|

7/ “““\\\ A ECO" SEARCH

% // RESEARCH IN AGRICULTURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu
aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.


https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu

Can COQO labeling be a means of pepper differentiation:
Quality expectation and taste experience

Heike Kléckner, Nina Langen, Monika Hartmann

Institute for Food and Resource Economics,
University of Bonn
Nussallee 21, 53115 Bonn, Germany
Email: heike.kloeckner@ilr.uni-bonn.de

Paper prepared for presentation at the EAAE 2011 Congress
Change and Uncertainty
Challenges for Agriculture,
Food and Natural Resources

August 30 to September 2, 2011
ETH Zurich, Zurich, Switzerland

Copyright 2011 by [Kloeckner, Langen, Hartmann]. All rights reserved. Readers may
make verbatim copies of this document for non-commercial purposes by any means,
provided that this copyright notice appears on all such copies.



Can COQO labeling be a means of pepper differentiadin:
Quality expectation and taste experience

Heike Kloeckner,Nina Langen, Monika Hartmann

Institute for Food and Resource Economics, Rhdiederiedrich-Wilhelms Universitat Bonn
Nussallee 21, 53115 Bonn, Germany
Email: heike.kloeckner@ilr.uni-bonn.de

Abstract

Country of Origin (COO) labeling has been shownseveral studies to be an important
extrinsic cue for consumers in their quality evéluaof food products such as olive oil. COO

has not been discussed in the context of peppica which’s quality is highly dependant on

its heritage. This is the first study that combiriase-to-face interviews regarding attitudes,
image and knowledge with a bind tasting of pepperan investigation of consumer's WTP for

pepper from different origins and processing charatics. The study reveals that organic
consumes are able to experience taste differencdget COO. They expect taste differences.
But also concerned and involved consumers arethdt extent informed about COO that

they rely in their purchase decision on COO infaiora As a result consumers are not willing

to pay a significant higher price for COO labelegper.

1. Introduction

The product’s freshness (97 %) and taste (93 %]jh@renost mentioned attributes consumers
associate with product qualitycgkk 2000). The latter is undetectable before purchase.
Nevertheless, there exist two possibilities to eatd a products’ taste without degustation:
consumers can make use of pieces of informationcadled quality cues to infer to the
characteristic taste or they can rely on prior exepee PETZOLDT ET AL 2007;KROEBERRIEL
andwEINBERG 2003).

Country of Origin (COO) labeling has been shownseveral studies to be an important
extrinsic cue for consumers in their quality evéilbaof food products (e.g/AN ITTERSUM ET

AL. 2001;HONG andwYER 1989;ELLIOTT andCAMERON 1994) such as meat, wine and olive oil
(for meat see e.¢yERBEKE andwWARD 2006;LOUREIRO andMccLUSKY 2000, for olive oil e.g.
SANDALIDOU ET AL. 2002 and for wine e.@KURAS andvAKROU 2002). Spices such as pepper
have not been researched yet regarding the relevain€OO labeling. However, pepper for
instance seems very interesting to analyze duevdoréasons. First, we can note a shift from
pepper being a low-involvement commodity to becanm lifestyle product. This holds
especially for consumers of organic products amdyturmets KAuscH 2008;BRAUN 2007).
Especially, freshly grounded pepper experiencememeasing culinary demanogak 2004).
Second, peppers’ aroma diversity is determinedt®yiigin which is used in evaluating its
quality BRAUN 2007;MCFADDDEN 2008). The original COO of pepper is India, whetk 90%

is cultivated in traditional homestead plantatibhe main pepper export countries of today are
Vietnam and Brazil, while India only rank¥ 4The pepper sold in Germany is mainly imported
from Vietnam (35 %) and Brazil (27 %) with only 6 #@ming from India in 2008GFA
CONSULTING GROUP2009). The geographical origin of pepper influenie taste. The variety
of pepper in color, size, pericarp, amount of eigkails and piperine are due to soil, climate
and cropping systemMCFADDEN 2008). Accordingly, pepper experts state that pegpould
be differentiated with respect to country and ragid origin, as is already common for e.g.
wine, tea and coffee uUN 2007; MCFADDEN 2008). At present, however, many pepper
varieties are not sold in Germany and those whieh @n in most cases not be identified by
consumers because they are not COO labeled. Itiaddihe pepper which can be bought in
conventional German retail stores is in generalbiiti:Pepper”, a mixture of different pepper
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species as a result of different region of origangl COOs (NTUR and Kosmo0s2007). COO
labeled (COOL) pepper is so far primarily availalmlerganic storesOrganic consumersare
known as conscious and interested in productioncgases and related issues (e.g.
SCHIFFERSTEINand OUDE OPHIUS 1998; SANAUER 2001) with taste being one of the primary
reasons for buying organic foodaHIFFERSTEINand OUDE OPHIUS1998). As research reveals
that knowledge is a crucial factor for the use @f@labels as purchase criterion (&8QHAFER
1997;VAN ITTERSUM ET AL. 2001) we suspect that especially organic conssikieow about a
products’ diversity, e.g. taste variety as a restiits COO, so that they expect taste differences
on the one hand, are able to taste pepper's arm@isity because of COO on the other hand
and are ready to chose products with COOL for whhey are willing to pay a premium.

The aim of this study is to assess whether promoting COQr_pepper from countries and
regions that produce high quality peppers coula lseiccessful marketing strategy to garner a
premium over other pepper varieties. In additiore analyze whether taste perception
correlates with actual taste and the role of bothtfie success of COO labeling. Thus, our
study is one of the few that consider taste pergend its role in product evaluation actual
taste experience and how this is linked to WTP.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2Thtal Food Quality Model by BUNERT
(1996) is introduced as theoretic framework. Infation on the design and sample
characteristics of the survey are given in secB8oand 4 while the results of the empirical
analysis are presented and discussed in sectiorhé.final section summarizes the main
findings and provides an outlook regarding furtfesearch needs.

2. Theoretical Background

For consumers’ purchase decision it is not the ativje quality but the subjective and thus
consumer-oriented quality which is of relevancecdh be seen as a psychological construct,
based on consumers’ perceptionREBITUS 2008; STEENKAMP 1990). The Total Food Quality
Model by GRUNERT (1996) (compare figure 1) provides an overall fesrark for food quality
analysis. It distinguishes between quality evabratvefore- and after-purchase. Regarding the
former, the model illustrates how quality expectasi are formed based on quality cues and
expected purchase motive fulfillments while conaggnthe latter it, in addition, includes
experienced purchase motive fulfillmentRGERT 1996; GREBITUS 2008).

[Insert figure 1 here]

Quality expectations are based on the consumersepgon and assessment as well as on
former experiences GRUNERT 2005) and formed by the interaction of stored maér
information and current external information praddduring the decision making process e.g.
at the point of sale. To perceive quality and fajuality expectations consumers use pieces of
information which are called quality cues. Thesesenable consumers to judge products
before consumptionsfEENKAMP 1990). OLSON (1972) classifies cues as either extrinsic or
intrinsic. Intrinsic quality cues refer to physicdlaracteristics of the product, for example color
or odor (ReBITUS2009). Extrinsic cues are related to the produthauit being part of it, e.qg.
brand, price or labeVERBEKE andwARD 2006; GREBITUS2009). COOL belongs into the latter
group ELSON 1972;sAMIEE 1994). With regard to food quality, which is ofteansidered as
uncertain by consumers, extrinsic quality cues playmportant roleqRUNERT 1996; Grebitus
2009).

Even if consumers are not aware of the quality attaristics of a product coming from a
specific origin they often have preferences foegian/country and transfer the related image
to the product. Thisffective componentis characterized by the fact that the country-image
directly influences the image of the product. Thmehsions of country-product associations
are broad and range from the expectation e.g. ttl@imore natural a region is, the healthier
products from that area areVAN ITTERSUM ET AL. 2003), or that consumers make the link
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between specific products and countries such as w&imd France or olive oil and ltaly etc.
(MORELLO 1993). This holds especially for consumers withow product familiarity (e.g.
CEMBALO ET AL. 2009). Country-images depend on political, satonomic and cultural
aspects. In addition, the country and product imdggend on past experiences and emotions
such as those experienced during holidagmuERT 1996; BOTSCHEN and HEMETTSBERGER
1998;VAN ITTERSUM ET AL. 2001).

For analyzing product-country-image besides affectispect cognitive and conative aspects
need to be considered. Tleegnitive aspect includes the consumers’ knowledge about the
country (development, culture, religion) while taHective dimension comprises the mental
attitude toward people or products from these aoesitFinally, theconative component refers

to the involvement and perceptual vigilance of tbasumer with respect to the country/region
(BAUGHN andYAPRAK 1993).

While the first purchase can only be based on mé&tional cues repeated purchases are, in
addition, influenced by former quality experiencada by the household.

To conclude, studies indicate knowledge and imaga ocountry have an effect on product
evaluation and purchase decision of a COO labealedust HESLOPandPAPADOPOULOS1993;
LEE and GANESH 1999). Nevertheless, the taste of a product isre€ial importance for its
repeated purchase. Only if the experienced tastepobduct of a specific origin convinced the
consumer she will purchase the product againovic ET AL. 2009). This study looks at the
relevance of COOL for consumers’ choice considedffgctive, cognitive, conative and taste
aspects. We test the hypothesis that organic comrsumxpect taste differences between
peppers of different origins, are willing to payeemium for pepper of their preferred COO
and are able to taste pepper's aroma diversityuseaaf COO.

3. Design of the study

The study (n = 100) was conducted over four daysrinorganic grocery store in Bonn,
Germany in August 2009. Face to face interviewshat point-of-sale were carried out for
understanding how consumers evaluate pepper inyeday purchase decision. Figure 2
provides an overview of the structure of the sunwbych consisted of four parts.

The first part of the survey aims to analyze theuance of different extrinsic quality cues.
Consumers were asked to evaluate extrinsic cues dikce, brand and COO labeling in
everyday purchase decision in general using amnt jhdiert Scale (with (1) not at all important
to (7) extremely important). The second part codazensumers’ expected quality. Especially
the link between COO and expected taste differem@sstaken into account by performing a
word-association-test. This test helps identifyihg product-country-image of pepper as well
as consumers’ knowledge regarding COO and peppalityquThird, to analyze organic
consumers WTP for pepper differentiated by origiml goroduction method the contingent
valuation method (CVM) is used. The fourth partloé study focuses on experienced quality.
A blind-testing of black pepper from three differeprigins and two production methods
(organic versus conventional) was conducted. Afterblind tasting experiment the consumer
was asked which of the pepper she would like tasko

[Insert figure 2 here]

4. Sample characterization

As the survey was conducted in an organic grodemg she majority of the survey participants
(88 %) are organic food shopper and buy at leasé @aaweek organic products. Most of the
participants are women (66 %). According to redearomen are still the primary food
shopper ¢HILDS andPORYZEES1997). Therefore the overrepresentation of wonsemot seen
as a problem. Respondents with the age of 20 {@306) and 45 to 55 years (25 %), as well
as highly educated consumers (50 % holding a bacbelmaster degree) with medium to high
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income (more than 1100 €/month) are overrepresentede study. 15 % are active in Non-
Governmental Organizations and 11 % are engagezhwironmental protection work. The
respondents can be described as high involvememr&ypurchasing their organic products in
organic and conventional supermarkets. They lees afse smaller organic-grocery stores and
discount stores for buying food. The most mentioreksons to purchase organic are health
(25 %), better taste (21 %), naturalness (18 %j)iremmental protection and social aspects like
the absence of child labor. 94 % of the respondesésblack pepper (piper nigrum) at least
once a week.This is an indicator that respondents’ involvemisriigh; results should benefit
from this. Most of them (82 %) prefer the whole pegrorn and 57 % claim to favor organic

pepper.
[Insert table 1 here]

5. Empirical results
5.1. Perceived extrinsic quality cue

Consumers were asked to evaluate the importancks ddiifferent extrinsic cues for their
purchase decision on a seven point Likert scalé witextremely important to 7: not at all
important. The results reveal that COO is e.g. nelevant than price, brand, advertisement
and exclusivity but less important than productathout child labor, quality, information, and
ecological production (compare table 1).

5.2. Expected Quality

Studies confirming a positive effect of COO labglion consumers WTP mostly use olive oil
and wine (egsSkKURAS andVAKROU 2002; VERBEKE andWARD 2006;PETZOLDT ET AL 2007).
For these products advertisement focuses on amtigtigs COO BECKER 2000). Besides those
products, several brands also draw attention to @@Q®ice and tea. This, however, is so far
not the case for pepper. Therefore we can assuatectinsumer’s knowledge about and
awareness of the producing country is more pronediiar wine, olive oil, rice and tea as for
pepper. Furthermore we assume a higher involvemedtproduct familiarity for the former
compared to the latter. Accordingly, we investigadp@sumergaste expectationdue to COO
for olive oil, wine, rice and tea and for peppeneTresults show that for olive oil 79%, for wine
81%, for rice 47 % and for tea 62 % of consumegeektaste differences due to COO while
this holds only for 44% of the respondents in theecof pepper. Consumers were also asked
whether they have a preference for a specific CdQhe case of wine 61 % of the survey
participants indicate a preference for a specifbaintry in their purchase decision. The
preferred wine countries are Germany (34 %) andded18 %). Also with respect to olive oil
the majority of respondents (66 %) favor one cou(B@ % for Italy; 33 % for Greek). Similar
results were derived for rice (33 % for India, 29&6Thailand, 17 % for China) and tea (49 %
India, 18 % for China and 15 % for Japan). In casttionly 16 % indicate a preference for a
specific origin with respect to pepper of whichimgé most often mentioned (56 %), followed
by China, however with a considerable smaller @hee (13 %). For all products analyzed, the
correlation between expected taste differencestdu€OO and a preference for a COO is
positive (above 0.5) and highly significant at thhé1 level. This implies that preferred COO
depend on expected taste. In comparison with therqiroducts the chi-square value due to
pepper is the highest (120). This implies that gioonly a minority of respondents’ expects
taste differences due to COO in the case of pepeexpectation is based on preferences for a
specific country. Overall, the results indicatettihaste and COO correlate depending on
product familiarity and involvement. In the casepeipper the majority does not expect taste
varieties. This is not astonishing as only orgamiands label peppers producing country.

! Black pepper has a similar importance like salticl is used by 91 % of the respondents every day.



Moreover in contrast to e.g. wine and olive oil adisement for spices focusing on COO is in
general rare.

Thus, it is no surprise thabnsumers’ knowledgeabout the diversity of pepper due to COO is
relative low. Though 56 % of the consumers statientmv where pepper was first grown, only
47 % of those name India and thus just about evewuyth respondent knew the correct
heritage. Besides India, consumers assume thaepegs first grown in Madagascar (22 %),
Indonesia (12 %), Sri Lanka and South America. Alstng asked whether they expect taste
differences between organic pepper originating floahia and Indonesia 78% of the survey
participants stated that they do not know. As hesnbdiscussed above, COO can serve as
quality indicator. The precondition is, howeveratttmarketers are able to create knowledge
regarding the taste differences of pepper depenaer@OO. So far this seems to be not the
case.

The relevance of COO in the case of pepper in cosgrawith other product attributes such as
price was tested by means ofvard-association-test.Consumers were asked to write down
what they associate with pepper. The results reedlthough COO was mentioned 17 times
by the respondents it is only one of many releyaatiuct attributes consumers associate with
pepper. Most frequently associated with peppervareetal diversity (64 times) and spiciness
(54 times). Thus, based on the word associatidnntescan conclude that differences between
pepper varieties are rather made based on the edefdrenaturity (e.g. black pepper versus
green pepper) than on COO.

5.3. Experienced Quality and Future Purchase

The blind tasting experiment aims to analyze wiretiod only experts but consumers at large
are able to perceive taste differences between gpepp different origins and production
methods and to compare aroma, pungency and fifiisbhedolack pepper on a scale from 1 to 4
with 4 = very aromatic/very high pungency/very sgofinish and 1 = hardly any
aroma/pungency/finish. In the blind testing pepplethree different regions (India, Sri Lanka,
Vietnam) and two different production methods (migally versus conventionally produced)
was considered (see table 2). Three of the fouarocgpeppers are exclusively distributed in
organic stores. One organic and one conventiorgdqreare available in the conventional retalil
sector.

The rank variance analysis is used to compare tbima pungency and finish respondents
assessed. It delivers the middle-ranking for easbppr and the chi-square value. The results
are significant with p-value below 0.00 for all tex$ pepper characteristics (compare table 2).
Our findings show that pepper of Wagner, who besaiogthe biggest conventional spice brand
in Germany, receives the highest numbers regarginggency and finish and the second
highest with respect to aroma. The pepper from &l&hs considered by the participants as
the most aromatic one while the conventional pegpmn Fuchs is evaluated as the least
aromatic pepper. Directly asked after tasting wipepper they would like to purchase (neither
price nor brand was known to the participants) 3af%he respondents chose Herbaria pepper
and thus the brand which was evaluated as the amostatic pepper but with low pungency
and only mild finish. However, also 12 % of thepesdents decided to purchase Fuchs pepper
and thus the one which was considered as leastatimrithe choice of another 27 % of the
taster goes to Wagner pepper, followed by Heuskbr€l6 %) and 14 % of consumers which
prefer Sonnentor. These results do not give a gdézure which of the three dimensions
aroma, pungency and finish is important for thalfipurchase decision. A cross table analysis
provides deeper insides. It reveals that a largees(v2%) of those respondents who indicate
that they would like to purchase the Herbaria peplescribe the pepper as very aromatic or as
aromatic (3 and 4 on the above mentioned scaldg s does not hold for those who are not
interested in buying this pepper. The p-value ef ¢hi-square is with 0.01 highly significant.
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In contrast, ‘pungency’ and ‘finish’ do not sigmifintly influence the choice of Herbaria
pepper. Similar results are obtained for the ofpeppers. This indicates that ‘aroma’ is the
most important aspect of taste and thus the onehwprimarily influences the purchase
decision. To summarize, the findings of the bliasting shows that consumers are able to taste
and evaluate flavor varieties with respect to pepfée results lead furthermore to the
conclusion that consumers purchase decision fopgreis mainly based on aroma experience
and less on pungency and finish.

[Insert table 2 here]

5.4.Perceived costs and cost cues

One aim of the study is to assess whether consumagesa preference for COO labeling in the
case of pepper and whether this kind of labeling ba a successful means of product
differentiation. To answer this question consumerlingness to pay (WTP) is investigated

by means of the dichotomous CVM. In the contingaitiation method consumers’ valuation
of goods is estimated by creating a hypotheticaketasituation (BrRSON 2005).

In our survey, we provide consumers with informatam the price of conventional pepper and
first ask them about their willingness to accepegain price for a pepper that is differentiated
by COO (Indonesia, India) and/or production methoshventional, organic, Fair trade); e.g.
are you willing to pay 4.58 € for pepper from India total the WTP for six different peppérs

Is investigated. As our analysis is based on tliekeadomous CVM, we ask a second choice
question depending on the response to the first(doeble-bounded). Thus, if consumers are
ready to accept the first price we confront therthvei second, an even higher price, and ask
them if they are willing to pay this price as wglg. are you willing to pay 5.58 € for pepper
from India) (HANEMANN ET AL. 1991). If the survey participants already reftspay the first
price no second question is posed. In additionreslbondents were asked for the hypothetical
maximum price they would be willing to pay. Prewsaesearch shows that without any anchor
respondents find it hard to determine the higheseghey are willing to pay and many zero
responses result BsoNnandMITCHELL 1993). Therefore we combine the dichotomous choice
question with an open-ended question. We are attetethe anchor price might influence
consumers stated WTP.

About 60 % of the respondents are not willing tg paything for conventional black pepper.
As the survey is carried out in an organic grocstgre most respondents have a high
preference for organic products and thus are nbingiito pay anything for conventionally
grown spices. The WTP for pepper from India istglig higher than the one originating from
Indonesia. This holds for conventional and for aiggepper, however, the difference for the
latter is rather small. The WTP for organic peppieh a COOL (India, Indonesia) is higher
(mean: 4.64 and 4.71, respectively) than for orggrepper without any COO information
(4.24). The consumers, however, pay only a relgtiv@v premium (10%) for the COO
information. A considerable higher WTP (mean 6.88) be observed with regard to organic
COOL Fair Trade pepper. Almost 10 % of the respatglare willing to pay 10 € to even 15 €
for organic COOL Fair Trade pepper.

6. Conclusion and discussion

The special feature of our empirical study is tlmmbination of face-to-face interviews
regarding attitudes, image and knowledge with & b&sting of pepper and an investigation of
consumer's WTP for pepper from different origind anocessing characteristics.

COO is used for several food products such as wwoodfee and olive oil for product
differentiation. According to experts also peppéowdd be differentiated with respect to

% Consumers are asked for their WTP for COOL conventional pepper (from India and from Indonesia), organic
pepper, organic COOL pepper (from India and from Indonesia) and finally for organic COOL Fair Trade pepper.
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country and region of origin as aroma, pungency famsh of pepper varies depending on the
COO and region of origin. A market analysis cared in the framework of this study reveals
that so far only organic brands label COO, and endhis segment it is a rarely used quality
cue. Our analysis reveals that at present marlatess of organic brands seems primarily to
rely on price and the ability of firms to reachigtdistribution level for their brands.

Research revealed that knowledge is a crucial fdotothe use of COO labels as purchase
criterion (e.gSCHAFER1997;VAN ITTERSUM ET AL. 2001). Thus, only for those consumers who
know about a products’ diversity, e.g. taste varegt a result of its COO it can influence the
purchase decision. Based on a consumer survey nvehtav that COO in the context of other
product attributes is of medium importance for eonsrs’ general purchase decision. Our
results also indicate that the majority of consusmexpect taste differences due to COO for
products such as olive oil, wine, rice and tea laaek a preference for one specific country. In
the case of pepper, the share of consumers thacexgpste differences due to COO is with
44% lower. Even much smaller is the share of comssmwho indicate a preference for one
specific country due to the assumed taste diffesgn8s our statistical analysis shows that for
all analyzed products preference for a specific Cd@Pend on expected taste difference, the
lower knowledge regarding COO in the case of peppeters product differentiation based on
COQO for this product. The little awareness of conets regarding quality differences due to
COO in the case of pepper was also revealed byr ctherey elements such as a word
association tests regarding pepper. This can exphat the difference between the maximum
stated WTP we obtained for pepper with COO inforomgte.g. India is small compared to
pepper differentiated by other characteristics sashorganic production or Fair Trade. A
significant higher WTP is only observed in the cas®rganic COOL Fair Trade pepper. In
this case the respondents theoretically accepglaehiprice, but we suspect a social desirable
responding. To avoid the problem of social deseabtswers a decision lab design could be
adopted and the hypothetical market situation cduddimproved through a real market
situation, where the consumer has to buy the ptdueibas chosen.

Based on a blind tasting experiment, we were, heweble to show that consumers can taste
differences in aroma, pungency and finish betweeamious peppers differentiated by
production method and origin with aroma being thedpct characteristic mostly influencing
their preference for one product.

Thus, COO potentially can serve as quality indicatdhe case of pepper. The precondition is,
however, that marketers are able to create knowleelgarding the taste differences, especially
aroma, of pepper subject to COO. So far this seenie not the case. Providing consumers
with COO information that links COO to a speciferdgma) taste could increase consumers’
respective knowledge, thereby making COO to a egleeharacteristic in consumers’ purchase
decision of pepper. As our study was conductedhiorganic grocery store our sample is not
representative for the German population. It camydver, be assumed that knowledge on and
relevance of COO is even considerable lower fonvemtional’ food shopper as they can be
considered less involved. Thus, it might seem nealsie to focus marketing activities first on
the organic consumer segment.
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Figure 1: Total Food Quality Model by Grunert 1996
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Figure 2: Overview of the structure of the survey

Before purchase: Formation of quality expectation After purchase: Quality experience
Perceived Perceived Expected Experienced Future
costs and extrinsic quality quality purchase
cost cues quality cues

inininini=Sulalaia il el T 1
L 4L <L o JL L
i CV: Likert Scale: Questions & E : Pepper Question: E
I | Willingness Relevance Word- : i tasting Purchase !
| | to pay for of different Association- | i i Decision 1
: coo cues Test : : :
i labeling E : i
N CICEEENie y  GeiEsE -
Table 1: Description of Variables

Variable Variable Description n Mean Std.Dev.
Importance of different Items in everyday purchaseadecision

No Child Labour 99 6.60 94
High Quality 100 6.59 .61
Price Fits Quality 98 6.48 .78
Product Information 99 6.31 91
Sustainable Attitude measured 100 6.07 1.10
Fair Trade on scale from not at all 96 6.05 1.28
Certified Origin important (1) to extremely 100 5.93 1.30
Ecofriendly Package important (7) 99 5.78 1.45
Convenient Package 100 5.34 1.40
Special Offer 100 5.29 1.34
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Variable Variable Description n Mean Std.Dev.
Cheap Product 99 4.79 1.31
Country Preference 92 4.59 2.09
Aesthetic Package 99 4.44 1.69
Brand 100 3.21 1.87
Exclusiveness 99 3.19 1.83
Purchase behavior

Organic grocery store 99 1.82 1.03
Organic supermarket How often do you buy organic 100 3.84 1.72
Grocery store food in the respective storé? 100 2.86 1.59
Discount store 100 3.01 1.75
Taste 100 0.57 0.50
Healthy Why do you buy organic food? 100 0.66 0.48
Naturalness 100 0.48 0.50
Gourmet Attitude measured on scale 100 0.08 0.27
Product Information from not at all important (1) to 100 0.07 0.26
Sustainability extremely important (7) 100 0.44 0.50
Social Aspects 100 0.37 0.49
Socioeconomic characteristics

Gender 0 =female; 1 = male 100 0.34 0.48
Age Age in year$ 100 1.97 0.85
Income Household-Net-Income [€] 82 1.92 0.63
Education Education Levél 100 2.33 0.75
Children < 18 Number of children < 18 years 100 0.23 0.68
HHsize Household size 99 1.82 1.03
Social activities”

NGO Member or engaged in 100 0.22 0.42
Environmental protection Member or engaged in 100 0.16 0.37

c.p

Dummy Variable equal to 1 if yes, O otherwise

. Categorical variable: 1 =< 20-35; 2 = 35-5@; 80+
¢ Categorical variable: 1 = < 300-1.100; 2 = 1-B0800; 3 = > 3.600
. Categorical variable: 1 = primary school lev@l= secondary school level; 3 = university degree

o

Table 2: Blind testing of pepper: mean and middlgkmg value

Brand Herbaria Heuschrecke Sonnentor Wagner Fuchs
Mean | Middle | Mean | Middle | Mean | Middle | Mean | Middle | Mean | Middle

Tast (std.) | Ranking | (std.) | Ranking | (std.) | Ranking | (std.) | Ranking| (std.) | Ranking

aste Value Value Value Value Value
2.57* 2.14 2.12 2.45** 2.07

Aroma (1.04) 3.37 (0.94) 2.86 (0.93) 2.85 (0.1) 3.30 (1.0) 2.63
1.87 2.05 2.10* 2.33* 1.96

Pungency (0.84) 2.7 (0.9) 3.00 (0.87) 3.08 (0.92) 3.45 (0.91) 2.77

- 2.09 2.41 2.45%* 2.62* 2.33

Finish (0.83) 2.57 (1.02) 3.05 (0.9) 3.11 (1.1) 3.39 (0.94) 2.88

Own calculations: n = 97; Chi?2 = 19.186; df: 4; 0.601. 4 point scale from 4 = very aromatic/very
high pungency/very strong finish to 1 = hardly amgma/pungency/finish.

* Best product in the blind test regarding tastarabteristic

** Second best product in the blind test regardasje characteristic

12



	Kloeckner
	Kloeckner_Heike_114.pdf

