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Abstract

Michopoulou, Stella. 2019. Consumer perceptions of organic foods in Athens, Greece. Master

thesis at the University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences Vienna (Austria)

Greece is characterized by a considerably lower consumption of certified organic foods compared
to the other Mediterranean as well as European countries. One of the main drives of consumption is
customer perception which can influence the purchasing behavior either in a negative or in a
positive way. The main aim of this study is to gain knowledge about the consumer perceptions
towards organic agriculture and foods and the consumer corresponding purchasing behavior in
Athens, Greece. The consumer perceptions, as well as their purchasing behavior, were measured
through 260 structured questionnaires which were distributed to organic buyers in the center and the
suburbs of Athens. It was found that the majority of the participants purchase organic products once
per week mainly in organic farmers’ markets and that the most regularly purchased products were
vegetables and fruits. The most important purchasing criteria for the participants with a descending
order were: price, regional production, nutritional value, discount or special offer, and availability.
The respondents had expressed overall positive perceptions towards organic agriculture and
products. Only 3,1% of the respondents indicated that they did not recognize any organic
certification label at all. The frequency with which participants purchase organic products, as well
as consumer perceptions and consumer purchasing criteria were also affected by demographic
factors. Consumers of organic products are not characterized by complete homogeneity regarding
their beliefs or demographics. The results of this study could be used as a tool for the improvement
of the marketing strategy of organic products. The investigation of consumer purchasing behavior,
as well as consumer perceptions, provide information that can be proven valuable for Greek
authorities in order to be more responsive to the needs of the Greek organic consumers and thus
improve the promotional activities of organic products.



Kurzfassung

Michopoulou, Stella. 2019. Verbraucherwahrnehmung von Bio-Lebensmitteln in Athen,

Griechenland. Masterarbeit an der Universitit fiir Bodenkultur Wien

Griechenland zeichnet sich durch einen deutlich geringeren pro Kopf Verbrauch am Lebensmittel
aus okologischem Landbau im Vergleich zu den anderen Mittelmeerldndern sowie den
europdischen Landern aus. Die Wahrnehmung der Verbraucher kann ihr Kaufverhalten negativ oder
positiv beeinflussen. Hauptziel dieser Studie, Kenntnisse iiber die Wahrnehmung der Verbraucher
in Bezug auf 6kologischen Landbau und 6kologische Lebensmittel und deren entsprechendes
Kaufverhalten in Athen, Griechenland, zu erlangen. Die Wahrnehmung der Verbraucher sowie ihr
Kaufverhalten wurden anhand von 260 strukturierten Fragebogen gemessen, die an Verbraucher
von Bio Produkten im Zentrum und in den VVororten von Athen verteilt wurden. Es wurde
festgestellt, dass die Mehrheit der Befragten Bioprodukte einmal pro Woche hauptséchlich auf den
Mirkten der Biobauern einkauft. Die am hiufigsten gekauften Produkte waren Gemiise und Obst.
Die wichtigsten Kaufkriterien fiir die Teilnehmer waren Preis, regionale Produktion, Nahrwert,
Rabatt oder Sonderangebot und Verfligbarkeit. Die Befragten dullerten sich insgesamt positiv zu
okologischem Landbau und Produkten. Nur 3,1% der Befragten gaben an, kein Bio-
Zertifizierungszeichen anzuerkennen. Die Haufigkeit, mit der die Teilnehmer Bio-Produkte kaufen,
sowie die Wahrnehmung der Verbraucher und die Kaufkriterien der Verbraucher wurden von
demografischen Faktoren beeinflusst. Konsumenten von Bioprodukten zeichnen sich nicht durch
vollige Homogenitit in Bezug auf ihre Uberzeugungen oder demografischen Merkmale aus. Die
Ergebnisse dieser Studie konnten als Instrument zur Verbesserung der Vermarktungsstrategie von
Bioprodukten verwendet werden. Die Untersuchung des Kaufverhaltens der Verbraucher sowie der
Wahrnehmung der Verbraucher ergab Informationen, anhand derer die griechischen Behdrden
besser auf die Bediirfnisse der griechischen Bio-Verbraucher eingehen und die Verkaufsforderung

fur Bio-Produkte verbessern konnten
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Glossary

Credence quality: The quality that it is hard to be evaluated by consumers after the process of

purchasing or consumption of a product or service (Halton, 2019).

Organic area: Includes land that is fully converted as well as under conversion to organic farming
(Eurostat, 2014).

Utilized Agricultural Area (UAA): Includes areas such as permanent crops and grasslands, arable
land as well as kitchen gardens (Eurostat, 2019a).
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1. Introduction

The trends of food consumption have been changed due to environmental, health and nutritional
concerns (Laroche, Bergeron, & Barbaro-Forleo, 2001). Consumers want a diet which is healthier
and at the same time respects and protects the natural environment (Smith-Spangler, et al., 2012).
Food quality and safety issues increase consumer interest as well as influence consumer purchasing

behavior for organic products (Laroche, Bergeron, & Barbaro-Forleo, 2001).

The increased interest of consumers towards organic products is correlated to the production
methods of organic agriculture (Smith-Spangler, et al., 2012) since these methods satisfy the
consumer demand for products that have been produced by using “processes” and “substances”
which are characterized as “natural” (Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007).

Consumer perceptions for organic products can also affect to a certain extent the growth of the
organic food market (Gracia & Magistris, 2008). They are being utilized as a marketing concept
that includes the consumer impressions as well as the consumer awareness about a product
(Business Dictionary, n.d.) which can affect either negatively or positively the consumers
purchasing behavior (Kazmi, 2012; Hanna & Wozniak, 2012).

All of the above leads us to question why the per capita consumption of certified organic foods in
Greece lags considerably below the EU average. By investigating the perceptions that shape the
purchasing behavior of the Greek organic food consumers we can bring to the surface an up to date
view of the situation and evaluate the findings and how they can assist those involved with the

marketing and sales aspects of organic food products.



2. Literature review

2.1 Historical background of Organic Agriculture in Greece

At the beginning of the 80s, organic agriculture was introduced in Greece by a group of people with
high ecological concerns and noble motives. These people were not professional farmers but they
were inspired by the alternative cultivation methods such as the biodynamic and natural cultivation
of Steiner and Masanobu Fukuoka respectively (Van der Smissen, 2001). Organic agriculture was
advertised through the mass media as the only way to change the existed and unreliable

industrialized system of food production (Louloudis, 2001).

The commercialization of organic agriculture was established in 1982 when a Dutch firm under the
name Fertilia asked for Greek organic currants so that it could cope with the high request from
foreign countries (Bitsaki, Vassiliou, & Kabourakis, 2003). Products such as organic edible olives
and olive oil were exported with the aid of the German firm Blauel in 1986. The Blauel company
supported the production procedures of the aforementioned products (Bitsaki, Vassiliou, &
Kabourakis, 2003; Van der Smissen, 2001).

In the following years, farmers started to convert their conventional farms to organic with the
supervision of foreign inspection bodies such as Naturland, Skal, and Soil Association. Greek
certification or inspection bodies for organic agriculture did not exist at that time (Van der Smissen,
2001). Later in 1993, the first Greek certification body known as DIO was established and joined
the relevant sessions of planning the schemes of European Union (EU) regulations. These sessions
were supported by the Greek Ministry of Rural Development and Food (Louloudis, 2001). Due to
the increasing number of organic farmers, a variety of educational programs for organic agriculture
were created in order to inform and educate new farmers as well as agronomists. These programs

were organized by universities and local self-government (Pisimisi, 2012).

2.2 Statistics throughout the years

Statistical data are not available between 1982 and 1992 so as to measure the growth of Greek
organic agriculture in that period (Van der Smissen, 2001). Statistical data for organic agriculture

became available through the Ministry of Rural Development and Food after 1992 (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Total Organic Arable Land in conversion and fully converted in Greece (source: Ministry of Rural
Development and Food, 2018; Eurostat, 2019)

Between 2004 and 2006 (Figure 1) the hectares of the total organic arable land presented an
increasing trend since the European subsidies were available for the farmers (Pisimisi, 2012). As a
result the number of organic producers increased. Also, in 2009 the total organic arable land
reached a peak of 326.253 ha because the request for organic products had been raised (Pisimisi,
2012). The annual turnover of organic products reached 25 million euros in 2009 (Karadima &
Karadimas, 2014). This trend led the supermarket chains to raise the availability of organic products

or even to develop a separate section in the supermarkets for them (Karadima & Karadimas, 2014).

In 2010 a decreasing trend in the area of total organic arable land was observed because the subsidy
programs of 2005 and 2006 were over and no financial support could be given to producers but also

because the Greek financial crisis began to emerge (Pisimisi, 2012).

Since then, Greek organic agriculture has presented a considerable decrease in its growth (Willer,
Schaack, Lernoud, & Meredith, 2016). Between 2012 and 2017 the total Greek organic area has
been decreased by 11.3% (Eurostat, 2019b).

The most recent data from 2017 shows that the share of the total organic area in total Utilized
Agricultural Area (UAA) for the EU of 28 was 7% while in Greece it was 8%. Other European
countries such as Germany, Spain, and Italy, had a share of 6,8%, 8,7% and 14,9%, respectively
(Eurostat, 2019b). On the other hand, the share of the total organic area (not in total UAA) of the
aforementioned European countries at the same year was very different. In Spain the share of the
total organic area was 16,6%, in Italy 15,2%, in Germany 9,1%, while in Greece it was 3,3%
(Eurostat, 2019b).



2.3 Consumer purchasing behavior and perceptions

Consumer behavior is the way that consumers end up with the decision to purchase a product. The
way that each consumer decides to shape and live his life mainly depends on economic factors
(Vasiliadis, 2007). In the field of marketing, consumer behavior investigates the manner in which
people make decisions in order to allocate their available resources such as time and money to
products that are available for consumption. This includes the study of what, why, when, where, and
how often consumers buy something (Bennett, 1995; Blackwell, Miniard, & Engel, 2001).

The study of consumer purchasing behavior does not only investigate the consumer processes
which are relevant to make decisions in order to acquire a product but it also investigates further
activities of consumers after the process of purchasing such as the evaluation, the use, and the
dispose of products or services (Blackwell, Miniard, & Engel, 2001). The study of consumer
purchasing behavior combines different disciplines such as psychology and sociology. For that
reason, consumer purchasing behavior is significantly affected by five key factors which are

economic, cultural, social, personal, and psychological (Al-Gahaifi & Svetlik, 2011).

The purchasing, as well as the use of a product, can be significantly affected by the perceptions of
consumers about the product. Consumer perceptions are very important for marketers since positive
perceptions of a product might guarantee the successful launching of a product in the marketplace
(Kazmi, 2012; Hanna & Wozniak, 2012 ). Perception is “the process of selecting, organizing, and
interpreting sensations into a meaningful whole” (Hanna & Wozniak, 2012). The senses such as
vision, hearing, smell, taste, and touch are very important elements in order to interpret the
environment or an event. The interpretation of the sensations might differ between individuals since
each of them can perceive the same event in a different way. The perceptions of individuals about
an event can change throughout the time since they can be under new situations in their lives. As a
result, the perceptions of each person are not considered objective but subjective which means that

they can be easily misinterpreted (Hanna & Wozniak, 2012).

2.4 Consumer purchasing behavior and perceptions towards organic foods

Nowadays people have become more conscious about their food choices. Food safety is an
important element for them since the industrialization of agriculture which is characterized by the
use of “synthetic pesticides and fertilizers” has brought environmental problems as well as
problems in the food chain (Fotopoulos, 1999; Smith-Spangler, et al., 2012; Theodoropoulou,
Barda, & Apostolopoulos, 2002). People become more favorable to demand and purchase organic

products that do not contain “GMOs (Genetically Modified Organisms), hormones and synthetic
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fertilizers as well as pesticides” (Fotopoulos, 1999; Smith-Spangler, et al., 2012; Theodoropoulou,
Barda, & Apostolopoulos, 2002).

Several studies have been performed for the consumer perceptions and consumer purchasing
behavior regarding organic foods around the world since consumer perceptions could influence the
potential purchasing behavior of consumers towards organic products (Wee, Ariff, Zakuan, &
Tajudin, 2014).

Organic consumers perceive that organic products have better organoleptic characteristics such as
flavor (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006) but sensory evaluations regarding the flavor of organic foods
have presented inconsistent results (Fillion & Arazi, 2002; McEachern & McClean, 2002; Zhao,
Chambers, Matta, Loughin, & Carey, 2007). For example, significant differences were not found in
the perceived flavor of consumers towards organic and conventional vegetables (Zhao, Chambers,
Matta, Loughin, & Carey, 2007). Quality characteristics such as freshness are also considered to be
important when purchasing fruits and vegetables (Penau, Hoehn, Roth, Escher, & Nuessli, 2006). A
study that was conductd in Thailand showed that organic vegetables and fruits which fulfill the
criterion of freshness are more likely to be bought (Roitner-Schobesberger, Darnhofer, Somsook, &
Vogl, 2007). Also, the appearance of organic products can influence consumers in order to buy
them (Aryal, Chaudhary, Pandit, & Sharma, 2009).

Consumer health concerns, as well as environmental concerns, are considered crucial reasons for
buying organic foods (Padel & Foster, 2005; Sivathanu, 2015; Squires, Juric, & Cornwell, 2001,
Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008; Wee, Ariff, Zakuan, & Tajudin, 2014). Health issues
are considered the first reason for buying organic foods since consumers believe that organic
products positively contribute to their health compared to conventional products (Grankvist & Biel,
2001; Sharma, Dewan, & Bali, 2014). 91% and 87% of the respondents in Turkey purchase organic
products because such products are healthier and nutritious respectively (Ergoniil & Ergoniil, 2015).
Similar results have been observed in India in which 96% of the respondents answered that health

issues are considered important factors for consuming organic products (Justin & Jyoti, 2012).

There are no clear pieces of evidence that indicate that organic products are healthier than
conventional products (Smith-Spangler, et al., 2012). Some studies reported a somewhat better level
of micronutrients in organic products, but this level is not considered so important in order to have

positive health impacts on consumers (Williams, 2002).



Environmental concerns positively contribute to the consumer purchasing behavior towards organic
foods since organic products contribute to the local economy to such a degree that does not cause
undesirable and negative impacts on the environment (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). Consumers who
care and want to maintain a sustainable environment tend to purchase organic products
(Chryssohoidis & Krystallis, 2005). This kind of consumer is well known as green consumers.
Green consumers want to purchase products that have a minimum environmental impact in order to
reduce environmental damages (Soonthonsmai, 2007). Ethical reasons such as animal welfare
contribute to the purchase of organic products (Harper & Makatouni, 2002; Wee, Ariff, Zakuan, &
Tajudin, 2014)

Demographics such as educational level, presence of children in the household, sex, income, and
age, significantly contribute to consumer purchasing behavior (Lockie, Lyons, Lawrence, & Grice,
2004; Zepeda & Li, 2007). Women are considered to be regular buyers of organic products
compared to men since women present a higher interest in organic products as they are the main
food shoppers in the family (Lea & Worsley, 2005; Wandel & Bugge, 1997; Wee, Ariff, Zakuan, &
Tajudin, 2014). Older people tend to be frequent shoppers of organic products in comparison to
younger consumers (Wee, Ariff, Zakuan, & Tajudin, 2014). The purchasing power towards organic
products is higher in older people compared to younger consumers. Older consumers are more
interested in the positive and beneficial attributes of organic products towards their health and they
have the ability to pay premium prices for them. On the other hand, younger consumers are
characterized by environmental concerns but their willingness to buy organic products at higher
prices is low (Wandel & Bugge, 1997; Thompson & Kidwell, 1998; Fotopoulos & Krystallis,
2002).

Consumers with high educational level tend to purchase organic products more frequently since
they have the critical thinking to evaluate the environmental and social benefits which are related to
organic products (Bosona & Gebresenbet, 2018; Padel & Foster, 2005). Consumer income, as well
as the existence of children in the household, could influence the purchasing behavior towards
organic products. Consumers with a high income have a higher probability to purchase organic
products but it does not necessarily mean that this is the rule (Grunert & Kristensen, 1991;
Magnusson, Arvola, Koivisto, Aberg, & Sjoden, 200; Fotopoulos & Krystallis, 2002). The
consumers’ income influences more the number of organic products that are purchased rather than
the willingness to purchase organic products (Fotopoulos & Krystallis, 2002). The presence of
children in the family affects the purchasing behavior towards organic products in a positive way
(Davis, Titterington, & Cochrane, 1995; Thompson & Kidwell, 1998; Fotopoulos & Krystallis,



2002). The age of the children in the family could contribute to the purchasing behavior of parents
towards organic products. The younger the age, the higher the tendency to purchase organic
products (Wier, Andersen, & Millock, 2004).

In Southern Italy the socio-demographics did not considerably influence the purchasing behavior of
consumers with the only exception being the income variable. People with lower revenue tend to

purchase less organic products (Gracia & de Magistris, 2007).

Trust issues such as trust in organic labels or certification bodies are considered important reasons
which influence the purchasing behavior of consumers towards organic products (Aarset, et al.,
2004; Krystallis & Chryssohoidis, 2005; Lea & Worsley, 2005; Padel & Foster, 2005). Consumer
perceptions for organic labels prove to be subjective and most of the time are not stand on objective
knowledge (Janssen & Hamm, 2012). The ability of a person to recognize a label as well as to
comprehend its meaning can be described as labeling knowledge. The comprehension and the

recognition of an eco-label can frequently affect the purchasing decision (Thegersen, 2000).

The organic products in the European Union should have the mandatory EU logo which verifies
that organic products have produced according to the standards which are written in the Regulation
(EC) No. 843/2007. Other logos that are related to certification bodies can be optionally used on the
packages. The certification bodies can have additional standards that are not included in the EU

regulations such as Demeter for biodynamic agriculture (Janssen & Hamm, 2012).

Consumers have doubts regarding the authenticity of organic products (Siderer, Maquet, &
Anklamb, 2007) since they do not have the technical knowledge or other means in order to test or
measure some aspects of organic products. Consumers cannot measure the lack of chemical
substances in organic products (Jahn, Schramm, & Spiller, 2005). For that reason, organic products
are products of credence quality and the trust in the authenticity of such products is very important

in order for them to be purchased (Daugbjerg, Smed, Andersen, & Schvartzman, 2014).

In order for consumers to purchase organic products, they should believe that this kind of products
have beneficial attributes for them as well as to trust that the purchased product is a real organic
product (Daugbjerg, Smed, Andersen, & Schvartzman, 2014; Vieira, De Barcellos, Hoppe, & da
Silva, 2013; Yin, Wu, Du, & Chen, 2010). When the organic products are not purchased directly by
a farmer but by a retailer, consumers should be confident that the required control processes have

been followed in order for a product to be certified as organic. They have to trust the organic labels



as well as the other information that is written on the packages which verify that the products are

organic (Nuttavuthisit & Thegersen, 2017).

The consumer willingness to pay for organic products differed among six European countries. This
variation was depended on the reputation of organic labels as well as on the consumer perceptions
regarding the strictness of the standards that each certification body follows (Jansen and Hamm,
2012). The willingness of American consumers to pay premium prices for organic products was
higher for products with the USDA (United States Department of Agriculture) organic label rather
than for other labels (Van Loo, Caputo, Nayga, Meullenet, & Ricke, 2011). The knowledge of
organic labeling can undoubtedly increase the willingness of consumers to pay higher prices for
organic products (Batte, Hooker, Haab, & Beaverson, 2007). The awareness in organic labels can
be increased by the trust of consumers to certification bodies as well as by their educational level

and their environmental concerns (Torgler & Garcia-Valinas, 2007).

The higher prices, the availability, as well as the lack of advertisement of organic products, could
act as barriers in the purchasing behavior of consumers (Fotopoulos & Krystallis, 2002a; Padel &
Foster, 2005). Lower availability leads to lower demand. As a result, the prices of organic products

still remain high (Krystallis, Fotopoulos, & Zotos, 2006).
3. Research problems, aims and questions

3.1 Research problems and aims

The consumption of organic products in Greece is considerably lower compared to the other
Mediterranean as well as European countries. The organic per capita consumption in Greece was 6€
in 2017 while the organic per capita consumption in Italy and Spain in 2017 was 52€ and 42€
respectively (Lernoud & Willer, 2019).

The main aim of this study is to gain knowledge about consumer perceptions of organic foods and
consumer corresponding purchasing behavior in Athens, Greece since perceptions of consumers can
negatively or positively influence their purchasing behavior (Kazmi, 2012; Hanna & Wozniak,
2012). The findings of this study could be useful for Greek authorities in order for them to create a
new marketing strategy that would be based on the current consumer perceptions and purchasing

behavior towards oeganic products and agriculture.



3.2 Research questions

1. Which is the purchasing behavior of Greek consumers towards organic products?

2. How do demographic factors influence the frequency of purchasing organic products and

consumer purchasing criteria for organic products?
3. Which is the knowledge of consumers towards organic certification labels?

4. Which are the perceptions of Greek consumers for organic agriculture and products and how are
they affected by demographic factors?

4. Methods

4.1 Sampling region

Athens is the capital and the biggest city of Greece with a population of 664.046 residents
(ELSTAT, 2011). The survey was held in the center of Athens (in the region of Omonia) as well as
in four different regions in the outskirts of Athens (Peristeri, Palaio Faliro, Psychiko, and Gerakas)

in order to have a variety regarding the type of consumers (Figure 2).

In addition, these regions are characterized by different living standards and this provided the
opportunity to examine if the different socioeconomic factors can affect the purchasing behavior of
consumers as well as their perceptions regarding organic agriculture and products.
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supermarket chains, and organic stores. The majority of the respondents were in the age group of

26-35. 65,4% of the respondents were female while 34,6% were male. 78,8% of the respondents

were married or in partnership and 66,5% of them had a tertiary educational level. A high number

of participants indicated that their monthly income is between 751 and 1.500€. 51,5 % of the

respondents live in a household with 1-2 people while 58,5% of the respondents indicates that they
do not have a person under 18 in the household (Table 1).
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Table 1: Demographic data of the overall sample (in %; n=260)

Demographics of respondents

Sex Female Male
65,4 34,6

Age Under 25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56 and older
groups 13,5 36,9 25,8 8,1 15,8
Marital Single Married/in partnership Other
status 20,8 78,8 0,4
Number of people in the 1-2 3-4 More than 5
household 51,5 43,8 46
Number of people under 0 1-2 3-4
18 living in the 58,5 37,7 3,8
household
Education Primary Secondary Vocational Tertiary education

education education education and 66,5

2,3 20 training
11,2

Monthly <750€ 751-1.500€ 1.501-2.500€ >2.501€
income 32,3 53,5 14,2 -

In Greek organic farmers’ markets, consumers can buy only certified organic products such as
vegetables, fruits, eggs, bakery products, pulses, and mushrooms. The variety of products could
differ among the organic farmers’ markets. This kind of markets operates once per week and they
are located in different regions around the suburbs of Athens. Organic stores also provide only
certified organic products and they operate daily from Monday to Saturday. On the other hand,
supermarket chains do not just sell certified organic products but certified organic products can be
found in specific sections of the supermarket.

Five supermarket chains in the outskirts and the center of Athens, four organic farmers’ markets in
the outskirts of Athens and one organic store in the center of Athens were the places where the face-
to-face survey took place (Table 2). An organic store was selected instead of an organic farmers’
market in the center of Athens owing to the fact that organic farmers’ markets are not available in

the center of Athens.
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The questionnaire was targeted to organic buyers. The customers in supermarket chains, organic
farmers’ markets and in one organic store were asked first if they buy organic products. People who
had positively answered took part in the survey. This specific practice took place in the
aforementioned places due to the fact that supermarket chains are places where organic and non-
organic products are sold and organic farmers’ markets are places that operate in public space and
organic and non-organic buyers can pass through. In organic stores, non-organic buyers who visit

the place by chance or curiosity can also be found.

The customers were approached during their shopping in the case of organic farmers’ markets since
they operate in outdoor space. On the other hand, in the case of supermarkets and in the case of the
organic store, the customers were approached in the entrance/exit of the supermarket/organic store
before shopping or after shopping. The respondents’ participation in this survey depended on their

willingness to participate.

The sampling strategy of this survey was a non-probability convenience sample since the target
population was easily accessible and available at the given time (Dornyei, 2007). This sampling
method is widely used by researchers since it does not require a lot of time as well as money
(Marshall, 1996).

In contrast, a non-probability sampling such as convenience sample excludes some sampling units
of the population from being part of the sample. As a result, the outcomes of the survey can be

biased due to the representativeness of the population (Zafeiropoulos, 2015).

In order to increase the representativeness of the population, the diversity of the respondents and the
size of the sample should be kept in mind. The diversity of the respondents can be achieved by
performing the survey on different days and hours (Skowronek & Duerr, 2009). For example, a
survey in the supermarkets can be performed at different hours during the day in order to approach
respondents with different work schedules (Chryssochoidis, 1999). Also, another way to reduce
biased outcomes is the selection of the respondents. The respondents should not be selected
according to personal assumptions or judgments regarding their answering behavior (who is going
or not going to answer) (Skowronek & Duerr, 2009). Also, larger sample size can provide more

data and this can reduce the biased results (Skowronek & Duerr, 2009).
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Table 2: Number of interview sites and their corresponding regions (n=260)

Respondents’
Region Regional Units Interview sites sample size
(n)
Omonia Central Athens 1 Organic store 1 Supermarket 52
. West suburb of 1 Organic farmers’
Peristeri P e 1 Supermarket 52
. North suburb of 1 Organic farmers’
Psychiko Athens market 1 Supermarket 52
Palaio Ealiro South suburb of 1 Organic farmers 1 Supermarket 59
Athens market
East suburb of 1 Organic farmers’
Gerakas Athens market 1 Supermarket 52
Total 5 5 5 260

4.3 Data collection

The data collection was based on interviews (face-to-face survey) with structured questionnaires.
The survey was conducted from the 1% of July until the 20" of August in organic farmers’ markets,
supermarket chains, and in one organic store. The aforementioned places located in the center and
on the outskirts of Athens as was mentioned in part 4.2. The 260 questionnaires were distributed
equally among the five different regions in which the survey was conducted (Omonia, Peristeri,

Palaio Faliro, Psychiko, and Gerakas).

Structured questionnaires have a strictly defined set of questions, usually closed-ended questions.
This set of questions does not allow the researcher-interviewer to change or to ask the questions
with a different order. Structured questionnaires are used in face-to-face surveys as well as in

telephone and online surveys (Lavrakas, 1993; Sandhusen, 2000).

Generally, the questionnaires consist of an introductory note in which the purpose of the survey is
written with the assurance to the respondents that the given information will be confidential. At the
end of the introductory note, there is an invocation to the participants to fill in the questionnaire in
order to avoid inaccurate results (Zafeiropoulos, 2015). After this part, the main questionnaire is
following with questions that give answers to the research questions or hypotheses. In the last

section, there are questions about demographics such as age and sex. Questions about demographics
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should be at the end of the questionnaire in order for the respondents to use their time to answer

carefully the main part (Zafeiropoulos, 2015).

In the main part of the questionnaire, the questions, as well as the answers, should be formulated in
a way that is understandable to the respondents (Williams, 2003). The words that are going to be
used in order for a question to be expressed is very important since it can affect the answers of the
respondents (Larsen, Mascharka, & Toronski, 1987). The wording should be simple and specific
because questions that are difficult to understand lead to inaccurate results (Williams, 2003). The

aforementioned information was used, in order to develop the questionnaire.

In order to measure the consumer purchasing behavior and perceptions of organic foods in Athens,
a questionnaire of thirteen questions was created. The questions, as well as the response categories,
were based on similar studies (Karadima & Karadimas, 2014; Krystallis, Fotopoulos, & Zotos,
2006; Krystallis & Chryssohoidis, 2005; Mutlu, 2007; Roitner-Schobesberger, Darnhofer,
Somsook, & Vogl, 2007). The questionnaire consisted of three parts which had as their main aim to

give responses to the research questions (Table 3).

The first part included questions regarding consumers purchasing behavior and their knowledge for
organic certification labels. As it was mentioned in the section of the literature review, consumer
behavior includes the study of what, why, when, where, and how often consumers buy something
(Bennett, 1995; Blackwell, Miniard, & Engel, 2001). The consumer knowledge for organic
certification labels can be translated into the ability of a person to recognize a label as well as to

comprehend its meaning (Thegersen, 2000).

The first part included five questions. The first four questions assessed consumer purchasing
behavior. These questions asked respondents to indicate the frequency of organic products
purchasing, the places that they can buy organic products as well as what kind of products in
organic quality they buy. Regarding the frequency of purchasing, appropriate quantitative and
temporal specifications were used as answers. When the respondents are asked to indicate how
often they purchase a product, the recommended answers should not be formed as a range from
“never to very often” because these definitions are differently interpreted among the respondents
(Zafeiropoulos, 2015). In my case, the respondents were asked how often do they purchase organic
products with four recommended answers which were the following: 1) once per week, 2) twice per

week 2) more than twice per week, and 3) once per month.
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The fourth question included fourteen different criteria that affect consumers during the process of
purchasing. The respondents were asked to point out the importance of these criteria by filling out a
four-point agreement Likert-type scale (1=strongly disagree and 4=strongly agree). Also, the option
of “I don’t know” was available in that question. Scales in questionnaires can act as a way to obtain
data that was asked fairly and in balance. Scales measure the strength of an attitude since they do
not have only two options as possible answers such as “agree or disagree”, “yes or no” (Mathers,

Fox, & Hunn, 2007).

The respondents in the fifth question had to indicate their knowledge for certification labels by
recognizing them out of a total number of six labels (Table 4). In this question, respondents could
choose more than one label. Respondents who did not recognize any certification label had the
choice to answer “I don’t recognize any label”. The selection of the labels depended on personal
research regarding their frequency of appearance on the packages of processed or fresh products as
well as in the organic farmers’ markets. Occasionally, in organic farmers’ markets, the label of the
certification body can be found in a certification document which is located on the producer’s

counter, close to the cash register and it is visible by consumers.

The second part corresponds to question six which consisted of eleven statements that measured the
consumer perceptions for organic agriculture and products by answering a four-point agreement
Likert-type scale (1=strongly disagree and 4=strongly agree). Also, the option “I don’t know” was
available like in question four of part one.

The last and third part collected demographic data such as sex, birth year, marital status, number of
people in the household, number of people aged under 18 living in the household, educational level,
and monthly income. The third part was an important part since it gave me the opportunity to see
the socio-demographic profile of each respondent and correlate it with the consumer purchasing

behavior and perceptions towards organic products and agriculture.

The questionnaires were translated into Greek after the feedback of the supervisor and co-
supervisor in the English version. The Greek version of the questionnaire was pretested. The pretest
of the questionnaire took place in the region of Peristeri which is located west of Athens. Ten
people were interviewed in the Greek version of the questionnaire at the end of June. By doing that,
potential difficulties in the structure of the questionnaire were rectified before the official data

collection in July and August.
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Table 3: Questionnaire structure

Part number

Part description

Consumer purchasing
behavior and knowledge
for organic certification

labels

Consumer perceptions
towards organic
agriculture and products

Demographic data

Total number of questions

Table 4: Major certification labels in Greece

ANswer to Number of
research )
. guestions
question
land3 5
1 (with 11
statements for
4 answering
through four-
point agreement
Likert-type scale
2and 4 7

13

Name of certification label

Certification body information

DIO, Inspection and Certification
Organization of Organic Products

E-mail:
info@dionet.gr
Website: http://www.dionet.gr

Inspection Institute for Organic
Products BIO Hellas

E-mail:
info@bio-hellas.gr
Website: http://www.bio-
hellas.gr

aCert
European Organization for
Certification

E-mail:
info@a-cert.org
Website: http://www.a-cert.org

TUV HELLAS
Member of TUV NORD Group
Certification of Organic Products

Email:
info@tuvhellas.gr
Website:
http://www.tuvhellas.gr

aaaaaaa

TUV AUSTRIA HELLAS

E-mail: info@tuvaustriahellas.gr
Website:
http://www.tuvaustriahellas.gr

EU logo for organic agriculture

Its use is obligatory for all EU-
members according to EU
834/2007

Source: (Ministry of Rural Development and Food, n.d.)
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4.4 Data storage and data analysis

The data which were collected from the questionnaires were transferred into Microsoft Excel,
Version 2013 for Windows (Microsoft Corporation, 2013). The collected data were coded in an
Excel sheet before it was analyzed by statistical software. Data coding is the process in which the
selected data should be categorized by using category labels or numeric codes (Pazzaglia, Stafford,
& Rodriguez, 2016). The process of coding is very essential for quantitative analysis since the
numerical values that will arise from coding are going to be used in the analysis process (Newing,
Eagle, Puri, & Watson, 2011). The different types of questions in the questionnaires required
different coding. Some questions have a more complex coding process such as questions in which

you can choose more than one answer (Newing, Eagle, Puri, & Watson, 2011).

After completion of coding, the coded data in the Excel sheet was imported into IBM SPSS
(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) Statistics for Windows, Version 25.0 (IBM Corp.,
2017). This statistical program was available and accessible through the University of Hohenheim,
Stuttgart.

In the SPSS, appropriate procedures were conducted in order to have accurate analysis and results.
The variables were defined by giving them a name and specifying them according to their type
(numeric or string) and their level of measurement (ordinal, nominal, scale). The defining of the
level of measurement is very important since it can negatively affect the statistical analysis if the
variables have an incorrect level of measurement (Kent State University, 2019). Also, these
procedures comprised the defining of the values that a variable can have, for instance, male=1 and
female=2 (Kent State University, 2019).

For the analysis, descriptive statistics were used such as frequencies. Two non-parametric tests were
used in order to measure the statistically significant differences between demographics and
frequency of purchasing organic products. In addition, the statistically significant differences
between demographics and consumer purchasing criteria as well as between consumer perceptions
were measured. The Mann-Whitney U test and Kruskal-Wallis H test were the two aforementioned
non-parametric tests that were used with a level of significance at 0=0,05.

The Mann-Whitney U test is an appropriate non-parametric test that is used in order to investigate
the presence of any significant differences between two groups (e.g. between male and female in
my case) when your dependent variable is ordinal or continuous (Laerd Statistics, 2015a). Mann
Whitney U test shows if the distribution or the mean rank of two independent groups differs (Laerd
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Statistics, 2015a). Kruskal-Wallis H test is also a non-parametric test that is used in order to
investigate the potential statistically significant differences between two or more groups of an
independent variable. This test was used with the following independent variables such as age (five
age groups), marital status (three marital groups), education (four educational levels), monthly
income (four income levels), number of people in household (three groups), and number of people
under 18 in household (four groups). The dependent variable of this test, it is ordinal or continuous
as it is in the Mann-Whitney U test (Laerd Statistics, 2015b).

If the Kruskal-Wallis H test shows statistically significant differences between groups, namely that
the distribution or the mean rank of at least one group differs from the distribution or the mean rank
of another group, the running of a post hoc test is appropriate in order to find out which groups
presented differences (Laerd Statistics, 2015b). In the Kruskal-Wallis H test, the performing and the
interpretation of the pairwise comparisons can be achieved by using the procedure of Dunn (1964)
with a Bonferroni adjustment. It is possible to have pairwise comparisons that are not statistically
significant even though a statistical significant Kruskal-Wallis H test was recorded (Laerd Statistics,
2015b). The risk of a Type I error is increased when multiple comparisons are performed. Type |
error occurs when a statistically significant result is stated when it should not be stated. The SPSS
software adjusts the significance level in order to correct the Type I error by using a Bonferroni

adjustment.

The validity and the reliability of each part of the questionnaire were tested through Cronbach’s
alpha. The Cronbach's alpha for part one, part two, and part three were 0,841, 0,790, and 0,490
respectively. When Cronbach’s alpha is greater than or equal to 0,7 is considered satisfactory
(Karadima & Karadimas, 2014). Part three (demographics) had a low Cronbach’s alpha due to the
fact that this part consisted only of seven questions.
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5. Results

5.1 Purchasing behavior of respondents

Almost half of the respondents (49,6%) purchase organic products once per week. The rest of the
respondents purchase organic products twice per week, more than twice per week and once per

month (Figure 3).

The majority of consumers (42,5%) chose organic farmers’ markets as their primary market place.
Then, 29,5% of the respondents shopped at places such as healthy food stores, 22,5% shopped at
supermarket chains, 5% preferred stores with traditional products, 0,2% preferred online food stores
and directly from the farmer (Figure 4).

25,2% and 24,9% of the respondents regularly purchase vegetables and fruits respectively (Figure
5).

3%

= Once per week
14,60%

Twice per week

0,
33.1% More than twice per week

= Once per month

Figure 3: How often respondents purchase organic products (in %; n=260)
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0.2% 0,2%

= Supermarket chains

Organic farmers' market

= Healty food stores

Stores with traditional
products

m Online food stores

m Directly from the farmer

Figure 4: Where respondents purchase organic foods (in %; n=260)

Olive oil M 1,60%
Snacks M 0,70%
Honey I 3,60%
Coffee [ 2,20%
Processed products | 0,30%
Nuts/Dried fruits [ 3,40%
Pasta [ 2%
Rice I 2,90%
Legumes [N 6,10%
Fruits [ 24,90%
Vegetables [N 05,20%
Eees NN 17,30%
Meat prodcuts [ 2,10%
Dairy products [ 7%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Organic products

Respondents (%)

Figure 5: Respondents’ most often purchased organic products (in %; n=260)
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The most important consumer purchasing criteria were price, nutritional value, regional production,

discount or special offer, and availability. 86,90% of the respondents strongly agree that price is an

important purchasing criterion. 80,8% of the respondents as well as 81,2% of the respondents

strongly agree that nutritional value and regional production are important purchasing criteria

respectively. 71.9% and 69,6% of the respondents strongly agree that discount or special offer and

availability are important purchasing criteria respectively (Figure 6).

Only, 0,4% of the respondents strongly agree with the criterion it is trendy to consume organic

products.
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m Strongly disagree = Disagree ®Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 6: Respondents’ most important purchasing criteria (in %; n=260)

5.2 Respondents’ knowledge towards organic certification labels

The majority of the respondents (32%) recognize the DIO certification label (Figure 7). 25% of the

respondents recognize the certification label of BIO HELLAS and the 22% of the respondents

recognize the EU logo. The rest of the respondents recognize the remaining labels such as BIO
TUV AUSTRIA HELLAS, TUV HELLAS (TUV NORD GROUP), and aCert. Only 3,1% of the

respondents indicated that they do not recognize any certification label.
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Figure 7: Respondents' knowledge towards organic certification labels (in %; n=260)

5.3 Consumer perceptions towards organic agriculture and products

The participants of the survey had positive perceptions towards organic agriculture and products
(Table 5). 74,6% of the respondents strongly agree and 25,4% agree with the statement that
“Organic agriculture is good for the environment”. 88,1% of the respondents (strongly) agree (sum
of the percentages in the strongly agree and agree category) that “Organic agriculture does not use

synthetic pesticides, fertilizers, and herbicides”.

70% of the organic buyers strongly agree that “Organic products are healthier”. 75,4% and 69,6%
of the respondents strongly agree that “Organic products have better taste and quality” respectively.
58,8% of the respondents strongly agree and 40% agree that “Organic products are of particular

value for children’s diet”.

88,8% of the participants (strongly) agree with the statement that “Organic products are free from
GMOs”. 83,9% of the participants (strongly) agree that “Organic products are free from pesticide
residues”. 85,4% of them (strongly) agree that “Organic certification procedures are reliable”.

54,2% of the organic buyers disagree with the statement that “Organic products are expensive for
what they offer” while 33,5% of them (strongly) agree with the aforementioned statement. 97,7 %

of the participants (strongly) agree that “Organic products are not promoted well”.
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Table 5: Respondents’ perceptions towards organic agriculture and products (in %; n=260)

Consumer perceptions Strongly  Disagree Agree Strongly agree | don't
disagree know
Organic agriculture is good - - 25,40% 74,60% -
for the environment
Organic agriculture does not - 4,20% 54,60% 33,50% 7,70%

use synthetic pesticides,
fertilizers, and herbicides

Organic products have better - - 30,40% 69,60% -
quality

Organic products have better - - 24,60% 75,40% -
taste

Organic products are healthier - - 30% 70% -
Organic products are free - 4,20% 57,30% 31,50% 6,90%
from GMOs

Organic products are free - 13,10% 58,10% 25,80% 3,10%
from pesticide residues

Organic certification - 10,80% 60% 25,40% 3,80%
procedures are reliable

Organic products are of - 1,20% 40% 58,80% -
particular value for children's

diet

Organic products are 11% 54,20% 31,20% 2,30% 1,20%
expensive for what they offer

Organic products are not - 0,80% 35,40% 62,30% 1,50%

promoted well

5.4 Demographics and how often participants purchase organic products

Demographics factors were correlated to consumer purchasing frequency of organic products. Mann
Whitney and Kruskal-Wallis test showed statistically significant differences between consumer
purchasing frequency of organic products and all demographic factors such as sex, age, marital
status, number of people in household, number of people under 18 living in household, education

and monthly income (Table 6).

Mann Whitney U test shows if the distribution or the mean rank of two independent groups differs.
Kruskal-Wallis H test shows statistically significant differences between groups, namely that the
distribution or the mean rank of at least one group differs from the distribution or the mean rank of

another group.
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Table 6: Statistically significant differences between demographics and purchasing frequency of

organic products

Demographic factors g2 e notr;;[)arametric Statistics
Sex Mann Whitney U=10.503, z=5,4, p<0,0005
Age Kruskal-Wallis ¥*=50,103, df=4, p<0,0005
Marital status Kruskal-Wallis ¥?=17,990, df=2, p<0,0005
Number of people in household Kruskal-Wallis ¥*=60,860, df=2, p<0,0005
Number of people under 18 living in | Kruskal-Wallis ¥?=85,179, df=2, p<0,0005
household
Education Kruskal-Wallis ¥?=14,765, df=3, p=0,002
Monthly income Kruskal-Wallis ¥?=113,069, df=2, p<0,0005

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, df= degrees of freedom, n=260

Sex: The purchasing frequency of organic products was higher in females (U=10.503, p<0,0005)

compared to males (Table 7).

Table 7: Statistically significant difference between sex and purchasing frequency of organic

products
Mann Whitney
Sex Mean rank
p-value
Female 147,28
p<0,0005
Male 98,80

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Mann Whitney test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Age: The purchasing frequency of organic products was higher in younger people (age groups: 26-

35, and 36-45) compared to older people (age group: 56 and older) and people under 25 (Table 8).

Table 8: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between age and purchasing frequency of

organic products

Statistically significant ]
Age groups Mean rank o ) Kruskal-Wallis p-value
pairwise comparisons
Under 25 90,67 1. 26-35 and 56 and older p<0,0005
26-35 142,92 2. 36-45 and 56 and older p<0,0005
36-45 164,07 3. 26-35 and under 25 p=0,001
46-55 125,05
4. 36-45 and under 25 p<0,0005
56 and older 83,35

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260

Marital status: The purchasing frequency of organic products was higher in married/in partnership

people (p<0,0005) compared to single (Table 9).

Table 9: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between marital status and purchasing

frequency of organic products

Statistically significant

Kruskal-Wallis p-

Marital status Mean rank o _
pairwise comparisons value
Single 96,3
Married/in 1. Married/in partnership
_ 139,83 ) p<0,0005
partnership and single
Other 65

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Number of people in the household: The purchasing frequency of organic products was higher for
people that live in households with 3-4 (p<0,0005) and more than 5 persons (p<0,0005) compared
to households with 1-2 people (Table 10).

The purchasing frequency of organic products was higher for people that live in households with
more than 5 people (p=0,021) compared to households with 3-4 people (Table 10).

Table 10: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between the number of people in the

household and purchasing frequency of organic products

Number of people in Statistically significant )
Mean rank o ) Kruskal-Wallis p-value
the household pairwise comparisons
1-2 people 100,19 1. 3-4 people and 1-2
beop beop p<0,0005
people
3-4 people 157,35 2. more than 5 people
beop beop p<0,0005
and 1-2 people
More than 5 213,83 3. more than 5 people
p=0,021
and 3-4 people

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260

Number of people under 18 living in the household: The purchasing frequency of organic products
was higher for people that live with 1-2 people (p<0,0005) and 3-4 people (p<0,0005) under 18 in
the household compared to people that live with no people under 18 in the household (Table 11).

Table 11: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between the number of people under 18 living

in the household and purchasing frequency of organic products

Number of people under Statistically significant )
L Mean rank o ) Kruskal-Wallis p-value

18 living in the household pairwise comparisons
0 98 1. 1-2 people under 18

p<0,0005
and no people under 18
1-2 172,20 2. 3-4 people under 18

p<0,0005
3-4 215,90 and no people under 18

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Education: The purchasing frequency of organic products was higher for people with tertiary

educational level (p=0,030) compared to people with vocational education and training (Table 12).

Table 12: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between educational level and purchasing

frequency of organic products

] Statistically significant Kruskal-Wallis
Educational level Mean rank o )
pairwise comparisons p-value
Primary education 65
Secondary education 122,33 1. Tertiary education
Vocational education and 101,28 and vocational p=0,030
training education and training
Tertiary education 140,13

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260

Income: The purchasing frequency of organic products was higher for people with a monthly income
of 751-1.500€ (p<0,0005) and 1.501-2.500€ (p<0,0005) compared to people with a monthly income of
<750€ (Table 13).

The purchasing frequency of organic products was higher for people with a monthly income of 1.501-
2.500€ (p<0,0005) compared to people with a monthly income of 751-1.500€ (Table 13).

Table 13: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between monthly income and purchasing

frequency of organic products

Monthly Statistically significant Kruskal-Wallis p-
_ Mean rank o _
income pairwise comparisons value
<750€ 78,99 1. 751-1.500€ and <750€ p<0,0005
751-1.500€ 137,40 2.1.501-2.500€ and <750€ p<0,0005
1.501-2.500€ 221,54 3. 1.501-2.500€ and 751-
p<0,0005
1.500€

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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5.5 Demographics and consumer purchasing criteria

Demographic factors influenced consumer purchasing criteria. Mann Whitney and Kruskal-Wallis
test showed statistically significant differences between all demographic factors and consumer
purchasing criteria.

Sex: Mann Whitney test showed statistically significant differences between sex and consumer
purchasing criteria such as packaging, information of the label, discount or special offer, product
appearance, and organic certification labels (Table 14). Females are more interested in packaging,
information of the label, discount or special offer, product appearance, and organic certification

labels compared to males (Table 15).

Table 14: Statistically significant differences between sex and purchasing criteria (1)

Purchasing criteria/Sex Statistics
1. Packaging U=10.684, z=5,508, p<0,0005
2. Information on the label U=10.225, z=4,732, p<0,0005
3. Discount or special offer Marital status U=9.023, z=3,023 p=0,003
4. Product appearance U=10.489, z=5,198, p<0,0005
5. Organic certification labels U=10.286, z=4,817, p<0,0005

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Mann Whitney test was used for comparisons, n=260

Table 15: Statistically significant differences between sex and purchasing criteria (11)

) o Mean rank Mean rank Mann Whitney

Purchasing criteria

Female Male p-value

Packaging 148,35 96,79 p<0,0005

Information on the label 145,65 101,88 p<0,0005

Discount or special offer 138,58 115,24 p=0,003

Product appearance 147,20 98,96 p<0,0005

Organic certification labels 146,01 101,21 p<0,0005

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Mann Whitney test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Age: Kruskal-Wallis test showed statistically significant differences between age groups and
consumer purchasing criteria such as regional production, packaging, nutritional value, information
on the label, taste, discount or special offer, product appearance, organic certification labels, animal
welfare, support local farmers, and it is trendy to consume (Table 16). Older people are more
interested in purchasing criteria such as regional production, nutritional value, taste, and support
local farmers. Younger consumers are more interested in the packaging, information on the label,
discount or special offer, product appearance, organic certification labels, animal welfare, and it is

trendy to consume (Table 17-18).

Table 16: Statistically significant differences between age groups and purchasing criteria

Purchasing criteria/Age Statistics
1. Regional production ¥?=14,053, df=4, p=0,007
2. Packaging ¥*=50,964, df=4 p<0,0005
3. Nutritional value ¥*=10,280, df=4, p=0,036
4. Information on the label v?=42,605, df=4, p<0,0005
5. Taste ¥*=18,402, df=4, p=0,001
6. Discount or special offer ¥?=31,709, df=4, p<0,0005
7. Product appearance ¥*=34,208, df=4, p<0,0005
8. Organic certification labels v?=47,202, df=4, p<0,0005
9. Animal welfare ¥?=10,389, df=4, p=0,034
10. Support local farmers ¥?=20,747, df=4, p<0,0005
11. It is trendy to consume v?=11,276, df=4, p=0,024

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df= degrees of
freedom, n=260
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Table 17: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between age groups and purchasing criteria (1)

Purchasing criteria Statistically significant pairwise comparisons NGRS
(mean rank) p-value
Regional production 1.56 and older (149,24) and Under 25 (108,37) p=0,005
1. Under 25 (139,43) and 56 older (61,06) p<0,0005
Packaging 2. 26-35 (148,32) and 56 and older (61,06) p<0,0005
3. 36-45 (149,12) and 56 and older (61,06) p<0,0005
1. Under 25 (129,53) and 56 and older (68,18) p=0,002
Information on the label | 2 26-35 (149,09) and 56 and older (68,18) p<0,0005
3. 36-45 (146,86) and 56 and older (68,18) p<0,0005
1. Under 25 (135,27) and 56 and older (86,02) p=0,003
Discount or special offer | 2 26-35 (143,60) and 56 and older (86,02) p<0,0005
3. 36-45 (141,28) and 56 and older (86,02) p<0,0005
Nutritional value 1. 36-45 (141,70) and under 25 (107,77) p=0,016

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Table 18: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between age groups and purchasing criteria

(1
) o Statistically significant pairwise comparisons Kruskal-Wallis

Purchasing criteria
(mean rank) p-value

Organic certification
1. Under 25 (134,96) and 56 and older (65,63) p<0,0005

labels
. 1. 26-35 (143,66) and 56 and older (105,94) p=0,019
Animal welfare

1. 36-45 (131,10) and under 25 (88,04) p=0,008
2. 56 and older (135,50) and under 25 (88,04) p=0,008

Support local farmers
3. 26-35 (139,22) and under 25 (88,04) p<0,0005
4. 46-55 (149,74) and under 25 (88,04) p=0,003

) 1. Under 25 (159,67) and 56 and older (112,29)

It is trendy to consume p=0,011
1. 26-35 (132,34) and under 25 (96,60) p=0,033
Taste 2. 56 and older (138,32) and under 25 (96,60) p=0,032
3. 36-45 (147,04) and under 25 (96,60) p=0,001
1. 46-55 (130,33) and 56 and older (71,88) p=0,022
2. 26-35 (139) and 56 and older (71,88) p<0,0005

Product appearance
3. Under 25 (142,34) and 56 and older (71,88) p<0,0005
4. 36-45 (148,06) and 56 and older (71,88) p<0,0005

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Marital status: Kruskal-Wallis test showed statistically significant differences between marital
status and consumer purchasing criteria such availability, taste, support local farmers, and it is
trendy to consume (Table 19). People which were married or in partnership seem to be more
interested in the purchasing criteria like the taste and support local farmers compared to the
purchasing criterion of availability which was important for people who mentioned “other” in their
marital status (Table 20).

Table 19: Statistically significant differences between marital status and purchasing criteria

Purchasing criteria/Marital status Statistics
1. Availability ¥*=9,359, df=2, p=0,009
2. Taste ¥*=6,622, df=2, p=0,036
3. Support local farmers ¥?=10,531, df=2, p=0,005
4. It is trendy to consume ¥?=7,014, df=2, p=0,030

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df= degrees of

freedom, n=260

Table 20: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between marital status and purchasing

criteria
o Statistically significant pairwise Kruskal-Wallis
Purchasing criteria _
comparisons (mean rank) p-value
Availability 1. Other (260) and single (114,19) p=0,049
Taste 1. Married/in partnership (135,19), and 0.040
single (111,89) P=2,
Support local farmers 1. Married/in partnership (136,59) and ~0.005
single (106,60) P=2,
It Is trendy to consume Statistically significant pairwise comparisons were not recorded.

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Number of people in the household: The purchasing criteria which were affected by this
demographic factor were packaging, information on the label, nutritional value, product appearance,
taste, organic certification labels, and support local farmers (Table 21). People that leave in
households with 3-4 people and more than 5 people are more interested in purchasing criteria such
as packaging, information on the label, product appearance, taste and organic certification labels
(Table 22-23).

Table 21: Statistically significant differences between number of people in the household and

purchasing criteria

Purchasing criteria/Number of people in Statistics
the household
1. Packaging v?=28,425, df=2, p<0,0005
2. Information on the label ¥*=17,663, df=2, p<0,0005
3. Nutritional value ¥?=6,464, df=2, p=0,039
4. Product appearance v?=16,447, df=2, p<0,0005
5. Taste ¥?=9,408, df=2, p=0,009
6. Organic certification labels ¥*=16,951, df=2, p<0,0005
7. Support local farmers v?=6,349, df=2, p=0,042

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df= degrees of
freedom, n=260

Table 22: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between the number of people in the

household and purchasing criteria (1)

Kruskal-
Statistically significant pairwise comparisons (mean :
Purchasing criteria ySl P g ( Wallis
rank)
p-value
1. 3-4 people (145,27) and 1-2 (111,05) p=0,001
Packaging 2. More than 5 people (207,42) and 1-2 (111,05) p<0,0005
3. More than 5 people (207,42) and 3-4 people p=0,013
(145,27)
1.3-4 le (142,74 1-2 le (114 =
Information on the 3-4 people (142,74) and 1-2 people (114,96) p=0,006
label 2. More than 5 people (187,83) and 1-2 people p=0,002
(114,96)
Nutritional value Pairwise comparisons were not statistically significant

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Table 23: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between the number of people in the

household and purchasing criteria (1)

Kruskal-
Statistically significant pairwise comparisons (mean :
Purchasing criteria Y1 P g ( Wallis
rank)
p-value
1. 3-4 people (143,53) and 1-2 people (114,85) p=0,005
Product appearance
2. More than 5 people (181,50) and 1-2 people p=0,006
(114,85)
Taste —
1. More than 5 people (174) and 1-2 people (122,01) p=0,015
Organic certification 1. 3-4 people (142,68) and 1-2 people (115,12) p=0,007
labels 2. More than 5 people (186,50) and 1-2 people p=0,003
(115,12)
Support local
farmers Pairwise comparisons were not statistically significant

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Number of people under 18 living in the household: Consumer purchasing criteria such as
packaging, information on the label, discount or special offer, nutritional value, product appearance,
taste, organic certification labels, and environmental benefits were influenced by number of people
under 18 living in the household (Table 24). People who live in households with people under 18
are more interested in packaging, information on the label, discount or special offer, product

appearance, taste, organic certification labels, and environmental benefits (Table 25-26).

Table 24: Statistically significant differences between the number of people under 18 living in the

household and purchasing criteria

Purchasing criteria/Number of people -
undgr 18 in the householdp i Statistics
1. Packaging v?=44,379, df=2, p<0,0005
2. Information on the label ¥*=28,864, df=2, p<0,0005
3. Discount or special offer ¥?=11,038, df=2, p=0,004
4. Nutritional value ¥*=6,810, df=2, p=0,033
5. Product appearance ¥?=28,889, df=2, p<0,0005
6. Taste ¥*=7,873, df=2, p=0,020
7. Organic certification labels ¥?=30,015, df=2, p<0,0005
8. Environmental benefits ¥?=7,534, df=2, p=0,023

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df=degrees of
freedom, n=260
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Table 25: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between the number of people under 18

living in the household and purchasing criteria (1)

18 (120,96)

Kruskal-
Statistically significant pairwise comparisons (mean :
Purchasing criteria Yl P P ( Wallis
rank)
p-value
1. 1-2 people under 18 (160,19) and no people under p<0,0005
Packaqi 18 (106,49)
ackaging p<0,0005
2. 3-4 people under 18 (204,50) and no people under
18 (106,49)
1. 1-2 people under 18 (155,01) and no people under p<0,0005
Information on the | 18 (111,13)
label p=0,004
2. 3-4 people under 18 (184,70) and no people under
18 (111,13)
Discount or special )
offer 1. 1-2 people under 18 (141,68) and no people under 0=0,021

Nutritional value

Pairwise comparisons were not statistically significant

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Table 26: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between number of people under 18

living in the household and purchasing criteria (11)

benefits

(123,79)

Kruskal-
Statistically significant pairwise comparisons (mean g
Purchasing criteria Y1 P g ( Wallis
rank)
p-value
1. 1-2 people under 18 (156,97) and none people under p<0,0005
18 (110,65)
Product appearance p=0,022
2. 3-4 people under 18 (172,80) and none people under
18 (110,65)
Taste 1. 3-4 people under 18 (174,00) and none people under p=0,037
18 (123,64)
1. 1-2 people under 18 (156,93) and none people p<0,0005
Organic certification | under 18 (110,34)
labels p=0,011
2. 3-4 people under 18 (177,90) and none people under
18 (110,34)
Environmental 1. 3-4 people under 18 (173) and none people under 18 p=0,043

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Education: The purchasing criteria which were influenced by the different levels of education
were: packaging, information on the label, discount or special offer, product appearance, organic
certification labels, and animal welfare (Table 27). People with higher educational levels took into
account the aforementioned purchasing criteria during the process of purchasing with the only
exception of people in secondary education. Consumers with secondary educational level are more
concerned about packaging and discount or special offer compared to people in vocational

education and training (Table 28-29).

Table 27: Statistically significant differences between education and purchasing criteria

Purchasing criteria/Education Statistics
1. Packaging ¥?=42,597, df=3, p<0,0005
2. Information on the label v*=31,188, df=3, p<0,0005
3. Discount or special offer ¥?=15,524, df=3, p=0,001
4. Product appearance ¥*=27,851, df=3, p<0,0005
5. Organic certification labels ¥*=38,506, df=3, p<0,0005
6. Animal welfare ¥?=9,952, df=3, p=0,019

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df=degrees of
freedom, n=260
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Table 28: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between education and purchasing criteria

Q)
) o Statistically significant pairwise Kruskal-Wallis
Purchasing criteria _
comparisons (mean rank) p-value
1. Secondary education (122,28) and primary p=0,007
education (21,50)
p<0,0005
2. Tertiary education (146,60) and primary
' =0,014
Packaging education (21,50) p
3. Secondary education (122,28) and vocational p<0,0005
education and training (71,78)
4. Tertiary education (146,60) and vocational
education and training (71,78)
1. Secondary education (122,55) and primary
: p=0,008
education (24,42)
2. Tertiary education (143,88) and primary p<0,0005
Information on the label education (24,42) 5<0,005
3. Tertiary education (143,88) and vocational
education and training (86,88)
1. Tertiary education (134,29) and vocational p=0,002
Di ¢ ial off education and training (90,86)
iscount or special offer p=0,002

2. Secondary education (141,08) and vocational
education and training (90,86)

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260

39




Table 29: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between education and purchasing criteria (I1)

) o Statistically significant pairwise comparisons (mean NGRS
Purchasing criteria
rank) p-value
1. Secondary education (117,06) and primary p=0,042
education (34,17), (p=0,042)
p=0,001
Product appearance 2. Tertiary education (144,34) and primary education
(34,17) p=0,001
3. Tertiary education (144,34) and vocational
education and training (92,00)
: . p=0,013
1. Secondary education (119,60) and primary
education (25,33) p<0,0005
Organic certification labels | 2- Tertiary education (146,25) and primary education p<0,0005
(25,33)
3. Tertiary education (146,25) and vocational
education and training (77,83)
1. Secondary education (131,08) and primary p=0,048
Animal welfare education (56,75)
p=0,022
2. Tertiary education (135,21) and primary education
(56,75)

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Income: Packaging, information on the label, nutritional value, product appearance, taste, and
organic certification labels were affected by the different levels of monthly income (Table 30).
People with higher incomes are more concerned about the aforementioned purchasing criteria
(Table 31-32).

Table 30: Statistically significant differences between monthly income and purchasing criteria

Purchasing criteria/Income Statistics
1. Packaging v*=33,403, df=2, p<0,0005
2. Information on the label ¥?=20,391, df=2, p<0,0005
3. Nutritional value v*=10,949, df=2, p=0,004
4. Product appearance ¥*=32,407, df=2, p<0,0005
5. Taste x°=6,679, df=2, p=0,035
6. Organic certification labels v?=20,652, df=2, p<0,0005

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df=degrees of
freedom, n=260

Table 31: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between monthly income and purchasing

criteria (1)

Kruskal-

Statistically significant pairwise comparisons (mean 7

Purchasing criteria Y3l P P ( Wallis
rank)
p-value
Packaging 1. 1.501-2.500€ (190,73) and <750€ (109,70) p<0,0005
2. 1.501-2.500€ (190,73) and 751-1.500€ (127,04) p<0,0005
Information on the | 1. 1.501-2.500€ (175,09) and <750€ (111,92) p<0,0005
label

2. 1.501-2.500€ (175,09) and 751-1.500€ (129,86) p=0,002
Nutritional value | 1 1 501.5 500€ (152,03) and <750€ (118,79) 0=0,003

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Table 32: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between income and purchasing criteria (I1)

Kruskal-
Statistically significant pairwise comparisons (mean :
Purchasing criteria Yl P P ( Wallis
rank)
p-value
- <
product appearance 1. 1.501-2.500€ (191,43) and <750€ (114,87) 0<0,0005
2. 1.501-2.500€ (191,43)and 751-1.500€ (123,73)
p<0,0005
Taste —
1. 1.501-2.500€ (153,08) and <750€ (121,79) p=0,030
Organic certification | 1. 1.501-2.500€ (178,61) and <750€ (116,28) p<0,0005
labels
2. 1.501-2.500€ (178,61) and 751-1.500€ (126,29) p<0,0005

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260

5.6 Demographics and consumer perceptions towards organic agriculture and products

Sex: Consumer perceptions towards organic agriculture and products were influenced by sex.
Females indicated that organic certification procedures are reliable, organic products are free from
pesticide residues, organic products are of particular value for children’s diet, and organic products
are not promoted well. On the other hand, males indicated that organic products are expensive for
what they offer (Table 33).

Table 33: Statistically significant differences between sex and consumer perception

Consumer perceptions/Sex FEmELE Vel Statistics
mean rank mean rank

Organic certification procedures are 140,38 111,84 U=9.329, z=3,325,
reliable p=0,001
Organic products are free from 137,45 117,38 U=8.831, z=2,311,
pesticide residues p=0,021
Organic products are of particular 142,11 108,57 U=9.624, z=3,999,
value for children’s diet p<0,0005
Organic products are expensive for 119,37 151,53 U=5.757,5, z=-3,648,
what they offer p<0,0005

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Mann Whitney test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Age: Only three statements regarding consumer perceptions were influenced by age. Kruskal-
Wallis test showed statistically significant differences in: organic products are free from pesticide
residues, organic certification procedures are reliable and organic products are expensive for what
they offer) (Table 34). Younger people (26-35 and 36-45) perceive that organic products are free
from pesticide residues and organic certification procedures are reliable. Older people (56 and

older) perceive that organic products are expensive for what they offer (Table 35).

Table 34: Statistically significant differences between consumer perceptions and age

Consumer perceptions/Age Statistics
1. (_)rganlc products are free from pesticide +2=10,060, df=4, p=0,039
residues
2. Organic certification procedures are reliable ¥?=11,356, df=4, p=0,023
3. Organic products are expensive for what 2=17,819, df=4, p=0,001
they offer

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df=degrees of
freedom, n=260

Table 35: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between consumer perceptions and age

Consumer Statistically significant pairwise comparisons Kruskal-Wallis
perceptions (mean rank) p-value
Organic products are | 1. 36-45 (140,58) and 56 and older (101,51)
free from pesticide p=0,031
residues
Organic certification
procedures are reliable 1. 26-35 (136,99) and 56 and older (101,38) p=0,037
Organic products are | 4 5q .14 1der (168,57) and 26-35 (116,22) p<0,0005
expensive for what
they offer 2. 56 and older (168,57) and 36-45 (126,78) p=0,018

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260

Marital status: Consumer perceptions towards organic agriculture and products were not
influenced by the marital status (single, married/in partnership, and other). Kruskal-Wallis test did
not show any statistically significant differences between consumer perceptions and the different

groups of marital status.
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Number of people in the household: Kruskal-Wallis test showed that four statements about
consumer perceptions were statistically significantly different among the different groups of people
that live in a household (Table 36). People that live in households with more than two people have
more positive perceptions towards organic products compared to households with 1-2 people.
Consumers that live in households with 3-4 people perceive that organic products are not promoted

well (Table 37).

Table 36: Statistically significant differences between consumer perceptions and number of people

in the household

Consumer perceptions/ Number of people in Statistics

the household
1. Organic products have better taste v*=8,890, df=2, p=0,012
2. C_)rganlc products are free from pesticide 2=8,621, df=2, p=0,013
residues
3. Organic products are for particular value for > _
children’s diet x°=17,649, df=2, p<0,0005
4. Organic products are not promoted well ¥*=9,598, df=2, p=0,008

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df=degrees of

freedom, n=260

Table 37: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between consumer perceptions and number
of people in the household

Consumer Statistically significant pairwise comparisons Kruskal-Wallis
perceptions (mean rank) p-value
1. more than 5 people (162,50) and 1-2 people
Organic products have | (121,75) p=0.048
better taste
Organic products are | 1. more than 5 people (173,58) and 1-2 people
free from pesticide (121,26) p=0,027
residues ’
Organic products are i i _
for particular value for 1. 3-4 people (141,17) and 1-2 people (116,63) p=0,008
children’s diet 2. more than 5 (184) and 1-2 people (116,63) p=0,002
Organic products are
not promoted well 1. 3-4 people (139,46) and 1-2 people (119,79) p=0,045

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260

44



Number of people under 18 living in the household: Consumer perceptions towards organic

agriculture and products were influenced by the number of people under 18 living in household.

Seven out of eleven statements were statistically significantly different among the different groups

of people under 18 living in the household (Table 38). People that live in households with people

under 18 are more concerned about organic agriculture and products compare to people that live

with no people under 18 (Table 39). Consumers that live with 1-2 people under 18 perceive that

organic products are not promoted well (Table 39).

Table 38: Statistically differences between consumer perceptions and number of people under 18

living in the household

Consumer perceptions/ Number of people
under 18 living in the household

Statistics

1. Organic agriculture is good for the
environment

¥?=10,472, df=2, p=0,005

2. Organic products have better quality

1#=7,848, df=2, p=0,020

3. Organic products have better taste

¥*=9,277, df=2, p=0,010

4. Organic products are free from pesticide
residues

¥?*=11,673, df=2, p=0,003

5. Organic certification procedures are reliable

1#=7,049, df=2, p=0,029

6. Organic products are of particular value for
children’s diet

¥?=25,263, df=2, p<0,0005

7. Organic products are not promoted well

¥*=11,901, df=2, p=0,003

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df=degrees of

freedom, n=260
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Table 39: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between consumer perceptions and number

of people under 18 living in the household

residues

18 (119,79)

Consumer Statistically significant pairwise comparisons Kruskal-Wallis
perceptions (mean rank) p-value
Organic agriculture is | 1. 1-2 people under 18 in household (140,95) and
=0,025
gooq for the no people under 18 (121,59) P
environment
Organic products have 1. 1-2 people under 18 in household (140,82) and 0=0,048
better quality no people under 18 (122,1) ’
Organic products have 1. 1-2 people under 18 (139,95) and no people 0=0,046
better taste under 18 (122,3) '
1. 1-2 people under 18 (142,54) and no people
=0,025
Organic products are | under 18 (119,79) P
free from pesticide 2. 3-4 people under 18 (175,4) and no people under p=0,032

Organic certification
procedures are reliable

Pairwise comparisons were not statistically significant

not promoted well

18 (119,41)

Organic products are 1. 1-2 people under 18 (149,91) and no people p<0,0005
) under 18 (114,47)
of particular value for p=0,003
children’s diet 1. 3-4 people under 18 (184) and no people under
18 (114,47)
Organic productsare | 4 4, people under (144,40) and no people under p=0,007

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Education: Four statements about consumer perceptions towards organic agriculture and products

were influenced by the different educational levels (Table 40). Consumers with higher educational

level perceive that organic products are free from pesticide residues and organic certification

procedures are reliable (Table 41). Consumers with lower educational level perceive that organic

products are expensive for what they offer (Table 41).

Table 40: Statistically significant differences between consumer perceptions and educational level

Consumer perceptions/Education

Statistics

1. Organic products are free from pesticide
residues

¥?=15,047, df=3, p=0,002

2 Organic certification procedures are reliable

x°=17,036, df=3, p=0,001

3. Organic products are not promoted well

+v?=12,445, df=3, p=0,006

they offer

4. Organic products are expensive for what

v?=19,626, df=3, p<0,0005

Notes: Level of significance a=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df=degrees of

freedom, n=260

Table 41: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between consumer perceptions and

educational level

Consumer Statistically significant pairwise comparisons Ketskalswallis
perceptions (mean rank) p-value
Organic products are | 1. Tertiary education (139,21) and primary
];gi?dfurg;n pesticide education (48,33) p=0,006
1. Vocational education and training (114,36) and
primary education (29,83) p=0025
Organic certification 2. Tertiary education (134,56) and primary p=0,001
procedures are reliable | education (mean rank=29,83) p=0,001
3. Secondary education (137,60) and primary
education (29,83)

Organic products are
not promoted well

Pairwise comparisons were not statistically significant

Organic products are
expensive for what
they offer

1. Vocational education and training (159,21) and
tertiary education (119,58)

2. Primary education (211) and tertiary education
(119,58)

p=0,021

p=0,007

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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Income: Three out of eleven statements presented statistically significant differences among the

different levels of income (Table 42). Consumers with higher income perceive that organic products

are free from pesticide residues, organic products are particular value for children’s diet and organic

products are not promoted well (Table 43).

Table 42: Statistically significant differences between consumer perceptions and monthly income

Consumer perceptions/Income

Statistics

residues

1.0rganic products are free from pesticide

+2=8,871, df=2, p=0,012

children’s diet

2. Organic products are particular value for

12=17,404, df=2, p<0,0005

3. Organic products are not promoted well

1%=9,969, df=2, p=0,007

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, df=degrees of

freedom, n=260

Table 43: Statistically significant pairwise comparisons between consumer perceptions and

monthly income

Consumer Statistically significant pairwise comparisons Kruskal-Wallis

perceptions (mean rank) p-value
Organic products are
residues

. <0,0005
Organic products are | 1, 1.501-2.500€ (170,11) and <750€ (118,22) P
particular value for ~0.001
children’s diet 2. 1.501-2.500€ (170,11) and 751-1.500€ (127,38) p=y,
Organic products are 1. 1.501-2.500€ (160,58) and 751-1.500€ (123,70) 0=0,005
not promoted well 2. 1.501-2.500€ (160,58) and <750€ (128,50)

p=0,031

Notes: Level of significance 0=0,05, Kruskal-Wallis test was used for comparisons, n=260
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6. Discussion

6.1 Respondents’ demographical characteristics

Organic consumers of this survey tend to be female, younger (26-35), high educated, married/in
partnership, and have a monthly income between 751-1.500€. A similar consumer profile was
mentioned in other studies (Karadima & Karadimas, 2014; Krystallis & Chryssohoidis, 2005;
Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008). Also, the majority of the respondents live in
households with no people under 18 which comes in contrast with other reports in which the
majority of the respondents mentioned that they live with 1-2 people under 18 in the household
(Fotopoulos & Krystallis, 2002a; Krystallis, Fotopoulos, & Zotos, 2006).

6.2 Respondents’ purchasing behavior

The majority of the respondents purchase organic products once per week. A similar study showed
that organic products are not regularly purchased by Greek consumers even though the majority of
them present positive attitudes for organic products (Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008;
Krystallis, Fotopoulos, & Zotos, 2006). A low purchasing frequency of organic products is also
observed in other countries such as Turkey and Croatia (Ergoniil & Ergoniil, 2015; Radman, 2005).
In other countries such as Denmark the consumption of organic products is higher since Denmark

has the highest organic share in the world and its market is very developed (Kaad-Hansen, 2019).

This study showed that the most regularly purchased products were vegetables and fruits with
organic farmers’ markets to be the primary market place for purchasing such products. For some
studies such as Karadima & Karadimas (2014) and Krystallis & Chryssohoidis (2005), organic
farmers’ markets were not the primary market place for purchasing organic products but
supermarkets. On the other hand, in other study, organic farmers’ markets were considered as the
main place for purchasing organic products ( Krystallis, Fotopoulos, & Zotos, 2006). In Turkey,
public bazaars (which are similar to farmers’ markets in Greece) are the places where people buy
organic products since they are associated with the Turkish culture (Ergoniil & Ergoniil, 2015).
Organic vegetables and fruits were also regularly purchased by consumers in similar studies
(Karadima & Karadimas, 2014; Krystallis & Chryssohoidis, 2005; Krystallis, Fotopoulos, & Zotos,
2006; Radman, 2005). In this study, organic olive oil was characterized by a low purchasing
frequency. Even though olive oil is a significant element of the Greek diet and cuisine its frequency
of purchasing in stores is low since olive oil can be purchased in bulk form from the producers
(Krystallis & Ness, 2004).
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This study showed than women are the main organic buyers compared to men. This is in line with
several studies such as Bosona & Gebresenbet (2018), Davis, Titterington, & Cochrane (1995),
Fotopoulos & Krystallis (2002a), Krystallis, Fotopoulos, & Zotos (2006), Kurnia, Sun, & Collins,
(2013), and Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas (2008). Women are more interested about
organic production and their level of awareness regarding organic products is higher compared to
men (Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008).

Results indicated that the purchasing frequency of organic products was higher, in people with
children as well as in people with high educational level and income. High educational levels as
well as income, positively influence the consumption of organic products (Millock, Wier, &
Andersen, 2004; Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008). People in those categories prefer
to consume organic products (Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008). Families start to
purchase organic products when a baby is born (Hill & Lynchehaun, 2002). Consumers that live
with people under 15 in household increase the frequency of organic products purchasing (Millock,
Wier, & Andersen, 2004). Similar to the findings of literature (Cicia, Del Giudice, & Scarpa, 2002,
Radman, 2005), younger consumers (under 25) do not purchase organic products as often as older
consumers (26-35, and 36-45). Older consumers tend to be buyers of organic products because they

have the ability to pay premium prices on organic products (Hughner et al., 2007)

6.3 Consumer knowledge towards organic certification labels

The most recognizable organic certification label among respondents was DIO. Studies that
measure the consumer knowledge regarding organic certification labels have not yet been
conducted in Greece. As a result, this findings cannot be correlated with Greek literature but with
foreigner literature. In Denmark, the Danish organic label is the most recognizable by the majority
of the consumers (Millock, Wier, & Andersen, 2004). Danes trust more Danish products with the
Danish organic label compared to foreign organic labels (Millock, Wier, & Andersen, 2004).
Consumers in Turkey are not familiar with the organic labels since 9% of them recognized the right
organic label that should be on the packages of organic products (Ergéniil & Ergoniil, 2015). A very
small number of organic consumers trust organic products in which the word organic is only written
on the packages without having any organic certification label (Janssen & Hamm, 2012). The
willingness to purchase and pay for such products was higher when an organic certification label

existed on the packages (Janssen & Hamm, 2012).
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6.4 Consumer purchasing criteria

The most important consumer purchasing criteria with a descending order were: price, nutritional
value, regional production, discount or special offer, and availability. A similar pattern of results
was obtained in two different studies. In the first study, the most important consumer purchasing
criteria with a descending order were: price, taste, certification methods, nutritional value,
environmental benefits, and raw materials, and country of origin (Krystallis & Chryssohoidis, 2005)
while in the second study were quality, taste, certification labels, high nutritional value of organic
products ingredients, discount or special offer, protect the natural environment, and packaging
(Karadima & Karadimas, 2014).

Personal motives such as health issues are considered more important reasons for buying organic
products compared to altruistic motives such as environmental concerns (Magnusson, et al., 2003).
Health issues, nutritional value, and taste of organic products seem to be more important reasons for
buying organic products (Magnusson, et al., 2003; Mitsostergios & Skiadas, 1994; Zanoli &
Naspetti, 2002). Animal welfare is a essential factor for buying organic products but not so

important like environmental and health concerns (Aarset, et al., 2004; Hill & Lynchehaun, 2002).

Consumers are in favor of purchasing organic products owing to the fact that they perceive that the
process of purchasing organic products could support the local economy (Hughner et al., 2007).
This can be explained by consumer beliefs that organic products are locally produced by small
farms which were owned by small families (Hughner et al., 2007). Greek organic consumers care
about the origin of products when purchasing foods (Fotopoulos & Krystallis, 2002a). Danish
consumers are willing to buy domestic conventional fruits and vegetables rather than organic fruits
and vegetables which were produced in a foreign country (Millock, Wier, & Andersen, 2004). The
same behavior was noticed with Austrian consumers who also prefer local produced conventional

products rather than foreign-produced organic products (Freyer, 2007).

Price and discount or special offers are important purchasing criteria for consumers since these
criteria could negatively of positively influence the purchasing behavior (Fotopoulos & Krystallis,
2002a; Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008). High prices are important reasons for
avoiding organic products (Fotopoulos & Krystallis, 2002a; Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, &
Mattas, 2008). People can increase the consumption of organic products if the prices decrease
(Chiciudean, et al., 2019) but lower prices in organic products do not guarantee significantly higher

sales (Bunte, van Galen, Kuiper, & Tacken, 2010).
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Availability, product appearance, and the limited trust to organic production are considered as
barriers for purchasing organic products (Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008). Reduced
availability is also considered as a reason for organic product avoidance (Theodoropoulou, Barda,
& Apostolopoulos, 2002; Zanoli & Naspetti, 2002).

6.5 Consumer perceptions towards organic agriculture and products

The overall perceptions of participants towards organic agriculture and products were positive
which was in line with similar studies (Karadima & Karadimas, 2014; Krystallis, Fotopoulos, &
Zotos, 2006; Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008).

For instance, respondents belived that organic products have better quality and taste, they are free
from pesticides residues and they are healthier. According to literature, the consumption of organic
products is based on the high nutritional quality of such products (Theodoropoulou, Barda, &
Apostolopoulos, 2002). Organic vegetables in comparison with conventional vegetables are
perceived as more nutritious and less contaminated (Hoefkens, Verbeke, Aertsens, Mondelaers, &
Camp, 2009; Hill & Lynchehaun, 2002). People who purchase organic products more frequently,
they perceive that organic products are healthier as well as safer independently of the demographics
such as education, level of income, sex, and place of residence (Hoefkens, Verbeke, Aertsens,
Mondelaers, & Camp, 2009).

Contrary to the reports in literature (Krystallis, Fotopoulos, & Zotos, 2006), consumers of organic
products do not believe that organic products are expensive for what they offer. Consumers
perceive that products with higher prices are products with high quality while products with lower
prices are products with lower taste (Hill & Lynchehaun, 2002; Marian & Thegersen, 2013).
Organic buyers in Denmark were more interested in health issues, environmental concerns, animal
welfare, and local production rather than the lower prices of organic products (Millock, Wier, &
Andersen, 2004). In Bangkok, consumers perceive that organic products are just a marketing trick
(Roitner-Schobesberger, Darnhofer, Somsook, & Vogl, 2007).

Cosumers mentioned that organic certification procedures are reliable. A similar conclusion was
reached by Krystallis & Chryssohoidis (2005) and Roitner-Schobesberger, Darnhofer, Somsook, &
Vogl, (2007).

Females, younger people, people with children in household as well as peolple with higher
educational level and income presented more positive perceptions towards organic products and

agriculture. These findings are in accordance with findings reported by other researchers (Krystallis
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& Chryssohoidis, 2005; Kurnia, Sun, & Collins, 2013; Theodoropoulou, Barda, & Apostolopoulos,
2002; Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008).

Older people find that organic products are tastier (Kurnia, Sun, & Collins, 2013; Radman, 2005).
Older consumers and families with children purchase organic products for health reasons and they
are also aware of the various environmental issues (Theodoropoulou, Barda, & Apostolopoulos,
2002). Health consciousness is correlated to the purchasing of organic products since it includes the
consumption of nutritious food (Paul & Rana, 2012). Older people care more about their health as
well as about the safety of the products that they consume and they are willing to pay higher prices
towards organic products (Fotopoulos & Krystallis, 2002b; Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas,
2008). Younger people are environmentally conscious but they do not have the purchasing power of
older (Fotopoulos & Krystallis, 2002b; Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008). Younger
people are interested in the appearance of organic products and they are not eager to buy products
that do not have a good shape (Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008).

Women with children are considered the main buyers of foods in a household due to the fact that
they care more for the nutritional value of food (Krystallis & Chryssohoidis, 2005). They seem to
perceive that organic products contain more vitamins compared to conventional products
(Tsakiridou, Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008).

People with high income as well as with high educational level perceive that organic products are
healthier and they do not harm the environment (Kurnia, Sun, & Collins, 2013; Tsakiridou,
Boutsouki, Zotos, & Mattas, 2008). They believe that organic products have a better taste as well as
quality and they do not pay attention to the appearance of organic products (Tsakiridou, Boutsouki,
Zotos, & Mattas, 2008).

6.6 Methodological limitations and potential biases

Potential biases could arise from the chosen sampling strategy, from the sample size that was
obtained during the specific time frame of the survey, and from the structure of a specific question

in questionnaire.

The sampling strategy of this study was a non-probability convenience sample since the target
population (organic buyers) was easily accessible and available (in supermarket chains, organic
stores, and farmers’ markets) at the given time (Doérnyei, 2007). Convenience sample excludes
some sampling units of the population from being part of the sample because at the given time of
the survey some people are not able to participate due to their working hours (Zafeiropoulos, 2015).

For example, the majority of the Greek organic farmers’ markets operate between 16:00 and 19:30
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in the summer. These business hours may not suitable for everyone. The survey was conducted
during different times in each market place in order to increase the representativeness of the sample
but this cannot completely assure that the representativeness has been increased. The chosen time
for data collection could still be inappropriate for potential participants. In addition, the non-

probability sampling cannot be used for generalized assumptions.

During the survey some people were not able to participate because of time constraints. Some
participants had the tendency to speak a lot during the survey and shift the discussion towards
politics which could potentially decrease the total number of interviewed participants on a given
day. Also, a large number of people refused to participate in the survey when they were asked for it.
The cause for this may be that a lot of people falsely perceive street surveys as a practice for asking

money and avoid the person who conducts the survey.

Another factor that acted as a barrier in order to increase the sample size is the way that the survey
was performed. The survey was conducted only by myself between 1%t of July and 20" of August.
This practice limited the number of participants that could be interviewed per day. The number of
people that administer a questionnaire can considerably increase the sample size. For example, a
similar study with the same sampling strategy (convenience sample) which was conducted in
Bangkok between late April and early May had a sample size of 848 respondents. This sample size
was acquired since the questionnaires were administered by twelve different people (Roitner-
Schobesberger, Darnhofer, Somsook, & Vogl, 2007).

A potential bias from the questionnaire structure could also arise from question number five which
is related to consumer knowledge towards organic certification labels. The choice of the
certification labels was based on personal research regarding their frequency of appearance in
product’s packages and in organic farmers’ markets. Available data or research studies that could
indicate the most important certification bodies in Greece was not available. As a result, my
personal choice might be not representative and subjective. A further research regarding organic
certification labels in Greece should be performed since such labels are related to consumer trust
towards organic products (Janssen & Hamm, 2012).
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7. Conclusion and outlook

The survey of this study was targeted to adult organic buyers in the center as well as in the suburbs
of Athens. Participants expressed overall positive perceptions towards organic agriculture and
products which show that organic buyers are well informed about organic agriculture. Even though
they had positive perceptions, the majority of them purchase organic products once per week. All
demographics influenced the frequency of purchasing organic products, the consumer purchasing

criteria, and consumer perceptions.

The results from this study could be very helpful for the Greek authorities which are related to
organic agriculture since they give infromation that can be used in order to improve the sales of
organic prodcuts and be more responsive to consumer needs. We know how often, where, and what
kind of organic products the consumers buy. This information can target the sales of specific
products in specific market places. The investigation of consumer purchasing criteria, consumer
perceptions as well as consumer knowledge towards organic certification labels is very important.
For instance, participants indicated that organic products were not well promoted. This information
can be used by the authorities in order to increase the promotional activities of organic agriculture
and products through festivals and workshops. Also, respondents mentioned that discounts or
special offers are an important purchasing criterion. Discounts or special offers attract more
consumers but they are mainly correlated to supermarkets. In Greek conventional farmers’ markets,
the prices of vegetables and fruits drop after 12:00 and at that time the number of consumers is
considerably higher compared to the morning hours. Greek organic farmers’ markets do not follow
this strategy. In organic farmers’ markets the organic certification labels are prominently displayed
in the counter of the producer in a form of certification paper which is close to the cash register but
this practice is not followed by all the farmers. This should be implemented by the entirety of the
producers since only a small number of respondents did not recognize any organic certification
label at all which means that consumers do pay attention to the labels. By displaying the

certification labels producers build trust about their products which can lead to increased sales.

Also, the correlation of demographics to consumer perceptions and consumer purchasing criteria
can also be proven beneficial for the authorities so that they can target their promotional activities to
specific groups of people in order to cover their specific needs. For example, women purchase more
often organic products compared to men and they are more interested in packaging and in organic
certification labels of organic products. This information could be used in order to create products

that fulfill the aforementioned criteria.

55



It is worth mentioning that the first “bio festival” was held in the city of Athens in May of 2019 in
which consumers had the chance to be informed about organic agriculture and products as well as to
purchase such products. Also, the dates for the next years “bio festival” have already been

announced.

This festival is a good opportunity for non-organic buyers to learn more about organic agriculture
and increase their trust in organic products since they can be informed by organic certification
bodies that are at the festival. The problem of organic product reliability was mentioned in a well-
known Greek newspaper (Stathakou & Konti, 2019). This article with the title “The big fraud of
organic products” mentioned that Greek state controls are not sufficient regarding the products
which are used in organic production. As a result, the final product is not completely organic while
its price is 30 to 70% higher compared to conventional products. With this article, the trust of Greek

non-organic buyers as well as of organic buyers might negatively be affected.
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8. Summary

The organic per capita consumption in Greece is considerably lower compared to other
Mediterranean countries such as Italy and Spain. The organic per capita consumption in Greece was
6€ in 2017 while the organic per capita consumption in Italy and Spain in 2017 was 52€ and 42€
respectively.

Having in mind the lower per capita consumption in Greece the aim of the study was to gather
knowledge regarding the perceptions and the purchasing behavior of Greek consumers towards
organic foods in Athens through structured questionnaires. 260 questionnaires distributed in the
center as well as in the suburb of Athens between 1% of July and 20" of August. The participants
were adult organic buyers and the survey took place in organic farmers’ markets, supermarkets, and
organic stores. Questionnaires included questions that measured how often, where, and what kind of
products in organic quality do consumers purchase as well as the criteria that they take into account
when purchasing organic products. These questionnaires included questions respecting consumer
perceptions of organic agriculture and products as well as questions about the consumer knowledge
towards organic certification labels. The consumer purchasing frequency, the consumer purchasing
criteria, and the consumer perceptions were correlated to demographics.

The results showed that the majority of the respondents purchase organic products once per week
mainly in organic farmers’ markets with vegetables and fruits to be the most regularly purchased
products. The most important criteria which participants take into account when purchasing organic
products with a descending order were: price, regional production, nutritional value, discount or
special offer. The most recognizable organic certification label among organic buyers was the DIO
label.

The participants of the survey had overall positive perceptions towards organic agriculture and
products. The purchasing frequency and consumer purchasing criteria were affected by
demographic factors such as sex, age, marital status, number of people in the household, number of
people under 18 living in the household, educational level, and monthly income. Consumer
perceptions towards organic agriculture and products were also affected by the aforementioned

demographic factors with the only exception of marital status.

Consumers of organic products are not characterized by complete homogeneity regarding their
beliefs or demographics. The results of this study could be used by Greek authorities in order for
them to improve the marketing strategy of organic products and be more responsive to the needs of

Greek organic consumers.
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10. Appendix
10.1 Questionnaire in English

Questionnaire for organic buyers

This questionnaire is used in the framework of my master thesis at the University of Natural
Resources and Life Sciences in Vienna. The recorded data will be confidential and the anonymity of
the respondents is going to be kept. The answering of the questionnaire will take approximately 10
minutes. Thank you for your participation.

Part 1: Consumer purchasing behavior and knowledge for organic certification labels

1. How often do you purchase organic products?

1 D Once per week 2 D Twice per week

3 D More than twice per week " D Once per month

2. Which are the places that you purchase organic products? (You can choose more than one

answer)
1D Supermarket chains ) D Organic farmers’ markets
3 D Healthy food stores . D Stores with traditional products
5 D Online food stores 6 D Directly from the farmer
7 D Other (Please defiNe: ... e )
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3. What kind of products in organic quality do you regularly purchase? (You can choose more

than one answer)

1D Dairy products

ZD Meat products

3D Eggs

AD Vegetables

5D Fruits BD Legumes 7D Rice 8D Pasta

9D Nuts/Dried fruits wD Processed products MD Bakery products lZD Coffee

13D Honey MD Alcoholic beverages 15D Snacks MD Olive oil

17D Other (Please QefiNe: ... . i e e e e )

4. How important are the following criteria for you when purchasing organic products?

Strongly
disagree ,

Disagree ,

Agree , Strongly

agree ,

1. Availability I don’t know
L,

2. Regional

production I don’t know
L,

3. Packaging I don’t know
L,

4. The

information I don’t know

on the label

L,

5. Discount or
special offer

I don’t know

!

6. The price

I don’t know

!
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Strongly Disagree, Agree , Strongly
disagree 1 agree ;
I don’t know
7. Nutritional
value L.
8. Product I don’t know
appearance B
I don’t know
9. Taste B
10. Organic I don’t know

certification
labels

L],

11.

I don’t know

Environmental DS
benefits

I don’t know
12. Animal
welfare D5
13. Support I don’t know
local farms

L],

14. It is trendy
to consume

I don’t know

L],
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5. Which of the following labels have you ever seen before? (You can choose more than one

answer)

AUSTRIA
HELLAS

OPTANIEMOL EAEMXOY

KAI NIZTONOIHEHE
|:| BIOAOTIKON NPOIONTON D
3 4

dCert

ion for Certi

N L

7D I do not recognize any label
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Part 2: Consumer perceptions for organic agriculture and products

6. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly Disagree , Agree, | Strongly
disagree . agree ,
1. Organic agriculture is I don’t
good for the environment know
L,
2. Organic agriculture does I don’t
not use synthetic pesticides, know
fertilizers, and herbicides ]
3. Organic products have I don’t
better quality know
L,
4. Organic products have I don’t
better taste know
L,
5. Organic products are I don’t
healthier know
L,
6. Organic products are free I don’t
from GMOs know
L,
7. Organic products are free I don’t
from pesticide residues know
L,
8. Organic certification I don’t
procedures are reliable know
L,
9. Organic products are I don’t
of particular value for know
children’s diet
L,
10. Organic products are I don’t
expensive for what they offer know
L,
11. Organic products are not I don’t
promoted well know
L,
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Part 3: Demographic data

7. Sex

1D Male ZD Female

8. Birth year:

9. Marital status

1 D Single , D Married/in partnership D Other

10. Number of people living in the household: ..................

11. Specify the number of people aged under 18 living in the household: ...............c..ccoove

12. Education

1 D Primary education , D Secondary education D Vocational education and training

s D Tertiary education

13. Income per month (€)

L <750€ .l 751-1.500 € .1 | 1501-2.500€ .| >2.501€
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10.2 Questionnaire in Greek

Epotnpatoroyro

To epoTUATOLOY10 XPNOYLOTTOLEITAL GTO TAOIGIO TG LETOTTVYIOKNG EPYOGIOG LLOV GTO
[Mavemoto dvokov [Mopav kot Bioemommudv g Biévyng (University of Natural Resources
and Life Sciences, Vienna). Ta cvlleyfévta dedopéva Oa lval EUTIGTEVLTIKG Kal 1) AV®OVOUIN TOL
epmmOEévToV Ba datnpndel. H counmAnpwon tov epotnuatoroyiov Oa dwapkécel mepimov 10 Aentd.

Evyopioto yio ) coppetoyn| oag.

Mépog 1: H katovadoTiky GOUTEPLPOPE TWV AYoPa.aT@V BIOA0YIKMOY TPOIOVTIWY KOl )] YVDGH TOVS

000V APOPa, TIG ETIKETES SLOAOYVIKNGS TIOTOTOINGHG.

1. 1660 ovyva ayopalete Proroykd mpoiovra;

1 D Mia @opd v gfdoudda 2 D AvO @opéc v efdopada
3 D [leprocoTEPO OO VO POPES TV . D Mo popd To prva
efdopdoa

2. MMowd givor Ta pépn mov ayopdlete Broroyikd npoidvra; (Mmopeite va emiéeTs

TEPLOGOTEPES OO Pid ATAVINGELS)

1D AMGidEC GOVTTEP LOPKET 2 D Adikég Proroyik@v Tpoidviwv

s D Kotaomuota vylevng dtatpoeng . D Kotaomuota pe tapadociokd mpoiovia
5 D Hlextpovikd katactipoto ipopipmy 6 D Amevbeiog amd Tov Topaymyo

7 D AMO (TToPOKOAD CUITANPOOTE: e neeenteenteente et eate et eneeaneeeteenneereneeaeeenneeanans )
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3. T gidovg Proroyka mpoidvra ayopalete TokTikd; (Mmopeite va emMALEETE TEPLOGOTEPES AT

pio oTovToEL)

1D ToAaxtopkd ZD [Ipoidvra kpéatog 3D Avya 4D Aayovikd
TPOIOVTIQ

5D dpovta sD Oomnpuo 7D PoG 8D Zopapikd

gD Enpot kopmoi/ mD Eneéepyaouéva 11D [Tpoidvta aptomotiog lzD Koapéc
Amoénpapéva povta Tpoiovta

13D Mén MD Alkoolovya ToTd 15D Yvoxk (Snacks) mD Elaidrado
17D AMO (TTOPOKOAD GUUTTATIPMOTE: v nveseerrirenene et enene et eaen e eseae e es et et e e et e e es et e e es et e e eseaeneenenenens )

4. I1660 onpavtikd givor To. akor0v00 KprTiipLo Yo €64G 6TaV ayopdlete Proloyika mpoiovra;

AQOvVO AQOvo , ZUOpQOVO ; ZUpQOVO
évtova amorvTa ,
1.H
dwbecrpoTTOoL Agv EEpm
TOVG M
2. H eyyopu Agv EEpo
TOPOLYOYT TOVG (]
Agv EEpm
3. H ovokevaoia ]
TOVG 5
4. O0n Agv EEpm
TANPOPOPIEG TTOV (]
avaypaeoviot s
OTIG ETIKETEG
Agv EEpm
5. H éxkmtowon i ]
€101KN TPOGPOPAL 5
TOVG
Agv EEpm
6. H tyun toug ]
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AWQv® AQOve , ZUHPOVO ; ZopeOve
évtova , amolvTa 4
Agv EEpm
7. H dwatpoikn []
Toug aéia s
Agv EEpm
8. H gpopdvion
TOVG DS
Agv EEpm
9. H yebon tovug []
10. Ot eTikéreg Agv EEpo
TIGTOTOINGMG []
Broroywmv °
TPOIOVTOV
11. Ta Agv EEpo
mepPoilovTikd (]
0PEAN s
12. H evlwio tov Agv EEpm
Lowv []
13.H Agv EEpw
VROGTNPIEN
OTOVG [,
TOPOUYDYOVS
14. Katoavorovem Agv EEpm
Broroyukd

TPOIOVTO ETTELON
etvat g nodog
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5. Mowég amd Tic akorov0eg eTIKETES £YETE OEL 6TO TOPELOOV; (Mmopeite vo emAEEeTe

TEPLOGOTEPES OO NI ATAVTIGELS)

HELLAS

OPFANIEMOX EAEMXOY
KAI NIZTONOIHEHE
BIOAOMIKON NPOIONTON

d Cert

European Organization for Certification

]

7D Agv avayvopilo kopio etikéta
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Mépog 2. O1 ovTi Nyeis TV KoTovoAOTOV Y10 T PLoL0YIKY Yewpylo. kKoi To. fLOA0YIKG, TpoiovTa.

6. Zopeomveite 1 Sr0QoOVEiTE pe TIg aKOLOVOES INADOGELSS

AQOve
évtova,

AWQOVO ,

P TTOTORY )

PR TTOTO3Y )
améAlvTO. ,

1. H Broroywm yewpyia etvon
OEEAMUN Y10 TO TEPPEALOV

Agv EEpm

2. H proroywn| yempyia dev
YPNOLOTOIEL GLVOETIK
QLTOPaPLLOKO, MTACUATO
Kot CllaviokTova

Agv EEpm

L,

3. Ta Broroywd mpoidvta
£Yovv KaAvTEPN TO1dTNTA

Agv EEpo

L],

4. Ta Broloywkd tpoidvta
&xovv kaAvTePN YeHON

Agv EEpo

5. Ta Broroywd mpoidvta
glvat o vyewad

6. Ta Broroywd mpoidvta
etvar amoAlaypéva

omd YEVETIKA
TPOTOTOUNUEVOVG
OPYOVIGLOVG

7. Ta Broroywcd mpoidvta
elvar amolloypéva amd
VTOAEILLOTO QUTOPOPUAKDV

8. Ot dwdikacieg
TIGTOTOINONG TOV
Broroyik®mv mpoidvTmv gival
aE1OTIOTEG

9. Ta Broroywd mpoidvta
elvan mpoiovta Wwoitepng
a&lag yio ) dtutpoen TV
OOV

10. Ta Broroyikd Tpoidvta
etvar axp1pd yio avtd oo
TPOGPEPOLV
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AWQove | AoV ; | Zupeove | Zopeovao
évtova, 3 améivTO. ,

11. Ta Broroyikd mpoidvta Agv EEpm
dev mpombovvTon KaAd ]

Mépog 3: Anuoypapikad otoyeio,

7. ®vlo

1D Avdpog ZD IMovaika

ST Yo ot 1 T

9. OwKoyEVEWOKN KOTAOTAOT

) D "Ayopogm D [Mavtpepévos-n IXe oxéon D AAlo

11. IIpoodwopiote Tov 0plONé TOV 0TOROV NAKiCS KATO TOV 18 TV OV Lovv 6TO

L0711 7 1 PO OO TR

12. Exmaidogvon

: D [IpwtoPdaOuia ekmaidevon D Agvtepofaba exmaidgvon D Enayyelpotucn

exmaidgvon . D TprroPaduia exmaidgvon

13. Mnvwrio ete0ompa (€)

L <750€ .l 751-1.500 € .1 | 1.501-2.500€ .1 >2.501€
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11. Declaration

I hereby declare that | am the sole author of this work. No assistance other than that which is
permitted has been used. Ideas and quotes taken directly or indirectly from other sources are

identified as such. This written work has not yet been submitted in any part.

Y Stella Michopoulou

Date Signature
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