organic food in the Czech Republic. Themefdhe study aims to investigate how
various factors affect intention to buy and whielstbr influences it most. With regard to the
study purpose and the research objective the i@dsean be categorized basiness research
(Zikmund et al., 2010). Business research“ie application of the scientific method in
searching for the truth about business phenorhédikmund et al., 2010, p. 5). There exist
three types of business research, namely explgradescriptive, and causal (Zikmund et al.,
2010). This study employs thaescriptive researchThe main goal of this approach tis
“describe characteristics of object, people, groupsrganizations, or environments;
descriptive research tries to address who, whererejhand how questiongZikmund et al.,
2010, p. 55). This type of research enables toimlk@a which describe characteristics of the

topic of research interest (Hair et al., 2007).

This study applies the qualitative research apgroamploying the survey research method
for data collection. The quantitative business aede approach is defined abusiness
research that addresses research objectives throegipirical assessment that involve
numerical measurement and analysi&ikmund et al., 2010, p. 134). The quantitative
approach allows examining data to identify and confelationships among variables (Hair
et al., 2007). The advantage of the quantitatigeaech is intersubjective certifiability that
refers to the same result or same conclusion that comes diffierent individuals following
the same procedurgZikmund et al., 2010, p. 135).

5.2. Sampling

Sampling refers todny procedure that draws conclusions based on nmeasnt of a portion
of the population”(Zikmund et al., 2010, p. 68). The reasons foming a sample from
population are usually a budget and time constraé8@mpling cuts cost, reduces labour
requirements, and gather needed information qui¢ikmund et al., 2010). According to

54



Zikmund et al. (2010) there are certain steps énstimpling procedure:

» defining the target population,

» selecting a sampling frame,

» determining if a probability or non-probability sphmg method will be chosen,
» planning procedure for selecting sampling units,

* determining sample size,

» selecting actual sampling units,

» conducting fieldwork.

The target population of this study are consuméis tauy food products, regardless gender,
marital status, education level, level of familgame, marital status, number of children in a
household, and work loadlhe only condition for selecting respondents waairtlage,

demanding a respondent being older than 18 years.

A sampling frame refers ta“comprehensive list of elements from which a sanspdirawn”
(Hair et al., 2007, p. 173). This study does na@wdsample from any list of elements. The

respondents are asked to fill in a questionnaigesopermarket.

Non-probability sampling is used as a sampling metbf this research. Since the research is
focused on buyers in grocery stores the conveniean®ling is applied to obtain a required
sample. Convenience sampling refersttee“sampling procedure of obtaining those people or
units those are most conveniently availdl{léikmund et al., 2010, pp 369). This approach
enables to obtain a large number of completed muestires quickly and economically
(Zikmund et al., 2010).

Determination of the sample size a complex task. Several factor need to be taktn

account to decide on the sample size. These indjymeof sample required, time constrain,
budget, required estimation precision, and vaiiigbof elements in the target population
(Hair et al.,, 2007). Moreover, the number of stddiariables was taken into account.
Nunnally et al. (1994) suggested that to reducepfiagerror a sample of at least 10 subjects
per variable is needed. In addition, also the dinde for assessing the adequacy of total
sample size by Comrey et al. (1992) were considdreds, the minimal required sample size

was set to 100 respondents.
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5.3. Data Collection Method

This research employs both primary and secondamy. @asurvey was used as the research
method. The primary data were collected throughel&agiministered questionnaire. It is
defined as & survey in which the respondent takes the respoitgifor reading and
answering the questions{Zikmund et al., 2010, p. 219). Printed questioresiwere
distributed in a supermarket in the Pardubice megidzech Republic. An agreement was
made between the supermarket management and #ealesr. The management provided a
place with a table and chairs to execute the sur8eyeral bonuses such as small kitchen
stuff or lockets were offered to attract the resjenis. To obtain a representative sample of
respondents the questionnaires were distributeldirmitarious time conditions, during week
days and weekends, during morning, afternoon, aediegs. Consumers were approached
by an entrance into the supermarket and askedey #re interested in completing a
guestionnaire. After filling the questionnaire trespondents were asked for their opinions
about buying organic food. Their positions wereedotor further discussion of the studied

phenomenon.

Secondary data are defined amta that have been previously collected for sonmggse
other than the one at handZikmund et al., 2010, p. 161). The secondary datee used to
describe the Czech organic food market. The majwvartage of secondary data is their
availability. This approach represents faster ass lexpensive way than acquiring primary
data (Zikmund et al., 2010). The main data souveer® web pages of various institutions,
such as Czech Statistical Office, Federation ofRbed and Drink Industries of the Czech

Republic, Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Rdgbig, Soil Association, etc.

5.4. Questionnaire

The questionnaire was developed based on thetliteraeview and a pilot test. The major
purpose of the questionnaire was to study consunmeestion to buy organic food. Several

statements were proposed for each of the studieales.

The original version of the questionnaire was misdEnglish. Since the questionnaire was
distributed in the Czech Republic its translatiotoiCzech language was conducted by the

author (native Czech speaker). To ensure linguistioivalence of English and Czech
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language, re-translation method was used and ¢eddxy other independent Czech native
speakers.

A pilot questionnaire was sent to several Czecideass by e-mail to test its clarity. The
respondents represented various demographic grobpsjuestionnaire pre-testing was made
to examine comprehensibility of the statements fardlout whether some statements should
be changed or removed. Based on the pre-test megesmnges were made.

The questionnaire consisted of four main parts. filsé¢ part included a short introduction
and explanation of the study purpose. The secomdcgoatained statements regarding the
following studied variables: attitudes toward buwyirorganic food, subjective norms,
perceived availability, perceived price, produciowtedge, purchase intention, and actual
purchase. Each variable was measured by sevetaingats. The statements and questions
were designed to avoid double negatives, leadiagsients, long complex statements, and
words with double meaning. Some statements in thestgpnnaire were negatively worded.
The questionnaire in both language versions cdoured in Appendix A.

Since demographic characteristics are investigatedone of the studied independent
variables, the final part of the questionnaire enésd six fixed-alternative questions
regarding respondent’s demographic characterisgjesder, age, marital status, education,

number of children in a household, family annudlineome, and work load.

5.5. Measurement

This part describes the measurement process ctuldesd variables. The measures are based
on a comprehensive literature review and furthedifrex for the purpose of the study.

5.5.1. Attitudes towards Buying

Attitudes towards organic bread and flour were mess in the study by Tarkiainen et al.
(2005) with one statement for each product categbing variable was measured on a five-
point Likert scale, ranging from “completely agrée™completely disagree”. The statements
were stated as followsi think that buying organic bread is reasonablednd for second
product category in the same mantethink that buying organic flour is reasonable”.

Different scale has been used in the study by Viereteal. (2007). The authors measured
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attitudes towards purchasing sustainable dairy yosdwith a seven-point scale including
three bipolar adjectives: positive vs. negativesewvvs. unwise, meaningful vs. useless.
Attitudes were measured also in the study by Rairet al. (2002) who measured them with

a seven-point scale, ranging from “unimportant”“tmportant”. The stated question was
“How important is it that you buy this food’2&nother approach to measure attitudes has been
used in study by Lodorfos et al. (2008). The vdeawas measure on three semantic
differential scales. In their questionnaire thddwing statements were proposéfor me
purchasing organic food is... There were three pairs of adjectives: beneficiaivtial,
unpleasant-pleasant and good-bad those were rated five-point bipolar scale. Different
measurement can be found in the article by Ched7(R@ttitudes were measured on a seven-
point semantic differential scale. Respondents vesieed to rate the following statements:
“Attitude to purchase organic food is extremely badtremely good”, “Attitude to purchase
organic food is extremely unpleasant- extremelyagdat”. Attitudes in the study by
Magnusson et al. (2001) were measured with a foiatipolar scales ranging from “very
bad” to “very good”, “very important” to “very uniportant”, and from “very wise” to “very
foolish.” Respondents were asked to rate the fotigugtatement:How good, important, and
wise is it for you to buy organic target foodPable 2 provides an overview of the presented

existing measurements described above.
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Author Statement/Question Scale

Tarkiainen et al. (2005) “I think that buying organic bread is Five-point Likert scale,
reasonable” (“completely agree” to

“I think that buying organic flour is "completely disagree”)

reasonable”
Vermeir et al. (2007) Buying organic product is positive-| Seven-point scale including
negative, wise-unwise, meaningful-|  three bipolar adjectives
useless
Robinson et al. (2002) “How important is it that you buy this Seven-point scale,
food?” (“unimportant” to
“important”)
Lodorfos et al. (2008) “For me purchasing organic food is | Three semantic differential
beneficial-harmful, unpleasant-pleasant scales
and good-bad”
Chen (2007) “Attitude to purchase organic food is Seven-point semantic
extremely unpleasant- extremely differential scale

pleasant”

“Attitude to purchase organic food is
extremely bad- extremely good”

Magnusson et al. (2001) | How good, important, and wise is it fgr Five point bipolar scales
you to buy organic target food?” (“very bad” to “very good”,
“very important” to “very
unimportant”, and “very
wise” to “very foolish)

Table 2: Measurement of Attitudes towards Buying

In this study attitudes towards buying organic f@wd measured on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agte€he statements including their sources
are stated as followsit“is good for me to buy organic fob@Magnusson et al., 2001)] “
think it is not important to buy organic fab{Magnusson et al., 2001)] think that buying
organic food is not reasonalil€Tarkiainen et al., 2005),I ‘think that buying organic food is
reasonablé (Tarkiainen et al., 2005), and”tirchasing of organic food is beneficial for’'me
(Lodorfos et al., 2008). In addition, one more estagnt is added to the questionnaidedd
not believe that buying organic food is better timam organic food:

5.5.2. Subjective Norms

Subjective norms were examined and measured byrdbewof former studies. In the most
cases a global measure of subjective norms isrwatdiy asking respondents to rate to which

extent their reference group would approve or gisaye their performing of a particular
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behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). In the study by Tarkiainetnal. (2005) subjective norms were
measured by one statement for each product catefjbeyvariable was measured on a five-

point Likert scale ranging from “completely agrde’“completely disagree”. The proposed
statement for subjective norms was stated as fall6RReople, who are important to me, think
that | should buy organic breadnd “People, who are important to me, think that | skoul
buy organic flout. In the study by Vermeir et al. (2007) subjectivems were called social
norms. They were measured by five statements omvanspoint Likert scale. Proposed
statements were:People who are important to me/ family / friendstisty/ people who
influence my buying behaviour think | should buytaumable food products Similar
measurement can be found in the study by Chen j2@®iére subjective norms were
measured on a seven-point Likert scale ranging fistnongly agree” to “strongly disagree”.
Two following statements were statedvidst people who are important to me think that |
should definitely avoid-definitely buy organic féahd “Most people who influence what |
do think that | should definitely avoid-definitddyy organic food: In the article by Robinson
et al. (2002) subjective norms were measured byestipn whether people who were most
important to them thought they should buy thisipalar food. Table 3 offers an overview of

measurements described above.

Author Statement/ Question Scale
Tarkiainen et al. (2005) People, who are important to me}, Five-point Likert scale,
think that | should buy organic (“completely agree” to
bread’ “completely disagree”)

“People, who are important to me,
think that | should buy organic
flour.”

Vermeir et al. (2007) People who are important to me Seven-point Likert scale
family / friends/ society/ people wh
influence my buying behaviour thir

| should buy sustainable food

x~ O

products’
Chen (2007) Most people who are importantto  Seven-point Likert scale,
me think that | should definitely | (“strongly agree” to “strongly
avoid-definitely buy organic fodd. disagree”)

“Most people who influence what |
do think that | should definitely
avoid-definitely buy organic food.”

Robinson et al. (2002) .People who were most inguarto Seven-point Likert scale,
me thought | should buy this (“strongly agree” to “strongly
particular food” disagree”)

Table 3: Measurement of Subjective Norms
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Subjective norms in this study are measured onve-goint Likert scale ranging from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. The stats are stated as followsMy family
would like me to buy organic fob@vermeir et al., 2007), My friends who influence my
buying behaviour think, | should buy organic foaogucts (Vermeir et al., 2007), Most
people who influence what | do, think that | shoaotmt buy organic fodd(Chen, 2007),
“People that are important to me would like me tg brganic food (Robinson et al., 2002)

5.5.3. Perceived Availability

A measurement of perceived availability can be tbimthe study by Vermeir et al. (2007).
The variable was measured on a 7-point Likert sddie respondents were asked how easily
they could acquire examined products. Second gquestilated to the perceived availability
was how easily they find them in their neighbourhobinally, respondents were asked to
what degree they thought that those products was#yeavailable. In the study by Tarkiainen
et al. (2005) was also examinpdrceived availabilityand its influence omtention to buy
organic products. The variable was measured witloaitem five point scale ranging from
“very poor” to “very good”. The statements weretasthas follows: Organic bread is always
sufficiently availablé and “Organic flour is always sufficiently available’The purchase
intention was measured in the study by Chen (2007a seven point semantic differential
scale. The provided statement wal: drganic food were available in the shops, | wbul
intend to definitely avoid it-definitely buy.itA different measure scale was used in the study
by Magnusson et al. (2001). The perceived avaitgbilas measured on unipolar scales
ranging from “not at all likely” to “very likely”,and “very easy” to “very difficult”. The
respondents were asked to rate the following setésn“How likely it is that organic
products are available in your supermarket?and ‘If you would like to buy organic
products, how easy/ difficult is it for you to fitttkm? The availability of organic products
was also studies in the study by O’Donovan et 2002). The respondents were asked to
choose between answer yes or no on the followimgtipn: ‘Would you consider purchasing
organic meat if it was available at your regulaapk of meat purcha®gAn overview of the

measurements is presented in Table 4.
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Author

Statement/Question

Scale

Vermeir et al. (2007)

Mow easily could you acquire
examined produc®

“How easily can you find them in
your neighbourhood?

Seven-point Likert scale

Tarkiainen et al. (2005)

Organic bread is always sufficient
available”

“Organic flour is always sufficiently
available.”

y Two-item five point scale,
(“very poor” to “very good”)

Chen (2007)

If organic food were available in
the shops, | would intend to
definitely avoid it-definitely buy ft.

Seven point semantic
differential scale

Magnusson et al. (2001)

“How likely it is that organic
products are available in your
supermarket?”

Unipolar scales (“not at all
likely” to “very likely”, and
“very easy” to “very difficult”)

“If you would like to buy organic
products, how easy/ difficult is it for
you to find them?

O’Donovan et al. (2002) Would you consider purchasing
organic meat if it was available at
your regular place of meat

purchas@”

Bipolar scale with yes or no
answer

Table 4: Measurement of Perceived Availability

Perceived availability in this study is measuredeoffive-point Likert scale ranging from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. The statets are stated as follow€fganic food is
sufficiently availablgé (Tarkiainen et al., 2005),0rganic food is hard to find in the shop
where | purchase (Vermeir et al., 2007), IY can not easily find organic food in my
neighbourhoot (Vermeir et al., 2007),If | want to buy organic food, it is easy to firkeetd
(Magnusson et al., 2001l)would consider purchasing organic food if it isa@able at the
place where | purchas€O’Donovan et al., 2002).

5.5.4. Perceived Price

The influence of price perception on intention try lorganic bread and flour was investigated
by Tarkiainen et al. (2005). Importance of pricethe study was measured on a five-point
scale ranging from “completely agree” to “complgtellisagree”. The statement for
importance of price for Finnish consumers was dtate follows: The price of a product is
very important to nfe To measure importance of price for consumergha study by
Magnusson et al. (2001) were stated two questidthsw often do you refrain from buying
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organic food because you think they are too expepsiand ‘How important is it for you
that organic food are no more expensive than cotmweal food?” Respondents were asked to
provide rating on a five-point unipolar scales riaggfrom “never” to “always”, and from
“not at all important” to “very important”. Michaielou et al. (2009) measured perceived price
on a seven-point scale ranging from “strongly agteéstrongly disagree”. The respondents
were asked to rate the following statemefirganic food is expensite

Author Statement/Question Scale

Tarkiainen et al. (2005) “The price of a product is very Five-point scale,

important to mé. (“completely agree” to

“completely disagree)

Magnusson et al. (2001) How often do you refrain from Five-point unipolar scales,
buying organic food because you ("never” to “always”,

think they are too expensi¥e “not at all important” to “very

“How important is it for you that important”)
organic food are no more expensiye
than conventional fodt

Michaelidou et al. (2009) Organic food is expensive. Seven-point scale,

(“strongly agree” to “strongly
disagree”)

Table 5: Measurement of Perceived Price

Perceived price in this study is measured on apgniat Likert scale ranging from “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree”. The statements tated as follows: The price of organic food

is important to me”(Tarkiainen et al., 2005),I “often refrain from buying organic food
because | think they are expensiy®lagnusson et al., 2001). “It is important to et
organic food is no more expensive than conventidoald” (Magnusson et al. 2001),
“Organic food is expensive for me(Chen, 2007). In addition, one more statement is

proposed, ‘always try to find the most reasonable low pificed in the storé

5.5.5. Consumer Demographics Characteristics

This study examines whether intention to buy orggmoducts differs based on demographic
characteristics. Therefore, a number of demogragitcacteristics are examined. The gender
Is a dummy variable where the respondents are asksthte their gender by choosing from
options female or male. The age of the respondsrdsstributed into six groups: 18-24, 25-
34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, and more than 64. Furtbegnrespondents are asked to state their
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household annual income by choosing the appropina@me group. The marital status is a
dummy variable where the respondents choose fromeadAn relationship or single options.
Next examined factor is education level, whererdspondents choose from following levels:
primary school, high school, college, and univgrsiegree. Finally, the last explored
demographic factor is number of children. The resiemts are asked to state the number of

children from following possibilities: none, one&ycamore than two children.

5.5.6. Intention to Buy

The intention to buy has been investigated as @mmnt variable in a number of former
articles. Tarkiainen et al. (2005) in their papearained the intention to buy organic bread
and flour. This variable was measured with onesgtant for each of the product categories.
The responses were evaluated on a five-point sealging from “unlikely” to “likely”. The
proposed questions wergd6w likely will you buy organic bread in the neartdre? and
“How likely will you buy organic flour in the neantlire?” The behavioural intention was
also measured in the study by Vermeir et al. (2087)hree bipolar adjectives on a seven-
point scale: little vs. good chance, unlikely viely, uncertain vs. certain about future
purchase of the sustainable products. Slightlyediffit approach can be found in the study by
Robinson et al. (2002). The intention to buy wassueed with a seven-point scale ranging
from “unlikely” to “likely”. The proposed questiomwas ‘in the next two weeks, how likely is it
that you will buy food item&?In the questionnaire by Magnusson et al. (2004¢ t
respondents were asked to rate how likely they il organic products. A five-point
unipolar scale was used ranging from “not at &klly” to “very likely”. The question The
next time you buy food, how likely is it that yalli @hoose organic food?was employed to
assess the intention to buy. On the other handgethtatements related to intention to buy
were proposed in the paper by Michaelidou et &l093. Respondent were asked to rate on a
seven-point scale following statementsiritend to purchase organic produce within thetnex
fortnight’ (ranging from “not at all’ to “definitely”), T want to purchase organic produce
within the next fortnigtit(ranging from “definitely do not” to “definitelyy, and ‘How likely

is it that you will purchase organic produce withihre next fortnight?(ranging from “not at

all likely” to “very likely”). Table 6 provides anverview of the existing measurements.
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Author Statement/Question Scale

Tarkiainen et al. (2005) How likely will you buy organic Five-point scale

bread in the near futuré? (“unlikely” to “likely”)

“How likely will you buy organic
flour in the near future?”

Vermeir et al. (2007) I“will buy organic product: little Three bipolar adjectives on
vs. good chance, unlikely vs. likely, seven-point scale
uncertain vs. certaih

Robinson et al. (2002) I the next two weeks, how likely Seven-point scale

is it that you will buy food items? (“unlikely” to “likely”)

Magnusson et al. (2001) The next time you buy food, how  Five-point unipolar scale
likely is it that you will choose

organic food? (“not at all likely” to “very

likely”)

Michaelidou et al. (2009) I'intend to purchase organic Seven-point scale
produce within the next fortnight
“1 want to purchase organic
produce within the next fortnight

(“not at all” to “definitely”,
“definitely do not” to definitely,
“not at all likely” to “very

“How likely is it that you will likely)
purchase organic produce withirn
the next fortnigit”

Table 6: Measurement of Intention to Buy

The intention to buy in this study is measured ofiva-point Likert scale ranging from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. The statats are stated as follows:do not intend

to buy organic food in the near futtir@larkiainen al., 2005), The next time | buy food | will
choose organic food{Magnusson et al., 2002) intend to purchase organic food within the

next two weeks{Michaelidou et al. 2009).
5.5.7. Product Knowledge

Product knowledge was measured in the study by Msgpn et al. (2001) as perceived
difficulty of knowing if the food is organically pduced. The authors proposed the following
question: How easy or difficult is it to know if the food @sganically produced?”The
respondents were asked to state their answer me-pdint bipolar scale ranging from “very
easy” to “very difficult”. Study by Gracia et aR@10) investigated the product knowledge in
the sense of self reported level consumers’ knogdedhe proposed question was: & is
your level of knowledge about organic prod@tt$he responses were measured by a three-
point scale from 1 to 3, where 3 indicate the haghevel of knowledge. Table 7 summarizes

the mentioned measurements.
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Author Statement/Question Scale

Gracia et al. (2010) “What is your level of knowledge Three-point scale

about organic produc® (1 to 3, where 3 indicate th¢
highest level of knowledge

D

Magnusson et al. (2001) “How easy or difficult is it to Five-point bipolar scale
know if the food is organically (“very easy” to “very
produced?” difficult”)

Table 7: Measurement of Product Knowledge

Product knowledge in this study is measured onve-goint Likert scale ranging from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. The sta@s are proposed as followdt 15 difficult
for me to know if product is organically produé¢gtagnusson et al., 2001)] am able to
recognize organic labgland ‘1 have good level of knowledge about organic fq@tacia et
al., 2010).

5.5.8. Actual Purchase

Actual purchase in the study by Magnusson et 8012 was assessed by the questifinén
you buy milk/meat/potatoes/bread, how often dobrguorganic milk/meat/potatoes/bread?”
The answers were stated on a seven-point unipoéde sanging from “never” to “always”.
Actual purchase was investigated also in the studyiessen et al., (2008). The proposed
guestion wasHMow often do you buy organic productsRespondent were asked to rate their
response on a four-point scale: once a month, sktieres a month, once a week, and several

times a week.

Author Statement/Question Scale

Magnusson et al. (2001 “When you buy Seven-point unipolar scale
milk/meat/potatoes/bread, how (“never” to “always”)
often do you buy organic
milk/meat/potatoes/bread?”

Niessen et al., (2008) “How often do you buy organia Four-point scale
products?” (“fonce a month” to “severa
times a week”)

Table 8: Measurement of Actual Purchase

Actual purchase in this study is measured by thresstions. How often do you buy food for

your household” Respondents are asked to rate answer on a dimg-pinipolar scale,
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ranging from “never” to “always”. SecondWhen you buy food how often do you buy
organic foo®” (Magnusson et al., 2001). Respondents are agkied to provide rating on a
five-point unipolar scale ranging from “never” talWways”. Third question related to actual
purchase is: When you buy food what % of your purchases is ocg@mod?” The answers

are measured on a five-point scale, ranging fromt®%9©0%.

5.6. Assessing Reliability and Validity

Once the measurement of variables is determinez ,résearcher has to ensure that the
measure is reliable and valid (Zikmund et al., 20R&liability is defined asdn indicator of

a measure’s internal consisteridikmund et al., 2010, p. 305). Validity is dedid as the
accuracy of a measure or the extent to which a esdouthfully represents a concépt
(Zikmund et al., 2010, p. 307).

Reliability of a scale is often assessed by taststereliability or by internal consistency
(Zikmund et al., 2010). The first indicator, thest-retestis assessed by administering the
same scale of measure to the same respondentooratisus occasions, and computing the
correlation between the two scores obtained (Zikinetal., 2010). The second indicator, the
internal consistengyis the degree to which the items constitutingdbale are all measuring
the same underlying attribute (Zikmund et al., 20I®e most commonly indicator used for
computing the internal consistencycisefficient alphgPallant, 2010). According to Zikmund
et al. (2010) coefficient alpha ranges from O (mbetinal consistency) to 1 (complete
consistency). Scales with coefficient alpha betw@@&nand 0.95 are considered to have very
good quality, scales with coefficient alpha betw@ehand 0.8 are considered to have good
reliability, and coefficient alpha between 0.6 @nd indicates fair reliability (Zikmund et al.,
2010).

This research employed the internal consistenclynigoe to test the scale reliability. The
coefficient alpha was applied to measure an estéirtinet multiple-item scale’s reliability. The
scales used in this study showed very good levéhtefnal consistency fantention to buy
organic food(0.832) and folactual purchas€0.829), good level of internal consistency for
attitudes towards buying0.797), perceived availability(0.774), subjective normg0.765),
and perceived pric€0.732), and low internal consistency fonductknowledgg0.561). For

more details please see Appendix B1.
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According to Hair et al. (2007), validity is thetert to which a construct measures what it is
supposed to measure. There exist four main appesattow to assess validity. The
approaches are called face validity, content viglidiriterion validity, and construct validity
(Zikmund et al., 2010). This study applied the faedidity, which is defined asa’ scale’s
content logically appears to reflect what was imted to be measure&Zikmund et al., 2010,
p.307). The measures based on existing studies wg@ to ensure high content validity.
According to Hair et al. (2007), validation invotveonsulting a small sample of typical
respondents to pass judgement on suitability ofitim@s selected to represent the studied
variables. Therefore, a pilot test was conductecbtesult suitability of the measurement with

a small sample of respondents.
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6. Analysis and Findings

The sixth chapter presents the data analysis asdudsion of the research findings. At the
beginning of this chapter there are presented basitistical facts about the Czech Republic,
followed by an overview of the Czech organic foaaket. Next, the data analysis in SPSS
software is described and the study findings aseussed.

Phenomenon
(Chapter 1)

Intention to Buy Organic Food
among Czech Consumers

(Background, Problem definition,
Purpose of the study, Definition of the
key concepts)

/ 7\

Theories/ Studies Methods and Reality
(Chapter 2, 3)

Theory: (Chapter 4, 5, 6)
1) Marketing

2) Green Marketing

3) Consumer Behaviour
4) TPB

(Variables: attitudes towards buying, subjectiv
norms, intention to buy)

1) The Conceptual framework

2) Methodology (quantitative research
approach, research method: self-completes
survey, non-probability sampling method)

1%

A
\ 4

3) Analysis of the Czech organic market basdl
Empirical Studies: on secondary data

1) Consumer attitudes towards organic food
2) Intention to buy organic food

3) Influence of eco-labels on consumer
behaviour

4) Analysis of the conceptual framework basdil
on primary data through a survey

(Variables: perceived availability, perceived
price, demographic factors, product

knowledge)
\ !

Discussion/Conclusion
(Chapter 7)

Figure 14: The Structure of the Study
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6.1. Analysis of the Czech Organic Food Market

6.1.1. Information about the Czech Republic

This research investigates several demographi@actaistics in relation to intention to buy.
The studied characteristics include gender, ageitahatatus, education, number of children
in a household, family annual net income, and wodd. In the following part there are
presented relevant statistical indicators of theedbzRepublic, namely: population size,
unemployment rate, inflation rate, earnieducational attainment, marital status. The daa ar
gathered from the Czech Statistical Office (CSO).

According to the Czech Statistical Office the papwin of the Czech Republic was 10
532 770 people in 2010 (on 31 December) and gen@ehployment rate was 6.7 %. The
inflation rate was 1.7 on February 2011 (CSO, 2009a

The average wage in the Czech Republic is 26 67K. CGbwever, there is a difference

between sexes. Men earn on average 29 953 CZKewtdmen earn 22 414 CZK. In

general, the lowest wage 14 863 CZK earn women piitmary education and the highest
wage 54 007 CZK earn men with university degreee Hverage earning by level of
education for both sexes is as follows: primarycadion 16 658 CZK, apprenticeship 20 006
CZK, secondary with GCE 26 887, higher post-secondehools 30 863 CZK, university 46

801 CZK (CSO, 2009b). Net average household momeyme for 2009 per person per year
was 142 402 CZK. Net average household money expeadper person per year was
128 622 CZK. Household consumption expenditurectire of food and non-alcoholic

beverages is 19.3% (CSO, 2009c).

In the Czech Republic a total percentage of pewie basic education is 17.5 % for 2009.
Next, there is 35.8 % of population with high scheducation without a certificate, and 33.9
% with high school education with a degree. Finallg.7 % of population has reached
university education (CSO, 2009d).

Distribution of marital status for men is as folewm2 291 295 are single, 2 284 688 married,
461 238 divorced, and 119 976 widowed. Maritalustatverview for women is given as: 1
872 635 are single, 2 263 464 married, 584 737rdedy and 628 780 widowed (CSO, 2009).

70



6.1.2. The Czech Organic Food Market

The organic farming movement in the Czech Repuitigan in the mid of 1980s (Dytrtova,
2006). Since then, organic farming is an integeat pf the agrarian policy and the Ministry
of Agriculture has been participating in financsalpport of the foundation of organic farms
(Ministry of Agriculture, 2009). A number of proders have been expanding and more stores
have begun offering organic food (Czech BusinesgRlye 2009). After the EU entry there
are many signs that the market is moving into tlwevth phase (Organic-Market.info, 2006).
There is a visible interest in the market from fgnemanufacturers and traders, and new
importers brought a wider variety of organic fodrdganic-Market.info, 2006). Currently,
there exist 3,000 organic farmers in the Czech Bgpand the organic farming represents 2

% of the country’s agricultural production (CzectsiBess Weekly, 2009).

The Czech organic food market has been growinglkam the last years (Czech Business
Weekly, 2009). According to FFDI (2010) the turnoweé organic food increased more than
3.5 times from 2005 to 2008. The consumption ofaarg goods increased by 40 % year in
2008 to 69 million Euros (The LOHASIAN, 2010). Howvex, the total and average
consumption per person is still far behind the \WesEuropean average (FFDI, 2010). There
is only a small proportion of consumers who purehasyanic food in the Czech Republic
(FFDI, 2010). A premium price might be one of thaimobstacles for purchasing organic
food. Experts say that the relative cost of orgdoad keeps the consumption down in the
region with one of the lowest wages in the entiké @he LOHASIAN, 2010). Reported
differences in prices of organic and non-organiodfavere as much as 140 % for some
products (The LOHASIAN, 2010).

The import rate of organic food decreased from 2002008 to 57 %, while the proportion of
organic food with Czech origin increased to 43 %2008 (FFDI, 2010). A shortage of certain
products such as rice, chocolate, cane sugar rteter exotic products is one of the reasons
of importing organic food into the Czech RepublieFDI, 2010). However, there are
imported products that are generally well availableéhe local market such as cereals and
flour (FFDI, 2010). Lower price and higher qualisya great advantage of imported goods
compared to the Czech products (FFDI, 2010). Expbthe Czech organic food increased
from 2007 to 2008 about 45 % (Agroweb, 2009). Tkgoet countries are primarily Slovakia
and other Eastern European countries (Agroweb,)2009
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The organic food becomes more accessible for coasusince it moves from specialized
shops into mainstream retail outlets (Czech BusiWgeekly, 2009). Based on the data from
Soil Association (2009), a high market share oksah the Czech Republic is through
multiple retailers including hypermarkets and disters. These retailers account for
approximately 65 % of the organic market. Speadlisrganic food shops account for 22 %.
Third largest sale channel is represented by dougsthat account for 4 % (FFDI, 2010). The
largest organic group creates dry products (bretktereals, dried fruit, and pasta)
accounting for 45 % of organic sales. Second greppesents milk and dairy products that
account for 21 %. The local market remains stromgigort-dependent. The imports account
approximately for 62% of sales (Soil Associatiof02).

In the Czech Republic there is used the nationalogal label called “BIO” with notice
“Product of organic farming(Figure 15). This label falls into the first type labels that
refer to the environmental quality of a product pamed to the rest of products and may
encourage a switch towards more environmental resp® consumption behaviour
(Gallastegui, 2002). There are several inspectionghnizations that are certified to grant
eco-label, namely KEZ, ABCERT AG, and Biokont (Mitriy of Agricultural, 2010). To
obtain the national eco-label producers have thl fedrious requirements that are stated in
the law 242/200 about ecological farming (MinistfyAgricultural, 2010). In addition to the
national eco-label, there is the European eco-labethe market (Figure 15). The graphic
design of the label and conditions for usage oflétel is directed by the EU Committee
(Ministry of Agricultural, 2010). From the™lof July 2010 it is obligatory to use the European
eco-label for organically produced food (Ministry Agricultural, 2010). Moreover, it is
mandatory to state the origin of the food and raatemals that were used for production
(Ministry of Agricultural, 2010).

PRODUNT EXOLOGICKEHO ZEMEDELSTV]

Figure 15: The Czech Eco-label and EU Eco-label (Mistry of Agricultural, 2010)
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6.1.3. Organic Food Failure

According to the existing research there are difiees between organically and non-
organically grown food (Soil Association, 2002).eTmain differences are related to food
safety, primary nutrients, secondary nutrients hedlth outcomes demonstrated by feeding
trials (Soil Association, 2002). In terms of focafesty there are several criteria that need to be
fulfilled according to the regulation of organicofib in the Czech Republic. By contrast to
conventional food, nearly all pesticides are prabiin organic farming as well as GMOs,
antibiotics, BSE, food additives, and nitrate (SA#sociation, 2002). However, not all
producers follow the regulation and they may takeadvantage of promoting their products
as eco-friendly by misleading and false advertiggmb the Czech Republic there were
reported several cases that undermine the ideagainic farming and disturb consumers’

trust in the organic food.

Some organizations misuse the prefix “BlIO” or “EK@’promote conventional food and let
consumers think that it is a product of organiaerii;ag. One of the most famous swindling
causes was the case of so-called bio-yogurts by OXE Company, one of the largest
producers of dairy products (Biopotraviny.info, 200In 1997 there was given a trade mark
“BIO BIFIDUS AKTIV” (prefix “bio” from “bifidus aktiv"). In the same year the yogurts by
DANONE entered the Czech market named b® ,bifidus aktiv. Those yogurts led
consumers to mistake conventional yogurts withaditganic ones and had a great commercial
success. This case succeeded by considerable prafitcaused a chain-reaction of other
producers of dairy products who started to selldpobs with the prefix “BIO”
(Biopotraviny.info, 2009). The scandal led to aigial process and as a result was announced
the law no. 242 of organic farming that regulates wse of the logo and the prefix “BIO” or
“organic”. The law came in force on thé& af January, 2001. The unauthorized use of the
prefixes threatens a large penalty. However, ttegee now and again some cases when

producers try to exploit organic brand to increidusgr profits (Biopotraviny.info, 2009).

In 2010, there was in media published a case g@sience of pesticides in organic food.
This case was based on an annual Report on ResulBlanned Foreign Substances
Inspection in Foodstuffs in 2009 by the Czech Agtiore and Food Inspection Authority
(CAFIA). The CAFIA is the state administration bodybordinated to the Ministry of
Agriculture. This is the state authority responsilbbr supervision of safety, quality and
labelling of foodstuff (CAFIA, 2011). The repornflings indicated presence of pesticides
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in 10 out of 39 organic food samples (CAFIA, 2008ijter an announcement of the Report
there was a large discussion in media about prypdE organic food usage. In turn, the
CAFIA reacted by an additional report stating ttiet results of the pesticide residue analyses
in organic food were interpreted totally erronegusid in a misleading way (CAFIA, 2010).
The authority reported that even though there wewmd 10 organic food samples with
pesticide residues, all the values complied withliimits stipulated in legislation. Thus, there
was no reason for consumers to be afraid of orgaid consumption (CAFIA, 2010). This
case turned to be made up by media and there wdailaoce of organic food producers.

However, it has created a certain suspicion amongumers.

6.2. Analysis of the Conceptual Framework

After completion of the fieldwork phase, where 2f@estionnaires were gathered, the data
analysis phase followed. All collected questionesiiwere entered into the Microsoft Excel
file and imported into the SPSS software afterwaB#gore the data analysis it was necessary
to check the data for possible mistakes. Thus,ddta file editing had to be conducted.
Editing refers to the process of checking the completeness, consystand legibility of the
data and making the data ready for coding and tfanstoragé (Zikmund et al., 2010, p.
463). The data file was checked for errors in teohsalues that fall outside the range of
possible values for a variable (Pallant, 2010). abmormal values were found. However,
some missing data were identified. In total, 5 ¢joesaires were not filled properly and they
had a lot of missing data. Since the problem wabnuted scope and there were enough
guestionnaires to run the analysis without thosesathey were eliminated. Therefore, 263

questionnaires were used for the final analysis.

After the data file was checked and adjusted, tding phase followed. Coding ighe
process of assigning a numerical score or otherrabi@r symbol to previously edited data
(Zikmund et al., 2010, p. 468). The statementhergecond part of the questionnaires were
used with a five-point Agree-Disagree scale. Irs thtale, strongly disagree was coded as 1
and strongly agree was coded as 5. The pointstimelea were coded as 2, 3, and 4. In the
third part of the questionnaires there were thrgestions investigating actual behaviour with
a five-point Never-Always scale. Here, never wadetbas 1, always was coded as 5, and
points in between were coded as 2, 3, and 4. Infithed part of the questionnaires

demographic characteristics were investigated.characteristics gender and marital status
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was used dummy coding. Dummy coding rauferic 1 or 0 coding where each number
represents an alternate response such as femateabe' (Zikmund et al., 2010, p. 469). It
means that woman was coded as 0 and man was cedkedl@a the case of marital status
married respondent was coded as 0 and single wdexdcas 1. Other demographic factors
were coded from 1 to 6 in the case of age and yamdnthly net income, from 1 to 5 for
education level, from 1 to 4 for work load, andnfrd to 3 for number of children in a
household. Some statements were negatively woideds, such statements had to be reverse

coded: 1 was transformed to 5, 2 to 4, etc.

6.2.1. Descriptive Analysis

The editing and coding phase was followed by dpsee analysis of the sample. Descriptive
analysis refers tothe elementary transformation of raw data in a whgt describes the
basic characteristics such as central tendencytritigtion and variability (Zikmund et al.,
2010, p. 486).

Analyzing the mean values of variable indexEvery variable in the questionnaire has been
examined by several statements. For the purpos@sofesearch the statements investigating
the same variable were transformed into a varialdex by computing mean values of the
responses. Thmean valuesare presented ifiable 10, together witbtandard deviation of
values for each variable. The standard deviatiatefsied as the spread or variability of the
sample distribution values from the mé@Hdair et al., 2007, p. 320). If the estimatednstard
deviation is large, meaning that response distiobutalues do not fall close to the mean of
the distribution, the responses are inconsistentti@ other hand, if the estimated standard
deviation is small, meaning that response distitimstare close to the mean, the responses are
consistent (Hair et al., 2007; Sclove, 2001). Téeel of standard deviation boundary is
supposed to vary according to the applied rangale. For the purpose of this research, the
boundary for 5-point Likert scale defined by Scloi@®01) is employed. Thus, response
distributions with sigma less than 1 are conside®donsistent; while response distributions
with sigma more than 1 are considered as incomgiste

Mean values and standard deviation of the studigishes are as followsittitudes towards
buyingorganic food 3.5 (SD = 0.9Xubjective norm2.42 (SD = 1.02)availability 3.39 (SD
= 0.99), price 3.85 (SD = 1.04)knowledge3.17 (SD = 1.09)intention to buy2.53 (SD =
1.21), andactual purchasel.95 (SD = 0.76) (Table 9). Based on the resthis,response
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distribution of the variablesttitudes towards buyingperceived availability and actual
purchaseare close to the mean, thus consistent. The respdistributions of the variables
subjective normgerceived priceproduct knowledgare more than 1, but they are very close
to 1, and therefore still considered as consistenthis study. In contrary, responses for

intention to buy organic foodre inconsistent, because they distinct to thenmehue.

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation

Attitudes towards buying 263 3,50 ,92
Subjective norms 263 2,42 1,02
Perceived availability 263 3,39 ,99
Perceived price 263 3,85 1,04
Product knowledge 263 3,17 1,09
Intention to buy 263 2,53 1,21
Actual purchase 263 1,95 , 76
Valid N (listwise) 263

Table 9: Descriptive Statistics of Variables

6.2.2. Demographic Analysis of Respondents

The purpose of the demographic analysis in thisareh is to describe the characteristics of
the sample such as the number of respondents, picopof males and females in the sample,
range of age, income, education level, and etch E@xjuency distribution of demographic
variables is presented below. Appendix B2 inclutiéstograms with normal curve and

frequencies with values of valid percentages.

As already mentioned above, 263 questionnaires gaiteered. The total sample consists of
145 women (55.1 %) and 118 men (44.9 %) (Table 1Z8.respondents (48.7 %) are married
and 135 respondents (51.3 %) are single (TableAd®.groupsare well-balanced. The most
numerous age group is “26-35” with 59 respondefudowed by group “18-25" with 58
respondents, “36-45" with 54 respondents, “46-55thwb1l respondents, “56-65" with 38
respondents, and finally “more than 66” with 13p@sdents (Table 10).
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Gender

Value Count Percent

Standard Attributes Label Gender (female=0, male=1

Valid Values 0 Female 145 55,1%
1 Male 118 44,9%

Status

Value Count Percent

Standard Attributes  Label Status (married=0, single=

1)

Valid Values 0 married 128 48,7%

1 single 135 51,3%
Age
Value Count Percent

Standard Attributes  Label Age

Valid Values 1 18-25 58 22,1%
2 26-35 59 22,4%
3 36-45 54 20,5%
4 46-55 51 19,4%
5 56-65 28 10,6%
6 <66 13 4,9%

Table 10: Descriptive Statistics of Gender, Statugnd Age

Frequency distribution of education levelis as follows: 5 respondents (1.9 %) with primary
school, 31 respondents (11.8 %) with apprenticesh3 respondents (54.4 %) secondary
with GCE, 15 respondents (5.7 %) with higher pestssdary school, and 69 respondents
(26.2 %) with university degree (Table 11).

Education
Value Count Percent

Standard Attributes  Label Education level

Valid Values 1 Primary school 5 1,9%
2 Training college 31 11,8%
3 High school 143 54,4%
4 College 15 5,7%
5 University 69 26,2%

Table 11: Descriptive Statistics of Education Level
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Frequency distribution of family monthly net incomeis as follows: 92 respondents (35 %)

have income 21 000- 30 000 CZK, 61 respondent2 (28. have 31 000- 40 000 CZK, 56

respondents (21.3 %) have 11 000- 20 000 CZK, goredents (9.5 %) have 41 000- 50 000
CZK, 17 respondents (6.5 %) have up to 10 000 GHid, 12 respondents (4.6 %) have more
than 50 000 CZK (Table 12).

Income
Value Count Percent
Standard Attributes  Label Family monthly net income
Valid Values 1 up to 10 000 CZK 17 6,5%
2 11 000-20 000 CZH 56 21,3%
3 21 000-30 000 CZK 92 35,0%
4 31 000-40 000 CZK 61 23,2%
5 41 000- 50 000 CZH 25 9,5%
6 <50 000 CZK] 12 4,6%

Table 12: Descriptive Statistics of Family Income

Frequency distribution of work load is: 169 of respondents (64.3 %) have a full timi, |
41 respondents (15.6 %) are students, 35 respandemtunemployed/not-working, and 18
respondents (6.8 %) work part time (Table 13). i&fondents (50.6 %) do not live in a
household with children, while 66 respondents (2%) live with one child, and 64

respondents (24.3 %) live with two or more child(€able 13).

Workload
Value Count Percent
Standard Attributes  Label Work load
Valid Values 1 Full time 169 64,3%
2 Part time 18 6,8%
3 Student 41 15,6%
4 Unemployed 35 13,3%
Children
Value Count Percent
Standard Attributes  Label Number of children in a
household
Valid Values 1 0 133 50,6%
2 1 66 25,1%
3 <2 64 24,3%

Table 13: Descriptive Statistics of Workload, and Nmber of Children in a Household
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Overall, the selected sample’s dominant charatiesis/ere as follows: female (55%), 26-35
years old (22%), married (49%), with no childred%®, high school educated (54%), with
family net income 21 000-30 000 CZK (35%), and with time job (64%).

6.2.3. The Model Analysis

This research aims to explore how well the studigdables do predict thatention to buy
organic food, and which variable is the best ptediof theintention to buy To study the
proposed model two statistical techniques are egpkirst, the Pearson Correlation analysis
is conducted to examine the strength of the relahp between the variables. Second, the
multiple regression analysis is applied to invedggwhich independent variables predict the
dependent variabliatention to buy

The Pearson Correlation This research is investigating the strength [afti@nships between
the studied variables. The study employs the Paarsoelation whichfmeasures the linear
association between two metric variablgsfair et al., 2008). The Pearson correlations were
calculated as measures of relationships betweemtiependent variables amatention to
buy. This test gives an indication of both directiopgsitive (when one variable increases and
so does the other one), or negative (when onehlariacreases and the other one decreases)
(Pallant, 2010). The test also indicates the sthen§ a relationship between variables by a
value that can range from -1.00 to 1.00; when GOcatds no relationship, -1.00 indicates a
negative correlation, and 1.00 indicates a pempesitive correlation (Pallant, 2010). For the
rest of the values is used the following guidelismall correlation for value 0.1 to 0.29;
medium for 0.3 to 0.49; and large for 0.50 to PR@lfant, 2010).

The total number of cases is 263. All the casesewmluded into the correlation analysis.
The results are shown in Table 14. The significateel of correlation between the
dependent variabletention and independent variables is not larger than @0Yariables
attitudestowards buying0.000),subjective norm$0.000),perceived availability(0.01), and
product knowledge(0.000). This indicates a high statistical sigrafice of the results. The
lowest significant level among the independentalddas is 0.589 (betwegyerceived price

andintention to buy.
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Correlations

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@ied).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level ked).

Table 14: The Pearson Correlations

Actual
Attitudes | Subjective | Availability | Price | Knowledge | Intention | purchase
index norms indez( index index index _ index_ index _
Attitudes Pearson 1 445" -101]| ,136 ,255" 575 514"
Correlation
Sig. (2- ,000 , 101 ,028 ,000 ,000 ,000
tailed)
Subjective  Pearson 445 1 -179° | -,109 ,285" 671" 561"
norms Correlation
Sig. (2- ,000 ,004| ,077 ,000 ,000 ,000
tailed)
Availability ~ Pearson -,101 179 1| -120 217" -,158 -,079
Correlation
Sig. (2- ,101 ,004 ,052 ,000 ,010 ,204
tailed)
Price Pearson ,136 -,109 -,120 1 -,143 -,033 -,136
Correlation
Sig. (2- ,028 ,077 ,052 ,020 ,589 ,028
tailed)
Knowledge Pearson ,255" 285" 2177 | -143 1 ,285" ,368"
Correlation
Sig. (2- ,000 ,000 ,000{ ,020 ,000 ,000
tailed)
Intention Pearson 575" 671 -,158 | -,033 285" 1 7177
Correlation
Sig. (2- ,000 ,000 ,010 ,589 ,000 ,000
tailed)
Actual Pearson 514" 56T -,079] -,136 ,368" 712° 1
purchase Correlation
Sig. (2- ,000 ,000 ,204| 1,028 ,000 ,000
tailed)

The values of correlation are also used for checkimulticollinearity. The correlation

between each of the independent variables is rohigh, meaning that the correlation is

above value 0.7. It can be concluded that in ttugysis no problem with multicollinearity.

The strongest relationship between the independanables is 0.445 betweesubjective

normsandattitudes towards buying

The Pearson correlations between independent \esiatiitudes towards buyingubjective

norms perceived availabilityperceived priceproduct knowledgand the dependent variable

intention to buys depicted in Figure 16.
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Figure 16: The Model with Correlation Coefficients

The results indicate thakrceived availabilityandperceivedorice are the only variables with
negative signs. This indicates a negative coraiawith the dependent varialbi@ention to
buy. The rest of variables indicated positive coriefa with the dependent variabtgention

to buy The strongest correlations between the dependamable intention to buyand
independent variables havsubjective normq0.671) andattitudes towards buyingvith
(0.575). These values indicate large associatioards the dependent variable. On the other
hand, the independent variableduct knowledge(0.285), perceived availability(-0.158),
andperceived pricg-0.033) are weakly correlated with the dependganable.

Multiple regression analysis The multiple regression analysis an“analysis of association
in which the effects of two or more independentialbdes on a single, interval scaled
dependent variable are investigated simultanedugBikmund et al., 2010, p.584). The

results of this analysis indicate how well a sevafiables is able to predict the dependent
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variable. Furthermore, it shows how much uniquelavexe in the dependent variable is

explained by each of independent variables. (Pal2g10).

To analyze the conceptual framework several indégeinvariables were entered into the
multiple regression equationattitudes towards buyingsubjective norms perceived
availability, perceived price and product knowledge.The model summary in Table 15
presents how much of the variance in the dependmmble intentionis explained by the
model. The multiple coefficient of determinationndéed as R square is 0.552. The value of
the R square indicates that 55.2 % of variancénévariableintention is explained by the

model. This value gives a respectable result.

Model Summarny

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

1 ,743 ,552 ,543 ,81532

a. Predictors: (Constant), Knowledge, Price, Avdlilgb Attitudes, Subjective norms

b. Dependent Variable: Intention

ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig_;.
1 Regression 210,351 5 42,070 63,287 ,00G"
Residual 170,841 257 ,665
Total 381,192 262

a. Predictors: (Constant), Knowledge index, Pricei) Availability index, Attitudes index, Subjeativ
norms index

b. Dependent Variable: Intention index

Table 15: The Model Summary

To check overestimation of the model the adjuste@drare should be considered. The
adjusted R square is 0.543 and it indicates ondjigint overestimation of the model. The

regression model is statistically significant sitice probability level is 0.000 (Table 15).

The problem of multicollinearity is possible to ckein Table 16 under the section of
Collinearity Statistics. If the value of Toleranteless than 0.1 it indicates that multiple
correlation with other variable is high and it ioalies a possibility of multicollinearity
(Pallant, 2010). Tolerance isafi indicator of how much of the variability of tmelependent
variable is not explained by the other independemtables in the model and is calculated
using the formula 1-R squared for each varidlfleallant, 2010, p.158). In this research the
Tolerance values do not indicate problem of mulliiwearity. This result is supported by VIF

values that are not above 10 (Pallant, 2010).
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Coefficient$

Model 95,0%
Unstandardized Stand. Confidence Collinearity
Coefficients | Coef. Interval for B Correlations Statistics
Uppe
r
Std. Lower | Boun| Zero-
B Error | Beta t Sig. | Bound| d |order| Partial | Part | Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) | -,334 ,354 -,942| ,347| -1,032| ,364
Attitudes ,443 ,064| ,338| 6,967| ,000 ,317| ,568| ,575 ,399| ,291 ,742] 1,349
Subjective ,580 ,059] ,490| 9,904| ,000 ,465| ,695| ,671 ,526| ,414 ,713] 1,402
norms
Availability | -,065 ,054| -,054| -1,202| ,230| -,172]| ,042|-,158| -,075( -,050 ,876] 1,141
Price -,026 ,050| -,022| -5515| ,607| -,125| ,073|-,033| -,032| -,022 ,914( 1,094
Knowledge] ,075 ,052] ,068| 1,465| ,144| -,026] ,177| ,285 ,091] ,061 ,811( 1,234

a. Dependent Variable: Intention

Table 16: Coefficients

Based on Table 16 the regression equation of thdehe as follows:
Y=-0.334+ 0.443 x;+ 0.580 X2~ 0.065 x3-0.026 x4+0.075 X5

Where: Y= Intention to buy
x1= Attitudes towards buying
Xo= Subjective norms
x3= Perceived Availability
X4= Perceived Price

xs= Knowledge

By looking at the Sig.-value in Table 16 it is pb$s to interpret whether the particular
independent variable has a significant relations¥ith the dependent variabietention The
relationship is significant if the Sig.-value istdarger than 0.1 (Pallant, 2010). The results
show that there is a significant relationship fattitudes towards buyingd0.000) and
subjective norms(0.000). This means that the variabletitudes towards buyingand
subjective normare good predictors of the dependent variafiention The independent
variables perceived availability(0.230), perceived price(0.607), andproduct knowledge

(0.144) are not significantly related to the valéahbtentionand thus are not good predictors.

Furthermore, the study aims to identify which ot thariables contributed the most to
prediction of the dependent variable. This inforioratcan be investigated via Standardized
coefficient (Beta in Table 16). The standardizedfftaents mean thatvalues for each of the

different variables have been converted to the sscate so they can be compdréRallant,
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2010, p.161). In this study the highest Beta vadu@.490 forsubjective normsand second
highest is 0.338 foattitudes towards buyingBoth independent variables are statistically
significant since the Sig. value is less than R&lant, 2010). These results indicate that the
variables subjective normsand attitudes towards buyingmake the strongest unique
contribution in explaining the dependent variailention The variableproduct knowledge
(0.068), perceived availability(-0.054), andperceived price(-0.022) provide low unique
contribution in explaining the dependent variabMoreover, they are not statistically
significant since the Sig. value is above 0.051é&p#&| 2010).

In addition, Part correlation coefficient enabledihd out how much of total variance in the
dependent variable is uniquely explained by a paldr variable (Pallant, 2010). An indicator
of the contribution of a variable to the total Riage was obtained by squaring the Part value.
The variablesubjective normsiniquely explain 17.1 % (Part value: 0.414) of ¥iaeiance in
the intention and the variable attitudeswards buyinguniquely explains 8.5 % (Part value:
0. 291) of the variance (Table 16).

These results enable to conclude that the modéhiass5.2 % of the variance imtention to

buy organic products. The largest unique contributeprovided by the variablesibjective
norms(17.1 %) andattitudes towards buying8.5 %). Thus, these variables represent good
predictors of the dependent variable. Therefore,ftlowing section focuses only on these

two significant predictors.

Attitudes towards Buying and Subjective Norms as Rxdictors of Intention to Buy. Here
the multiple regression analysis focuses on theitwlependent variableattitudes towards
buying and subjective normssince they were found to be the only significargdictors of
intention to buy The values representing statements alatitudes towards buyingnd
subjective normsvere entered into the analysis as independerdhas. The aim was to find
out which of the statements contributed most talipten of the dependent variablgention

to buy.The R Square value of this model is 0.58 (Table Tfius, the model explains 58 % of
variance inintention to buyThis value is higher than in the case of theremtiodel. Adjusted
R Square 0.567 infers that the result is slightptiroistic overestimated. The model is

statistically significant since Sig. value equal®t000 (Pallant, 2010).
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Model Summary

Model R R Square | Adjusted R Squar Std. Error of the Estimate

1].762 .580 .567 .79146

a. Predictors: (Constant), reverse coding: | ddoetieve that buying organic food is better than agyanic food., My
friends who influence my buying behaviour thinkhbsld buy organic food, reverse coding: | thinktthaying organic food
is not reasonable, It is good for me to buy orgéméci, My family would like me to buy organic foodverse coding: |
think it is not important to buy organic food, Pé&othat are important to me would like me to buyamic food., Purchasing

of organic food is beneficial for me

ANOVA®
Model Sum of Square! df Mean Square F Sig_;.
1 Regression 218.832 8 27.354 43.668 .00G"
Residual 158.481 253 .626
Total 377.313 261

a. Predictors: (Constant), reverse coding: | ddoetieve that buying organic food is better than agganic food., My
friends who influence my buying behaviour thinkhbsld buy organic food, reverse coding: | thinktthaying organic food
is not reasonable, It is good for me to buy orgémaci, My family would like me to buy organic foogverse coding: |
think it is not important to buy organic food, Péothat are important to me would like me to buyamic food., Purchasing
of organic food is beneficial for me

b. Dependent Variable: Intention index

Table 17: The Model Summary

The results from Table 18 show that the largesaBetfficient is 0.357. This result is for the
statement My family would like me to buy organic fdod@his statement makes the strongest
unique contribution in explaining the variabietention to buy The coefficient is also
statistically significant since value of Sig. isuatjto 0.000 (Pallant, 2010). The second
strongest statement i$€ople that are important to me would like me tg brganic food
(Beta 0.164, sig. 0.005).

With respect to the variabbtitudes towards buyinthe strongest statement i$ s good for

me to buy organic foddBeta 0.141, Sig 0.014), and thehthink it is important to buy
organic food (Beta 0.130, Sig. 0.016). Overall, all statemeats statistically significant
except the statement think that buying organic food is not reasonabkahce the value of
Sig is 0.276, which is higher than 0.005 (Palla6t.0).
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Coefficient$

Model Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) -.309 .205 -1.508 133
My friends who influence my .105 .048 .105 2.186 .030
buying behaviour think |
should buy organic food
My family would like me to .337 .053 .357 6.358 .000
buy organic food
People that are important to n .161 .057 .164 2.845 .005
would like me to buy organic
food.

It is good for me to buy organ] .148 .060 141 2471 .014
food

reverse coding: | think it is no 125 .052 .130 2.429 .016
important to buy organic food

reverse coding: | think that -.054 .050 -.055 -1.092 .276
buying organic food is not

reasonable

Purchasing of organic food is .105 .057 .108 1.857 .064
beneficial for me

reverse coding: | do not belie .097 .041 .108 2.353 .019
that buying organic food is

better than non organic food.

a. Dependent Variable: Intention index

Table 18: Coefficients

6.2.4. Effect of Demographic Characteristics

Another factor influencingntention to buyorganic food studied in this study are demographic
characteristics. The independent t-test and one-aalysis of variance (ANOVA) are
applied to compare selected demographic charaitsrend investigate how they are related
to the dependent variabiietention to buy Moreover, the aim of this part is to explore wo

a buyer of organic food in the Czech Republic.

The independent t-test is used to compare the s@a&e on the same continuous variable for
two different groups of respondents (Pallant, 20I®e significant difference between two
groups is given by the value of Sig. (2-tailed)efienis a significant difference in the mean
values if the value of the Sig. (2-tailed) colursregual or less than 0.05 (Pallant, 2010). One-
way ANOVA is used to compare the mean score orséinee continuous variable for three or
more groups of participants (Pallant, 2010). Thera significant difference between groups,

if the Sig. value is more than or equal to 0.03l@as 2010). The following section provides
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a summary of results for each studied variable.

Intention to buy. The mean score oftentionis 2.53 (Table 9). This result suggests that
consumers do not have higitention to buyorganic food. By using independent t-test there
was not found any difference with respect to tharital status but there is a significant
difference concerningender Women intend more to buy organic food (M= 2.6¥9rt men
(M= 2.4) (Table 19). By using one-way ANOVA anabyshere is no significant difference
with regard toage groups,number of children in a househofdmily average net incomand

work load as the significance level is above 0.05.

Group Statistics

Gender (female=0,

male=1) N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Intention index female 145 2,6690 1,16997 ,09716
male 118 2,3686 1,23418] , 11362

Table 19: Intention to Buy

Actual purchase. The mean value ddctual purchases 1.95 (Table 9). This result implies
that there is low purchase frequency of organiafoslso the variable actual purchase was
examined by using independent t-test and one-wa@¥A. The only significant difference
was found with respect tgender(Appendix B8). With respect to the results womenreno
often purchase organic food (M=2.1) than men (M¥:{T&ble 20).

Group Statistics

Gender (female=0,

male=1) Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Actual purchase index female 145 2,0655 , 75059 ,06233
male 118 1,8051 , 75400 ,06941

Table 20: Actual Purchase

In relation to the actual purchasbere was also investigated who is the primary buyea
household by the questiogidow often do you buy food for your householdrtie responses
ranged from “Never’ to “Always”. Table 21 preserttse frequency distribution of the
responses. The analysis follows the guideline: msemer who answered that buy food
“often” or “always” for a household is calledpgimary buyer; a consumer who answered

that buy food “never” or “seldom” food is considdras gpassive buyer Consumers who
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buy food for their household “sometimes” are natiuded into the analysis. The purpose of
this analysis was to find out significant differescbetween primary and passive buyer with
respect taattitudes towards buyingubjective normgerceived availabilityperceived price

andproduct knowledge

Based on the results of one-way ANOVA there wasndbwut a significant difference
between primary and passive buyers with respectttbudes toward buying, product
knowledge andintention to buy Primary buyers have more positive attitude towaugling
organic food. Moreover, primary buyers have bgttexduct knowledge than passive buyers.
The results also suggest that primary buyers hayeehintention to buyorganic food. No
significant differences were found between the sypé consumers with respect to the

variablessubjective normserceived priceandperceived availabilitf{Appendix B9).

How often do you buy food for your household?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid never 25 9,5 9,5 9,5
seldom 51 19,4 19,4 28,9
sometimes 78 29,7 29,7 58,6
often 56 21,3 21,3 79,8
always 53 20,2 20,2 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0

Table 21: Frequency Distribution of Purchase

A Buyer of Organic Food in the Czech Republic

In order to find out who is a buyer of organic fomdwho has the strongest intentionbiay
organic food, the data were also analyzed via amddthnique calledlassification tree.The
results presented above correspond with the reshtined by this method. Based on these
results there can be concluded that among all deapbg characteristics onfyenderaffects
intention to buyand alsactual purchaséFigure 17). Thus, women have stronggention to
buyorganic food and purchase more organic food thamn.m
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Intention indesx

Zender(female=0, male=1)
Adj. P-wvalue=0,044, F=4,080,

Actual purchase indesx

Mode 0 Node O
ean 2,534 hlean 1,849
Std. Dew. 1,206 Std. Dew. 0762
n 263 n 263
%, 100,0 % 100,0
Fredicted 2,534 Fredicted 1,849
= =

Gender female=0, male=1)
Adj. P-wvalue=0,006, F=7 200,

df1="1, dfz2=261 df1=1, dfZ=261

female male female male

Maode 1 MNaode 2 Nade 1 Mode 2
Mean 2659 hean 2,369 fean 2,065 ean 1,805
Std. Dew. 1,170 Std. Dew. 1,234 5td. Dew. 0,751 5td. Dew. 0,754
n 145 n 118 n 145 n 118
Yo 55,1 k' 4.9 ki 55,1 % 44,9
Fredicted 2669 Fredicted 2,369 Predicted 2 065 FPredicted 1,805

Figure 17: Classification Tree

Effect of Demographic Characteristics to IndependenVariables

In this section the independent t-test and one-ABNDVA are used to investigate how
demographic characteristics are related to theeduddependent variableattitudes toward

buying, subjective norms, perceived availabilitgtqeived priceandproduct knowledge

Attitudes towards buying. The mean score of ttatitudes towards buying organic foasl
3.5 (Table 9). The variablattitudes towards buyingrganic food is influenced by the only
demographic characteristigender This result implies that women have more positive
attitudes towards buying organic food than men @mupx B3). The variable was
investigated by several statements. With respeeigtogroups a significant difference was
found within the statementPurchasing of organic food is beneficial for 'm@here is a
significant difference between age groups “36-481=8.26) and “46-55" (M=3.98). A
significant difference was also found concerning tlumber of children in a household
within the statementl“do not believe that buying organic food is bettiean non organic
food'. The mean score of thetitudesdiffers between respondents with one child (M=3.47
and with more than one child (M=2.89) (Appendix BSd significant differences were found

with relation tomarital statusfamily net incomeandwork load.
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Subjective norms. The overall mean score cfubjective normgas 2.42 (Table 9). No
significant differences were revealed with respectiemographic characteristic within the
variable index. However, there were found significaifferences based on the separate
statements. A significant difference was found itihe statementMy family would like me
to buy organic foodwith respect tomarital status A significant difference was revealed
between respondents that are married (M=2.45) lamgktthat are single (M=2.12) (Appendix
B4). With respect to thage groups there is a difference within the stateniémy family
would like me to buy organic fobdWithin this statement there is a significantference
betweenage group “56-65" (M=1.95) andage group of respondents “18-25" (M=2.79)
(Appendix B4). Other significant difference was fiduwithin “My friends who influence my
buying behaviour think | should buy organic fdedth respect tdamily net incomeThere is

a significant difference between respondent withilia income “11-20 000” (M=3.00) and
“41-50 000" (M=1.96) (Appendix B4).

Perceived availability. The mean value gberceivedavailability of organic food is 3.39
(Table 9). More than half of respondents agreetidiganic food is sufficiently available and
it is not hard to find in the shop (Appendix B5)y Bsing independent t-test and one-way
ANOVA there were not found any differences with pest to the demographic
characteristics. Based on these findings the lohaeailability of organic food does not seem

to be a major obstacle for its purchase.

Perceived price. The mean value operceived priceis 3.85 (Table 9). The most of the
respondents (70 %) agreed that price of the orgaoit is important to them. More than half
(58%) of respondents perceive organic food as estpenThe consumers’ price sensitivity
was explored by the statememtaiways try to find the most reasonable low priced in the
stor€. 64 % of respondents partially or totally agremith this proposition (Appendix B6). A
significant difference was found within the statemnél always try to find the most
reasonable price in the shopWith respect to the reachestlucation level Responses by
people with university education (M=3.42) are sigaintly different from those with
apprenticeship (M=4.19) (Appendix B6). Any otherffeliences based on demographic
characteristics were not found by using either preshelent t-test or one—way ANOVA. Based
on this result it can be concluded that respondargsrather price sensitive, the price of

organic food is important to them, and organic feexpensive for consumers.
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Product knowledge The mean value of the varialgeoductknowledgeas 3.17 (Table 9). A
majority of respondents (61 %) stated that theyadte to recognize organic label (Appendix
B7). However, almost half of the respondents (46eXgressed that they do not have good
knowledgeabout organic food. Moreover, more than half opoeglents (68%) stated that it
is difficult for them to know whether food is orgeally produced. No significant differences
were found with respect to the demographic charnatites within the variable index.
However, there were revealed significant differeanagthin one statement with respectige
and marital status Based on the results it is more difficult for @despondent to know if
food is organically produced. Moreover, marriedpregdents have more difficulties than

single ones.

6.2.5. Hypothesis Testing

Proposed hypothesis are tested based on the result® multiple regression analysis. A
hypothesis is supported when the Sig. value is lsm#lan 0.05; and a null hypothesis is
rejected when the Sig. value is equal or largen ;&5 (Pallant, 2010). This study proposed
the following hypotheses:

H.: Attitudes towards buying organic food influendles intention to buy organic food.

H,: Subjective norms influence the intention to bugamic food.

Hs: Perceived availability of the organic food infliees the intention to buy organic food.

H4: Perceived price influences the intention to bryanic food.

Hs: Product knowledge of consumers influences theniidn to buy organic food.

He: Consumers’ demographic characteristics influgheantention to buy organic food.

The results of the multiple regression analysiscae that the most significant relationship is
between the independent varialsiebjective normsand dependent variablatention The
second strongest relationship was found betweewdhablesattitudes towards buyingnd
intention These results imply that the variablatitudes towards buyin@nd subjective
norms are good predictors of the variablention Thus, the hypotheses; Hind H are
supported (Sig. = 0.000).

On the other hand, the independent variaktesvledgeperceived availabilityandperceived
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price have low unique contribution to explaining the elegeent variabléentention Moreover,
they are not statistically significant. These inglegent variables were not found to be good
predictors ofintention. Based on the findings the hypotheses(8ig. = 0.230), H (Sig. =
0.607), and K (Sig. = 0.144) are rejected.

Among the studied demographic characteristics gelgderwas found to be a significant
factor influencingntention to buyorganic food. Thus, the last hypothesis is pastigported
and may be modified into the following form: “Comser’'s gender influences intention to

buy organic food.”

6.2.6. Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Actual Purchase

As has been already described in the theory sectien TPB enables to predict actual
behaviour by using thietentionto behaviour angerceived behaviour contrghjzen, 2001).
In this study the variableperceived availability perceived priceand product knowledge

come under the variable perceived behavioural obntr

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis isduto evaluate the ability of the proposed
model to predictctual purchasgby controlling the variablegroductknowledge perceived
price, and perceived availability The studied variables were entered into the ssgra
according to steps in predominant order. In thst fatep the variablatentionto buywas
entered. In the second step other independentbl@siauch aproductknowledgeperceived

price, andperceived availabilityvere entered into the model as a block (Table 22).

Variables Entered/Removed

Model Variables Entered Variables Remove{ Method
1 | Intention inde& . Enter
2 | Price index, Availability index, Knowledge ind¥ . Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: Actual purchase index

Table 22: Variable Entered

Table 23 presents the results of the model sumnTdrg. results show that the value of R
Square in the first step is 0.507. This tells ttkee dependent variabl&tention explains
50.7% of variance iactual purchaseThe value of Adjusted R Square is 0.535. Theevalu

R Square in the second step is 0.545, meaningthleaindependent variables all together
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explain 54.5 % of variance. The value of R Squarar@e is 0.038, meaning that the
variablesproduct knowledgeperceived price and perceived availabilityexplain additional
3.8 % of the variance iactual purchaseThis result is statistically significant sinceethalue
for Sig. F change is 0.000.

To find out which variable has the largest conttidou in explaining the dependent variable
the Beta values are compared (Appendix Bll). Bamedthe results the largest Beta
coefficient is found for the variablentention to buy (0.656). The second largest Beta
coefficient had the variableroduct knowledg€0.173). The third largest unique contribution
in explaining the model had the varialgerceived price(-0.092). The variabl@erceived
availability is not statistically significant since value of§Sis larger than 0.05 (0.6).

Model Summar

Model Change Statistics
R Adjusted R Std. Error of the R Square F Sig. F
R | Square Square Estimate Change Change|dfi|df2| Change
11,712 ,507 ,505 ,53582 ,507| 268,634 1(261 ,000
2 |,738 ,545 ,538 ,51779 ,038 7,165 3]258 ,000

a. Predictors: (Constant), Intention index
b. Predictors: (Constant), Intention index, Priwgeix, Availability index, Knowledge index
c. Dependent Variable: Actual purchase index

Table 23: The Model Summary

The model modified according to the results of theltiple regression analysis and
hierarchical multiple regression analysis is deggdan Figure 18. The model includes values
of the Pearson’s correlations. With respect tordseilts,intention to buyis predicted by two
independent variablesattitudes towards buyinf).575) andsubjective norm$0.671). These
variables show a strong and positive relationshifh wtention to buy The independent
variablesperceived priceperceived availabilityandproduct knowledgavere not found to be
influencing intention to buy However, variableperceived priceand perceived availability
were found to be predictors of the varialdetual purchase Thus, actual purchaseis
influenced by the variablestention to buy perceived price and product knowledge The
predictors intention to buy (0.712) and product knowledge(0.363) indicate positive

relationships with respect awtual purchasgwhile the effect operceived pricas negative (-
0.136).
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Figure 18: The Modified Model for Actual Purchase
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7. Discussion and Conclusion

The final chapter discusses the study findingsinbthby the data analysis. The chapter also
derives conclusions from the findings. Furthee 8tudy potential limitations, suggestions

for future research, and the study implications presented.

Phenomenon
(Chapter 1)

Intention to Buy Organic Food
among Czech Consumers

(Background, Problem definition,
Purpose of the study, Definition of the
key concepts)

/ i \
Theories/ Studies Methods and Reality
(Chapter 2, 3) (Chapter 4, 5, 6)

Theory:

1) Marketing 1) The Conceptual framework

2) Green Marketing

3) Consumer Behaviour 2) Methodology (quantitative research

4) TPB approach, research method: self-completes

(Variables: attitudes towards buying, subjective survey, non-probability sampling method)

norms, intention to buy)

A
A 4

3) Analysis of the Czech organic market
Empirical Studies: based on secondary data

1) Consumer attitudes towards organic food
2) Intention to buy organic food

3) Influence of eco-labels on consumer
behaviour

4) Analysis of the conceptual framework
based on primary data through a survey

(Variables: perceived availability, perceived price,
demographic factors, product knowledge)

Discussion/ Conclusion

(Chapter 7)

Figure 19: The Structure of the Study
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7.1. Discussion of Findings

In the last decade there was an increasing coraleont the environmental issues in the
Czech Republic. Consumers have become more ingdrest their nutrition, health, and
quality of food. The Czech organic food market basn growing rapidly in the last years and
organic food has become more accessible for consurhwever, the total and average
consumption per person is still behind the WestBuropean average (FFDI, 2010).
Therefore, it is important to understand consunedralwiour and recognize what influences
their intention to buy organic food. This thesisastigated the effect of several factors on
intention to buyorganic food The following section provides a discussion o ttudy
findings.

7.1.1. Intention to Buy Organic Food

The dependent variable investigated in this stuglyntention to buy organic foodThe
findings suggest that only small proportion of Gzeonsumers intends to buy organic food
(14 %). The mean value of intention to buy is 2.5Re results imply that consumers do not
have theintention to buyorganic food. These findings differ from previosisidies which
found high consumers’ intention to buy organic fq@ddorfos et al., 2008; Michaelidou et
al., 2009; Tarkiainen et al., 2005).

The TPB was found to be a useful model for predlictf determinants related to consumers’
intention to buy organic food. Based on the resoftthe multiple regression analysis, the
variablesattitudes towards buyingnd subjective normsre the most predictive factors of
intention to buy organic foodlhese results correspond with findings of presioesearch
(Chen, 2007; Kalafatis et al., 1999; Lodorfos et aD08; Robinson et al., 2002; Vermeir,
2007). On the other hangerceived availability perceived price and product knowledge
were not found to be independent predictorshtd@ntion to buy organic foodrhese findings
are distinct from former findings of these variablas influential factorsperceived
availability (Lodorfos, 2008; O’Donovan et al., 2002; Vermdirak, 2007),perceived price
(Ahmad et al., 2010; Magnusson et al., 2002; Mittea et al., 2010; O’'Donovan et al.,
2002), andproduct knowledgdGracia et al., 2007; Gracia et al, 2010; Leirealet 2004;
Lodorfos et al., 2008; Magnusson et al., 2001). B\, it is in compliance with the findings
of Tarkiainen et al. (2005) who did not find suppfar the relationship betweguerceived
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price andperceivedavailability of organic food tantentionto buy organic food

With regard to demographic factors, onjgnder was found to be a significant factor
influencing consumershtention to buyorganic food. The findings showed that women hold
higherintentionto buy organic foodhan men. A possible explanation for this findiaghat
women have better attitudes toward organic food tnan (Appendix B9). This result is in
compliance with studies by Lodorfos et al. (2008agnusson et al. (2001), and O’Donovan
et al. (2002). Other demographic factors, suchages marital status level of education
number of children in a householmily income andwork loadwere not found affecting
intention to buy organic foodl'hese findings differ from former research (Maggan et al.,
2001; Robinson et al., 2002; O’Donovan et al., 2002

7.1.2. Attitudes towards Buying

The first studied independent variable vedStudes towards buyingrganic food. The TPB
implies that attitudes towards behaviouplay an important role in explaining human
behaviour. This theory assumes that the stroagfgudestowards behaviouthe stronger
intentionto perform this behaviour. This study results aatied that consumers hold rather
positive attitudes towards buyingrganic food. This finding is consistent with pisws
studies (Chen, 2007; Kalafatis et al., 1999; Loowrét al., 2008; Robinson et al., 2002;
Tarkiainen et al., 2005; Vermeir, 2007). Since thiationship betweemttitudes towards
buying and intention to buyhas been found strong and positive, it suggests stronger

attitudestowards buyingt may lead to strongentention to buyorganic food.

Among demographic characteristics ordgnder was found to affectattitudes towards
buying The significant differences based genderimply that women have more positive
attitudes towards buying organic food than mensTimding corresponds with the previous
studies by Hoyer et al. (2007) and Magnusson €2@01). Other demographic characteristics
such asage marital status number of children in a householidmily net incomeandwork

load do not have any significant impact attitudestowards buying

7.1.3. Subjective Norms

The second studied independent variabkulgective normsAccording to Ajzen (1991), it is

assumed that important referent individuals or pgsowapprove or disapprove certain
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behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). The TPB says thalbjective normare one of the most influencing
variables that form a behavioural intention of deof@his statement is supported by this
study, as there was found a strongest relationséiyweensubjective normsndintention to
buy. This variable makes the strongest unique cortidhuin explaining the dependent
variableintention The mean score for the variatdabjective normss 2.74. This finding
reveals that reference group of respondents davaot the buyers to buy organic food. The
Pearson correlation betwesnbjective normsand intention to buyis strong and positive.
Thus, increased support to buy organic food byresige groups (family, friends, and

important people) may strengthen th&ention to buyorganic food.

7.1.4. Perceived Availability

Perceived availabilityhas been found by former research having an aftecttention to buy
organic food However, this study findings do not support &fiect. Moreover, this study did
not support the effect gberceived availabilityto actual purchaseBased on the results,
perceived availabilityof organic food in the Czech Republic seems teujBcient. By using
the independent t-test and one-way ANOVA there vieuad no significant differences with

respect to demographic characteristics.

7.1.5. Perceived Price

Another studied independent variableerceived priceFormer research reported this factor
as influencing théntention to buyorganic food. However, this effect is not suppoby this
study. In addition, no significant differences withtspect to demographic characteristics were
found. On the other hand, the influencepefceived pricevas found to be significant with
respect taactual purchaseThe Pearson correlation coefficient betweenceived priceand
actual purchases negative. This suggests that higher price gaoic food decreases actual
purchase. With respect to the analysis, consunmergrice sensitive and price of organic food
is important for them. Moreover, consumers percgiviee of organic food as expensive.

Thus, higher price of organic food is one of themtaurdens for purchasing organic food.

7.1.6. Product Knowledge

Next studied independent variablepi®duct knowledgeAs a presumption of thiatention to

buy, consumers need to be able to identify organid.fdderefore, consumers need relevant
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product-related information for their decision abaupurchase (Leire et al.,, 2004). Such
information is provided by eco-labels. However, 4adoels are effective tool only if
consumers know how an eco-label looks like and vithateans (Thggersen et al., 2000).
Based on the findings of this study the majoritycohsumers are able to recognize organic
label. However, consumers expressed that they titnance good knowledge about organic
food, and have difficulty to know if the food isgamically produced. This lack of knowledge
can affect their decision to participate in orgaioied consumption. However, the findings of
this study did not find any significant effect pfoduct knowledgdo theintention to buy
organic food. Nevertheless, there is a signifieafitence ofproduct knowledgevith respect

to actual purchase The relationship between product knowledge anwiahqourchase is
positive suggesting that highlkenowledgeabout organic food contributes to the highetual
purchase With regard to demographic characteristics thadyas did not reveal any specific

consumer groups related pooductknowledge

In addition to the knowledge about organic fotrdist in the certification procedure is
necessary. The characteristics of organic food mfgr a competitive advantage over
conventional food. However, there is a conditioatticonsumers have to believe in the
message that organic food holds. However, the coaslin this study expressed lack of trust
in the certification procedure in the Czech Republihis finding is based on supplementary
data provided by interviews with the respondentsterAfilling the questionnaire the
respondents were asked for reasons why they ddoumptorganic food. The majority of
respondents answered that they are suspicious @&bedibility of the certification process
and they argued by the cases about organic fobgddrom media. These cases warn about
products promoted as organically produced whilg time plain false. Therefore, consumers’
trust in organic food is disturbed and they arbeasceptical to the certification authorities in

the Czech Republic.

When the reputation of organic products is violatetisumers may not prefer it over its
conventional alternative. Since eco-labeling is @hedhe main tools of green marketing,
producers and sellers of organic food should beringus in the promotion. Thus, there
should be ensured higher transparency of the icatidn process to enhance consumers’ trust

in organic food, which might lead to higher demé&mdorganic food.
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7.1.7. Actual Purchase

By applying thehierarchical multiple regression analysis this study also investigatedttual
purchaseof organic food. The findings indicate thadtual purchases predicted byntention

to buy organic foodperceived priceandproduct knowledgeThe results further suggest that
one of the main obstacles why consumers do notooggnic food is high price and limited
knowledge about organic food. With respect to thdifgs it can be concluded thatce and
product knowledgeoes not affeantention to buy organic foodut onlyactual purchaseOn
the other hand, limitedvailability does not seem to be a major hurdle in purchasiggnic
food. The model predictingctual purchaseFigure 17) explains 54.5 % of the variance,
meaning that 45.5 % of the variance is influencgddme other factors.

A number of studies attempted to investigatgo is a buyer of organic food This study
examined demographic characteristics with respeattual purchaseBased on the results,
only genderout of all demographic characteristics affecetlial purchaseWomen purchase
more organic food than men. A possible explandbonhis finding is that women have better
attitudes toward buyingrganic food than men (Appendix B9). This findisgn compliance
with the study by Davies et al. (1995).

7.1.8. Primary vs. Passive Buyer

Based on the analysis there were found out sigmfiaifferences between primary and
passive buyers. Passive buyers have loatgtudes towards buyingrganic food, lower

product knowledgeand lowerintention to buyorganic food compared to primary buyers. In
general, passive buyers, those who never or seliloniood for their household, represent a
reference group for primary buyers. The resultsaftiple regression analysis indicated that
subjective normsare the strongest predictor oftention to buy organic foodSince the

passive buyers (representing the reference groop)otd have a positive attitude or strong
intention to buy organic food, they do not suppbg primary buyers in purchasing organic

food.

7.1.9. The Model Summary

This section summarizes the findings related topfeposed model. As the model proposes,

the strongerintention to buyorganic food leads to highexctual behaviour In order to
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enhance positiventention to buyorganic food it might be needed to strengtsebjective
normsandattitudes toward buyingrganic food. In the phase aftual purchasgeconsumer’s
decision to buy is affected Iperceived priceandproduct knowledgd-urthermore, this study
found out that the barriers are high pramad limited product knowledge. Therefore, various
possible solutions may take place. First, there lmmamade an effort to minimize the price
difference between organic and conventional foeto8d, there may be proposed reasonable
explanation for reasons leading to a premium psiceh as more costly production processed
without usage of various additives, fertilizes,. étimally, consumers’ education about organic

food is needed.

7.2. Conclusions

7.2.1. Findings Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to examine deterngniafluencingintentionto buy organic
food in the Czech Republic. A model based on the TP @her studies was proposed to
study this phenomenon. The data were gatheredseif-administered questionnaire. In total,
263 questionnaires were collected. Several indegrgndariables were examinedttitudes
towards buyingsubjective normerceived availabilityperceived priceproduct knowledge
anddemographic characteristics

The multiple regression analysis was used to egplmw well the independent variables
predict intention to buyorganic food; and which variable is the best predi of the
dependent variable. This study provided empiriegadence supporting relevance of the TPB
model. With respect to the resulssibjective normandattitudes toward buyingrganic food
are important predictors afitentionto buyorganic products. Moreovegenderwas found to
be a significant factor ahtention to buyorganic products. The proposed model explains 55.2
% of variance ofntention to buy The results from the analysis provided evidehes just a
small proportion of consumers hawgention to buyorganic food. It can be concluded that
this study is consistent with previous studies thajgested thatttitudes towards buyingnd
subjective normare predictors ahtention to buyorganic food. However, this study does not
support studies suggesting tipatceived priceperceived availabilityandproduct knowledge
are important determinants iotention to buyorganic food.
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One-way ANOVA and independent t-test were applied investigate demographic
characteristics (gender, age, marital status, l@feeducation, number of children in a
household, family monthly net income, and work load respondents with respect to
intention to buyorganic food and t@ctual purchaseThere was found that women have
higher intention to buyorganic foodthan men. Moreover, women more often purchase
organic food. Other demographic characteristicevmat found to be significant predictors of

intention to buy organic foodr actual purchase

Furthermore, demographic characteristics were egglavith respect to other variables such
as attitudes towards buyingsubjective normsperceived availability perceived price and
product knowledgeBased on the results, women have more postieides towards buying
organic food than men. According to the studiedest@nts, the majority of consumers
reported that price of organic food is important teem and they perceived organic food to
be expensive. Almost half of the consumers oftealways refrain from purchase because of
the premium price. Availability of organic food mot an obstacle for purchase of organic
food. The majority of consumers are able to recgrorganic label, however consumers
expressed that they do not have good knowlealgmut organic food. Moreover, for older

consumers it is more difficult to know if food isganically produced.

The hierarchical multiple regression was applieévaluate ability of the proposed model to
predict the actual purchasge while controlling the variableperceived price perceived
availability, and product knowledgeThe modified model explains 54.5 % of variance of
actual purchaseA significant predictor ofctual purchases intention to buyorganic food
explaining 50.7 % of the variance. It was found {herceived priceand product knowledge
significantly affectactual purchasgwhile perceived availabilitywas not found to be a

significant predictor.

7.2.2. Limitations and Future Research

Naturally, this study has some potential limitaioelated to generalization of the results.
First, the study was conducted in one country, @Republic. Second, the collected data are
associated mainly with consumers living inside eamof the city Pardubice. It is assumed
that bigger cities such as Pardubice have largerestand better supply of products.

Therefore, the sample data may be drawn from mitiess ©f the Czech Republic. Third, the

data were collected in one supermarket. Since waritypes of grocery stores have
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different characteristics such as price levelsjlalgity of organic food, or range of organic
food, it might be possible that consumer behavimay differ between different types of
stores. Finally, more factors influencing the ititem to buyorganic food may be involved
into the studied model. The additional factors riglise explanatory power of the model.

Thus, further research is needed to validate tbsigHindings under different conditions.

7.2.3. Implication of the Study

This thesis has implication for both practice aedearch. The study investigated factors
influencing the intention to buy organic food. Iragtice, the thesis findings can be valuable
for marketing purposes, as it may provide informatior better understanding of consumer
behaviour. Furthermore, the study findings may Is® @aluable for producers as well as

vendors of organic food.

With regard to research, the study has proposed tesitd a model capturing factors
influencing the intention to buy organic food. Tm®del can be applied and validated by

further research employing different data sets.
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Appendix A: Questionnaire

Marketing Survey

Attitudes towards Organic vs. Non-organic food amog Czech

consumers

By: Kristyna Olivova

Supervisor: Professor Andreas Falkenberg

Dear participant,

| would appreciate if you take few minutes to ifilithis questionnaire. The questionnaire is a
part of the master thesis within master prograreridtional Management at University of

Agder, Norway.

The purpose of the study is to examine “Attitu@rganic Food among Czech Consumers”.
Please answer the questions and statements t@seaprgour opinion on what is being asked.
The questionnaire is anonymous and your answersusgd only for the purpose of the

survey.

Thank you for your help!
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Please rate to what extent you agree with the folling statements. Mark your answer on the scale from

“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”.

Organic food is sufficiently available. disagiré[1][1[] agree
Most people who influence what | do, think disagrdel[1[1[1[] agree
that | should not buy organic food

It is good for me to buy organic food. disagrée][1[1[] agree
The price of organic food is important to me. disagreg ][ 1J[J[] agree
It is difficult for me to know if food is organidgl produced. disagreg][ ][] agree
I think it is not important to buy organic food. disagréel[ ][ 1[][] agree
My friends who influence my buying behaviour think, disagred ][ 1[1[1[] agree
| should buy organic food.

Organic food is hard to find in a shop where | paise. disagre€]1[1[1[1[] agree
| do not intend to buy organic food in the neaufat disagred ][ 1[1[1[] agree
| often refrain from buying organic food idagred J[J[JJ[] agree
because | think it is expensive.

| am able to recognize organic label. disagrég[ ][ ][] agree
It is important to me that organic food disagrég[ ][ 1[][] agree
IS no more expensive than conventional food.

| think that buying organic food is not reasonable disagrée][1[][] agree
| can not easily find organic food in my neighboaot. diezg 1[I 1[1[] agree
The next time | buy food | will choose organic food disagred ][ ]][1[] agree
Purchasing of organic food is beneficial for me. disagteéé 1111 agree
| would consider purchasing organic food disagrdel[ ][] agree
If it is available at the place where | purchase.

| always try to find the most reasonable low pifmed in the store disagre€][]J[J[] agree
| intend to purchase organic food within the nexa tveeks. disagred ][ 1[1[1[] agree
My family would like me to buy organic food. disagre€][1[1[1[] agree
If I want to buy organic food, it is easy to firtteim. disagfée 1 1[1[] agree
| have good knowledge about organic food. disagrdel ][] agree
Organic food is expensive for me. sdgred ][ 1[1[1[] agree
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| do not believe that buying organic food disagrdel ][ ][][]agree
is better than non organic food.

People that are important to me would like me tp ¢mganic food disagfe 1111 agree

Please answer the first two questions on the scaknging from “never” to “always”. For third questio n
indicate your answer on the scale ranging from 0%dad 100%.

How often do you buy food for your household? nevel ] ][1[][] always

When you buy food how often do you buy organic fdod never[JJJ1] always

When you buy food what % of your purchases is aggyrod? 0 25 50 75 100%
[

Please, fill in the following information:

Gender. [ Female Age: [118-25  Marital status: L1 married
L1 Male L1 26- 35 L1 single/ divorced /widow
L] 36- 45
(1 46- 55
L] 56- 65

[ 66 and more

Level of education 1 Primary school Number of children: 1 0
L1 Apprenticeship 1
1 Secondary with GCE 1 2 and more

L1 Higher post-secondary schools

L1 University

Family monthly net income: [ up to 10 000 CZK Work load: [ Full time

[] 11 000- 20 000 CZK L] Part time
[] 21 000- 30 000 CZK ] Student
[1 31 000-40 000 CZK 1 Unemployed

0 41 000-50 000 CzZK
] More then 50 000 CZK

Thank you!
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Marketingovy pr tizkum

Postojeskych spofebiteli k biopotravinam

Autor: Bc. Kristyna Olivova

Vedouci prace: Prof. Andreas Falkenberg

Véazeny @astniku/ Vazenadaastnice,

Byla bych Vam ve&céna, pokud byste si naSel/naslgkolik minut na vyplgni tohoto
dotazniku. Fizkum je souwasti diplomové prace v ramci studia magisterskétogrmamu
Mezinarodni Management na univegaitAgder, Norsko.

Ucelem této studie je prozkoumat postejskych spdebiteli k biopotravinam. Odpaszte
prosim na otazky a tvrzeni tak, aby co nejlépeemgmtovaly VaSe nazory. Dotaznik je

anonymni a VaSe odpé&di budou pouzity vyhradnv ramci studie.

Dékuji za spolupréci!
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Prosim, uval’te, do jaké miry souhlasite s nasledujicimi vyrokyOznaéte Vasi odpovd’ na Skale od

“nesouhlasim”- “souhlasim”.

Biopotraviny jsou snadno dostupné.

nesouhlasim][][][][] souhlasim

VétSina lidi, ktei ovliviwuji mé nazory si mysli,
ze bych ner#i/a kupovat biopotraviny.

nesouhladini J[][1[] souhlasim

Kupovat biopotraviny je pro éndobré.

nesouhlasim_J[J[][] souhlasim

Cena biopotravin je pro &dulezita.

nesouhlasim][][][][] souhlasim

Je obtizné &dét, zda je produkt ekologicky vyptovan.

nesouhlasinm ][ ][11[] souhlasim

Myslim si, Ze nenidezité kupovat biopotraviny. nesouhladind ][] souhlasim
Moji pratelé, kit ovliviiuji mé chovani si mysili, nesouhladini_J[][][] souhlasim
Ze bych ndl/a nakupovat biopotraviny.

V obchod, kde nakupuiji, je obtizné najit biopotraviny. nesouhlagith ][] souhlasim

V blizké dol neplanuji nakoupit biopotraviny.

nesouhlasim ][ ][] souhlasim

Casto se zdrzim nakupu biopotraviniddu vysoké ceny.

nesouhlasim ][ ][]1[] souhlasim

Jsem schopny/a rozpoznat bioda

nesouhlasini_JJ[J[] souhlasim

Je pro n& dulezité, Ze biopotraviny nejsou drazsi nez
béZné potraviny.

nesouhla§im ][] ][] souhlasim

Myslim si, Ze nadkup biopotravin neni rozumny.

nesouhlasini_ ][ ][][] souhlasim

Nemohu snadno najit biopotraviny v okoli mého ksl

nesouhladitt ][] souhlasim

Pri pristim nakupu potravin zvolim biopotraviny.

nesouhlasinm ][ ][]1[] souhlasim

Nakup biopotravin je pro gnprosgsny.

neslesimJ[J[J[J[] souhlasim

UvaZoval/a bych o nakupu biopotravin, kdyby byly
dostupné v migt kde nakupuiji.

neb@sim_]]]][] souhlasim

Vzdy se v obchogisnazim najit nejrozundjsi ceny potravin.

nesouhlasim ][ ][] souhlasim

Mam v umyslu koupit biopotravinyghem gistich dvou tyda.

nesouhlasin][][1[1[] souhlasim

Ma rodina si peje, abych nakupoval/a biopotraviny.

nesouhlasini_J[J[][] souhlasim

Pokud budu chtit koupit biopotraviny, jsou snadraoktani.

nesouhlasim][][][] souhlasim

Méam dobré znalosti o biopotravinach.

nesouhlasim]][]][] souhlasim

Biopotraviny jsou pro madrahé.

nesouhlasim][][][][] souhlasim

Lidé, ktai jsou pro n& duleziti, chegji abych nakupoval/a biopotraviny.

nesouhlasim][]][][] souhlasim
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Newiim, Ze nakupovani biopotravin je lepSi nez nakupbva nesouhlasith][][][] souhlasim
béZnych potravin.

Prosim, oznd&te VaSe odpo¥di na prvni dvé otdzky na Skale “nikdy”- “vzdy”. Odpov éd’ na tireti otazku ozndte
na Skale 0%- 100%.

Jak¢asto kupujete potraviny pro Vasi domacnost? nikdy ][] vzdy

Kdyz kupujete potraviny, jakasto kupujete biopotraviny? nikdyl[1CI[C1C] vzdy

Kdyz kupujete potraviny, jaké % VaSeho nakupuitbiopotraviny? 0 25 50 75 100%
[ |

Prosim, uvaPte nasledujici informace:

Pohlavi [] Zena Vék: []18-25 Rodinny stav: [] Zenaty, vdana
] Muz []26- 35 [] svobodny/a, rozvedeny/a,
[136-45 vdovec/ vdova
[]146-55
1 56- 65
[166 a vice
Dosazené vzélani:  [] Zakladni Pdet déti v domacnosti []0
] Vyuéen/a 1
[1 StedoSkolské s maturitou [12avice

1 Vyssi odborné

] Vysokoskolské
Rodinny ¢isty mésiéni prijem: [] do 10 000 K Pracovni Uvazek: [] PIny Gvazek
7] 11 000- 20 000 K ] Cast&ny Gvazek
] 21 000- 30 000 K [] Student
1 31 000-40 000 K ] Nepracujici

] 41 000- 50 000 K
[] vice nez 50 000 K

Dékuji za spolupraci!
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Attitudes towards Buying

Appendix B

Appendix B1. Reliability Analysis

Case Processing Summary

Reliability Statistics

N %
Cases Valid 263 100,0 Cronbach's| Cronbach's Alpha Basel N of
Excluded 0 0 Alpha on Standardized Itemg ltems
Total 263 100,0 197 801 2
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables inghecedure.
Subjective norms
Case Processing Summary
N % Reliability Statistics
Cases Valid 263 100,0 Cronbach's| Cronbach's Alpha Base
Excluded 0 0 Alpha on Standardized ItemgN of Items
Total 263 100,0 765 765 3
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables inghecedure.
Perceived Availability
Case Processing Summary
N % Reliability Statistics
Cases Valid 263 100,0 Cronbach's| Cronbach's Alpha Basgl N of
Excluded 0 ,0 Alpha on Standardized ltemg Items
Total 263 100,0 774 775 4

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables inghecedure.
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Perceived Price

Case Processing Summary

N % Reliability Statistics
Cases Valid 263 100,0 Cronbach's| Cronbach's Alpha Basel N of
Excluded 0 0 Alpha on Standardized ltemq Items
Total 263 100,0 132 734 3
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables inghecedure.
Product Knowledge
Case Processing Summary
N % Reliability Statistics
Cases Valid 263 100,0 Cronbach's| Cronbach's Alpha Basel N of
Excluded 0 0 Alpha on Standardized ltemg Items
Total 263 100,0 561 566 2
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables inghecedure.
Intention to Buy
Case Processing Summary
N % Reliability Statistics
Cases Valid 263 100,0 Cronbach's| Cronbach's Alpha Based { N of
Excluded@ 0 0 Alpha Standardized ltems Iltems
Total 263 100,0 ,832 ,839 2
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables inghecedure.
Actual purchase
Case Processing Summary
N % Reliability Statistics
Cases  Valid 263 100,0 Cronbach's| Cronbach's Alpha Based { N of
Excluded 0 0 Alpha Standardized ltems Items
Total 263 100,0 .829 857 2
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables inghecedure.
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Frequency

Appendix B2. Frequency Distribution of Demographic
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Appendix B3. Attitudes towards Buying

Frequency Distribution

Statistics
It is good reverse coding: | reverse coding: | reverse coding: | do no
for me to think it is not think that buying Purchasing of believe that buying
buy organic| important to buy organic food is not | organic food is organic food is better
food organic food reasonable beneficial for me | than non organic food.
N Valid 263 263 262 263 263
Missing 0 0 1 0 0

It is good for me to buy organic food

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 19 7,2 7,2 7,2
2 27 10,3 10,3 17,5
3 95 36,1 36,1 53,6
4 66 25,1 25,1 78,7
5 56 21,3 21,3 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
reverse coding: | think it is not important to buy organic food
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 24 9,1 9,1 9,1
2 32 12,2 12,2 21,3
3 68 25,9 25,9 47,1
4 72 27,4 27,4 74,5
5 67 25,5 25,5 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
reverse coding: | think that buying organic food isnot reasonable
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 17 6,5 6,5 6,5
2 20 7,6 7,6 14,1
3 53 20,2 20,2 34,4
4 67 25,5 25,6 59,9
5 105 39,9 40,1 100,0
Total 262 99,6 100,0
Missing  System 1 4
Total 263 100,0
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Purchasing of organic food is beneficial for me

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 24 9,1 9,1 9,1
2 21 8,0 8,0 17,1
3 77 29,3 29,3 46,4
4 65 24,7 24,7 71,1
5 76 28,9 28,9 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0

reverse coding: | do not believe that buying orgami food is better than non
organic food.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 39 14,8 14,8 14,8
2 42 16,0 16,0 30,8
3 76 28,9 28,9 59,7
4 48 18,3 18,3 77,9
5 58 22,1 22,1 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0

Independent T-test: Gender

Group Statistics

Gender (female=0,
male=1) N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Attitude index female 145 3,7100 ,81064 ,06732
male 118 3,2373 ,98257 ,09045

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test]
for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) | Difference | Difference | Lower Upper
Attitude Equal 6,533 ,011]| 4,275 261 ,000 AT7271 ,11057| ,25499 ,69043
index  variances
assumed
Equal 4,192| 226,140 ,000 AT7271 ,11275| ,25053 ,69490
variances
not assume
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One-way ANOVA: Age Groups

Descriptives

Purchasing of organic food is beneficial for me

95% Confidence Interval for Mea
N [Mean| Std. Deviatior] Std. Error| | ower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum [ Maximum
18-25] 58] 3,71 1,185 ,156 3,40 4,02 1 5
26-35] 59| 3,42 1,248 ,163 3,10 3,75 1 5
36-45] 54| 3,26 1,306 ,178 2,90 3,62 1 5
46-55| 51| 3,98 1,104 ,155 3,67 4,29 1 5
56-65] 28| 3,43 1,200 ,227 2,96 3,89 1 5
>66 13| 3,46 1,450 ,402 2,59 4,34 1 5
Total | 263] 3,56 1,240 ,076 3,41 3,71 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Purchasing of organic food is beneficial for me
Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
,618 5 257 ,686
ANOVA
Purchasing of organic food is beneficial for me
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 16,852 5 3,370 2,245 ,050
Within Groups 385,863 257 1,501
Total 402,715 262
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Purchasing of organic food is beneficial for me
Statistié dfl df2 Sig.
Welch 2,330 5 76,462 ,050
Brown-Forsythe 2,126 5 127,089 ,066

a. Asymptotically F distributed.
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Purchasing of organic food is beneficial for me

Multiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
() Age J) Age Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
(I-9) Std. Error| Sig. | Lower Bound  Upper Bound
18-25 26-35 ,283 227 ,812 -,37 ,93
36-45 ,448 ,232] ,385 -,22 1,11
46-55 -,273 ,235| ,854 -,95 ,40
56-65 ,278 ,282| ,922 -,53 1,09
>66 ,245 ,376] ,987 -,83 1,32
26-35 18-25 -,283 ,227| ,812 -,93 ,37
36-45 ,164 ,231] ,980 -,50 ,83
46-55 -,557 ,234] ,169 -1,23 ,12
56-65 -,005 ,281] 1,000 -,81 ,80
>66 -,038 ,375] 1,000 -1,12 1,04
36-45 18-25 -,448 ,232] ,385 -1,11 ,22
26-35 -,164 ,231] ,980 -,83 ,50
46-55 721 ,239] ,033 -1,41 -,03
56-65 -,169 ,285| ,991 -,99 ,65
>66 -,202 ,379] ,995 -1,29 ,88
46-55 18-25 273 ,235| ,854 -,40 ,95
26-35 ,557 ,234] ,169 -,12 1,23
36-45 ;721 ,239( ,033 ,03 1,41
56-65 ,552 ,288| ,396 -,28 1,38
>66 ,519 ,381] ,749 -,57 1,61
56-65 18-25 -,278 ,282| ,922 -1,09 ,53
26-35 ,005 ,281] 1,000 -,80 ,81
36-45 ,169 ,285| ,991 -,65 ,99
46-55 -,552 ,288| ,396 -1,38 ,28
>66 -,033 ,411] 1,000 -1,21 1,15
>66 18-25 -,245 ,376| ,987 -1,32 ,83
26-35 ,038 ,375] 1,000 -1,04 1,12
36-45 ,202 ,379] ,995 -,88 1,29
46-55 -,519 ,381| ,749 -1,61 ,57
56-65 ,033 ,411] 1,000 -1,15 1,21
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.6&l.
Purchasing of organic food is beneficial for me
Tukey HSD™
Age Subset for alpha = 0.05
N 1
36-45 54 3,26
26-35 59 3,42
56-65 28 3,43
>66 13 3,46
18-25 58 3,71
46-55 51 3,98
Sig. 171

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are dégphlay
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 32,440.

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mitre @roup
sizes is used. Type | error levels are not guaeahte
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One-way ANOVA: Number of Children

Descriptives
reverse coding: | do not believe that buying orgdood is better than non organic food.

95% Confidence Interval for Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
0 133 3,15 1,323 ,115 2,92 3,38 1 5
1 66 3,47 1,280 ,158 3,16 3,78 1 5
<1 64 2,89 1,393 174 2,54 3,24 1 5
Total 263 3,17 1,340 ,083 3,00 3,33 1 5

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
reverse coding: | do not believe that buying orgdood is
better than non organic food.

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
,259 2 260 772
ANOVA
reverse coding: | do not believe that buying orgdood is better than non organic food.
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 10,973 2 5,486 3,103 ,047
Within Groups 459,666 260 1,768
Total 470,639 262

Multiple Comparisons
reverse coding: | do not believe that buying orgdood is better than non organic food.

Tukey HSD
(1) Number of (J) Number of 95% Confidence Interval
children children Mean Difference (I-J] Std. Error| Sig. | Lower Bound| Upper Bound
0 1 -,319 ,200( ,250 -,79 ,15
<1 ,260 ,202| ,405 -,22 74
1 0 ,319 ,200] ,250 -15 79
<1 579 ,233|,036 ,03 1,13
<1 0 -,260 ,202] ,405 - 74 22
1 -579 ,233],036 -1,13 -,03

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.8%l.

reverse coding: | do not believe that buying orgamwi food is better than non organic food.

Tukey HSD™
Number of children Subset for alpha = 0.05
N 1 2
<1 64 2,89
0 133 3,15 3,15
1 66 3,47
Sig. 441 ,291

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are désplay
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 78,339.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mitre @roup sizes is used. Type | error
levels are not guaranteed.
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Frequency Distribution

Appendix B4. Subjective Norms

Statistics
My friends who
influence my People that are
buying behavioul My family would | important to me

think | should like me to buy | would like me to

buy organic food| organic food | buy organic food

N Valid 263 263 263
Missing 0 0 0

My friends who influence my buying behaviour think| should buy organic food

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 66 25,1 25,1 25,1
2 50 19,0 19,0 44,1
3 89 33,8 33,8 77,9
4 41 15,6 15,6 93,5
5 17 6,5 6,5 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
My family would like me to buy organic food
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 101 38,4 38,4 38,4
2 54 20,5 20,5 58,9
3 59 22,4 22,4 81,4
4 31 11,8 11,8 93,2
5 18 6,8 6,8 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
People that are important to me would like me to by organic food.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 91 34,6 34,6 34,6
2 42 16,0 16,0 50,6
3 85 32,3 32,3 82,9
4 30 114 11,4 94,3
5 15 5,7 5,7 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
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Independent T-test: Status

Group Statistics

Status (married=0,

single= 1) N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
My family would like me to married 128 2,45 1,297 , 115
buy organic food single 135 2,12 1,234 ,106

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test fo
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) | Difference| Difference | Lower | Upper
My family Equal 1,007| ,317|2,144 261| ,033 ,335 ,156 ,027 ,642
would like variances
me to buy assumed
organic food Equal 2,141| 258,251] 033 ,335 ,156 ,027 642
variances
not
assumed

One-way ANOVA: Age

Descriptives

My family would like me to buy organic food
95% Confidence Interval for Mea

N [Mean| Std. Deviatior] Std. Error| | ower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum [ Maximum
18-25] 58| 1,95 1,176 ,154 1,64 2,26 1 5
26-35) 59| 2,12 1,247 ,162 1,79 2,44 1 5
36-45| 54| 2,15 1,089 ,148 1,85 2,45 1 5
46-55] 51| 2,53 1,302 ,182 2,16 2,90 1 5
56-65| 28| 2,79 1,500 ,283 2,20 3,37 1 5
>66 13| 3,00 1,354 ,376 2,18 3,82 1 5
Total | 263| 2,28 1,274 ,079 2,13 2,44 1 5

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
My family would like me to buy organic food

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
1,093 5 257 ,365

ANOVA
My family would like me to buy organic food

Sum of Square| df | Mean Squar{ F | Sig.

Between Group 25,929 5 5,186| 3,338| ,006
Within Groups 399,249 257 1,553
Total 425,179 262
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Multiple Comparisons
My family would like me to buy organic food

Tukey HSD
() Age (J) Age Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
(I-) Std. Error| Sig. | Lower Bound | Upper Bound
18- 26-35 -,170 ,2301 ,977 -,83 49
25 36-45 -,200 ,236| ,958 -,88 ,48
46-55 -,581 2391 ,150 -1,27 11
56-65 -,837 ,287( ,044 -1,66 -,01
>66 -1,052 ,382| ,069 -2,15 ,05
26- 18-25 ,170 ,230| ,977 -,49 ,83
35 36-45 -,030 ,235] 1,000 -,70 ,64
46-55 -411 ,238| ,517 -1,10 27
56-65 -,667 ,286| ,185 -1,49 15
>66 -,881 ,382] ,195 -1,98 ,22
36- 18-25 ,200 ,236| ,958 -,48 ,88
45 26-35 ,030 ,235( 1,000 -,64 70
46-55 -,381 ,243] ,621 -1,08 ,32
56-65 -,638 ,290| ,243 -1,47 ,20
>66 -,852 ,385| ,236 -1,96 ,25
46- 18-25 ,581 2391 ,150 -11 1,27
55 26-35 411 ,238| 517 -27 1,10
36-45 381 243 ,621 -,32 1,08
56-65 -,256 ,293| ,952 -1,10 ,59
>66 -471 ,387| ,829 -1,58 ,64
56- 18-25 ,837 ,287| ,044 ,01 1,66
65 26-35 ,667 ,286| ,185 -15 1,49
36-45 ,638 , 290 ,243 -,20 1,47
46-55 ,256 ,293| ,952 -,59 1,10
>66 -,214 ,418| ,996 -1,42 ,99
>66 18-25 1,052 ,382| ,069 -,05 2,15
26-35 ,881 3821 ,195 -,22 1,98
36-45 ,852 ,385| ,236 -,25 1,96
46-55 A7l ,387| ,829 -,64 1,58
56-65 214 ,418] ,996 -,99 1,42
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.8%l.
My family would like me to buy organic food
Tukey HSD™
Age Subset for alpha = 0.05
N 1 2
18-25 58 1,95
26-35 59 2,12 2,12
36-45 54 2,15 2,15
46-55 51 2,53 2,53
56-65 28 2,79 2,79
>66 13 3,00
Sig. ,078 ,053

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are déshlay

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 32,440.

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic metre @roup sizes is used. Type | error levels are

not guaranteed.
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One-way ANOVA: Family Net Income

Descriptives
My friends who influence my buying behaviour thinghould buy organic food

95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean

N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum | Maximum
up to 10 000 CZK 17| 2,59 1,176 ,285 1,98 3,19 1 5
11 000- 20 000 CZK| 56| 3,00 1,206 ,161 2,68 3,32 1 5
21 000- 30 000 CZK| 92| 2,57 1,243 ,130 2,31 2,82 1 5
31 000- 40 000 CZK| 61| 2,57 1,161 ,149 2,28 2,87 1 5
41 000- 50 000 CZK]| 25| 1,96 ,935 ,187 1,57 2,35 1 3
more then 50 000 12| 2,33 1,155 333 1,60 3,07 1 4
CzK
Total 263| 2,59 1,203 ,074 2,45 2,74 1 5

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
My friends who influence my buying behaviour think
should buy organic food
Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
,847 5 257 ,517
ANOVA
My friends who influence my buying behaviour thinghould buy organic food
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 20,197 5 4,039 2,889 ,015
Within Groups 359,271 257 1,398
Total 379,468 262
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My friends who influence my buying behaviour thinghould buy organic food

Multiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
(I) Family annual net (J) Family annual net 95% Confidence
monthly income monthly income Interval
Mean Difference| Std. Lower Upper
(I-) Error | Sig. | Bound Bound
up to 10 000 CZK 11 000- 20 000 CZK -,412 ,327| ,808 -1,35 ,53
21 000- 30 000 CzZK ,023 ,312| 1,000 -,87 ,92
31 000- 40 000 CzZK ,014 ,324| 1,000 -,92 ,95
41 000- 50 000 CZK ,628 ,372] ,539 -,44 1,70
more then 50 000 CZK ,255 ,446] ,993 -1,03 1,53
11 000- 20 000 CZK up to 10 000 CzK 412 ,327| ,808 -,53 1,35
21 000- 30 000 CzZK ,435 ,200| ,256 -,14 1,01
31 000- 40 000 CZK 426 ,219| ,376 -,20 1,05
41 000- 50 000 CZK 1,040 ,284] ,004 ,22 1,86
more then 50 000 CZK ,667 ,376| ,485 -,41 1,75
21 000- 30 000 CZK up to 10 000 CzK -,023 ,312| 1,000 -,92 ,87
11 000- 20 000 CZK -,435 ,200| ,256 -1,01 ,14
31 000- 40 000 CzZK -,009 ,195| 1,000 -,57 ,55
41 000- 50 000 CZK ,605 ,267| ,210 -,16 1,37
more then 50 000 CZK ,232 ,363| ,988 -,81 1,27
31 000- 40 000 CZK up to 10 000 CzK -,014 ,324] 1,000 -,95 ,92
11 000- 20 000 CZK -,426 ,219| ,376 -1,05 ,20
21 000- 30 000 CzZK ,009 ,195| 1,000 -,55 ,57
41 000- 50 000 CZK ,614 ,281| ,248 -,19 1,42
more then 50 000 CZK ,240 ,373| ,988 -,83 1,31
41 000- 50 000 CzK up to 10 000 CzK -,628 ,372| ,539 -1,70 44
11 000- 20 000 CZK -1,040 ,284| ,004 -1,86 -,22
21 000- 30 000 CzZK -,605 ,267| ,210 -1,37 ,16
31 000- 40 000 CzK -,614 ,281| ,248 -1,42 ,19
more then 50 000 CZK -,373 ,415| ,946 -1,57 ,82
more then 50 000 CZK up to 10 000 CzK -,255 446 ,993 -1,53 1,03
11 000- 20 000 CZK -,667 ,376| ,485 -1,75 41
21 000- 30 000 CzZK -,232 ,363| ,988 -1,27 ,81
31 000- 40 000 CzK -,240 ,373| ,988 -1,31 ,83
41 000- 50 000 CZK ,373 ,415| ,946 -,82 1,57
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.8%l.
My friends who influence my buying behaviour think| should buy organic food
Tukey HSD™
Family annual net monthly Subset for alpha = 0.05
income N 2
41 000- 50 000 CzK 25 1,96
more then 50 000 CZK 12 2,33 2,33
21 000- 30 000 CZK 92 2,57 2,57
31 000- 40 000 CZK 61 2,57 2,57
up to 10 000 CZK 17 2,59 2,59
11 000- 20 000 CZK 56 3,00
Sig. ,386 ,318

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are dégplay

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 26,400.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic metre @roup sizes is used. Type | error levelsnarte

guaranteed.
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Appendix B5. Perceived Availability

Frequency Distribution

Statistics
Organic food is | Reverse coding: Organiq{ Reverse coding: | can not
sufficiently food is hard to find in a | easily find organic food in m
available shop where | purchase neighbourhood
N Valid 263 263 263
Missing 0 0 0
Mean 3,38 3,44 3,29
Organic food is sufficiently available
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 14 53 5,3 53
2 41 15,6 15,6 20,9
3 81 30,8 30,8 51,7
4 84 31,9 31,9 83,7
5 43 16,3 16,3 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
reverse coding: Organic food is hard to find in alsop where | purchase
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 26 9,9 9,9 9,9
2 44 16,7 16,7 26,6
3 56 21,3 21,3 47,9
4 63 24,0 24,0 71,9
5 74 28,1 28,1 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
reverse coding: | can not easily find organic footh my neighbourhood
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 42 16,0 16,0 16,0
2 41 15,6 15,6 31,6
3 54 20,5 20,5 52,1
4 51 194 19,4 715
5 75 28,5 28,5 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
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Appendix B6. Perceived Price

Frequency Distribution

The price of organic food is important to me

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 15 57 5,7 57
2 22 8,4 8,4 14,1
3 42 16,0 16,0 30,0
4 66 25,1 25,1 55,1
5 118 449 449 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
| always try to find the most reasonable low pricdood in the store
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 20 7,6 7,6 7,6
2 20 7,6 7,6 15,2
3 54 20,5 20,5 35,7
4 60 22,8 22,8 58,6
5 109 41,4 41,4 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
Organic food is expensive for me
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 17 6,5 6,5 6,5
2 29 11,0 11,0 17,5
3 64 24,3 24,3 41,8
4 63 24,0 24,0 65,8
5 90 34,2 34,2 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
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One-way ANOVA: Education Level

Descriptives
| always try to find the most reasonable low pfiwed in the store

95% Confidence Interval fo
Std. Std. Mean
N [Mean| Deviation Error | |ower Bound| Upper Bound| Minimum | Maximum

Primary school 5] 4,40 ,894 ,400 3,29 5,51 3 5
Apprenticeship 31| 4,19 1,046 ,188 3,81 4,58 1 5
Secondary with GCE 143| 3,90 1,258 ,105 3,69 4,11 1 5
Higher post-secondary 15| 4,07 1,335 ,345 3,33 4,81 1 5
schools

University 69| 3,42 1,277 ,154 3,11 3,73 1 5
Total 263| 3,83 1,259 ,078 3,68 3,98 1 5

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

| always try to find the most reasonable low pffimed in
the store

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.

772 4 258 ,544
ANOVA
| always try to find the most reasonable low pfimed in the store
Sum of Square| df | Mean Squar{ F | Sig.

Between Group 18,887] 4 4,722| 3,073|,017
Within Groups 396,413 258 1,536
Total 415,300( 262

Robust Tests of Equality of Means
| always try to find the most reasonable low pfiwed in the store

Statisti¢ dfl df2 Sig.
Welch 3,159 4 24,179 ,032
Brown-Forsythe 3,528 4 69,663 ,011

a. Asymptotically F distributed.
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Multiple Comparisons
| always try to find the most reasonable low pffimed in the store

Tukey HSD
() Level of education (J) Level of education 95% Confidence Interval
Mean Difference| Std. Lower Upper
(1-9) Error | Sig.| Bound Bound
Primary school Apprenticeship ,206 ,5971,997 -1,43 1,85
Secondary with GCE ,498 ,564],903 -1,05 2,05
Higher post-secondary ,333 ,640] ,985 -1,43 2,09
schools
University ,980 ,574] ,432 -,60 2,56
Apprenticeship Primary school -,206 ,597],997 -1,85 1,43
Secondary with GCE ,291 ,246] ,759 -,38 97
Higher post-secondary ,127 ,390],998 -,94 1,20
schools
University 773 ,268| ,034 ,04 1,51
Secondary with GCE Primary school -,498 ,564],903 -2,05 1,05
Apprenticeship -,291 ,246] ,759 -,97 ,38
Higher post-secondary -,165 ,336],988 -1,09 76
schools
University ,482 ,182],064 -,02 ,98
Higher post-secondary  Primary school -,333 ,640] ,985 -2,09 1,43
schools Apprenticeship -,127 ,390( ,998 -1,20 ,94
Secondary with GCE , 165 ,336],988 -, 76 1,09
University ,646 ,353],358 -,32 1,62
University Primary school -,980 ,574],432 -2,56 ,60
Apprenticeship 773 ,268],034 -1,51 -,04
Secondary with GCE -,482 ,182],064 -,98 ,02
Higher post-secondary -,646 ,353],358 -1,62 32
schools
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.6&l.
| always try to find the most reasonable low pricdood in the store
Tukey HSD™
Level of education Subset for alpha = 0.05
N 1
University 69 3,42
Secondary with GCE 143 3,90
Higher post-secondary schoo 15 4,07
Apprenticeship 31 4,19
Primary school 5 4,40
Sig. ,180

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are dégphlay
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 15,605.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mitdre @roup sizes is used. Type | error levelsnateguaranteed.
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Appendix B7. Product Knowledge

Frequency Distribution

| am able to recognize organic label

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 32 12,2 12,2 12,2
2 21 8,0 8,0 20,2
3 50 19,0 19,0 39,2
4 49 18,6 18,6 57,8
5 111 42,2 42,2 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
| have good knowledge about organic food
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 58 22,1 22,1 22,1
2 62 23,6 23,6 45,6
3 82 31,2 31,2 76,8
4 41 15,6 15,6 92,4
5 20 7,6 7,6 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
It is difficult for me to know if food is organically produced
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 13 4,9 49 4,9
2 23 8,7 8,7 13,7
3 48 18,3 18,3 31,9
4 66 25,1 25,1 57,0
5 113 43,0 43,0 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0

Independent T-test: Marital Status

Group Statistics

Status (married=0, Std. Std. Error
single= 1) N | Mean| Deviation Mean
It is difficult for me to know if food is organidgl married 128| 4,07 1,074 ,095
produced single 135| 3,79 1,272 ,109
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test
for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) | Difference| Difference| Lower | Upper
It is difficult for ~ Equal 4,073| ,045]1,959 261| ,051 ,285 ,146 -,001 ,572
me to know if variances
food is assumed
organically Equal 1,968| 257,584 050 ,285 ,145 ,000 ,570
produced variances
not
assumed
One way ANOVA: Age
Descriptives
It is difficult for me to know if food is organidglproduced
95% Confidence Interval for Med
N | Mean| Std. Deviatior| Std. Errof| | ower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum [ Maximum
18-25] 58| 3,59 1,214 ,159 3,27 3,91 1 5
26-35] 59| 3,90 1,185 ,154 3,59 4,21 1 5
36-45] 54| 4,00 1,182 ,161 3,68 4,32 1 5
46-55] 51| 4,04 1,199 ,168 3,70 4,38 1 5
56-65] 28| 3,93 1,184 ,224 3,47 4,39 1 5
>66 13| 4,77 ,439 ,122 4,50 5,03 4 5
Total | 263| 3,92 1,186 ,073 3,78 4,07 1 5

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
It is difficult for me to know if food is organidglproduced

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
2,358 5 257 ,041
ANOVA
It is difficult for me to know if food is organidglproduced
Sum of Square| df | Mean Squar{ F | Sig.
Between Group 16,934 5 3,387 2,476| ,033
Within Groups 351,545 257 1,368
Total 368,479 262
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
It is difficult for me to know if food is organidglproduced
Statistié¢ dfl df2 Sig.
Welch 8,409 5 92,096 ,000
Brown-Forsythe 2,849 5 228,367 ,016

a. Asymptotically F distributed.
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Multiple Comparisons
It is difficult for me to know if food is organidgl produced

Tukey HSD
() Age  (J) Age Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Difference (l-J) Std. Erro Slg Lower Bound Upper Bound
18-25 26-35 -,312 ,216 ,701 -,93 31
36-45 -,414 221 422 -1,05 22
46-55 -,453 ,225 ,335 -1,10 ,19
56-65 -,342 ,269 ,800 -1,12 43
>66 -1,183 ,359 ,014 2,21 -15
26-35 18-25 ,312 ,216 ,701 -,31 ,93
36-45 -,102 ,220 ,997 .73 ,53
46-55 -,141 224 ,989 -,78 ,50
56-65 -,030 ,268 1,000 -,80 74
>66 -,871 ,358 ,150 -1,90 ,16
36-45 18-25 414 221 422 -,22 1,05
26-35 ,102 ,220 ,997 -,53 73
46-55 -,039 ,228 1,000 -,69 ,62
56-65 ,071 272 1,000 .71 ,85
>66 -,769 ,361 276 -1,81 27
46-55 18-25 ,453 ,225 ,335 -,19 1,10
26-35 ,141 224 ,989 -,50 78
36-45 ,039 ,228 1,000 -,62 ,69
56-65 111 ,275 ,999 -,68 ,90
>66 -,730 ,363 ,340 -1,77 ,31
56-65 18-25 ,342 ,269 ,800 -,43 1,12
26-35 ,030 ,268 1,000 - 74 ,80
36-45 -,071 272 1,000 -,85 71
46-55 -111 ,275 ,999 -,90 ,68
>66 -,841 ,393 ,269 -1,97 ,29
>66 18-25 1,183 ,359 ,014 15 2,21
26-35 ,871 ,358 ,150 -,16 1,90
36-45 ,769 ,361 276 -,27 1,81
46-55 , 730 ,363 ,340 -,31 1,77
56-65 ,841 ,393 ,269 -,29 1,97
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.6&l.
It is difficult for me to know if food is organically produced
Tukey HSD™
Age Subset for alpha = 0.05
1 2
18-25 58 3,59
26-35 59 3,90
56-65 28 3,93
36-45 54 4,00 4,00
46-55 51 4,04 4,04
>66 13 4,77
Sig. ,626 ,090

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are dégphlay

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 32,440.

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic metre @roup sizes is used. Type | error levelsnarte

guaranteed.




Appendix B8. Actual Purchase

Frequency Distribution

Statistics
When you buy | When you buy
food how often | food what % of
do you buy your purchases i
organic food? organic food?
N Valid 263 263
Missing 0 0
When you buy food how often do you buy organic focl
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent% | Valid Percent% Percent%
Valid 1 76 28,9 28,9 28,9
2 92 35,0 35,0 63,9
3 74 28,1 28,1 92,0
4 19 7,2 7,2 99,2
5 2 8 .8 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
When you buy food what % of your purchases is organ food?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 99 37,6 37,6 37,6
2 138 52,5 52,5 90,1
3 22 8,4 8,4 98,5
4 4 15 15 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0
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Independent T-Test

Group Statistics

Gender (female=0,

male=1) N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
When you buy food how ofter female 145 2,30 ,951 ,079
do you buy organic food? male 118 1,99 ,929 ,086
When you buy food what % o female 145 1,83 677 ,056
your purchases is organic male 118 1,62 653 ,060
food?

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test
for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean Std. Error Difference

F Sig. t df tailed) | Difference| Difference| |ower | Upper

When you buy  Equal ,649| ,421)|2,614 261| ,009 ,305 ,117 ,075 ,535
food how often variances
do you buy assumed

organic food?  Equal 2,620| 252,461 009 ,305 116 ,076 534
variances

not

assumed

When you buy  Equal 2,126| ,146(2,613 261| ,009 ,216 ,083 ,053 ,378
food what % of variances
your purchases isassumed

organic food?  Equal 2,623[253,629 ,009 216 ,082 ,054| 378
variances

not

assumed
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Appendix B9. Who is Buyer of Organic Food

Independent T-test: Gender

Group Statistics

Gender (female=(
male=1) N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Intention index female 145 2,6690 1,16997 ,09716
male 118 2,3686 1,23418 ,11362
Actual purchase index female 145 2,0655 , 75059 ,06233
male 118 1,8051 , 75400 ,06941

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test fo
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) | Difference| Difference | |ower Upper
Intention  Equal 1,359 ,245|2,020 261| ,044 ,30032 ,14867( ,00757] ,59308
index variances
assumed
Equal 2,009| 244,470 ,046 ,30032 ,14949] ,00586 ,59478
variances
not assumeq
Actual Equal 1,350 ,246|2,793 261| ,006 ,26043 ,09325( ,07682] ,44405
purchase variances
index assumed
Equal 2,792| 249,801 ,006 ,26043 ,09329( ,07669] ,44417
variances
not assumeq

Attitudes towars Buying:

Female vs. Male

Group Statistics

Gender (female=0,
male=1) N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Attitude index female 145 3,7100 ,81064 ,06732
male 118 3,2373 ,98257 ,09045|

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test
for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Mean Interval of the
Sig. (2-| Differenc | Std. Error Difference
F Sig. df tailed) e Differenc | |ower | Upper
Attitude  Equal variances | 6,533| ,011| 4,27 261 ,000 47271 ,11057] ,25499| ,69043
index assumed
not assumed 4,19] 226,14 ,000 47271 , 11275 ,25053| ,69490
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Primary vs. Passive Buyer

Statistics
How often do you buy food for your household?
N Valid 263
Missing 0

How often do you buy food for your household?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid never 25 9,5 9,5 9,5
seldom 51 19,4 19,4 28,9
sometimes 78 29,7 29,7 58,6
often 56 21,3 21,3 79,8
always 53 20,2 20,2 100,0
Total 263 100,0 100,0

One way ANOVA: Attitudes toward Buying

Descriptives
Attitude index

95% Confidence Intervg
for Mean
Std. Lower Upper o _
N Mean | Deviation| Std. Error| Bound Bound Minimum Maximum
never 25| 2,9360 ,83610 , 16722 2,5909 3,2811 1,40 4,60
seldom 51| 3,4000 ,82849 ,11601 3,1670 3,6330 1,60 5,00
sometimes 78| 3,6378 ,85395 ,09669 3,4453 3,8304 1,20 5,00
often 56| 3,5393 ,93957 ,12556 3,2877 3,7909 1,40 5,00
always 53| 3,6075] 1,03475 ,14213 3,3223 3,8928 1,00 5,00
Total 263| 3,4979 ,92076 ,05678 3,3861 3,6097 1,00 5,00
Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Attitude index

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.

1,322 4 258 ,262
ANOVA
Attitude index
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 10,642 4 2,661 3,246 ,013
Within Groups 211,479 258 ,820
Total 222,121 262
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Attitude index

Robust Tests of Equality of Means

Statisti¢

dfl df2

Sig.

Brown-Forsythe

3,276

4 215,164

,012

a. Asymptotically F distributed.

Attitude index
Tukey HSD

Multiple Comparisons

() How often do (J) How often
you buy food for do you
your household? food for your

buyf

Mean Difference

95% Confidence Interval

household? (I-) Std. Error| Sig. | Lower Bound| Upper Bound
never seldom -,46400 ,22104| ,224 -1,0712 ,1432
sometimes -,70187 ,20808| ,008 -1,2734 -,1302
often -,60329 21777 ,047 -1,2015 -,0050
always -,67155 ,21967| ,021 -1,2750 -,0681
seldom never ,46400 ,22104| ,224 -,1432 1,0712
sometimes -,23782 ,16304| ,590 -,6857 ,2101
often -,13929 ,17524| ,932 -,6207 3421
always -,20755 , 17759 ,769 -,6954 ,2803
sometimes never ,70182 ,20808| ,008 ,1302 1,2734
seldom ,23782 ,16304| ,590 -,2101 ,6857
often ,09853 ,15858| ,972 -,3371 ,5342
always ,03027 ,16117] 1,00 -,4125 4730
0
often never ,60329 ,21777| 1,047 ,0050 1,2015
seldom , 13929 , 17524 ,932 -,3421 ,6207
sometimes -,09853 ,15858| ,972 -,5342 3371
always -,06826 ,17350] ,995 -,5449 ,4084
always never ,67155 ,21967| ,021 ,0681 1,2750
seldom ,20755 , 17759 ,769 -,2803 ,6954
sometimes -,03027 , 16117 1,00 -, 4730 4125
0
often ,06826 ,17350] ,995 -,4084 ,5449

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.6&l.
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One way ANOVA: Product Knowledge

Knowledge index

Descriptives

95% Confidence Interval fo
Std. Mean
N Mean | Deviation| Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum | Maximum
never 25| 2,7600] 1,20865 ,24173 2,2611 3,2589 1,00 4,50
seldom 51| 2,9510] 1,00625 ,14090 2,6680 3,2340 1,00 5,00
sometimes 78| 3,3077] 1,04828 ,11869 3,0713 3,5440 1,00 5,00
often 56| 3,4643 ,96228 ,12859 3,2066 3,7220 1,00 5,00
always 53| 3,0566] 1,19559 ,16423 2,7271 3,3861 1,00 5,00
Total 263| 3,1692| 1,08638 ,06699 3,0373 3,3011 1,00 5,00
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Knowledge index
Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
1,996 4 258 ,096
ANOVA
Knowledge index
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 13,659 4 3,415 2,981 ,020
Within Groups 295,562 258 1,146
Total 309,221 262
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Knowledge index
Statisti¢ dfl df2 Sig.
Brown-Forsythe 2,857 4 177,755 ,025

a. Asymptotically F distributed.
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Knowledge index

Multiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
0] How (J) How 95% Confidence Interval
often do you often do yo(
buy food for buy food for| Mean
your your Difference
household? household? (I-3) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
never seldom -,19098 , 26132 ,949 -,9089 ,5269
sometimes -,54769 ,24599 ,173 -1,2235 ,1281
often -,70429 ,25745 ,052 -1,4115 ,0030
always -,29660 ,25969 , 784 -1,0100 ,4168
seldom never ,19098 , 26132 ,949 -,5269 , 9089
sometimes -,35671 ,19274 ,347 -,8862 ,1728
often -,51331 ,20717 ,099 -1,0824 ,0558
always -,10562 ,20995 ,987 -,6824 A711
sometimes never 54769 ,24599 ,173 -,1281 1,2235
seldom ,35671 ,19274 ,347 -,1728 ,8862
often -,15659 ,18747 ,919 -,6716 ,3584
always ,25109 ,19053 ,680 -,2723 7745
often never , 70429 ,25745 ,052 -,0030 1,4115
seldom ,51331 ,20717 ,099 -,0558 1,0824
sometimes ,15659 ,18747 ,919 -,3584 ,6716
always ,40768 ,20511 275 -,1558 9712
always never ,29660 ,25969 , 784 -,4168 1,0100
seldom , 10562 ,20995 ,987 -4711 ,6824
sometimes -,25109 ,19053 ,680 -, 7745 2723
often -,40768 ,20511 275 -,9712 ,1558
One way ANOVA: Intention to Buy
Descriptives
Intention index
95% Confidence Interval
for Mean
Std. Lower Upper
N Mean Deviation | Std. Error|  Bound Bound Minimum | Maximum
never 25 1,8800 1,28517 ,25703 1,3495 2,4105 1,00 5,00
seldom 51 2,2353 ,95579 ,13384 1,9665 2,5041 1,00 4,50
sometimes 78 2,8013 1,12625 ,12752 2,5474 3,0552 1,00 5,00
often 56 2,6607 1,22514 , 16372 2,3326 2,9888 1,00 5,00
always 53 2,6038 1,34221] ,18437 2,2338 2,9737 1,00 5,00
Total 263 2,5342 1,20621] ,07438 2,3878 2,6807 1,00 5,00
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Intention index
Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
1,945 4 258 ,103
ANOVA
Intention index
Sum of Squares| df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 21,973 4 5,493 3,945 ,004
Within Groups 359,219 258 1,392
Total 381,192 262
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Robust Tests of Equality of Means

Intention index

Statisti¢ dfl df2 Sig.
Brown-Forsythe 3,826 183,818 ,005
a. Asymptotically F distributed.
Multiple Comparisons

Intention index

Tukey HSD

0] How (J) How often 95% Confidence Interval

often do you do you buyf

buy food for food for your] Mean

your household? Difference Lower

household? (1-) Std. Error Sig. Bound Upper Bound

never seldom -,35529 ,28809 , 732 -1,1467 ,4361
sometimes -,92128 ,27119 ,007 -1,6663 -,1763
often -,78071 ,28382 ,050 -1,5604 -,0010
always -, 72377 ,28629 ,088 -1,5103 ,0627

seldom never ,35529 ,28809 , 732 -,4361 1,1467
sometimes -,56599 ,21249 ,062 -1,1497 ,0177
often -,42542 ,22839 ,340 -1,0529 ,2020
always -,36848 ,23145 ,504 -1,0043 ,2674

sometimes never ,92128 , 27119 ,007 ,1763 1,6663
seldom ,56599 ,21249 ,062 -,0177 1,1497
often ,14057 ,20667 ,961 -,4272 ,7083
always ,19751 ,21005 ,881 -,3795 7745

often never ,78071 ,28382 ,050 ,0010 1,5604
seldom 42542 ,22839 ,340 -,2020 1,0529]
sometimes -,14057 ,20667 ,961 -,7083 4272
always ,05694 ,22613 ,999 -,5643 ,6781

always never , 712377 ,28629 ,088 -,0627 1,5103]
seldom ,36848 ,23145 ,504 -,2674 1,0043
sometimes -,19751 ,21005 ,881 -, 7745 ,3795
often -,05694 ,22613 ,999 -,6781 ,5643

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.6&l.

144



Appendix B10. Multiple Regression Analysis: Intenton

Variables Entered/Removed

Model Variables
Variables Entered Removed Method
1 | Knowledge index, Price index, Availability indexfthudes index, Subjective Enter
norms inde%
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: Intention index
Model Summarny’
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 743 ,552 ,543 ,81532

a. Predictors: (Constant), Knowledge index, Pricei) Availability index, Attitudes index, Subjeatinorms index
b. Dependent Variable: Intention index

ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 210,351 5 42,070 63,287 ,00G"
Residual 170,841 257 ,665
Total 381,192 262

a. Predictors: (Constant), Knowledge index, Prickeiq Availability index, Attitudes index, Subjeativ

norms index

b. Dependent Variable: Intention index

Coefficient$
Model 95,0%
Unstandardizeq Standardized Confidence Collinearity
Coefficients | Coefficients Interval for B Correlations Statistics
Std. Lower | Upper| Zero-
B Error Beta t Sig. [ Bound| Bound| order| Partial| Part Tol VIF
1 (Constant) -,334 354 -,942],347| -1,032| ,364
Attitudes 443|064 ,338| 6,967[,000[ ,317| ,568| ,575 ,399| 291 ,742|1,349
index
Subjective ,580 ,059 ,490( 9,904| ,000| ,465| ,695| ,671| ,526| ,414 ,713] 1,402
norms index
Availability | -,065| ,054 -,054 1,230 -172| ,042| -158| -,075| -,050 ,876| 1,141
index 1,202
Price index | -,026 ,050 -,022] -,515| ,607| -,125| ,073| -,033| -,032| -,022 ,9141 1,094
Knowledge ,075 ,052 ,068] 1,465| ,144| -,026| ,177| ,285| ,091] ,061 ,811] 1,234
index
a. Dependent Variable: Intention index
Collinearity Diagnostics®
Mode Dimensio Variance Proportions
| n Condition Attitudes | Subjective | Availability | Price [ Knowledge
Eigenvalug Index |(Constant| index |normsindex] index [index| index
1 1 5,633 1,000 ,00 ,00 ,00 ,00 ,00 ,00
2 ,150 6,125 ,00 ,01 43 11 ,04 ,00
3 ,104 7,375 ,00 ,02 ,00 ,10 ,25 31
4 ,059 9,777 ,00 ,02 24 41 ,07 ,61
5 ,039 12,037 ,00 ,89 ,25 ,00 ,25 ,06
6 ,016 18,848 ,99 ,07 ,07 37 .39 ,01

a. Dependent Variable: Intention index
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Independent T-test : Gender

Group Statistics

Gender (female=0, Std. Std. Error
male=1) N | Mean| Deviation Mean
I intend to purchase organic food within the nex female 145 2,77 1,403 117
two weeks male 118| 2,40 1,385 ,127

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test|
for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) [ Difference| Difference [ | ower | Upper
I intend to Equal ,220| ,639( 2,163 261| ,031 374 173 ,034 ,715
purchase variances
organic food assumed
within the next  Equal 2,166| 251,538 031 374 173 ,034 714
two weeks variances
not
assumed

146



Appendix B11. Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Atual

Purchase

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
Actual purchase index 1,9487 , 76182 263
Intention index 2,5342 1,20621] 263
Availability index 3,3935 ,99237 263
Price index 3,8460 1,04360) 263
Knowledge index 3,1692 1,08638| 263

Correlations

Actual purchase| Intention Availability Price Knowledge
index index index index index
Pearson Actual purchase 1,000 712 -,079 -, 136 ,368
Correlation index
Intention index 712 1,000 -,158 -,033 ,285
Availability index -,079 -,158 1,000 -,120 ,217
Price index -,136 -,033 -,120 1,000 -,143
Knowledge index ,368 ,285 ,217 -,143 1,000
Sig. (1-tailed) Actual purchase ,000 ,102 ,014 ,000
index
Intention index ,000] . ,005 ,295 ,000
Availability index ,102 ,005] . ,026 ,000
Price index ,014 ,295 ,026] . ,010
Knowledge index ,000 ,000 ,000 ,010] .
N Actual purchase 263 263 263 263 263
index
Intention index 263 263 263 263 263
Availability index 263 263 263 263 263
Price index 263 263 263 263 263
Knowledge index 263 263 263 263 263
Variables Entered/Removed
Model Variables Entered Variables Remove{ Method
1 | Intention inde& . Enter
2 | Price index, Availability index, Knowledge ind¥ . Enter
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: Actual purchase index
Model Summar
Model Change Statistics
R Adjusted R Std. Error of the R Square = Sig. F
R | Square Square Estimate Change Change|dfi| df2| Change
1,722 ,507 ,505 ,53582 ,507| 268,634 1261 ,000
2 |.73¢ ,545 ,538 ,51779 ,038 7,165 3]258 ,000

a. Predictors: (Constant), Intention index
b. Predictors: (Constant), Intention index, Priwgeix, Availability index, Knowledge index
c. Dependent Variable: Actual purchase index
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ANOVA®

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 77,124 1 77,124 268,634 ,000"
Residual 74,933 261 ,287
Total 152,057 262

2 Regression 82,887 4 20,722 77,291 ,000
Residual 69,170 258 ,268
Total 152,057 262

a. Predictors: (Constant), Intention index
b. Predictors: (Constant), Intention index, Priwgeix, Availability index, Knowledge index
c. Dependent Variable: Actual purchase index

Coefficients
Model Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Statistics
Zero-
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.| order | Partial| Part| Tolerance| VIF
1 (Constant) ,809 ,077 10,504| ,000
Intention ,450 ,027 ,712] 16,390| ,000 712 712|712 1,000| 1,000
index
2 (Constant) ,833 ,207 4,032|,000
Intention 414 ,028 ,656| 14,556| ,000 712 672 ,611 ,868] 1,153
index
Availability -,018 ,034 -,023| -,525|,600| -,079( -,033 - ,893] 1,120
index ,022
Price index -,067 ,031 -,092] -2,154{,032| -,136( -,133 - ,971] 1,030
,090
Knowledge 121 ,032 ,173] 3,764],000 ,368| ,228( ,158 ,838] 1,193
index

a. Dependent Variable: Actual purchase index

Excluded Variable?

Model Partial Collinearity Statistics
Betaln| t Sig. | Correlation| Tolerance | VIF Minimum Tolerance
1 Availability ,035 ,790 ,430 ,049 9751 1,026 ,975
index
Price index -112| -2,602 ,010 -,159 , 9991 1,001 ,999
Knowledge 79 4,071 ,000 ,245 ,919( 1,089 ,919
index

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Intentiodex
b. Dependent Variable: Actual purchase index
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Collinearity Diagnostics®

Mode Dimensio Variance Proportions
| n ' Condition Intention | Availability Price Knowledge
Eigenvalug  Index (Constant|  index index index index
1 1 1,903 1,000 ,05 ,05
2 ,097 4,435 ,95 ,95
2 1 4,654 1,000 ,00 ,01 ,00 ,00 ,00
2 ,168 5,262 ,00 ,68 ,08 ,03 ,00
3 ,101 6,783 ,00 ,02 ,07 32 33
4 ,059 8,915 ,00 21 ,50 11 ,61
5 ,018 16,108 ,99 ,09 34 54 ,06
a. Dependent Variable: Actual purchase index
Residuals Statistic
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Predicted Value 9711 3,3140 1,9487 ,56246 263
Residual -1,76977 1,29478 ,00000 ,51382 263
Std. Predicted Value -1,738 2,427 ,000 1,000 263
Std. Residual -3,418 2,501 ,000 ,992 263

a. Dependent Variable: Actual purchase index

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: Actual purchase index

Expected Cum Prob

f T T
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08 08
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