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Although consumers’ interest in organic products has increased in recent years, the total
demand for these products is still small in most countries. This mismatch between the
positive perception of these products and their limited final demand is the so-called
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Introduction

The concept of ‘organic product’ is fully understood by consumers, who directly associate it
with more environmentally responsible production (Sanchez-Bravo et al., 2021), although
most lack knowledge of the practices that can and cannot be used in the production processes
of these products (Chryssochoidis, 2000). In general terms, consumers with a positive percep-
tion of organic products consider such products to be safer, healthier, tastier, more nutritious,
and more sustainable and that they also promote the development of local communities
(Rimal et al., 2005; Tsakiridou et al., 2008; Asif et al, 2018; Kushwah et al, 2019; Rana
and Paul, 2020).

The sustained increase in the consumption of organic foods is a tangible trend but consu-
mers’ positive attitudes toward these producers are far from being decisive in their purchasing
decisions in most countries (Aertsens et al., 2011; Ifoam, 2020). It has been shown that, in
certain circumstances, consumers’ buying intentions do not always translate into actual pur-
chases (Auger and Devinney, 2007). This misalignment between the positive perception of a
product and its purchase has been labeled the intention-behavior gap. A number of studies
have attempted to explain this mismatch by means of moderator variables, which might
serve to explain these counter-intuitive relationships that seem to be especially significant in
the case of organic foods (Grimmer and Miles, 2017; Dorce et al., 2021). Among the factors
that might constrain the acquisition of organic products, studies have identified factors such as
skepticism toward certification boards (Hughner et al., 2007) or the limited availability of such
products (Rabadan et al., 2020). Of all the factors, the impact of the price has attracted the
attention of the greatest number of studies (Krystallis et al., 2006; Batte et al., 2007; Hamm
et al., 2007; Rodiger and Hamm, 2015).

In a recent study conducted in Brazil, Dorce et al. (2021) reported that the perceived price
mediated the relationship between purchasing intention and behavior. In the case of most
organic products, it is the price that discourages consumers from purchasing them (Van
Loo et al., 2010; Aertsens et al., 2011; Marian et al., 2014), even among those that, in principle,
exhibit more positive attitudes toward such products (Yadav and Pathak, 2016). Organic pro-
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A number of studies have presented contrasting findings on
the elasticity of demand for organic products, with some studies
reporting it to be inelastic (Monier et al., 2009) and others, elastic
(Fourmouzi et al., 2012; Schrock, 2012), depending on the type of
organic product under analysis. In a study conducted using data
collected in the United States, Bezawada and Pauwels (2013) con-
cluded that lower prices increased sales of organic products in the
segment of consumers most willing to buy such products. Using a
more innovative approach, Ngobo (2011), under a non-linear
analysis, found that the relationship between the price and
demand for organic products has an inverted U-shape.
Accordingly, higher prices for organic products are, in fact, posi-
tive to a certain point, although, there is a maximum after which
the higher prices act as a disincentive to consumption.

One of the approaches most widely used in studies is that of
willingness to pay (WTP), a method used to assess the extent to
which consumers are more willing to pay for an organic product
compared to the same product in a conventionally produced ver-
sion (Rodiger and Hamm, 2015). Trends show a considerable
increase in WTP for organic food, which might be attributable
to consumers’ greater awareness of these healthier, more sustain-
able products (Tsakiridou et al., 2008; Aguirre Gonzélez, 2009;
Rana and Paul, 2020). However, it should be noted that the
greater health benefits attributed to organic production are not
yet generally accepted by the scientific literature and should
only be considered a consumer perception (Giampietri et al,
2020). WTP is known to differ according to the category of prod-
uct (Krystallis et al., 2006), consumers in different countries
(Mueller et al., 2011) and even depending on different socio-
economic consumer segments in the same country (Batte et al.,
2007; Urefa et al., 2008).

The majority of studies coincide in identifying the typical pro-
file of an organic product consumer as a woman with university
studies and a medium to high income (Pearson et al, 2011;
Rodriguez-Bermudez et al., 2020). If we turn to the level of con-
sumption of organic products by country, the mean national
income appears to be one of the attributes that could help explain
the differences in organic food consumption in the European
Union (EU). Per-person expenditure on organic products is
greater in higher-income countries, such as Denmark, with
312€per”' capita, Sweden, 231 €per ' capita; Luxembourg,
221 € per " capita and Austria, 205 € per ' capita (Ifoam, 2020).
In contrast, in Spain, despite being the EU country with the lar-
gest land area dedicated to organic farming, the market share for
organic products represents only 1.69% of mean consumer spend-
ing and the mean amount spent on organic food per consumer is
36 € per™' capita (Ecological, 2018). Thus, it is a country with a
large amount of organic food available, which is, however, not
acquired by domestic consumers.

Regarding the consumer evaluation of the organic attribute, a
significant number of studies have compared the importance that
consumers attribute to the organic label in comparison with other
food attributes, such as food origin. Different approaches have
been used, reporting slightly different results. While some studies
have directly stated that origin is more important for consumers
than the organic attribute in products such as cheese (Bernabéu
et al., 2010), others have reported that consumers’ WTP for the
organic attribute was very similar to the WTP reported for the
local production attribute (Chengyan and Cindy, 2009). Using a
more complex approach, Costanigro et al. (2014) found that, in
the apple market, local and organic attributes were partial substi-
tutes, arguing that they both offer an alternative to a conventional
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production system. Also studying the substitution between local
and organic claims, Gracia et al. (2014) found that two different
consumers segments existed. The first and larger segment of con-
sumers valued origin over production system, while the second
and smaller segment showed greater commitment to the produc-
tion system.

Considering the above, the aim of this work is to analyze the
relationship between the self-reported intention to purchase
organic food, the WTP for such products and the importance
that consumers attribute to the organic label. Moreover, with
the aim of evaluating how the intention to purchase organic pro-
ducts translates into practical purchasing preferences, we study
consumers’ preferences when acquiring a specific product, includ-
ing the attribute of production method (organic or conventional),
together with other variables. Thus, we can examine how their
initial attitude, positive or negative toward buying organic
products, is mediated by other variables to be evaluated when
about to buy.

Methodology

The data used for this study were collected by means of interviews
about organic food consumption conducted with consumers aged
18 years or over. Consumers were surveyed in the Madrid
Metropolitan Area (Spain), chosen as the primary center of
consumption in the country and the national reference in organic
food, as well as being an important business center and
commercial showcase.

A total of 415 surveys were conducted in December 2017 and
January 2018, in areas around the main shopping areas. To design
the sample, we used population data for Madrid in 2016, provided
by the Spanish National Statistics Institute (INE, 2017). Stratified
random sampling was used, by gender and age (between 18 and
34 years, 35 and 64 years, and over 65), for a sampling error of
less than 5% and a confidence interval of 95.5% (P=¢q=0.5;
k=2). Table 1 shows the socioeconomic characteristics of the
sample. Before starting the fieldwork, a preliminary questionnaire
was administered to 25 food consumers to ensure the questions
had been properly designed and were easily understandable.

Following an initial analysis of the data and drawing on the
work by Bernabéu and Tendero (2005), it was decided to analyze
the differences between the consumers for each of the variables
under study, considering the intention of purchasing organic
foods. We segmented the consumers into three groups according
to their self-reported intention to buy organic products. The con-
sumers were classified according to their answers to the question:
Do you currently intend to buy organic products? The first group
comprised consumers that reported a clear intention to buy
organic foods (answering yes, or probably yes), with the segment
being labeled ‘Consumers interested in buying organic food’
(CIBOF). This segment accounted for 60.2% of the overall sample.
The second segment was formed by consumers with no clear
intention to buy organic foods (answering no or probably not),
with the group being given the name of ‘Consumers not interested
in buying organic food’ (CNIBOF), and accounting for 21.0% of
the sample. The intermediate segment was made up of consumers
whose intention was neither positive nor negative (answering I
don’t know). This group was identified as the segment of
‘undecided” consumers, accounting for 18.8% of the sample.

Using analysis of variance, for each of the groups and using
their responses to a number of statements, we examined consu-
mers’ attitudes toward protecting the environment, their lifestyle,
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Table 1. Socio-economic characteristics of the sample of participants in the
consumer panel (%)

Variable Sample (%)
Gender
Male 50.6
Female 49.4
Age (years)
18-34 34.2
35-64 45.7
>65 20.1
Education level
Elementary 18.4
Secondary 28.4
High School 18.2
University 35.0
Monthly family net income (€)
<900 9.9
900-1500 20.3
1501-2100 29.3
2101-3000 21.8
>3000 18.6

their attitude during the purchasing process and their WTP for
different types of organic foods.

The methodological approach of this study can be divided in
two different parts, linked on the basis of consumer segmentation
and using consumer self-reported attitudes toward organic foods.
In the first part of the study, the relationship between
self-reported attitudes toward organic food and the WTP for
this certified food is analyzed, including reference to different
food categories. In the second part of the study, we focus on a spe-
cific product, tomato, and evaluate how pro-organic consumers
value the organic label when they have to consider the organic
label together with other attributes (price, type and origin).
Using this approach, we assess whether a higher WTP reported
for organic products in general is also translated into higher
importance attributed to the organic certification label when
buying a specific product.

Determining the maximum WTP for organic foods

Logistic regression was used to determine the maximum WTP.
Based on logistic regression, the Contingent Valuation Method
(CVM) consists simply in asking a group of individuals how
much they would be prepared to pay for a specified good, or, fol-
lowing Bishop and Heberlein (1979), asking consumers whether
they would buy a certain good at a specific price. The 1980s
saw a rapid growth in interest in the CVM, with Hanemann
(1984) being the author that established the theoretical founda-
tions for its subsequent application.

To calculate the difference in price between organic and con-
ventional food products, consumers respond to a series of ques-
tions on their WTP. Following Gil et al. (2000b), we opted for a
mixed format, with both binary and open-ended questions. The
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aim of the first question was to ascertain whether the respondent
was willing to pay a specific premium (10, 20 or 30% above the
price of the conventional product), randomly establishing three
proportional groups for each of the price increments.
Depending on whether the answer to this question was positive
or negative, consumers were asked another question. In the first
case, they were asked how much more they would be prepared
to pay, and in the second case, they were asked the maximum pre-
mium they would be willing to pay.

In accordance with Hanemann (1984), the maximum willing-
ness to pay (MWP) is calculated by means of the following
logarithm:

1

b= e T

where P; is a dichotomous variable that takes the value of one if
the consumer is willing to pay the premium and zero if not, A;
refers to the initial prices offered to the consumers (10, 20 and
30%), a and b are the parameters to be estimated and u; is the
error term. Based on the previous logarithm, the mean WTP is
calculated as follows:

E(WTP) = j(l + e*(u+bA))71dA
0

Finally, it was verified that the variables do not follow a normal
distribution. Nonetheless, the Snedecor F statistic was sufficiently
robust to apply the analysis of variance to contrast differences
between scaled variables and differences in the maximum WTP
(Canavos, 1998). However, first, the homogeneity of variances
was contrasted using the Levene test.

Determining consumer preferences for organic foods

The conjoint analysis method (Green and Rao, 1971) has emerged
as a useful technique to evaluate consumer preferences toward the
different attributes of a food product, determining the relative
importance (RI) of each of the product’s attributes in consumers’
buying decisions.

To determine the RI of the attributes and to verify the stability
of consumers’ self-reported attitudes toward organic products
with respect to buying a specific food, we evaluated the consu-
mers’ preferences toward tomatoes. The aim of this point was
to evaluate the RI of ‘organic production’ compared to other attri-
butes of tomatoes, such as price or origin, with the consumer
being asked to evaluate the importance of all the attributes in con-
junction. Tomatoes were chosen as they are a food product that is
familiar to consumers and which can easily be found in the mar-
ket in both conventional and organic versions.

The tomato attributes to be evaluated were selected by means
of interviews with experts and a preliminary questionnaire
intended to identify the most representative attributes in a consu-
mer’s tomato purchasing process. Accordingly, the most represen-
tative attributes considered by consumers when buying tomatoes
are as follows: price (6,4 and 2 € kg_l), type (smooth, ribbed and
cherry), origin (regional, national and imported) and production
system (organic and conventional).

These four attributes and their eleven levels gave rise to 54 pro-
files, which is a high number of stimuli for a consumer to be
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Table 2. Hypothetical tomato cards shown to those surveyed

Card Price
number (kg™ Type Origin System
1 6 Ribbed Imported Organic
2 6 Cherry Regional Conventional
3 4 Smooth Imported Conventional
4 4 Cherry National Organic
5 4 Ribbed Regional Organic
6 2 Cherry Imported Organic
7 2 Smooth Regional Organic
6 Smooth National Organic
9 2 Ribbed National Conventional

shown. Hence, we used an orthogonal design which allowed us to
reduce the combinations to nine cards (SPSS, 2013). The choice of
an orthogonal design rather than presenting all the combinations
reduces the obtainable information to only the main effects of
attributes, eliminating interactions. It has, however, the advantage
of only offering nine products to each respondent, and this advan-
tage was deemed to outweigh the drawback mentioned (Brana
et al., 1995).

Once the cards had been designed, they were presented to the
respondents, who were asked to express their preferences and
assign a rating between 1 and 10, with one being the least pre-
ferred product and 10 the most preferred. The aim of this method
is to identify and quantify the consumers’ attitudes in order to
determine what they actually prefer, as well as establishing the
characteristics with the greatest impact on overall preferences as
regards the product (Table 2).

The specification of the joint analysis model is based on the
hypothesis that the respondents’ preferences, or their overall
evaluation of the products included in the survey, are obtained
from the individual scores for each attribute, such that the sum
of these scores generates the total evaluation (Steekamp, 1987).
We used an additive model as it explains, in almost all cases, a
very large percentage (between 80 and 90%) of the variation in
individuals’ preferences (Hair et al., 1999). It is formulated by
the following equation:

3 3 3
Evaluation = B, + Z B.Dyi + Z BiDyj + Z BiDsy
i=1 j= k=1

1
2
+)_ BDy
=

where B1;, Boj» B3 y Bar are the coefficients associated with levels i
(i=1,2,3)j(j=1,2,3),k (k=1,2,3),and I (I=1, 2) of the attri-
butes of price (1), type (2), origin (3) and system (4), respectively,
where Dyj, D,j, D3 and Dy are the fictitious variables for each
attribute, considering the levels of each attribute to be categorical.

Additionally, given that one of the aims of the present study
was to identify the differences in the preference structures in
the purchase of organic food products across the three groups
of consumers (CIBOF, undecided, and CNIBOF), the conjoint
analysis model had to take into account this division in the mar-
ket. To this end, we also included belonging to the different
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groups as fictitious variables. Thus, the model was defined as
follows:

E = B, + ByxP2€ + B,xP4€ + B3xLIS + B,xACO + BsxCLM
+ BeXRESP + B,xECO + BgxCIBOF + BoxCNIBOF
+ B,pxP2€_CIBOF + B,,xP4€_CIBOF + B,,xLIS_CIBOF
+ B,3¥ACO_CIBOF + ,,xCLM _CIBOF + B,sxRESP_CIBOF
+ B,XECO_CIBOF B,,xP2€_CNIBOF + 3,3xP4€_CNIBOF
+ B1oxLIS_CNIBOF + B,,xACO_CNIBOF + ,;xCLM _CNIBOF
+ B ¥RESP_CNIBOF + B,3xECO_CNIBOF + &

where:

E = Each respondent’s evaluation of each of the hypothetical
tomatoes.

P2€ = Tomato price, 2 € kg™".

P$€ = Tomato price, 4 € kg™".

LIS = Fictitious variable for smooth tomato.

ACO = Fictitious variable for ribbed tomato.

CLM = Fictitious variable for tomato from the consumer’s
region.

RESP = Fictitious variable for tomato from the rest of Spain.

ECO = Fictitious variable for organic tomato.

CIBOF = Fictitious variable for consumers that have the inten-
tion to buy organic foods.

CNIBOF = = Fictitious variable for consumers that do not have
the intention to buy organic foods.

_ =Indicates interaction between variables.

£ =Random disturbance.

The results for the partial utilities of each profile, the total util-
ity of each profile, as well as the goodness of fit, were estimated
using the Conjoint module included in the SPSS (2013) software
package.

The result allowed us to estimate the partial utilities of each of
the attributes and the total utility of each profile (Hair et al,
2007). The RI of attributes is calculated in the following manner:
First, for each attribute, determine the highest and lowest utility
values for the attribute. The difference between the highest and
lowest utility values is the attribute utility range. Next, take the
sum of the ranges over all attributes (Halbrendt et al., 1991).
The RI of an attribute (n) is defined as:

range,

Rl (%) = > ranges

- 100

Results and discussion
Effect of concern for the environment and lifestyle

Concern for health and the environment have been identified as
two of the most important factors determining consumers’ inten-
tion to buy organic products (Kapuge, 2016; Asif et al., 2018).
Table 3 show the attitudes toward the environment for the differ-
ent consumer groups, according to their intention to buy organic
products, while Table 4 shows their attitudes toward indicators
from a study on healthier lifestyles.

Concern for the environment is one of the leading drivers of
increased consumption of organic products (Thegersen et al.,
2012), due to the growing awareness of environmental problems
(Paul and Rana, 2012) and the notion that food can help meet
present and future environmental challenges (Ghali-Zinoubi
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Table 3. Consumer attitudes toward the environment

Rodolfo Bernabéu et al.

Indicators CIBOF CNIBOF
Average s.D. Average S.D.

Current civilization is destroying nature 4.33 +1.18 4.26 +1.06
Unless measures are taken, environmental deterioration will be irreversible 4.40 +1.16 4.33 +1.05
I think agricultural activity is a major environmental pollutant 3.18 +1.36 2.99 +1.29
Ecology is a way for businesses to make sales 3.45 +1.31 3.68 +1.12
I help in environmental conservation activities*** 3.28 +1.33 2.86 +1.40
| am concerned about the consequences of human activity on climate change and act accordingly** 3.92 +1.17 3.60 +1.20
| belong to an association for the defense of nature*** 2.00 +1.35 137 +0.86
| prefer to consume recycled products** 3.73 +1.19 3.40 +1.29
| separate trash into selective containers** 4.24 +1.21 3.84 +1.47

CIBOF, consumers interested in buying organic food; CNIBOF, consumers not interested in buying organic food Numbers are the means of consumer responses to statements, ranging from 1

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

*kk

Table 4. Descriptive statistical indicators for consumer lifestyle

and **indicate the existence of significant differences for a maximum error level of 1 and 5%, respectively.

Indicators CIBOF CNIBOF
Average s.D. Average s.D.

| control salt intake*** 3.80 +1.30 3.03 +1.47
| eat a vegetarian diet*** 2.06 +1.32 1.57 +0.95
| exercise regularly 3.49 +1.26 3.37 +1.36
| try not to eat industrially produced food*** 3.54 +1.19 2.79 +1.28
| eat fruit and vegetables often** 4.17 +1.10 3.84 +1.26
| eat red meat in moderation 3.63 +1.24 3.57 +1.12
| try to eat food without artificial additives*** 3.46 +1.25 2.43 +1.21
| voluntarily get periodic health check-ups*** 341 +1.36 2.80 +1.39
| try to reduce stress*** 3.48 +1.28 3.03 +1.37
| go to the dentist regularly** 3.46 +1.43 3.03 +1.37
| try to lead a methodical, orderly life 3.71 +1.15 3.54 +1.21
| try to balance work and private time** 3.82 +1.15 3.55 +1.22
| read product labels*** 3.93 +1.16 3.13 +1.46

CIBOF, consumers interested in buying organic food; CNIBOF, consumers not interested in buying organic food Numbers are the means of consumer responses to statements, ranging from

1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

*** and ** indicate the existence of significant differences for a maximum error level of 1 and 5%, respectively.

and Toukabri, 2019). Our results show that the consumers with
the most favorable attitudes toward organic products are also
those that most collaborate in environmental conservation activ-
ities and those that most frequently belong to nature protection
associations (P <0.01). They are also those most concerned
about the impact of human activity on climate change and
those that most tend to recycle and acquire recycled products
(P <0.05). However, there are no significant differences compared
to the CNIBOF group in other factors related to concern for
environmental degradation.

In comparison to the work by Ureia et al. (2008), also con-
ducted on Spanish consumers with a comparable sample, we
find that the mean scores on the indicators of consumers’
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attitudes toward the environment are maintained or have
increased, suggesting that the population’s environmental aware-
ness has clearly grown in recent years (Paul and Rana, 2012;
Grunert et al, 2014). While this greater awareness is higher
among consumers in the CIBOF group, it can be said to general-
ized across the entire population.

The differences between the consumers in the CIBOF and
CNIBOF groups as regards lifestyle habits are significant
(Table 4). Those in the CIBOF group control their salt intake
more, are more likely to be vegetarians, try to avoid eating indus-
trially produced food, have periodical health checks, try to reduce
their stress levels and read quality labels (P < 0.01). They also eat
more fruit and vegetables, go regularly to the dentist and try to
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Table 5. Consumer WTP for organic food (% of premium compared with
conventional food)

CIBOF Undecided CNIBOF
Food category (60.2%) (18.8%) (21.0%)
Cereals and 20.1 18.4 15.7
legumes***
Vegetables and 19.5 18.2 133
tubers***
Nuts and dried 19.4 19.8 17.3
fruit***
Rice and pasta*** 19.3 17.0 15.4
Citric and other 18.9 173 123
fruit***
Wine*** 18.9 18.4 18.5
Olive oil*** 18.6 17.8 16.5
Jam*** 18.5 17.7 17.0
Medicinal and 17.9 16.7 15.9
aromatic plants***
Bread, biscuits and 17.6 16.7 15.3
sweets***
Honey*** 17.6 15.6 15.8
Canned goods and 15.9 173 14.1
juices*™*
Dairy products*** 15.9 13.0 116
Eggs*** 15.6 13.6 12.0
Red meat*** 15.2 15.9 116

CIBOF, consumers interested in buying organic food; CNIBOF, consumers not interested in
buying organic food.
*** indicates the existence of significant differences for a maximum error level of 1%.

balance their work and private lives (P < 0.05) to a greater degree
than their counterparts in the CNIBOF group. Thus, although the
true health benefits of consuming organic products are still a
question under discussion (Bourn and Prescott, 2002), studies
on consumers continue to suggest that greater concern for one’s
health is directly related to a greater interest in buying organic
products (Kapuge, 2016; Asif et al, 2018; Ghali-Zinoubi and
Toukabri, 2019).

Consumer WTP for organic food

As evidenced in previous studies, the WTP of consumers with a
more positive self-reported attitude toward organic food products
(CIBOF) is higher than that of those without positive attitudes
(Gil et al, 2000a; Ureiia et al., 2008; Bean and Sharp, 2011;
Lund et al, 2013) (Table 5). Levels of WTP for organic products
vary greatly across countries, ranging from 10 to more than 80%
(Aryal et al, 2009; Tranter et al, 2009; Akgiingor et al., 2010;
Sriwaranun et al., 2015), with mean values of 31.9% in Europe,
25.5% in North America, 31.8% in Asia and 17.2% in Oceania
(Li and Kallas, 2021). In Spain, Rodriguez-Bermudez et al.
(2020) recently determined that WTP for organic products is
between 10 and 30%, depending on the product, with this being
below the mean values observed in other European countries
(Li and Kallas, 2021). It should also be considered that the use
of WTP has some limitations (Rodiger and Hamm, 2015) and
previous studies have found that the actual WTP of organic
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food buyers is higher in reality than that obtained in surveys
using questions related to WTP (Rodiger et al., 2016).

The specific product selected in the different studies on WTP
is crucial, since consumers’ responses change according to the ref-
erence used to identify greater WTP (Krystallis et al., 2006; Aryal
et al., 2009). Our results suggest that among CIBOFs the WTP for
different types of organic foods ranges between 15.2 and 20.1%,
being significantly higher than that reported by CNIBOFs for
most products. Previous studies have reported that consumers
of organic products showed lower price sensitivity (Schéufele
and Hamm, 2018). This greater WTP is exhibited for cereals
and legumes (20.1%) and for vegetables and tubers (19.5%),
with the lowest reported rates being for eggs (15.6%) and red
meat (15.2%). These findings coincide with those obtained in pre-
vious studies that suggest the greatest WTP is found for less pro-
cessed products, such as fruit and vegetables (Marchesini et al.,
2007), being lower for eggs and meat (Gil et al, 2000a;
Krystallis et al., 2006). It is worth noting, however, that although
there are significant differences between the two groups, the WTP
in both segments is relatively low. This shows that price continues
to be a substantial limiting factor in the acquisition of organic
products, even among the more involved consumers.

Organic production vs the other attributes

When the importance attributed to organic production is com-
pared to the importance attached to the other attributes affecting
the decision to purchase a specific product, we find significant dif-
ferences between our consumer segments (Table 6). When buying
tomatoes, the CIBOFs primarily value quality attributes (origin
and production system), while the CNIBOFs essentially base
their decision on price. The production system (organic or con-
ventional) is the factor least valued by consumers uninterested
in buying organic food. This consumer segment shows a highly
price-dependent purchasing decision. The high prices typically
associated with organic products might be behind this price-
dependent segment’s scant interest in organic production
(Aguirre Gonzélez, 2009; Bryta, 2016; Kushwah et al, 2019). In
an extensive review of the literature, Kushwah et al. (2019) estab-
lished that high prices were a leading cause of consumers’ resist-
ance to acquiring organic products. Our study finds that this is
only true in the case of the non-involved consumers.

It should be noted that, even for consumers more interested in
acquiring organic products, origin continues to affect the purchas-
ing decision more than the production system (Fig. 1). Similar
results were reported by Hempel and Hamm (2016), who found
that German consumers preferred locally produced food to
organic food. Our results contrast with those reported by Gracia
et al. (2014) for the Spanish egg market, as these authors found
a small segment of consumers that valued the production system
over the origin. However, these differences can be linked, among
other factors, to the product analyzed, as higher consumer
responsiveness to egg production methods may be expected due
to animal welfare considerations.

The use of origin as a guarantee of product quality has already
been reported for numerous foods, including meat and other
fruits (Bernabéu et al., 2018; Schnettler et al., 2008; Skuras and
Vakrou, 2002; Rabadan et al., 2021). According to the study by
Gracia et al. (2012), food production in closer proximity to con-
sumers is now interpreted as production that is more sustainable,
of higher quality (fresher and healthier) and as promoting eco-
nomic and social justice. Thus, to most intents and purposes,
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Table 6. Relative importance (RI) of attributes (%) and utilities of levels of tomato consumers

Attributes and levels CIBOF (60.2%)

Undecided (18.8%) CNIBOF (21.0%)

RI (%) Utilities RI (%) Utilities RI (%) Utilities
Price (€)*** 21.22 29.79 41.89
2 0.461 0.603 0.527
4 —0.034 —0.056 0.031
6 —0.427 —0.547 —0.558
Type*** 14.69 16.50 18.26
Smooth 0.029 —0.150 —0.047
Ribbed 0.292 0.393 0.213
Cherry -0.321 —0.244 —0.260
Origin*** 34.25 31.11 24.71
Regional 0.553 0.496 0.291
National 0.326 0.209 0.058
Imported —0.879 —0.705 —0.349
System™** 29.84 22.60 15.14
Organic 0.624 0.436 0.198
Conventional —0.624 —0.436 —0.198
Constant 4.867 5.218 4.702
CIBOF, consumers interested in buying organic food; CNIBOF, consumers not interested in buying organic food.
*** Indicates significant differences with a maximum error of 1%.
Pearson’s R and Kendall’s Tau for significant correlations (P<0.001) between observed and estimated preferences.
16 41.89
41
36 34.25
2 29.79 L 29.84
24.71
zi 555 . 22.60
16.50 ~°-
16 14.69 15.14
11
6
1
Price Type Origin System
Fig. 1. Relative importance of tomato attributues (%) for
the three consumer segments. m CIBOF Undecided mCNIBOF

the origin factor could be at least a partial substitute of the organic
production label (Kapuge, 2016; Asif et al., 2018; Kushwah et al.,
2019). This idea is similar to that proposed by Costanigro et al.
(2014) who reported that the organic label and the origin were
partial substitutes. Developing this idea and also considering
our results, combined use of both attributes would be advisable
in the marketing of organic foods.

Conclusions

Our results show that the consumers with the most interest in
organic products are also those that most value this quality
label when buying, compared to the other attributes. However,
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among these consumers with a greater interest in buying organic
food, the origin is more valued than the production system when
acquiring a product. Similar results have been reported in works
in which consumers are not segmented, but our findings reveal
the limitations of organic labels in encouraging purchasing by
themselves even among highly involved consumers. Pro-organic
consumers require further information about their food, and
the origin attribute seems crucial to them. As a result, a combined
reference to the origin and organic label could be advisable in the
promotion of organic food. The current highly informed con-
sumer demands increasing amounts of information about where
and how their food has been produced and the food sector should
be able to satisfy these demands.
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This opens up a debate on the usefulness of these differen-
tiated quality labels, where organic production appears to be
less important than a reference to local production as a guarantee
of more sustainable, healthier, higher quality products that
represent fairer trade. In the current scenario of growth in short
distribution channels in the agri-food sector, this is a crucial
topic deserving greater in-depth study.

This study evidences that the WTP for organic foods in Spain
is highly limited in comparison to that observed in most
European countries in previous studies (Li and Kallas, 2021).
Future studies should analyze the reasons for this finding so as
to establish strategies designed to bring Spanish rates of WTP
into line with the general trends in other European nations.
A priori, the lower mean income in Spain, compared to that in
central and northern European countries, could be viewed as
one of the main causes of this lower WTP.

This study is not without its limitations. The first is that it was
developed in Madrid and nearby towns, while the results are
extrapolated to the whole country. The second is related to the
use of gender and age for the stratified sampling. Arguably, the
use of education and income would have been more appropriate
as attitudes toward organic products rely more on these variables.
The third is one of the classic weaknesses of marketing studies in
that the work analyses consumers’ intentions to buy and not their
actual purchases, with there always being a possibility of inten-
tions not fully matching final purchasing actions.

Future studies should examine the specific reasons reported by
consumers for acquiring organic foods and whether these are
really different from those mentioned when buying local pro-
ducts. Thus, it would be possible to determine whether these
quality factors might coexist, or, in contrast, are being used as
proxies for quality to obtain similar information.
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