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Abstract 

This work investigates Consumer Value (CV) perceptions towards certified own-country 

GI food products in the form of trade-offs between perceived Values (i.e. gains) and 

perceived Costs (i.e. losses) from the consumption of such products. Moreover, it 

explores the moderating role of Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE) in the way CV perceptions 

towards own-country GI foods develop. Findings prove the postulated assumption that the 

work explores, namely that CE operates as an antecedent construct to (positive) consumer 

attitudes towards own-country GI food products. Accordingly, consumers with high CE 

values see more perceived Values and less perceived Costs in the choice of own-country 

GI foods, associating higher overall CV perceptions towards such products compared to 

consumers who hold weaker CE values. 
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1. Introduction 

Geographic Indication (GI)-certified foods (i.e. also typically called ‘local’ foods) 

are examples of an alternative food production system that is flourishing in recent years. 

Several explanations exist for this progress (Krystallis et al., in press). Concerns 

stemming from social ethics (e.g. environmental degradation, or secure food provision) to 

more self-relevant issues (e.g. food scares and consumption safety) have led to a keener 

interest of citizens in small-scale, local food production. Not only are modern consumers 

concerned about functional quality-related aspects of their foods (e.g. taste), but they also 

place more attention to ethical parameters of food production process, for which 

consumers want to understand more. GI foods are small-volume products that come from 

a unique, specific region or area and have special characteristics or qualities that are 

depicted from the relationship they have developed over the years with the area they 

originate in. In this context, a motivation for purchasing GI products reflects the 

willingness to support local producers and preserve local values. Often consumers 

transform their cultural values or affection towards certain ethnicity or social group into 

purchasing behaviour, which in turn favours particularly local or national GI products 

(Aprile et al., 2012; Chryssochoidis et al., 2007).  

GIs offer numerous advantages to the agri-food SMEs, mostly due to their 

comprehensive scope of influence through legally protected certification (Krystallis et al, 

in press). A main benefit of the GIs is the higher consumer involvement they stimulate on 

behalf of small or niche markets. Use of GI labelling, such as the European Designation 

of Origin Labels (i.e. PDO/PGI/TSGs), ensures that the customers are aware of the 

product’s origin, which can be a useful tool for decision-making during the purchasing 

process (Chrysochou et al., 2012; Fotopoulos and Krystallis, 2003; Krystallis et al., 2009). 

Consequently, consumers interested in supporting small-scale production, or those simply 

looking for more filling hedonic experiences in food consumption, would perceive GI 

foods as products whose perceived gains would justify any sacrifices that consumers may 

have to make in association with GI purchasing and consumption. This trade-off between 

perceived gains and losses defined the perceived Customer Value towards GI foods.  

Broadly defined, Customer Value is the overall assessment of the value of a 

product based on trade-offs about ‘what perceived benefits a customer receives for what 

he or she has to give up from the acquisition or use of a product’ (Zeithaml, 1988). The 

marketing literature considers the concept of customer value as the foundation for 

effective marketing activity. Diverse fields of social sciences, such as finance, economics, 

management, information systems, ethics and justice, use the concept of customer value 

extensively (Normann, 2001). Further, many streams of marketing literature, including 

relationship marketing, pricing, consumer behaviour and strategic marketing discuss 

customer value (see for a review de Chernatony et al., 2000). The conceptual basis of this 

work is the Customer Value (CV) model, an inclusive conceptual framework whose 

individual parts are well-established and extensively covered in the marketing literature. 

Papista and Krystallis (2012) initially proposed the CV model in the frame of customer 

adoption of ‘green’ products. The model integrates Zeithaml’s (1988) and Holbrook’s  

(2006) views that value and cost perceptions drive purchase decisions.  

Against this background, the first objective of this work is to explore CV 

perceptions in relation to GI foods. More specifically, to examine if the perceived gains 

(i.e. benefits or ‘values’) from the purchasing of GI foods would exceed any perceived 

losses (i.e. sacrifices or ‘costs’), and shed light on the exact type of perceived values and 

costs that define Consumer Value in relation to GI foods. Moreover, in the assumption 

that purchasing of GI foods is a reflection of consumers’ affection towards specific social 
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groups (i.e. small-scale, local producers) or entire nations, motivated by relevant moral 

values, it is plausible to assume that consumers with a strong attitudinal predisposition to 

support their ethnic identity would also favour own-country (i.e. domestic) GI food 

products.  

Accordingly, the second objective of this work is to explore whether Consumer 

Ethnocentrism (CE) as a measure of national orientation moderates CV perceptions 

towards GI foods. For this purpose, we treat CE attitude as a consumer classification basis 

in a segmentation task, with the objective to define a number of consumer segments with 

a distinctive and clear-cut profile in terms of perceived CV towards GI foods and a 

number of related behavioural and demographic characteristics. Drawing on the 

exploratory nature of the work, we explore whether CE constitutes a solid segmentation 

basis that can lead to consumer segments with different CV perceptions towards GI 

products (i.e. higher CE would lead to more positive CV perceptions in relation to GI 

foods, and vice versa).  
 

2. The CV Model: Definition and Conceptualization 

Broadly defined, CV is customers’ overall assessment of the value of a product 

based on perceptual trade-offs about what benefits are expected to be received (i.e. 

individual types of values) against what it should be given up (i.e. individual types of 

risks and costs) for the acquisition, purchase or mere use of a product (Zeithaml, 1988). 

Various scholars have further elaborated on the initially cognitive nature of the values part 

of CV by adding value components of more affective nature, besides the utility-derived 

ones suggested by economic theory (i.e. quality-price considerations), such as hedonic 

and altruistic (or ethical) values. In general, the CV approach underlies a ‘bottom-up’ 

attitude formation mechanism (Perrea et al, submitted), where perceptions of (expected or 

actual) values and costs about a product formulate a general attitude (the Customer Value) 

towards the product or the methods used in its production. In turn, this general attitude 

gives birth to a number of relational (i.e. trust in, satisfaction with, and commitment to the 

product) and behavioural outcomes (i.e. purchase intention, Word of Mouth (WOM)). 

Figure 1 offers a visual illustration of the CV model. 

2.1. Perceived Value 

In what concerns types of values, Holbrook’s (2006) conceptualization is 

considered the most extensive (e.g. Sheth et al., 1991; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). The 

types of value proposed by Holbrook (2006) fall into the broad categories of: a) 

Functional (or Economic) value: the perceived utility acquired from an alternative 

product’s capacity for functional or physical performance (Sheth et al., 1991), which is 

also equivalent to product quality perceptions (Dodds et al., 1991; Baker et al., 2002). b) 

Social value: the perceived utility acquired from an alternative product’s image 

congruence with relevant requirements from a specific social group (Sheth et al., 1991; 

Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). c) Hedonic value: it arises from consumers’ own pleasure 

derived from consumption experiences appreciated for their own sake as ends in 

themselves (Mathwick et al., 2001; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). d) Altruistic value: when 

associating product purchasing or use with ethically desirable practices in which ‘virtue is 

its own reward’ (Holbrook, 2006). And e) Emotional value: in the area of food consumer 

behaviour, past exploratory research employing the CV model (i.e. Perrea et al., 2015) 

had also identified an emotional type of value in the context of innovative food products 

(i.e. food produced through emerging processing technologies). This type of value relates 

to emotions of excitement and enthusiasm from the purchase of ‘new’ food products. 
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Figure 1. The CV Model (adapted from Papista and Krystallis, 2012; and Perrea et al, submitted) 

 

 

 

2.2. Perceived Costs and Risks 

Papista and Krystallis (2012) considered the following cost categories as having 

an expected effect on perceived CV: a) Price: previous studies consistently suggest an 

inverse linkage between price and CV (Dodds et al., 1991; Grewal et al., 1998). And b) 

Effort: it is required to physically purchase the product (Cronin et al., 1997; Petrick, 

2002), typically in terms of limited availability of the product in usual outlets (Yoo et al., 

2000), and time required to travel and make the purchase (Huber et al., 2001). These two 

types of cost are the most commonly identified transaction costs perceived by consumers 

in their encounter with the product. c) Evaluation: it is associated with the effort to 

collect the right information in terms of quality and quantity, and understand it in order to 

evaluate properly the products in question (Burnham et al., 2003). d) Performance (or 

uncertainty cost): perceptions of risk surrounding the product’s functional or physical 

performance (Sweeney et al., 1999; Jones et al., 2002). And e) Safety risk: it is the fear of 

physical health risk or harm that might be inherent in the consumption of a differentiated 

product, especially in absence of any factual or experiential knowledge about it (Cardello, 

2003; Mireaux et al., 2007; Ronteltap et al., 2007; Rollin et al., 2011). Evaluation, 

performance and safety represent types of risks that occur when consumers are in doubt 

with their selection of a regular product and consider switching to an alternative, 

innovative choice (i.e. a specialty GI food). 

 

2.3. Relational and behavioural outcomes 

Relationship quality (RQ) is regarded in extant literature as a higher-order 

construct composed of several key components reflecting the overall strength of 

relationships between products and consumers (Dorsch et al., 1998). RQ has been studied 
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in the field of relationship marketing, which proposes satisfaction, trust and commitment 

as its key interrelated components (Fournier, 1998; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Palmatier 

et al., 2006). Moreover, numerous studies specify the effect of RQ on behavioural loyalty 

(e.g. Oh, 1999). After all, the effect of RQ on attitudinal loyalty is well-supported (e.g. 

Palmatier et al., 2006). In the present study, we operationalised loyalty through purchase 

intention and WOM.     

 

2.4 Moderator: Consumer Ethnocentrism 

In the current frame (i.e. CV perceptions towards GI foods), it is plausible to 

expect that Consumer Ethnocentric (CE) attitude would moderate the strength of 

perceptions about the above-described determinants of Value and Cost in formulating 

overall CV perceptions towards GI food products. The origins of the CE construct can be 

traced back to the work by Sumner (1906, in Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2004), who 

introduced ethnocentrism as a general construct reflecting the view of things in which 

one’s own group is the centre of everything, and all others are scaled and rated with 

reference to it. Sumner’s conception of ethnocentrism is based on the formation of ‘we-

group’ feelings, whereby the in-group is the focal point and all out-groups are judged in 

relation to it. Sumner emphasized a dichotomous structure of ethnocentrism: an 

unfavourable attitude toward out-groups; and a favourable attitude toward the in-groups. 

The in-groups determine the standard of judging other groups and the willingness to 

associate with them. 

CE is the application of the general ethnocentric attitude in the economic 

environment and has inherited the main premises and properties of ethnocentrism. It is 

defined as a ‘trait-like property of an individual’s personality’ and encompasses ‘the 

beliefs held by the consumers about appropriateness, indeed morality, of purchasing 

foreign-made products’ (Shimp and Sharma, 1987). CE may lead to overestimation of 

specific attributes and overall quality of domestic products and to an underestimation of 

that of foreign products. Shimp and Sharma (1987) postulated that CE can provide an 

explanation as to why consumers prefer domestic over foreign products even when there 

is no obvious reason for such a preference (e.g. when the foreign products are of better 

quality or cheaper). Moreover, it has been found that the lever of CE varies among 

product categories. Sharma et al. (1995, in Piron, 2000), indicated that the less important a 

product category the greater the ethnocentric tendencies and behaviour exhibited by 

consumers.  

In the frame of the current research, we expect that consumers with varying level 

of CE attitudes will also hold CV perceptions towards GI foods of different strength. In 

the plausible assumption that GI food is an expression of consumers’ proneness to support 

local producers and preserve local values, GI food purchasing can be seen as a 

transformation of consumers’ cultural values or affection towards certain ethnicity into 

purchasing behaviour, which in turn favours particularly local or national GI products.  

 

3. Methodology 

Within the above-described framework, an on-line consumer survey with N=433 

consumers was conducted in September 2014. Survey participants had to be 

(co)responsible for grocery shopping in their households, have experience with GI food 

products (i.e. at least an occasional purchase of GI foods over the year), as well as be 

aware of the term ‘local’ food (used as a semantic proxy to GI food). Moreover, for 
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reasons of validity we imposed the quota of two-thirds of the sample residing in the main 

urban centre (i.e. Salonica) of the survey area (i.e. Northern Greece).  

The CV model shown in Figure 1 is operationalized via a number of items that 

define various CV components (i.e. types of perceived values and costs as postulated in 

previous section and adapted to the context of the current study). The survey 

questionnaire also included the above-defined psychographic moderator, i.e. Consumer 

Ethnocentrism (CE), which is used as a criterion in a cluster analysis task. Appendix 1 

presents the operationalization of the CV model and the moderator to be explored (i.e. CE 

attitudes), together with their descriptive measures. All CV scales are taken from past 

extant literature as summarised in Papista and Krystallis (2012) and modified in the food 

consumer behaviour context by Perrea et al. (2015). In addition, CE attitude is measure 

with the use of the Consumer Ethnocentric Tendency Scale (CET-Scale) by Shimp and 

Sharma (1987). Moreover, Appendices 2 and 3 present measures of (stated) awareness, 

purchasing reasons, willingness to pay, and purchasing behaviour towards GI food in 

general, as well as towards 11 typical GI food products of Northern Greece, as well as 

questions related to respondents’ socio-demographic profile.    

 

4. Analysis and Results 

According to the recruitment criteria set, the sample comprises consumers 

accustomed to GI foods (i.e. all participants knew the term ‘local food’, with an additional 

77.6 percent knowing the term ‘Geographic Indication’ food, see Appendix 2). In terms of 

socio-demographic characteristics, the majority of the sample is females, around the age 

of 40, married with children, private or public sector employees, of usually average 

income and high education level, depicting the profile of the typical GI food buyer.  

Almost half of the sample consumes GI foods ‘frequently’, with an additional 17.8 

percent consuming GI foods ‘always’. Moreover, it is striking that almost 70 percent of 

the sample buy GI foods ‘always’ or ‘frequently’ when visiting different areas in Greece, 

indicating consumers’ attitude to support local communities through local food 

purchasing, possibly reflecting relevant ethical and cultural values. On the other hand, 

consumption frequencies for most of the typical North-Greece GI foods included in the 

study are low (see Appendix 3), indicating a rather occasional use of GIs from the 

majority of the sample. However, there is a core part of the sample that consumes those 

products much more frequently, with percentages of ‘sometimes per week’ consumption 

ranging between 1 and 10 percent for some GI cheeses, or between 6 to 8 percent for GI 

fruits. In addition, ‘sometimes per month’ consumption is quite high for the majority of 

the GI foods under examination, ranging from 3.5 percent up to 25.4 for various product 

categories. The main GI-relevant purchasing reasons stated are ‘healthy diet’ (70.9 

percent of the sample) and ‘tasting new flavours’ (57.3 percent of the sample), indicating 

GI consumers’ beliefs of healthiness and tastiness vis-à-vis GI foods. Finally, the vast 

majority of the sample states willing to pay a +10 percent premium above standard price 

to purchase GI foods.    

The internal validity of the various constructs of the CV model is very high, with 

all Cronbach alpha scores ranging from .855 to .964 (see Appendix 1). Consumers hold 

more strongly Hedonic, Altruistic and Functional values (i.e. mean scores 5.66, 5.58 and 

5.56 respectively) in relation to GI foods. Regarding costs, consumers perceive GIs’ Price 

and Effort as quite substantial (i.e. mean scores 4.72 and 4.38 respectively). In all, CV 

perceptions are quite strong too (i.e. mean score 5.07), mainly due to satisfaction with and 

trust in GI foods (i.e. mean scores 5.30 and 5.35 respectively); while purchase intention 

and WOM are satisfactory (i.e. mean scores 4.54 and 5.03 respectively). 
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The segmentation task was based on the moderator included in the survey, namely  

CE attitudes. The mean CE score of 4.81 indicates that the sample is overall quite 

ethnocentric in its attitude. According to its reliability (i.e. alpha score .943) and uni-

dimensionality proven through Exploratory Factor Analysis, the mean value per 

respondent was calculated and retained. A two-step clustering analysis was carried out for 

the entire sample (N=432). Firstly, an Agglomerative Hierarchical Cluster Analysis 

(AHCA) (Ward method and Euclidian distance) was applied over the standardised dataset 

per participant in order to block the idiosyncratic use of the scale. The final number of 

clusters to retain in each case was based on the percentage of within-cluster variance drop 

when adding a new cluster. Secondly, a k-means clustering was performed, after selecting 

as initial cluster centres the centroids obtained in the previous AHCA.  

In general, none of the 3- to 6-cluster scenarios led to a stable classification of 

respondents, possibly due to the high CE score of the sample in the first place, and the 

resulting poor discriminating power of the CE scale as a whole. Accordingly, a split-

sample procedure led to the creation of two sub-sets, one comprising the moderately 

ethnocentric consumers (i.e. mean CE score < 4.8, Nm = 212 consumers), and a second 

sub-set, comprising the highly ethnocentric consumers (i.e. mean CE score of 4.8 or 

higher, Nh = 221 consumers). The two clusters differed in terms of all constructs of the 

CV model, and a large number of socio-demographic and behavioural characteristics. 

Accordingly, Table 1 shows the centroids (i.e. mean scores) for the two moderate vs. high 

CE clusters across all CV model constructs; Table 2 shows the differences between the 

two clusters in what concerns their socio-demographic profile; and, Table 3 shows the  

 
Table 1. CV model, mean scores per cluster 

Constructs 

 

VALUES 

Cl1 

Moderately 

ethnocentric 

(Nm=212) 

Cl2 

Highly  

ethnocentric 

(Nh=221) 

 

 

Sig  
(*) 

Functional 5.62 5.99 .000 

Social 3.30 4.18 .000 

Hedonic 5.08 6.04 .000 

Altruistic 5.15 6.06 .000 

Emotional 4.50 5.63 .000 

COSTS & RISKS    

Price 4.82 4.62 .000 

Effort 4.39 4.35 .535 

Evaluation 3.37 3.21 .176 

Performance 2.33 1.90 .000 

Safety 2.19 1.73 .000 

OUTCOMES    

Customer Value 4.67 5.45 .000 

Satisfaction 4.82 5.75 .000 

Trust 4.82 5.76 .000 

Commitment 3.67 4.89 .000 

WOM 4.45 5.57 .000 

Intention to purchase 4.01 5.04 .000 

1 = ‘Strongly agree’, 7 = ‘Strongly disagree’ 

*: p<.05 
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Table 2. Socio-demographic profile per cluster, % 

 

 

Characteristic 

Cl1 

Moderately 

ethnocentric 

(Nm=212) 

Cl2 

Highly  

ethnocentric 

(Nh=221) 

 
 

Sig  
(*) 

Age                        
26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

 

41.0 

29.7 

18.4 

 
26.4 

34.1 

29.5 

.007 
 

 

 

Education   
University or higher 60.9 38.6 

.000 
 

*: p<.05 

 
Table 3. Behavioural profile per cluster, % 

 

 

Characteristic 

Cl1 

Moderately 

ethnocentric 

(Nm=212) 

Cl2 

Highly 

ethnocentric 

(Nh=221) 

 

 
Sig 
(*) 

Consumption of GI foods    

I consume …   .001 

      a. Always 
 

 

11.8 23.2  

      b. Frequently 45.3 50.0  

      c. Occasionally  35.8 23.6  

      d. Rarely 7.1 3.2  

Whenever I visit a particular area of Greece, I buy this 

region’s … 

  .012 

       a. Always  29.2 40.9  

       b. Frequently 32.1 34.5  

       c. Occasionally  

 
20.7 20.5  

              d. Rarely 8.0 4.1  

Awareness of GI foods    

I know what … means 72.6 82.3 .016 

Reasons for buying GI foods    

I buy […]   .000 

              b. For a healthy diet 61.8 79.5  

Willingness to Pay for GI foods     

I am willing to pay a premium price for …         YES: 53.3 73.2 .000 

How much will you be willing to pay on top for     

buying … in relation to conventional products:   

 
 

  
.035 

         a. Up to 10% 31.1 33.6  

         b. 20% 38.1 42.2  
         c. 30% 14.3 23.0  

         d. 40% 5.3 6.2  

         e. 50% or   0.0 6.2  

*: p<.05 

 

differences between the two clusters in terms of general behaviour towards GI foods. 

More specifically, the highly CE cluster holds stronger value perceptions of all 

types towards GI foods (see Table 1), as well as overall CV perception and across all 

relational outcomes, such as satisfaction, trust, commitment, WOM and finally purchase 
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intention. On the other hand, the moderately CE cluster shows stronger Price cost 

(mainly), and Performance and Safety risk perceptions than the highly CE cluster; 

however, the absolute scores for the latter two are rather weak. Moreover, no differences 

emerge between the two clusters in relation to Effort cost and Evaluation risk. In terms of 

socio-demographics (see Table 2), the highly CE cluster is quite older and comprises a 

much smaller percentage of university graduates. In what concerns general behaviour 

towards GI foods (see Table 3), the highly CE cluster consumes GI foods much more 

frequently and shows a stronger propensity to associate GI purchasing with the area, 

which possibly indicates a stronger implicit moral obligation to support local 

communities. Moreover, the highly CE cluster shows higher stated awareness of the GI 

term, even though the relevant percentage of the moderately CE cluster is also high. In 

addition, no differences emerge between the two clusters in what concerns the reasons of 

GI purchasing, besides the main reason stated at the sample level, namely ‘healthy diet’, 

which is a much more important reason for the highly CE cluster. Finally, and in 

accordance with the above-described results, the highly CE cluster shows a much stronger 

(stated) WTP overall, and across all price tiers examined; however, the relevant 

percentages for the moderately CE cluster are also substantial.  

Overall, no differences emerge between the two clusters in terms of purchasing 

frequencies across most of the typical Northern-Greek GIs examined. Two exceptions 

here are GI fruits 1 and 3 (see Appendix 3), for which the highly CE cluster shows more 

regular purchase frequency (i.e. ‘sometimes per week’ purchase for GI fruit 1: 2.4 percent 

of the moderately CE cluster as opposed to 9.1 percent for the highly CE cluster. In 

addition, for GI fruit 3: 1.9 percent for the former, but 8.2 percent for the latter). Finally, 

differences between the two clusters emerge also in relation to the most typical retail 

channels for GI purchases, with the highly CE cluster exhibiting higher purchase 

frequencies across most of the channels examined (i.e. ‘(very) frequent’ purchases of GIs 

at supermarkets: 51.9 percent for the moderately CE cluster as opposed to 65.4 percent for 

the highly CE cluster). Nevertheless, purchase frequencies of GIs across all retail channels 

are substantial also for the moderately CE cluster.         

 

5. Discussion and Conclusion 

The objective of this work is two-fold: first, to shed light on the exact type of 

perceived values and costs that define Consumer Value in relation to GI foods and 

examine if the perceived values in association to their purchasing exceed the perceived 

costs. Second, to explore whether Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE) as a measure of pro-

national orientation moderates CV perceptions towards GI foods, namely whether higher 

CE would lead to more positive CV perceptions in relation to GI foods, and vice versa.  

The current work shades light on the profile of the typical GI-certified food buyer, 

which resembles closely to the usual profile of a more quality-conscious food consumer 

(i.e. relatively younger, well-educated, female). In this respect, GI foods seem to compete 

against other types of quality-differentiated foods, such as sustainable food products (i.e. 

organic, animal welfare, fair trade etc.), over a market share within the same pool of 

buyers (see, for example, the work by Fotopoulos et al., 2011; and Krystallis et al., 2012).          

Moreover, current results support the view that awareness of GIs is widespread, as well as 

their selection, as stemming from the generally high consumption frequencies stated. 

However, these frequencies are much lower when specific examples of GI foods are 

provided to respondents, as opposed to answers provided for GI foods as a general 

category. This finding supports the view that respondents adopt to a certain extent a 

politically correct stance when reporting consumption frequencies for products they 
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consider to be make rightful choices, which is a common bias reported in other similar 

surveys (see Krystallis et al., 2009). In reality, GI foods are usual choices for mostly 

occasional consumption on behalf of the mass of consumers, while they constitute choices 

that are more frequent for a core group of loyal buyers. 

In relation to the first objective of the work, results indicate that perceived values 

in relation to GI foods exceed by far the perceived costs in the frame of the current sample 

(i.e. food consumers familiar with the GI meaning and experienced with GI product 

purchasing). Consumer agreement with almost all the perceived value types considered is 

much stronger than the relevant agreement with the perceived cost types. Consumers 

place strong value to GIs’ likeness and good feeling during consumption (i.e. Hedonic 

value), quality and tastiness (i.e. Functional value), as well as their ethical character in 

terms of support to local communities and production traditions (i.e. Altruistic value). 

These value perceptions are in accordance with the main reasons of GI purchasing stated, 

namely healthiness and tastiness, as well as consumers’ widespread attitude to buy local 

delicacies when visiting local areas to honour to local production. Accordingly, it appears 

that two sets of motives drive GI purchasing behaviour, one other-centred, more societal, 

and one self-centred, more egoistic.  

On the other hand, GI foods do not come without costs. GI buyers see a certain 

monetary sacrifice in buying GI food, whose perceived price exceeding the relevant price 

of their conventional counterparts rather unjustifiably (i.e. Price cost). Moreover, they 

also perceive an availability issue to exist with GI foods, which might require certain time 

and physical effort to purchase (i.e. Effort cost). However, these cost perceptions are 

much weaker than most of the value perceptions, leading to a positive outcome of the 

value-cost trade-off, and a quite satisfactory overall CV perception stemming from 

feelings of high satisfaction with and trust in GI foods. Consequently, cost perceptions, 

albeit non-negligible, are not strong enough to decrease the total value perception, which 

ultimately leads to positive WOM and satisfactory purchasing intention.               

In relation to the second objective of the work, results indicate that ethnocentric 

attitude as an expression of consumers’ pro-national orientation seems able to impact (i.e. 

moderate) on the way value-cost trade-offs define overall CV perceptions and lead to a 

number of positive relational outcomes associated with GI foods. The direction of the 

moderation is as postulated, namely consumers with higher ethnocentric attitudes hold in 

association with own-country GI food products stronger value perceptions of all types, 

resulting to a positive outcome in the overall value-cost trade-off (i.e. the CV), as well as 

to a number of stronger relational outcomes (i.e. satisfaction, trust, WOM and purchase 

intention). On the other hand, consumers with moderate ethnocentric attitudes hold in 

association with own-country GI food products stronger cost perceptions about their 

(higher) price, and the (higher) risks of disconfirmed taste and consumption safety. 

Moreover, the behavioral and socio-demographic profiles of both clusters is very 

consistent with their value-cost perceptions across a long series of characteristics (i.e. 

awareness of the GI scheme; egoistic (i.e. health belief) and societal (i.e. moral obligation 

towards local communities) purchasing motives; general consumption frequencies and 

across all channels examined; WTP premiums over standard price; and age and 

education). The large number of statistically significant differences between the two 

clusters of varying degree of pro-national ethnocentrism across all the above 

characteristics validate the accuracy of the postulated moderation effect of ethnocentric 

attitude on CV perceptions towards own country GI food products.            

  In all, adopting a GI-certification appears to be a useful dual positioning strategy 

for small volume - high quality food products that can address both market niches for 

frequent purchases (loyalty strategy), and wider market segments for occasional purchases 
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(penetration strategy). Engaging in this dual strategy, and aided by their widespread 

distribution and consumer beliefs of superior tastiness and healthiness, GI foods can 

address the fierce competitive conditions within quality-differentiated foods, which also 

address similar market segments. On the other hand, one must approach the above-

described results with cautiousness, since this work comes not without limitations. The 

strongest point of concern in the fact that our sample, albeit comprising consumers 

accustomed with the products in question, safeguarding external validity, also shows a 

high mean ethnocentric attitude strength (i.e. mean score of 4.81). This makes the 

construction of clusters based on CE scores problematic, as the criterion of CE smaller 

than 4.8 led to the formation of a moderately ethnocentric cluster. This results in absolute 

score differences between the two clusters across all CV components that are not clearly 

large (albeit statistically significant), and a behavioural profile of the moderately CE 

consumers that still indicates large familiarity and extensive experience with GI food 

products.  

The current research provides clear evidence of the moderating role of 

ethnocentric pro-national attitudes on the way consumers perceive a series or gains and 

losses in relation to own-country GI foods. Future research should address the issue of 

clear discrimination between high and low CE attitude consumers, which would allow a 

more statistically robust testing of the moderation effect through a multi-group analysis. 

Moreover, a number of additional psychographic constructs should be tested for their 

moderating role, such as general involvement in GI foods and/or in specific GI product 

categories, as well as consumers’ personal values’ orientation (i.e. individualistic vs. 

societal value predispositions). Last but foremost, future research should rigorously test 

the postulated CV configuration through multivariate statistics (i.e. a Structural Equation 

Modelling approach), as well as operationalise specific CV components in a way that 

would depict the current research frame (i.e. consumer perceptions towards GI foods) 

closer, for instance by incorporating enhanced health beliefs into the Functional value and 

Performance risk configuration.             
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Appendix 1. Operationalization and descriptive statistics of the CV model (N=433) 

Measure 

Source adapted from 
Item [

1
]     Mean [

2
] 

Cronbach a 

(mean score) 

Functional Value 
Sweeney & Soutar 

(2001); Perrea et al. 

(2015) 

1. … have high quality  5.54  

.910 

(5.56) 

2. … are well made  5.45 

3. … their production comply to certain standards for these kind of products   5.53 

4. … taste good  5.72 

Social Value 

Sweeney & Soutar 

(2001); Sanchez-
Fernandez et al. (2009); 

Perrea et al. (2015) 

5. … improve the way other people perceive me  3.84 

.964 

(3.76) 

6. Buying … make a good impression on other people  3.87 

7. … give those who by it social approval  3.58 

Hedonic Value 
Sweeney & Soutar (2001) 

8. I like …  5.73 

.957 

(5.66) 

9. I like to consume …  5.70 

10. I feel comfortable consuming …  5.61 

11. … make me feel good   5.63 

Altruistic Value 

Sanchez-Fernandez et al. 

(2009); Perrea et al. 

(2015) 

12. Buying … would have an ethical interest for me, considering that they are produced 
respecting tradition 

5.29 

      .904 

      (5.58) 
13. …’ production process respect & promote tradition which is coherent with my ethical values 5.33 

14. … support local producers  5.94 

15.  Purchase of … supports local community, which is coherent with my ethical values 5.76 

Emotional Value 
Perrea et al. (2015) 

16. Buying … makes me feel excited  5.36 
.930 

(5.08) 
17. Buying … makes me feel enthusiastic  5.00 

18. Buying … makes me feel happy  4.89 

 

 
 

 

 
1: […] indicates Geographic Indication (GI)-certified food 

2: Likert agreement type scale with end-points: 1= ‘strongly disagree’ and 7= ‘strongly agree’ 

Price 

Sweeney & Soutar 
19. … are not reasonably priced  4.45 .882 

(4.72) 20. … are too expensive for their quality 3.91 
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(2001); Perrea et al. 

(2015) 
21. … are more expensive than the conventional category products 5.42 

22. … are not economical products  5.12 

Effort 
Yoo et al. (2000);  

Petrick (2002); 

Perrea et al. (2015) 

23. …  are not widely available in ordinary retail outlets  

24. 6 

25. I would expect … to comply with my dairy consumption habits(R)  

4.98 

.902 

(4.38) 26. It requires too much time to purchase …  4.36 

27. It requires too much effort to purchase … 4.18 

28. It is difficult to purchase … 4.00 

    Evaluation Cost 

Burnham et al. (2003) 
29. I don’t have the time to collect the information necessary for evaluating … 3.27  

30. Comparing the benefits of my previously preferred product to the benefits of the corresponding 

… would take too much time and effort  
3.15 

.855 

(3.28) 

31. If I have to change the ordinary non  … I am currently using , I would have to search very 

much to find the corresponding … 
3.44  

Performance Risk 
Sweeney et al. (1999);  

Perrea et al. (2015) 

32. … do not taste properly 1.90 

.927 

(2.11) 

33. … do not taste as I expected it  2.24 

34. I lose money buying … (i.e. they are not equally tasty as the conventional ones)  2.13 

35. … do not offer something special  2.18 

Safety Risk 
Perrea et al (2015) 

36. … are not safe products 1.95 .903 

(1.96) 37. I lose money, by purchasing … (i.e. because they are not safe) 1.97 

Perceived CV 
Cronin et al. (1997);  

Dodds et al. (1991);  

Perrea et al. (2015) 

38. I consider … to be good value for money 5.08 

.873 

(5.07) 

39. I consider … to be a good buy 5.24 

40. The value of … to me is high 5.15 

41. Compared to what I have to give up, the overall ability of … to satisfy my needs is high 4.84 

Satisfaction 

Hennig-Thurau et al. 

(2002) 

42. … is a wise choice to buy  5.23 
.952 

(5.30) 
43. Overall, I am satisfied with … 5.34 

44. … is the right thing to choose  5.34 

Trust 

Chaudhuri & Holbrook 

(2001) 

45. I trust … 5.44 

.955 

(5.35) 

46. I rely on … 5.37 

47. I consider … honest products  5.58 

48. I am confident for the intentions of the companies / cooperatives producing … 5.18 

49. I trust … because they are certified by independent organizations 5.18 

Commitment 

Aaker et al. (2004) 

50. I feel committed to continue buying … 3.93 
.905 

(4.08) 
51. I am willing to make a small sacrifice in order to continue buying … 4.37 

52. I am willing to postpone my purchase, if … are temporarily unavailable 3.93 
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53. I stick with …, even if it would let me down once or twice 3.88 

54. I am so happy with … that I no longer feel the need to watch out for other alternatives 4.32 

Purchase Intention  55. Next time I will buy groceries, I intend most of them to be … 4.64 .870 

(4.54) 56. I intend to replace my current groceries  with … 4.45 

Word of Mouth  

 
57. I recommend … to my friends and relatives 5.00 .943 

(5.03) 58. I talk favourably for … 5.06 

Ethnocentrism 

Shimp & Sharma (1987); 

Chryssochoidis et al. 

(2007) 

59. Greek people should always buy Greek-made products instead of imports 5.92 

 

 

 

 

.943 

(4.81) 

60. Only those products that are unavailable in the Greek market should be imported 5.69 

61. Buy Greek –made products keep Greece working 6.15 

62. Greek products, first, last  and foremost 5.39 

63. It is not right to purchase foreign products, because it puts Greeks out of jobs 4.88 

64. We should purchase Greek-made products instead of letting other countries get rich off us 5.14 

65. It is always best to purchase Greek products. 5.41 

66. There should be very little trading or purchasing of goods from other countries unless out of 

necessity 
5.15 

67. Greeks should not buy foreign products, because this hurts Greek business and causes 

unemployment 
4.91 

68. It may cost me in the long-run but I prefer to support Greek products 5.00 

 69. Buying foreign-made products is an anti-Greek act 4.24  

 70. A true Greek should always buy Greek-made products 4.56  

 71. Barriers must be imposed to all imports 3.66  

 72. Foreigners must not be allowed to put their products in our country 3.19  

 73. Foreign-made products must be heavily taxed in order to have limited access to Greece  3.88  

 74. We must import from foreign countries only those products we cannot produce in Greece 5.04  

 75. Greek consumers who buy foreign-made products are responsible for putting their fellow 

Greeks out of business 
3.61 
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Appendix 2: Sample’s socio-demographic and behavioural profile (N=433) 

Measure  Item %  

Household’s gross monthly income € 

 

1. ≤ 500 17.3 

 

2. 500-1000 30.0 

3. 1001-1500 28.2 

4. 1501-2000 13.4 

5. 2001-3000 7.6 

6.  3000 3.5 

Marital status & children  

 
1. Single 30.7  

1. Married with children 50.8  

2. Married no children 9.9  

3. Other 8.5  

Profession 

 

1. Self employed 23.3  

2. Private Sector Employee 30.9  

3. Public Sector Employee 14.8  

4. Unemployed 20.8  

Gender 

 

1. Female 67.0  

Area 

 

2. Salonika 66.1  

3. North of Greece 33.9  

Age 

 

1. 19-25 
2.  

7.4  

 3. 26-35 33.5         

4. 36-45 32.1  

5. 46-55 24.0  

 6. 55-65 2.5  

 7. 66+ 0.5  

Education 

 
1. A + B (up to high school) 26.5  

2. C (Technical tertiary) 21.0  

3. D + D (Graduate and higher) 49.7  

Household Responsible 

 

1. I am responsible for household groceries 53.1  
2. I am co-responsible for household groceries 46.9 
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Consumption of […] 

 

1. I consume …   

      a. Always 

 

 

17.8  

      b. Frequently 47.6  

      c. Occasionally  29.6  

       d. Rarely 5.1  

 2. Whenever I visit a particular area of Greece, I buy this region’s …   

       a. Always  35.3  

       b. Frequently 33.3  

       c. Occasionally  

 

20.0  

               d. Rarely 11.4  

Awareness of […] 

 

1. I know what a local food is 100.0  

2. I have heard of the term … 90.5  

3. I know what … means 77.6  

Reasons for buying … 1.    I buy […]    

          a. Out of habit 7.6   

         b. For a healthy diet 70.9  

         c. For trying out specific … 29.8  

         d. Out of habit, every time I visit a different place 27.9  
         e. For tasting new flavours 57.3  

         f. For inviting people over dinner 6.9  

         g. For buying a small present from places I visited            55.2  

WTP for […] 1. I am willing to pay a premium price for …                                                           YES:  63.5  

1. How much will you be willing to pay on top for buying … in relation to 

conventional products:   
  

         a. Up to 10%  90.6  

         b. 20%  25.6  

         c. 30%  11.3  
         d. 40%   3.7  

         e. 50% or     2.3  

 

 

 



 

21 

 

Appendix 3: Purchasing behaviour towards selected GI food products (N=433) 

  Which of the following certified … do you consume more often and on which frequency?  

Frequency  

Never 

Sometimes  

/ year 

Once 

/ month 

Sometimes  

/ month 

Sometimes 

/ week 

 

Every day 

GI cheese 1 (‘Manouri’) 21.9 42.5 12.2 18.9 4.2 0.2 

GI cheese 2 (‘Mpatzos’) 52.0 31.4 8.5 6.0 1.8 0.2 

GI cheese 3 (‘Kefalograviera’) 9.2 32.1 22.4 25.4 10.2 0.7 

GI cheese 4 (‘Anevato’) 65.4 22.6 6.7 3.5 1.4 0.5 

GI spice 1 (Safran ‘Kozanis’) 29.6 43.4 9.9 12.7 3.7 0.7 

GI fruits 1 (Apples ‘Kastorias’) 29.6 40.0 10.4 13.6 5.8 0.7 

GI legumes 1 (Beans ‘Prespon’) 12.6 40.6 15.2 19.9 3.9 0.7 

GI wine (‘Amyntaio’) 47.8 33.0 9.0 8.1 2.1 0.0 

GI fruits 2 (Peaches ‘Velbentou’) 27.3 41.1 8.3 15.2 7.6 0.5 

GI fruits 3 (Apples ‘Vermiou Kozanis’) 28.4 38.8 12.5 14.8 5.1 0.5 

GI legumes 2 (Beans giants ‘Kastorias’) 22.4 38.8 17.6 16.6 3.7 0.9 

  Where do you usually buy the above GI food products at?  

Point of Purchase Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Very Frequently 

Supermarkets 12.5 23.6 28.2 25.6         10.2 

Hypermarkets 4.8 10.4 25.9 41.1         17.8 

Specialty food shops 10.2 20.8 30.9 30.9          7.2 

Corner shops 25.9 27.0 27.9 15.2          3.9 

Open markets 14.8 21.7 26.3 27.3          9.9 

Farmers’ shops 30.9 30.3 30.3 8.0          1.6 

Farmers’ gate 12.7 24.5 37.2 18.7          6.9 

 


